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Preface and Acknowledgements

Public Po : Issues and Analyses, prepared from selected panel discussions and papers presented during the 14th
Annual Forum in May. 1974, presents analytical approaches if not solutions to the Imperatives identified in
1973. The tone of the articles is one of confidence, building upon the six major policy reports on higher education
released during the academic year: Carnegie Commission, Committee for Economic Development, National Board Of
Graduate Education. National Council of Independent Colleges and Universities, Newman Report, and the National
Commission on the Financing of Postsecondary Education.

While last year's Imperatives are not solved, the interdisciplinary research employed by members of the Association
shows promise for the year ahead. I am convinced that, in the study of our colleges and universities, interdisciplinary
considerations are essential. At the same time, I am equally convinced institutional researchers must deal with their
problems as specialists employing modern sciences and technologies on processes. In so doing we obviously examine
how a thing is done rather than focusing on objectives. Unfortunately, seldem is the question asked, "Why?" There is
a not so obvious danger in this. It seems our practitioners avoid the unmeasurable query because it is devoid of
meaning, since, in our advancing technological culture, what is relevant can only be something that is measureable
quantifiable. Under such an ethic there is no need to inquire about the human ends and human purpose.

As usual the preparation of this volume is a team effort from which the Editor takes cues. Most of the cues came from
two groups: the Association's Publication Board, and the Proceedings Evaluation Committee.The latter selected papers
for presentation and then reviewed the papers for inclusion in this volume. Denis J. Curry, Arlon E. Elser, Bertrand
L. Hansen. James R. Montgomery. Robert J. Parden, Marvin W. Peterson, Gloria D. Scott, and Gary Stock skillfully
critiqued the contributed papers.

I am especially grateful to Bernard Sheehan. James Montgomery, and Lois Torrence for making my task easier, and
to Anne-Marie McCartan, who ably assisted in the preparation of the manuscripts, and whose attention to detail
carried the project to us conclusion.

University of Washington Robert G. Cope
July 1974
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POLICY STUDIES: BLUEPRINTS FOR PROGRESS OR SOCIAL SECURITY FOR SOCIAL SCIENTISTS

For a long time mankind has been trying to
tigure out what his problems are- and what results
his remedies for them are likely to produce. His way
of addressing these matters has varied from age to age.

The ancient Greeks saw their affairs as largely
controlled hy the whims of a group of gods and
goddesses, whose motivations and actions were as
irrational as those of human beings. .So the Greeks
used considerable time and energy in serving or placat-
ing the dieties with the .hope that human affairs might
go better..

Mohammed led his followers to believe in the
will of Allah, over which they had little or no,control,
but to which they had better pay attention if they
wanted a chance at the glories of the next world.
This theme of acceptance of the mess mankind is in
as the price of future glory oan be found in other
human responses to the world. Our Hindu bretheren
today still bet on reincarnation, and no doubt some
of those gathered here harbor sneaking hopes that
turning in their final chips in the game of life will
lead to a jackpot in the next.

All of these views are based on some form of
faith rather than on reason. The faith is, of course,
supported by the evidence of various miracles that are
reported to have occurred from time to time over the
course of .history and that lend credence to the hopes
implicit in the faith. t have no intention of entering
into argument about the validity of the miracles.
What evidence there is each can judge for himself, and
I suspect that the judgement of each deserves as much
respect as that of the next.

But it is true that for most of human history our
explanations for our fortunes and misfortunes and our
efforts to promote well being and avoid difficulty
have had a significant relationship to the realm of the
supernatural. And at the same time it is true that men
have slowly built some understanding about the im-
pact of their own behavior and planning on what was
likely to happen to them in the future.

The experiences of devising hunting techniques,
of developing agricultural skills, and of planning to take
advantage of the variation of the seasons were cer-
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tainly important in implanting in our forebears some
simple notions of cause and effect, of action and reac-
tion, and of the consequences tomorrow of things done
or not done today. Without knowing anything at all
about biology, someone found out about the importance
of crop rotation and irrigation and fertilizer for growing
food. Whenever this kind of thing happened, a new,
self-conscious, independent element entered man's
being. While he might still believe that the gods caused
the annual floods of the river Nile, he knew at the
same time that practices over which he had control in
relation to those floods would affect his future food
supply and his well-being.

If one accepts Aaron Wildaysky's simple statement
that "planning is the attempt to control the conse-
quences of our actions," it seems reasonable to argue
that planning by humans started in some such ancient
circumstances as those suggested here. Since that time,
it has become more complex, and today its complexity
threatens to inundate us. Indeed, we increasingly find
ourselves in a ridiculous situation, The techniques, dis-
ciplines, and methods employed by planners and policy
analysts have become so complicated and so specialized
that the people who must user their product the poli-
tical leaders and administrators in the case of public
problems or university presidents in the case of insti-
tutional planning are no longer able to understand
and participate in the processes that are supposed to
assist with their decisions.

There is, of course, nothing new about this gap
between the person with responsibility and authority
and advisors who attempt to illuminate issues he must
act upon. In the olden times referred to earlier, princes
often went to soothsayers whose methods were by
definition mysterious; the oracle at Delphi was known
as a source of guidance to future action; and legend has
it that examination of the entrails of chickens could
reveal to the properly receptive psyche the correct
policy choices for the future.

So we might argue that today's planners with
their systems and simulations don't have to be under-
stood by those whose policy decisions will affect all
our futures. They just need to be believed. But in a
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world that is hesitantly but doggedly trying to base its
actions-on rationality, such a view is not really accept-
able. It is contrary to the spirit of science that has in-
creasingly dominated our thinking. Somehow we have
to find accommodation 'and communication between
those on the one hand who bear responsibility for
action and those on the other who try the illuminate
the implications of the various options action must
consider,

In the remainder of these remarks I want to offer
a few comments that are generally related to this broad

. problem of the gap between the policy analyst and
planner on the one hand and the implementer, political
leader. administrator on the other. Within the bounds
of the problem I include the tendency of the practioners
of policy science to develop their own mystique and the
parallel tendency of politicians and administrators to
act as if they understood it. Nothing confers status like
seeming to he a participant in the newest and most
fashionable mysteries!

It is only fair to tell you that these observations
come from a Prejudiced viewpoint. I can lay no claim
to having penetrated the depths of any social science
discipline leave alone what. are now being called
"the policy sciences.'' I come at this subject from one
side that of a person whose responsibility it has.
been to decide what to do and to try to get it done,
always with a sense that it would have effects and
usually with hopes about what those effects might be.
In the course of my experience I have employed plan-
ners and evaluators, bought computers, set up manage-
ment information systems. and listened to a great
deal of talk I did not understand at all regarding such
matters a, cost benefit analysis, systems analysis, pro-
gram budgeting. management by objectives, social indi-
cators, game theory. computer simulation. and various
other modern counterparts of the ancient chicken en-
trails.

In the course of these experiences, I have en-
countered a large number of persons who shared my
perplexities. Among them have been state and city
officials responsible for education planning, governors
of states. mayors, congressmen and senators, state
legislators, heads of federal and state departinents and
agencies, college and university presidents, officials of
foreign governments ranging from prime ministers to
lesser bureaucrats. and a very -large number of intelli-
gent. well-informed. reasonably well educated citizens
in various walks of life who are not directly responsible
for ac tions and policy except in their roles as citizens,
which the care about and Want to discharge effectively.
I feel .quite certain that were' this group of assorted per-
sons I have listed assembled.in one place and asked to
give some answers to questions like the following their
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responses would range across a wide spectrum as
would their confidenCe in them:

What is cost benefit analysis, and can it help
the to make better decisions?

What are the kinds of questions with which
the analytical methods of social science can
be most helpful?
Are there- systems of management that will
guarantee greater efficiency and what are the
gains and losses froin adopting these?

Is computer simulation a useful technique
for exploring possible policies or programs
and determining their consequences?

Such questions could be multiplied ad infini-
turn, and a wide range of them is confronted today
by almost anyone who is responsible for allocating
major resources or for trying to decide what the
effects of alternative policy options will be. What's
more, we have moved into a world that is so compli-
cated by technological development that the people who
must decide what to do are likely to have imperfect
knowledge, not just about the new tools of planning
and decision making that we are discussing here, but
also about the scientific validity of the solutions to
human problems that their decisions will launch.

There was a fascinating story in the New York
Times of April 13 regarding a new "people mover"
being installed in Morgantown, West Virgini.a. In that
seat of learning, the Federal Mass Transportation Ad-
ministration has expended some $57 million i inter-
connect the three campuses of the state um ,versity
with a computer controlled electric transit lint, that is
planned to avoid city traffic and move students and
faculty over a two or three mile distance. A mix of
planning, new technology, and new policy objectives
in the realm of mass transportation have resulted in a
rediculous fiasco and an excellent illustration of how
politics, planning and technology don't easily mix.
There are now serious proposals to dynamite the entire
enterprise and others tobuy individli..: golf carts for,
students and professors in the hope tl,at some use can
be made of the two mile concrete "guideway" that has
already be constructed.

This noble enterprise, has had the full benefit'
of economic analysis, attention from management ex-
perts, the expertise of the Boeing Company's talent,
and other special inputs that have combined to provide
a failure of significant proportions. It should make us
both humble and wary about elaborate technological
solutions to on problems, as should the San Francisco
subway the the Concorde airplane that magnificent,
machine that wi,l get a person acrqss the Atlantic in
about half the time for ten times the cost,



Of course planners can't be held responsible
for technoloOcal failure that belongs to the engi-
neers. But they might be expected to ask somc ques-
tions about relative costs and to get some hard answers
to them when enterprises like these are being con-
sidered. The problem is. that the plannersand policy
analysts. those who are trying to foresee the outcomes
of new departures using scarce resources, are no more
equipped to deal with the engineers than the adminis-
trators, politicians. and public officials are to judge the
planners. The worlds of science, of social science.
and political decision making are all involved in the
significant decisions of the future regarding every as-
pect of our individual lives and of our national exis-
tence. In health, in education, in defense, in the
problems of transport and communication, in the en-
vironment. and in the management of services in urban
centers there is inevitably a mixture of these three
elements that don't understand each other well, that
communicate ineptly, and that somehow combine to
set the pattern of the future for all of us. Its enough
to make one nervous about that future!

But before you get too nervous, it might be
wise to take a look at where we really are with modern
sophisticated tools for planning and managing our
complex affairs. While I can't presume to give veil an
authoritative picture of the current scene, I can give you
some impreSsions. They add up to the view that there
is more commonsense in the worlds of planning and
policy studies today than there was a few years ago.

Program Performance Budgeting Systems
I can well recall the big excitement in the

Johnson administration regarding the' introduction of
program planning and budgeting into the Bureau of the
Budget and the domestic departments of the govern-
ment generally. PPBS had been until that time the
preserve of the Defense Department, where Robert
McNamara aided by an inventive group of social
scientists had created a new way to look at policy
options and their potential costs and outcomes. Its
use throughout the civilian establishment was heralded
as a system that would sort out the social programs,
identify those that would work, and somehow get them
worki ng.

Vast_ amounts of paper were created by people
only a few of whom had the vaguest idea what they
were doing. It was collected into, notebooks and sent to
cabinet secretaries, commissioners, and other func-
tionaries. Each of these worthies kept a little private
tile that categbrized all his appropriations in traditional
fashion, the way the Congress acted on them, while
talking learnedly to Bureau of the Budget officials
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about the new cross cutting categories found .in the
PPBS system.

This charade was not hard to play, and I for
one rather enjoyed it. Every once in a while it provided
a valuable insight. For example, by using the PPBS
categories'FIEW found out how n uch it was doing in
the area of early childhood education -- something it
might never have known through the standard rubric of
the appropriations procedure.

I recall also during the same years the deliv
to the Congress of what was reported to be the lar
scale social science study that had ever 'been do e. It
was called Equality of Educational Opportunity it cost
close to $3,000,000; and it was planned an carried
through by very able people led by James Coleman,
then of Johns Hopkins University. This document was
some 700 pages in length and employed/sophisticated,
quantitative analysis to examine the 9fiects of various
school factors on learning.

There have been various allegations made that
HEW tried to bury this report //cause one interpre-
tation of its findings might cast,a shadow on the useful-
ness of Federal efforts to ,de/egregate the schools and
on parallel efforts to impr e the opportunities of dis-
advantaged children by umping more Federal funds
into the schools. I do 't think that these allegations
are correct, althou: I am quite willing to agree that
there was conside able hanky panky in HEW about
the writing of t summary report. Part of this came
about because ew people could understand what the
report had to say and how it arrived at its conclusions;
part of it ueveloped because various parties in HEW,
realizi that the summary was the only part of the
docu/ent anyone in a policy deciding position would
or /Could read, wanted to "tilt" the summary so that
it would avoid embarrassing queries about the efficacy
of school integration and Federal funding; and part of
it resulted from experience with 'two separate trial
drafts of the summary done by two different social
scientists. These drafts were clearly not going to com-
municate with the Congress of the United States to
whom the report was addressed.

The report was delivered to Congress in early
July of 1966. I had the interesting responsibility as the
then Commissioner of Education of trying to decide
whether the administration should recommend any
changes in program or policy as a result of it. Frankly
there was a great deal about it that I did not understand

particularly its methodology. So in August of 1966,
I assembled a group of distinguished social scientists
from Harvard, Chicago, and other universities in a
private meeting without the press and asked them to
advise me on one question: "What should the Federal

3
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Goverment do that was different from what it was
doirig as a result of the Coleman findings?"

I I won't try to review that meeting except to say
that it produced a great deal of- discussion, no clear
advice. and the recommendation that further research
was required. As all of you probably know, this
research evolved in the form of a year long seminar at
Harvard chaired by Patrick Moynihan. The seminar
resulted in a book by Moynihan and Mosteller review-
ing the methodology and the findings.

I shall add tc, this tale only one point. It is that
the most useful statement I know about the so called
"Coleman Report' 'Written by Gerald Grant, a
newspaperman who has turned social scientist. We
need more like him. In the Harvard Education Review
of February 1972 you will find his review of the book
by Moynihan and Mosteller. Here is a quotation from
it:

.What we save after five years of analysis
and reinterpretation is a confession of ignor-
ance. an appeal for more research, and an
enlarged sense of mystery about what the
nation's educational policy should be. More
than that. a sober look at the history of the
reanalysis of the Coleman data. gives little
cause for optimism about the capability of
social science to provide very clear guidance
to policy makers in the near future.

The point in mentioning. these experiences with
PPBS and with the Coleman studies of school effects
is to emphasize that new methodologies for planning
and for policy analysis tend to be much exaggerated in
their significance when they are launched. PPBS was
certainly exaggerated by the Johnson administration.
This is the same phenomonon that occurs with new

. social programs. It is just not possible in our political
system to start something new without fanfare. We had
to have the War on Poverty and the Great Society to
pass some social legislation that was not very large in
terms of dollars when compared with our defense
expenditure and not very adventurous in terms of
policy when compared with what other nations around
the world have done. But to try some needed experi-
ments and to make a few adjustments for the lower
income people in the United States, we advertized a
new millenium.

This same apirit of exaggeration characterized
our efforts in the 1960s and early 1970s to turn the
social sciences to the service of society through new
methods and systems. The Rand Corporation was pre-
pared to straighten out New .York City. New programs,
ostensibly based on carefully worked out policies, were
launched in numerous- cities only to flounder in the
morass of politics and bureaucracy. Vast new energies.
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went into training people who would do.the necessary
planning and policy analysis. Consulting firms multi-
plied. Universities started all manner of new.: inter-
disciplinary institutes for policy studies. Independent
centers for policy studies emerged in both profit and
non-profit formulations, together with specialities on
behalf of blacks or women or some other group. It is
probably fair to say ttat the last ten years have seen a
flowering of persons and institutions with the sole
purpose of telling other people how to run their affairs
that is not only unprecedented in human experience
but is likely to hold that distinction for a long time.

Realism About What is Possible
Yet in spite of this ballooning of activities and

institutions, I believe that we are heading for a more
sensible view of these phenomena right now than we
were a few short years ago. One reason I feel this
way is that some leaders of the effort to adapt the
social "ciences to planning and to policy analysis are
being quite hard headed and realistic about what's
possible. In the December 28, 1973 issue of Science,
Aaron Wildav: ky, Dean of the Graduate School of
Public Policy at Berkeley, had the following to say in
a review of a book by Garry Brewer:

New information systems proliferate faster
than we can keep track of them. The futurists
are here; technology assessnient is estab-
lished by mandate of Congress; management
by objectives is enshrined in the Office of
Management and Budget; research on social
indicators 'grows apace; variants on program
budgeting are adopted the world over almost
as fast as old ones are abandoned; and man-
agement information systems of all kinds
breed faster than rabbits. Despite apparent
differences, all these devices have certain
attributes in common: they are establis ed
without a single successful demonstration;
they are tried everywhere and they do not
work anywhere. They require theory that
no one has and data that no one can get.
All claim to enhance societal learning, but
none contain operative mechanisms for bene-
fiting from their own mistakes.

This statement by Dean Wildaysky is to say the
least a refreshing qualification of the over optimistic
view that there are readily available new methods and
systems that will solve all our problems. It is a theme
that Wildaysky echoes in some of his other recent
writing. I refer you to the book Implementation that
he published in 1973 with Jeffrey Pressman as co-
author. Here is a case study in how very difficult it is
to cause anything actually to happen as the result of



''a Federal initiative in an American city. Two quotes
will give you some of the flavor:

The view froth the top is exhilerating. Di-
vorced from problems of implementation,
federal bureau heads, leaders of international
agencies, and prime ministers in poor coun-
tries think great thoughts together. But they
have trouble imagining the sequence of
events that will bring their ideas to fruition.
(p. 136-7)

Our assumptions about new public programs
are far removed from reality, We assume
that the people ostensibly in charge can pre-
dict the consequences of their actions, and
that is often not the case. (p. 125)

Another sobering account by a competent stu-
dent of the new methodologies is found in Garry
Brewer's book Politicians, Bureaucrats and the Consul-
tant, Basic Books, Inc. 1973. This book outlines "the
disastrous experiences of two major cities * San
Francisco and Pittsburgh when consultants were
called in to design urban renewal programs with the
help of the latest theoretical techniques." Let me quote
again to give some sense of this political scientist's
reservations:

Public officials may be led to expect too
much, from social science research in general
and from simulation activities in particular,
in the way of answers to a class of difficult
questions that are not scientific in the com-
monly accepted sense. Unfortunately, these
are political questions, such as 'What should
the goal's of the city be ?' What should poli-
ticians do about them ?' xo whom should
it be done?' In the absence of information on
limits and possibilities of present day social
science, expectations become inflated. Pre-
diction is expected even when the crudest
understanding has not yet been reached. This
particular misconception is widespread and
not limited to any special group of individ-
uals. Indeed, underestimation of the difficulty
of integrating computers into the urban de-
cision context is a basic theme in the collec-
tive lamerA. (p. 234)

I can't resist reporting to you also the complaint
that Garry Brewer attributes to a local official opressed
by the intrusion of academics into his city's affairs:

. guys come out of the University, giva
you the word from the mountain, and then

,,get out before they have to get any of the
consequences of what they are going to do

Harold Howe II

. . . . And then they write another book or
an article on [our] idiocy which increases
their academic standing, which also happens
tr give them a higher hourly or daily rate
the next time they go out to consult. There is
a kind of madness in that. It is what I call
mountaineering, (p. 224)

Brewer and Wildaysky and others like them
are, not complete skeptics about using social science
and its new tools of analysis to help figure out what
policies might be worth pursuing and what their
outcomes might be. But they do seem to have a reach
to reality that is not always present among social
planners -nd policy analysts.

A sociologist who has had broad experience in
policy related research is James S. Coleman now of the
University of Chicago and mentioned earlier in these
remarks. His essay, "Policy Research in the Social
Sciences," General Learning Press 972, explores in
depth the relationships between discipline research and
policy research. He cites a number of principles that
must apply to policy research and argues strongly that
the university is probably not the best setting for it.
In all of this discussion, Coleman seems to me to add
his voice to those of others with reservations about the
immediate and effective usefulness of social science as
a tool for defining solutions to social problems. Note
these brief observations taken from his essay:.

There is no body of methods, no comprehen-
sive methodology for the study of the impact
of public policy as an aid to future policy ....
the policy sciences have not really regarded
themselves as policy sciences, with the ex-
ception of some parts of economics_and a few
of the older areas of political science. In
general, as the social sciences have become
self conscious as disciplines, they have
busied themselves with internal development
of the disciplines. The systematic methods
they have develoded are methods for aiding
this disciplinary development, not for stIch
externally imposed irritants as the evaluation
of public policies....

As clinching evidence that the movement for
applying analytical thinking to management and policy
problems is in a reasonably healthy state of skepticism
about itself, let me present you with the thoughts of
Norman G. Anderson, Professor of Science and Manage-
ment Techniques. writing in Science, February 22, 1974.
There he cites his indebtedness to the Office of Manage-
ment Resources for permission to share a report that
had "earned commendation at the Secretaries level for
thorodghness and originality." The report grew frorx
the discovery that a large city's symphony orchestra
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was not cost-effective a problem that was studied
by an independent investigator from a government
sigeno, Selections from the investigator's report follow:

It took only the most casual observa-
tion to discover that, while musicians are
paid in full for their time, they do not play
all of the tiniel.,The fault is partly in' the
choice of muSic. Using a simple compUter
program, it was possible to score musical
programs for degree of involvement for
each play er and to choose programs on this
basis. This has resulted in a MusicianPartici-
pation 'Improvement Program that should
be more, widely adopted. It will be adminis-
tered through the newly created Office of
Participation Improvement which has a skel-
eton staff of 148.

There appears to be little evidence of
modern technology and of modern manage-
ment principles in our orchestras. The pic-
colo clearly 'needs to be redesigned, and no
attempts appear to have been made to im-

1 prove violin design since the last century.
However. the most immediate improvements
are to be had by applying modern manage-
ment expertise to orchestral direction:

There is one specialty that appears to
be in short supply, however, and that there-
fore demands a _high salary, which contri-
butes greatly to cost. This specialty is con-
ducting. qf all performers, the conductor
is the most vigorous. and he is the only one'
who performs constantly. The basic reason
that there are few conductors is that there
are no good tests on this vocation. Training
programs hould therefore be encouraged
and should teach the essentials in this field
once they have been catalogued. That will
lake some time, however. For the present,
we need new and innovative solutie:is such
as the one I propose here. Time-Motion and
eve-movement studies confirm my obser-
vation that conductors are able to fix visually
different performers at precisely defined
times and then make sweeping gestures in
their direction. In a previous study, Ifound
that successful quarterbacks do the same
thing, singling one player out of many after
a precise number of counts and, with a pre-
cise overhand motion, projecting a score
objectN'in that player's direction. Since plots.
of quarterback and conductor ages show little
overlap, it is evident that one could quite
successfully become the other. This concept,
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called Sequential Career Commonality Utili-
zation, is now being applied in many other
fields, and the Sequential. Career Common-
ality Utilization Branch is slated to achieve
bureau status in a few years. The greatest
breakthrough achieved by this branch was
the finding of politician-night watchman
commonalities, such as random walking,
peering into darkness, and lack of a require-
ment for intelligent conversation, suggesting'"
that either could serve as the other.

If any further evidence is needed that the high
moguls of management and policy analysis have some
reservations about their stock in trade, I don't know
what it is. At the same time, it is quite clear that those
of us who have to make hard decisions continually
look to them for support. We naively hope that some
system will be discovered that will` take from our
shoulders the burden of judgement. Indeed, this interest
in new techniques of management and analysis is so
pervasive in America that there are some signals indi-
cati^o a real shift in values. As evidence of such a
shit. I call to your attention that six weeks 'after it
appeared on the best seller list of the New York Times,
Peter Drucker's recent book, Management, moved up
the list and superseder. The Joy of Sex amdrig the
nonfiction offerings. No doubt there are other inter-
pretations of this phenomenon, but I claim that this
preference for management over sex is a significant
measure of our hope that social science will solve our
problems for us.

Lest this discussion give the impression Wat
am against social scientists, or good management prac-
tice, or thouihtful and systematic analysis j6f our
problems and our policy choices, let me hasten to say
that I am not. I think that all of these have their place
in the scheme of things and that the person responsible
for making and carrying out policy can be'helped by
them. At the same Hine, I join the skeptics (whom I
have quoted) from the world of social science in the
belief that these disciplines and systems have limi-
tations.

Values
The most significant of these limitations is in

the elusive arena of ,,values. Men do things or they
don't in part because of their beliefs in what is sight
or wrong, important or unimportant, in their interest
or contrary to it. They don't agree at all on value
questions, and where, these are matters of public action
by public authority, value questions get sorted out in
the political arena. Neither the formulation of positions

-that are defined by value judgements not their sorting
out through politics (whether in the faculty meeting
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at the university or the state legislature co.' the United
States Congress, lend themselves toultimate resolution
by social science'analysis.

One Way to describe this state of affairs is to
sa\ that we are continuing to follow the irrational ele-
ments that are so strung among us. Such ajudgeMent
implies that some combination of emotional feeling and
philosophical or religious belief is more significant
in human affairs than reasoned positions based on
Litt Another way to characterize the situation is to
say that the .social. sciences are in their infancy. that
they aren't realIN ready to act as the determinants of
what we should (10 and how we should .do it. Such
a position implies that we are fortunate to have limited
these power hungry disciplines and to nave continued
the tried and true judgmental and political processes
through which men have painfUlly sorted out their
problems for many 'years. ,

In fact, neither of these characterizations seems
to me to have merit. Instead. I take the position that
the larger the issue the more likely it is to be loaded
with value considerations in which social science will
not be at home. Whether or not the Federal, Government
should provide 'major funding for the support- of
public- and private schools and colleges in the United
States -is a very broad question that is heavily value
laden. To some degree. attempts-to answer the question
can be. illuminated by evidence prodAed, by econ-
omists. political scientists and others. BtIt the ultimate
political decision that had to he made on this matter
was not heavily influenced by their studies nor were
the outcomes either predicted or predictable. Within
this larger question, however, are literally thousands
of other more expliCit,.. more detailed. and somewhat
less value laden issues that lend themselves in signal-
cant ways to exploration by social scientiStsand that
ought' not to he.settled without their contribution. I
would go even further and say that when politicians
and administrators rush ahead solely on the basis of
value judgements they do so at their peril and some-
times with negative results and more unforseen prob-
lems than are necessary. .

This is not an effort to 'say that the proper
place of social scientists is in dealing with the insigni-
ficant issues. That is clear) }. not true. Very large
questions about our tax system,. for example. can best
be illuminated by the work of economists. But the value
questions including those that relate to-the self interest
of groups with power and political leverage will con-
tinue to have very large effects on changing that system.
This should not deter the economists. It should just
make them simultaneously more argumentative and
more humble.

' Most of you work in colleges and universities
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and you are trying to make those institutions more
rational by helping them to .know themselves better
and manage their affairs more efficiently. Your interests
probably range from such simple measures as elimi-
nating low enrollment courses to save- money to such
elaborate possibilities as creating computer simulatiOn.s
of the institution to explore the likely effects of various
policy choices and alternative .resource allocations.
This same problem of values set' against efficiency sure-
ly crosses your horizons every day. Economic analysis
may identify a small group of research professors
engaged in exploring esoteric questions as extremely-
costly in terms of any measurable output. Yet the
value judgement of the President of the institution may
well be to keep this activity in spite of its cost and in
the face of major institutional problems. That's the
.way it should be. The President must make the value
decision, but he should- knoW accurately what it's
costing him.

Finally, I want to return to the 'problem of
communication raised earlier in these remarks. This is
a tender subject for an educator to discuss, since edu-
cators probably produce more uncommunicative prose
than any other group of university-trained people
in the country. .If they do, I, as their representative,
would like. to take this opportunity to award second
prize in this respect to the social scientists. What's more
I believe that the social scientists would continue to
hold this ,distinction even if Talcott Parsons and his
descendents were removed from their number,

By way of co ,pstructive suggestions, I have only
a simplistic idea to offer. It. is that when studies are
done in the expectation of illuminating the possible
effects of pOlicy choices or the hoped for results of bet-
ter management, the authors ask themselves two simple
questions: Who must understand this study if it is to
have any effect? Can such people grasp its method and
its message?

If a study is one that hopes fcr. nothing more
than an audience of other social scientists, no one from
Outside that realm can legitimately complain. But such
studies should be .mostly those that are concerned
more with the development of the discipline than with
promoting changes in policy or in the use of public.
resources..

If on the other hand a study seeks action that
will change an institution or a public policy;( it must
choose one of two courses: either it must explain itself
to a wider audience than the specialized scholars 'who
produced it or it must seek a translator who can ac-
curately, and sensibly turn it into a document that
communicates with laymen. The first option is to be
preferred because it draws directly on the..'authors
who understand all the innuendos, but it they don't
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have the skill they will be fortunate to have the. sense
to recognize the need for translation. Otherwise they
are headed for either misunderstanding or limbo or
both.

. As an example of a report on a complex and
technical subject with major political overtones yet one
which communicates well with laymen, let me cite
the recent publication by the Energy Policy Project
supported by the Ford Foundation -entitled Exploring
Energy Choices. I hasten to add that I had nothing to
do with this exercise. It falls. outside my part of the
Foundation bureaucracy. It seems to me to present a
set of cur olex. interrelated-issues in a fashion that will-
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assist a large number of people to think about them
more rationally.

There is another side b. this discussion, and
I wouldn't be surprised if it wa on the minds of some
of you. It is, perhaps, reasonable to ask whether poli-
ticians and administratorsnand college preSidents and
other functionaries who choices you want to illuminate
and whose management you want to improve shouldn't
learn something about the policy sciences and about
management techniques. The answer is that of course
they should. Some of them are trying. If I were speak-
ing to them instead of to you, I might spend more
time on this side of the issue. But since I'm not, I
hope that you'll meet them half way.
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THE CHANGING FEDERAL ROLE IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Peter P: Muirhend, Deputy Commissioner for Higher Education

This is a particularly timely occasion for the
Association for Institutional Research to be focusing on
the Federal role in postsecondary education. Because
even as your deliberations are going on, the legislative
branch of our Federal government is engaged in funding
and reexamining the provisions of legislation which
will surely bring about, profound change in the years
ahead in the institutions you serve and represent and
indeed. writing the script for the identification of appro-
priate national priorities and an effective role for the
Federal government in. postsecondary education lest
you forget where I work, I must also add that the

branch is engaged in appropriate ways with
the Congress in this all important task. I refer, of course,
to the education amendments of '72 which include
provisions that will have an historic impact on the
roles our colleges and universities will play . in the
last critical years of the 20th century. In the opinion
Of many higher education leaders this new. law em-
bodies the most comprehensive higher education
legislation in the history of this ,country. It establishes
major new dimensions of Federal concern and broad
new relationships with postsecondary institutions. It
may very well be that this legislation will provide
an affirmative answer to one vital question: Can the
Federal governinent contribute significantly to helping
our postsecondary institutions become more effective
in attaining national eduCation goals without at the
same time imposing unwarranted Federal control over
the education process? In this regard, I would hope
that you would use some of your precious resources
and talents in the continuing development and refine-
ment of a model that would measure not only the
imiiact of the Federal interest on such important na-
tional objectives as access, choice and opportunity
bin that at the same time Kovide an equally critical'
reading of the effect of national funding strategies ,on
the strength, diversity and independence of the post-.
secondary education system itself.

Of course. it is too early to predict how the
law will affect the Course of education. Even in the
short run: its impact on institutions cannot be ascer-
tained because the budget requests seeking to trans-

late some of its important authorizations into appro-
priations are even now before the Congress and thus

..far have fallen short of The bill's promise for an
effective federal role in postsecondary education. It
will be months, possibly years, before the provisions
of the act, either as they are now written or subse-
quently revised in the re-authorization process, are
fully implemented. It is not too early, however, to
discuss the implications of the new law and particu-
larly ,before a group so well, versed in contributing
knowledge that leads to public understanding and
so accustomed to being both patient and perSistent in
the process.

First, I woulA like to review breifly the high-
lights of the law, because many of its important pro-
visions have received relatively little- public notice.
The bill is essentially higher education legislation of
great scope and magnitude. It was the product of 27
months of discussion between the administration and
the Congress. Legislation, which in the finest traditions
of American politics, members of both parties worked
very hard to produce.

Second, I would like to explore with you what
some of the programs authorized may mean for the
future of higher education in its 'continuing quest to
suit its pluralistic form to the increasingly pluralistic
needs of its students. What the law provides, I will
suggest, is the promise of a more rational structure for
federal assistance and a long step toward a coherent
national strategy for higher education.

To begin, then, -with the bill itself. I have already
described it as possibly the most comprehensive higher
education bill in our history. I should also note that
it is historic in other major respects, It. provides
authority for an unprecedented national commitment
to extend postsecondary opportunities to all young
people regardless of their financial ability: A new re-
search effort intended to revitalize our entire educa-
tional system, a major new thrust to support and
encourage institutional renewal, and a recognition that
the national interest requires support for institutions
to.serve the disadvantaged.
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Student Aid
The law provides that aid to students enrolled

in postsecondary institutions be expaiided and re-
directed to that every student be eligible for a
combination of federal grants, work opportunities 'and
loam; sUlticient to make up the difference between
their college costs and what their families are able
to contribute. *Fht'Se provisions are aimed at closing
the cost gap forlow and moderate income-families.

The new program of basic opportunity' grants
combined with the college Work-study and guaranteed
student loan programs. provide an opportunity to
achieve now what has been described as a "Great
American Goal. Suiting fiscal action to these 'words,
the FY 1975 budget request now before t "'. Congress
includes $1.8 billion for student aid an increase of

.$300 million over FY 1974. Translated into much
more important statistics. this means that about 4
million. students will receive 'assistance during the
1975-7b 'college year. as compared with 2.7 million
receiving assistance this year.

The Congress also endorsed a neyv federal role
in eniduraging and facilitating reform andlinnnvation
throu,hout postsecondary education. -The Fund for the
iniproyement of Postsecondary Education is designed
to stimulate nation-wide interest in institutional re-
newal. and to encourage a new concern for diversity
of training opportunities to match the diversity of
needs. abilities. and interest of the incOming students.
The budget request of $15 million for FY 1975 is a
precious resource .and is intended to encouraging the
reforM. innovation and improvement of postsecondary
education and facilitate the providing of equal edu-'
cational opportunit for all.

A NeW Research Effort
In establishing. the National Institute of Educa-

tion; the Congress noted that as a nation we spend
less than one-half of one percent of our education
budget on research, compared with 5 percent of our
health budget and 10 percent of our defense budget.
The expectation was expressed that NIE, when ..fully
develbped, would be an important element' in the na-
tion's- educational system. overseeing the annual expen-
diture of as much as a quarter of a billion dollars.

The National Institute* of Education is now
established as a new research institution within the
Department. of Health, Education, and Welfare, with a
presidentially-appointed director and a distinguished,
national research council. Its mission is to undertake a
systematic national effort to make education more
effective at all levels. It is intended to. mobilize the
best minds from a variety of disciplines to deal with a
range of important problems, from improving com-
pensatory programs to developing broader and more
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sensitive measurements of learning and ways to em-
ploy our technology to greater educational advantage.
The NIE is as essential to the federal interest in -edu-
cation .as the research is to the mission of any great
university. Congress has affirmed the need for the
Institute and the Purposes envisioned for it.

As you consider your agenda of .priorities for
institutional research, I would suggest that you con-
sider ways in which you can contribute to a fuller
understanding on the part. of the Congress about the
critical mission of the National Institute for Education
and the urgency of providing adequate support to
achieve that mission.

The Significance of the New Law
Simply outlining some of the authorities iii the

law does not begin to describe their significance. Nor
does ..a recitation of their potential funding levels,
estimated to total somewhere between $18 and $20
billion. Here a wcrd of caution is in order: the gap
between funds authorized and funds appropriated is
almost destined to be very largeparticularly in the
initial stages of implementing new legislation and in
the face of the many other pressing priorities facing
our nation. The assumption that all funds authorized
will be appropriated is something which never was
and never will be. It should be reported, however,
that the major thrusts of the. legislation equal
educational opportunity, institutional reform and re-
search to make education more effective' are now in
place and are being given priority consideration in the
President's FY 1975 budget requests now before the
Congress. Given an appropriate improvement in the
economy, it is reasonable to project that the framework
for an effective federal role in assisting our postsecon-
dary education system to continue to enrich( our lives
and strengthen our society will also be in place.

What more is there to,be said of the significance
of the new law? Whaof the changes which these new
student aid provisions imply for the rest of the educa-
tional system?

We can only speculate, for example, on the
implicaiions of a technical change in the law making
half-time students, and students:in vocational or pro,
prietary?' postsecondary institutions, equally eligible
for all . higher education student aid provisions. But
surely this is no mere technical change: it represents a
dramatic change in national policy.

For decades, we.have proceeded on the assump-
tion that a four-year liberal arts education was to be
encouraged. If a student wished to go to college to
study full time, our laws have provided that the nation's
taxpaymers would help pick up the tab. At the same
time, a working man attending college at night, or a



high. school graduate finding it necessary to enroll less
than full time or preferring to learn an honest trade at
a bUtiiness school or some other less than collegiate
level, had to make it on his own without federal
assistance. In retrospect. it is hard to describe this as
sound national polic7., and the change is eminently
desirable.

What \Oil be the effect of this hewpolicy as well
EIS providing aid directly to students? Hopefully they
will be able to make sounder career choices. hopefully
this will ocean a strengthened sense of purpose in all
postsec ondary students. whatever kind of institutions
and their programs, and therein lies the real challenge
for i mp rm. i rig postsecondary education.

These. student aid provisions, in brief, contain
incentives to encourage greater flexibility and

diversitx throughout the total structure of postsecon-
dary. education. To introduce institutional reforms
designed to expand individual opportunities for enter -
ing and reentering institutions and pursuing programs
of study tailored to individual needs. Clearly'the design
here is to effect far more than piecemeal improvements
in the existing structure of postsecondary education.

. Even more clearly it places Upon the. office 'of
education a compelling responsibility. to ensure that
information about postsecondary education is collected,.
and coordinated in a timely fashion and made readily
available in appropriate farms to pliblic and private
agencies .

Now, the new act does not solve all of our
problems. In fact, it creates some. The new act contains
some pitfalls which could, with insufficient attention.
lead to the- imposition of unwanted controls on the
education community. The socalled "bailout- provi-
sion for institutions in critical financial distress is a
case in point, for it invites the Federal government to
establish standards by which the Federal government
Could decide which institutions should survive, and
which should be allowed to die.

But such a potential danger should be warning
enough. Ik very existence should serve to alert the
education community against unwanted inroads on
academic freedom. Undue federal control is unlikely
to occur as long as the aLadernic community is .deter-,
mined.to resist it and our record in that regard is a good
one.

We need not and must not allow responsibility
for education to shift to federal hands so long as we
are determined to preserve institutional autonomy and
local control in this country.

We still lack a national policy for the whole of;
higher education, particularly,...in the field of graduate
education. The federal establishment has barely begun
to consider the impact on colleges and universities of
,shifts in priorities and funding for its many programs,
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outside the office of education in defense, NASA,
AEC, NIH, and other agencies which comprise 82
percent of the total federal outlays for higher education.

Nevertheless, the foundation for 'a sound na-
tional policy is inherent in the Education Amendments
of 1972. The Act recognizes. for the first time, the
national interest in maintaining a strong and versatile
system of postsecondary institutions to meet the educa-
tional needs of the -entire popUlation. It reiterates a
sound federal policy that public and private higher
education' is a single great natural resource to be
supported in all of its parts as even- handedly as pos-
sible. A policy that is being replicated in a variety. of
ways in 36 states. A lack of-personal funds has been

. effectively removed as a reason for anyone to be denied
whatever level of postsecondary education they may
be qualified to seek. The need for federal support and
encouragement of institutional research has been recog-
nized and present budget_ requests. although far from
adequate, underscore the importance of the priorities
to the nation's welfare.

I opened these remarks by underscoring the
timeliness of your: working session in relation to the
federal budgettary and legislative 'process.- It is also
an opportune time for you to be about the business of
contributing to better understanding of national'priori-
ties because we now have on stream, as you know,
no fewer than six major 'Worts by eminent national
groups each making a worthy contribution to that
discussion. I refer, of course, to the reports of the
Carnegie Commission, committee for Economic Devel-
opment, National Board of Graduate Education, Na-
tional Council of Independent Colleges and Univer-
sities, the Newmaii Report an I the National Corn-
mission on Financing of Postsecondary Education.

On this score, I would 'hope, that in addition,
to carrying forward your exemplary role of adding to
the storehouse of knowledge, that your priorities would
also include an analysis of the recommendations in
these reports and how well they would serve the.
objectives for, postsecondary education identified in
the national commission on financing of postsecondary
education report objectives', which were implicity
or explicitly in agreement in each of the reports.

Finally, while wearing your A.I.R. policy hats
you have been instrumental in helping to build a
healthier higher education enterprise. In youtcapacity
as acknowledged leaders in higher education I would
hope that you would insist on a voice in implementing
this landmark legislation and to 'maintain watchful
oversight of the way in which its provisions are carried
out. The extent to which it realized its vast potential
will depend not only on the executive and legislative
branches of the Federal .government, but even more
so on the higher education community itself.

"V
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CAN WE GET MORE FROM HIGHER EDUCATION FOR OUR MONEY?

Most of us in institutional research have spent
a good Part of the last several years struggling with
such concepts as productivity, efficiency, and cost-
effectiveness as these concepts are thought to apply.
or not to apply; to higher education. Accusations of
inefficiency and cries for 'more cost-effective educa-
tional programs have been so pervasive and so persis-
tent that few of us have escaped the need to defend
what. how, and why our institutions do as they do.

The repeated assumption by the working bees
outside the higher education beehive seems .to be that
the academic, drones on the inside could do a lot.
better if they would only get down to work and apply',
St1113e of the efficiency methods and measures of the
',mashie world. If educators are to be objective about
it. they cannot respond with a simple opposing assump-
tion that higher .education is different from induEtry
and is etticiOit in its own context. The key question
Can we reasonably and realistically expect to get more
from higher education for. our money? Institutional
researchers are probably the right target for this ques-
thin. If .we have spent it share of our recent
professional lives grapplin& 'th the problem and we
cannot. afiswer the question, en who can? If any
group should have the ne sary insights then insti-
tutional researchers should.

' However. like the doctoral student in the middle
of a dissertation, I now wish I had selected anothe'r
topic: My reasons are the same as the doctoral student's.
To get the subject down to manageable size, it is
necessary to cgricentrate on only a few of the most
important aspects. Then in the course of analyzing
those,-few specifics, I find each one inseparably con-
nected to at least a dozen other important consider-
ations -- and those in turn appear to be inherent parts
of whole systems of pertinent phenomena which
cannot possibly be covered .adequately. In short, I find
it impossible to excise this question from other search-
ing questions about the universe, and needless to say
I find it equally impossible to analyze the universe.
So. again like the doctoral stUdent, I have written
something which leaves ample room for "investigation
by 'others."

:19
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To know whether or not we can get more from
higher education for our money, one must first know
who "we" are, and then ask, more of what? and
finally ask, whose money? "We," collectively, include
at least students and parents, Federal, state and local
government decision makers, private benefactors, and
finally "we" the faculty, if not "we" the administration
as well. Then to make an apparently simple question
even more complicated, each component of the collec-
tive "we" has its own specialized list of more educa-
tional services.

According to Alexander Astin's most recent
survey, studdnts most frequently want to develop

.greater self understanding and an adequate philosophy
of life, while in college.' They also want to gain com-
petence in some field of endeavor, and to be well off
financially, as college graduates. I might add that a
survey of potential rather than actual students would
probably show that they want the opportunity to
attend college regardless of their parents' ability to
pay for it: *

Faculties want protection from interference in
tl\ie pursuit of :truth wherever that pursuit leads, and
they want society to support learning and discovery
of knowledge for its own sake. There's also ample
evidence that they want higher education to maintain
factilty living standards in the face of accelerating
inflakion.

Collectively the Federal, state, and local
trium irate of governmental officials expects higher
educat on to supply the skilled manpower which will-
ensure ational economic growth and national security.
Govern' ent at all levels looks to higher education for
help in he solution of pressing social and scientific
problems,and it views higher education as a critical
supplier of that enlightened and responsible citizenry
without which democratic institutions can'not survive.
As 'a matter of social justice, government looks to higher
education to help implement its objective of mass
higher education or more accurately, universal
access to post-secondary education. And finally, govern-
ment officials erpress more vociferously than others
the desire to get more from higher education for tlit
money.



Educators have long been, frustrated by the
difficulty. of satisfying. their many and diverse constit-
uencies. Suffice it to say here that a dramatic break-
through. which would permi' us to serve all for less,
is simply not in sight. If higher education continues
its commitment to satisfying all the demands. Of the
collective "we." then the public can expect an increas-
ing fraction of its income to he devoted to higher
education. NeverthelesS, the answer to the original
question almost has to be. "Yes, we can get more from
the resources devcited to higher education," because
in virtually every complex human institution there
are ways to improve performance, even if only mod-
estly. The trick-is to tind the ways, and implement
them. Recent literature on the subject is replete with
recommendations. Ten which are frequently cited are
these:

1. Emphasize a variety of educational options for
high school graduates. and encourage those who
don't really want to be in college not to go, or to
leave.
Increase the retention rate among students who
do want the college experience and can profit from
it.

3. Do more and better manpower planning; then
match academic program enrollments to antici-
pated needs for skilled manpower.

4 Accelerate and integrate instructional curricula.
5. Develop more consortium agreements and other

forms of inter-instithtional cooperation.
6. Accelerate the development and use of educational

or "informational" technology.
7. Adept a tear -round calendar to make better use

of physical plant.
8. Make faculty members teach more; put them

"back into the classroom."
Utilize economies of scale and Other analytical
concepts to arrive at more optimal levels of opera-
tion.

JO. Allocate more of the resources of higher educatiOn
directly to students, and force institutions to, com-
pete more vigorously for students.

Time limits us to an examination Of only a few
of these ideas, and the choice is difficult. but perhaps
these four are of more than average interest to insti-
tutional researchers.
1. The allocation of more resources directly to stu-

derrts rather than to institutions.
The prospect of making faculty members teach
more,

3. The use of analytical tools to arrive at more
optimal leyels of operation.

4. The acceleration and integration of academic
programs.
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Direct Funding of Students
The arguments and proposals in behalf of fun-

neling more higher education dollars through students
are many, but the basic point is quite simple. If insti-
tutions received a greater share of their dollars through
students fees, then they would be more responsive to
the needs and demands of students. Since students are
one of the prime benefactors, if not the major bene-
factor, of higher education, colleges and- universities
prov. ding the best educational service those doing
the most cost-effective job would prosper and the
least efficient would be forced out of the market. In
his address to this Association last year, Howard Bowen
stated that his particular scheme, ''. . .- derives in part
from the economist's traditional love affair with the
market as an allocator of .resources.' 2 Obviously stu-
dents are not the only component of the collective "we
who want more for our money, but it would be difficult
to argue that they are not the primary client of highe.
education. Students and their parents now pay only
20(( of the cost of running the higher education enter-
prise, while local, state and Federal governments pay
59(( .) if cost effectiveness is defined in terms of
response to student priorities, then a shift of at least
some governmental funding from payment to insti-
tutions to payment to students is in order.

Unfortunately, plans which would fund students
(who in turn would fund .institutions) are 'often
challenged not .on their own merits, but on, wounds
that such plans would increase student fees. Most oppo-
nents of increased fees accompanied by increased
student aid admit that the combination might well
make institutions less responsive to government bu-
reaucracy and more responsive to student needs,
but they fear t'ha't these advantages would be under-
cut by a political "cop-out." 'Government policy makers
Who espouse direCt student funding as a better way to
allocate resources might really be seekih: merely a
means to *reduce the ever-escalating public cost of
higher education. They will, it is feared, withdraw
public monies from institutions without replacing them
in equal or greater quantity in student support. A re-
cent policy statement adopted ty the Directors of the
American Council on Education states in part, "ACE is
fearful that the net political, effect (of such recommen-
dations) will be an increase in tuition without relief.
Already existing. pledges of aieto help low-income
students are woefully underfunded."4 That danger is
a real one, but it does not detract from the potential
advantages in cost-effectives of mechanisms under
which the student allocates a greater share of the
resources going to colleges and universities.

Students can also help, .perhaps more signifi-
ca,otly, in the internal distribution of resources. Ample
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evidence suggests that individuals learn in different..
s and that even a Single individual does not learn

ail subjects in the same way. Yet the undergraduate
has irtuall% no good means of getting an academic
department or college to use the instructional methods
which .do the lob 'best fur him or tier. For example,
the student has no way of distributing his tuition so
that he can get high-cost tutorial help in contemporary

which he finds difficult, in exchange for a
low-cost. large lecture in mathematics which he finds
eas. If academic departments were to offer varying
amounts of personalized attention, differentially priced.
then the learners «dd distribute their fee monies in
a manner which would bring forth a better institutional
response to their .learning styles. The learner could
get a great deal of help in one Subject and pursue
another almost independently. There would he sub-
stantially moie incentive than there is now for the
academic department to allocate faculty. and tither
instructional resources to their most productive use.
Thi, departmental management technique, known as
internal. pricing, is currently eniployed in large indus-
trial _corporations. Although the obstacles ;.o successful
implementation in an academic environtnect are formi-
dable. to say the least, the potential benefits are also
great. For a provocative analysis of the possibilities of
internal pricing, I urge vou to read. "Internal -Pricing
Within the UniversitN': A Conference Report" edited

Dal. ill .13rcneman and published by the University
of California*

Putting Professors "Back into the Classroom"
Turning to the prOsPectsof more faculty teach-

ing. a rash of recent measures has sought to ensure.
that we get more for our money out of college and
university faculties. During the last several years,
legislation in the States of Florida. Michigan, Ohio
and 1,Vashington has specified faculty teaching loads.
Similar legislation was passed in the Statt; of New York
but vetoed by the Governor. The clear implication
is that college and university faculty members do not
do as much teaching as they slwuld, and accompanying
that implication is an apparently widespread belief
that professors have a relatively soft life. They only
work nine itionth.,j a vear, and while they are working
they are only in the classroom' a few hours per week.
In spite of the fact that an occasional professor does
not earn his money. the proposition that we shall get
more cost-effective education by putting faculty mem-
bers into the classroom more hours per 1.yezJk is largely
misttucleil and erroneous.

First. for those who are to -examine it,
there is overwhelming evidence that professors work
equi-Ally long or longer -hours than their professional
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colleagues in commerce and industry. It is true that
much of the evidence comes from repOrts of faculty
members themselves and therefore has been criticized
as.- biased. Nevertheless it conies with remarkable
consistency from thousands upon thousands in U.S.
institutions as well as from their British and Canadian
colleagues, and some such 'surveys have been corrob-
orated by more .objective time studies. To give just
one example, a study by the National Academy of
Sciences indicates that scientists employed in academic
institutions consistently worked about five hours more
per week than did .scientists in non-academic jobs.'i
Most such reports reveal that faculty members average
some 50+ hours per week-and spend approximately
:30 of those hours on tasks directly related to the in-
struction of classes. Furthermore there is evidence
that the time expended on instruction-related activities
tends to be inelastic. That is, when a faculty member is
giyen additional classes to teach, he or she does not
spend proportionately more time on instruction but
merely distributes a slightly greater amount of time
among more classes and more students. If this evidence
is^supported by hid-her investigation, institutional 're-
searchers might then conclude that imposing increased
course loads upon faculty actually results in their
deyoting less time and attention to instruction on a
per-student basis. This, I believe, is contrary to the
intent of the state legislators. who have enacted laws
specifying teaching loads.

Actually, clock-hour teaching loads in this
country's major doctoral-degree-granting and research
universities have declined substantially during the last
10 years or so. One of the Carnegie Commission reports
estimates 'that median classroom hours per week for
faculties in these universities have declined from about
15 to 7, or by about 53(4 .7 Under the circumstances,
one 'might ask why it's ,not possible to put the pro -
fessor "back into the. classroom." The answer lies
quite clearly in the information and knowledge explo-
sion, in the vast increase in graduate programs and
graduate enrollments, and of equal..significance, in the
research demands made upon these ficulties in post-
Sputnik years. One of the first lessons in economics
is that there is no such thing as a free lunch. Someone
has to pay for it, and if we want more graduate edu-
cation and more research productivity, then we must
expect fewer faculty hours in the classroom. This
explanation of declining teaching loads is supported by
other data from the same Carnegie report. Teaching
loads in comprehensive universities and colleges,
(defined to exclude the major research and doctoral
granting institutions) have not declined as much, rela-
tively. Over the same" period faculty teaching loads in
these institutions dropped from an average of 16+ to



10 hours per week, or about 38'e In two-year
colleges. the relative decline is even less from an
average of t712 to about 1-11/2 classroom hours per
week. or approximately 17`e-. So there does appear to
be a rather Obvious. inverse relationship between the
1111.i` a professor spends in the classroom and his obli-
gations to graduate instruction and research.

These observations with respect to faculty teach-
mg loads are not' meant to deny some cogent arguments
v, hic.h C1111 be made against the publish-or-perish syn-
drome on many 'campuses. Nor are they meant to imply
that judicious increases in class size cannot enhance
teaching productivity (which we shall get to presently).
Not all faculty members should be given the same
release time from classroom obligations for the sake
ut research. Nor shoOld all; or oven most, institutions
of higher education include graduate instruction and
basic research' among their primary goals and objec-
flies. Those goals, adopted loo. ,often by too many
institutions, promise to encourage misallocation of
facult% energies in 0 costly and ineffective manner.

On the other band. it's erroneous and mis-
leading to think that. as a general proposition, we can
get more in total out of higher education by requiring,
college and university faculties to .spend -more time
in the classroom. Most of them already work as hard
and spend as many or 11101e hours on the job as do
other contributing members of our society. Given the
environment in "-which ',111Ciy work, professors are
probably the beiit judges of the proper distribution
of their time. and forcing them to spend more of it in

-formal instruction might well result in actually reduc-
ing tho'per-student time they _devote to the' instructional
part of their jobs.

Op"----ti Levels of Operation
Another of the 10 recommendations which is

receiving growing attention is that concerning adjust-
ments in SiZe to attain optimal levels of operation.
Proposals run the gamut, from adjusting the size of
entire institutions. to adjusting .individual class sizes.
Many institutions are too small to he efficient, so the
reasoning goes. and %co could get more for our money,
it -they were to enroll more students. That way the
cost of providing some or the essential services, such
as library and student services, the president's office.
dnd the athletic program could be spread over greater
numbers at less cost to each. At the same time, larger
,irollments would justify a greater variety of services
at acceptable cost levels. There is increasing evidence
that this argument has merit, and we in institutional
,research need to pay more attention not only to the
scale of institutional operations but also to the sizes,
of specific programs. According to a summary of studies
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on the subject reported by the Carnegie Commission,
cost per full-time-equivalent student declines quite
sharply as institutions increase in size from very small
to moderate levels, after which the decline occurs at
a diminishing rate or levels off?' An equivalent
statement could be made with respect to most curri-
cular sequences and degree programs.

Analysis of optimal operational cost levels is
a fairly technical and a voraciously data-consuming
exercise, but the analytical tools developed by such
organizations as NCHEMS, the Systems Research
Group, and others are specifically designed to eluci-
date these problems of scale. Good data bases in all
the major areas of institutional activity are needed to
make good use of these aids, but they do enable the
institutional researcher to estimate the resource re-
quirerrients and cost effects of altering input and output
variables of a'given department or degree program.

Actually the age -old questions about appropriate
class size focus on just one facet, perhaps the most
crucial facet, of the optimum-level or optimum-scale
problem. Of all the ways to cut costs, the 'most direct
and probably the easiest is to increase the average size
of classes. Direct cost of instruction is 'usually more
sensitive to 'average class size thani)to any of the other
factors making up direct cost. The reason is easily
discernible. Variation among class sizes from depart-
ment to department and college to college is usually
much greater than variation in.other cost factors. No
president with an interest in his future career would
seriously propose that faculty salaries be cut by 10Ci as
a means of getting more instructional service for the
institutional dollar. Nor.would he propose,, with grow-
ing faculty unionization, that professors spend more
hours per week in the classroom. HoweVer he might
accomplish the same cost reduction by increasing
the average number' of students per glass by only
two or three. That has typically been the least painful
way to reduce leaching costs.

Whether that step reduces cost and maintains
quality or instead diminishes the value of the learn
ing experience continues to be debated. Researcher
after researcher has concluded that no significant rela-
tionship exists between the number of students in the
i:*.lass and performance onaxaminationson the subject
matter. Nevertheless psychologist William McKeachie,
in what is perhaps the most comprehensive review of
all such studies; drew three basic conclusions: (11 that
neither large classes nor small" classes were found to
be clearly superior when .quizzes and examinations
were used as the index of learning: (2) that small
classes were foUnd to be slightly superior when re-
tention of knowledge over a year or two was the
measure of learning; and (3) that small classes were
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found t he :superior when problem-solving capacity
and . clianges in attitude were used as the index of
learning.'

One of the promising leaturesof an experiment
in which students would be permitted to distribute their
tuition monies among course offerings priced in pro-
portion to their costs would be that we might learn
how students feel about the cost-effectiveness of large
and small classes in terms of their own ability to learn
from them. We might Lind that they disagree quite
radically with our predominant modes of instruction
and even our over -all allocation of instructional re-
sources. While many attempts have been made to
evaluate the effect of large and small classes on student
learning, these studies have typically ignored the
relationship of learning effectiveness to cost, and much
still remains to be discovered about that relationship.
In any event, the essential task remains that of finding
the optimal scale of operation, whether its an insti-
tution a program, department, or class. If the solution
doesn't take both the cost and effect sides into account,
it treats only half the problem.

While most studies to date suggest- that optimal
levels will call for scaling up the ,SiZE: of the institution
or program. there: is nevertheless the strong possibility
that some universities have far exceeded the scale
must conducive to optimal use of resources. There
appears to he less hard data to support the accusation
Ut over-expansion. but some of the arguments are
persAsive, nevertheless. As a college or university
grows, it tends to .take on --neceobligations and new
objectives which proliferate its, programs and uncler
mine nut only the quantitative advantages but also
the qualitative advantages of doing a limited number
of substantial things Well. Not only in universities but
in- all organizations, as the number .of functions-grows
so grows the number of staff members, offices, depart-
ments and bureaus. As these increase arithmetically,
lines of communication- to keep the place' running
increase exponentially. Communication and adminis-
trative control become confused: and muddled. Organi-
zational complexity runs beyond the capacity of any
group of top executives :to comprehend it, and the,.
institution suffers from lack of clearly araulated direc-
tion arid process. The dinosaur's cumbersome body out-
grew the capacity of his cerebral communications sys-
tem to cope 'with it, and this innate limitation applies
not only to big government and the big corporation but
to the big university as well.

Another explanation of the declining effective-
nes, w.ergrown institutions is advanced by John
Galbraith in his most recent book.6) Professor Galbraith
claims that as institutions increase in size and in power
they tend to turn inward serving thernselyes instead

of the society they were created to -serve. The accretion
of additional resources can be accomplished more
easily by exerting power and influence and by using
connections than by serving the public well. Most of
us have probably witnessed occasions on which the
budget of the university depended more heavily upon
a backroom deal struck with a few key legislators or
Board of Regents members than upon the validity. of
justifications based on more and better educational
service.

All of these considerations make achievement
of optimal scale an important part of the answer to the
question of whether or not we can get more from higher
education for our money.

Acceleration and Integration of Programs
Finally, various schemes have been propoged,

and some implemented, to accelerate 'and integrate
curricular programs. Distinction between the two
terms is ambiguous, because most curricular modifica-
tions cited as examples the accelerated M.D. pro-
gram, the Doctor of Arts degree, the three year
bachelors degree reduce formal requirements by
"integrating" courses and -thus "accelerating" the
student's progress. Integration, both? vertically and
horizontally, can reduce costs if, and the condiabnal
word is important, if that integration serves to elimi-
nate overlapping and duplication without reducing
learning proportionately. Some claim, for example,
that present 'student 'disaffection with higher education
can be traced at least partly to repetition in the college-
- freshman year of substantial material covered in high
school. The three-year bachelor's degree and the Doctor
of Arts degree have probably received the greatest
publicity, and most of us would agree that these two
programs are less costly than the four-year bachelor's
and the Ph.D. respectively. From the student's view-
point, such acceleration can reduce costs dramatically.
Not only is it likely to reduce out-of-pocket school
expenses, but more important it minimizes the time
he or she is out of the labor market, foregoing the
earnings of a full-time member of the labor force.

Similar claims are made for horizontal integra-
tion, though the savings accrue directly to the insti-
tution rather than to the student, We are all familiar
with courses like basic statistics which tend to be
taught in four or five different departments, perhaps
each with a relatively small enrollment in its statistics
sequence. To the extent that these can be consolidated,
and to the extent that larger classes are as cost-effective
as small ones, then the horizontal consolidation of
these courses into fewer offerings holds promise.

So far, the evidence indicates that integrated
and accelerated curricula can cut costs, but that is only



11 tilt of the equation. tVhat about the product the
learningexperience? To the extent that second-time-
around courses and learning experiences do not impart
greater depth of understanding, they probably do
represent relatively unproductive use of educational
enerOes. But the word acceleration suggests covering
the same ground with increasing speed. The actual
educational process often turns out to be hopscotch
or puddle jumping, in which the instructor lands only
here and there on the most important points and in
which the student misses what's between. There is
certainly to the rate at which human beings

.

can or will learn and absorb additional knowledge.
As alluded to earlier, a bonus system under the

Comprehensive Health Manpower Act of 1971 has
promoted accelerated programs in which medical stu-.
dents can complete both their . undergraduate and
medical school training in five to seven years versus-
the, traditional eight.Il Perhaps your reaction is simi-
lar to mine of all the programs in which we might
experiment with acceleration, prudence suggests this
as one of the last. Frankly, when it comes to my family
physician. I'd rather have a slow learner than a
five-.;ear wonder.

Acceleration of the medical school program,
0.1" any other academic program, must

and

based either
on the proposition that students can and will increase.
the -speed with which they acquire skills and absorb
knoWledge, or that some of 1,Yhat they are now learning
is not worth the cost of teaching it to them. If neither
of these propositions holds, then acceleration- of -pro-
grams represents merely an attempt to cut costs but
not increase cost-effectiveness. There, is a real and
present danger that some of the proponents of inte-
grated and accelerated programs are focusing upon
speed as primarily a cost-reducing measure with only
secondary attention to effectiveness.

One more closely related reservation is worth
mentioning. It bears directly on the effectiveness side
of the equation, and it comes more from the father of
one college-age son and two daughters in high school
than from an institutional researcher. The fate of future
generations is almost certainly More education rather
than less. This is the 1iistory of our society and its
prospect for the future, Many of today's college students
are already the product of accelerated. secondary edu-
cation. Both our high school and college age groups
seem to he under' much 'greater pressure than we were
a generation ago. Pre -law and pre-medical students

-are under an incredible strain to perform. siMply to
gain, acceptance into those, professional schools. The
extent to which the whole process can be compacted
and accelerated even further should he closely exam -

r. fined. lest we go too far in the .name of efficiency,

Donald C. Lelong

Taped to a secretary's desk in our building is a poster
picturing a turtle and a beautiful bouquet of daisies.
It reads: "There must be something more to life than
greater speed."

Perhaps one of the reasons for dropouts and
stopouts is not boredom through repetition of what was
learned once before but battle fatigue from the long-
term stress of information cramming. Education is at
least partly a consumer service rather than an invest-
ment in potential productive contribution. As a service
to the consumer of education, at least the undergraduate
years might be a time for unhurried reflection, Those
consumers will rarely be so strongly inclined toward
philosophical reflection again. Perhaps we in insti-
tutional research should be dissenting from the accel-
erating pace of human existence and searching for
deceleration alternatives, such as lifelong: learning
curricula which stretch the process out rather than
compact it. One wonders how many "pounds" of edu-
cation the three pound human brain can absorb in

' a day, a month; or a year.

Conclusions
So much for integration and acceleration of

instructional Curricula. Forty minutes is barely ade-
quate even to scratch the surface of these issues, but
I have now drifted into subjective pronouncements of
educational philosophy, and even old friends and
colleagues can take just so much of that!

To paraphrase again from Howard Bowen's'
address last year, an inherent difficulty resides in
allegations about efficiency. Though the inputs can

\_ be measured both physically and in dollars, the outputs
or outcomes are largely nonmeasurable except through
intuitive judgement. People of equal knowledge and
integrity can reach quite different opinions. Not only
are good measures of educational effectiveness ex-
tremely elusive, but our entire system of higher edu-
cation is in good part the product of. complex cross
currents of American politics. The system is never
tidy; it is based on no single ideology; it is full of
compromises; it is hard to understand; it fully pleases
no one; it is likely to change through gradual evolution,
not through radical departures.I2

Nevertheless, I believe some useful generaliza-
tions can be made about the four recommendations
discussed. First, the reallocation of a portion ofigovern-
ment funding from Institutional support to direct
student support holds the promise of more effective
resource use. Colleges and universities can themselves
improve their cost-effectiveness by paying more atten-
tion to optimal size- in their academic programming.
On the other hand, specifying overall increases in
clock-hour teaching loads of faculties represents only

.2 4
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bureaucratit, .regulation Which is not capable Of re-
allocating faculty resources in any meaningful way.
Finally, the potential effects of integrating and accelera-
ting academic programs defy easy diagnosis, While
some .programs night, be made more cost-effective
others would merely be devalued, yielding a zero or
negative fret benefit.

Returning to the original ,question, the answer
still has to be: Yes, wq Earl get more from the resources
devoted to.higher education. In virtually every complex
institution there are ways to improve performance,
Through persistent, often frustrating analysis, we in
institutional researcli ore beginning to find them,
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PANEL DISCVSSION ON THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
NATIONAL COMMISSION ON THE FINANCING OF POSTSECONDARY
EDUCATION. THE POLITICAL AND THE.ANALYTICAL

FRED TAYLOR: May ,ave your attention. please.
Our. evening session features one of the most

interesting topics that we -have had during this meeting.
Probably no topic is of more interest to us at this
point than the...financing of postsecondary education.
and we do. liaye;. by haying the meeting here, the
advantage of having-people who have worked very
closely. and particularly three gentlemen who have
worked with and on the Commission that sponsored
11t,i.s study.

The- Chairman who will chair the panel to-
night is Vice-Chancellor of Vanderbilt University, He
has had experience withNCHEN.IS, with various tither
groUps, and he is still very active in tile association
at NICHE. ; am going to present him and he will
present to you the other panel members:

At this time it gives me great. pleasure to present
to you Mr. Coorge Kaludis of Vanderbilt University.
George. I Applause.)
GEORGE KALUDIS (Vice- Chancellor for Operations
and Fiscal Planning. Vanderbilt University): I guess my
first question would be to John, to ask if the primary
results are in vet. (Laughter.) That happens to be a piece
of anxiety, 80 per cent of the vote is in, John, and I'm
rot spre it's going too well. (Laughter,) Ladies and
gentleme:,. in the i.vay of introduction, I should say,
that the years 197.;3 and '14 were not the best for Greeks
in Washington. (Laughter\ first of all, Secretary of
Commerce Pete Peterson lin afoul of the Administra-
tion. Secondly. Vice President Agnew ran afoul of his
past. And. finally. Brademas and Kifiudis were ap-
pointed to the National Commission on .the Financing
of Posisecondary-Education. In true equal-Opportunity
form, however, we allowed some names like Lawrence
and Weathersby to slip in Somehow. For 1.4 months
the Commission and its staff struggled with the
Herculean task given it by 'the Congress. In spite of
the affectionate christening of the group as the Who's
That Commission by the Chronicle' of Higher Education,
this group Was one of quality and diverse background.

Two persons' here tonight played important
roles in the conception, work, and outputs of the
group. In a time.when one tends to be cynical about

Fred J. Taylor, University of Arkansas
George Kaludis, Vanderbilt University

John. Brademas, U.S. House of Representatives
George Wenthersby, Harvard University

the state of the national government, I was strongly
impressed by the energy and ability of the Commis-
sion's Congressional members,

Congressman. John Brademas of h_diana's Third
District served on the Conference Committee which
spawned the Commission. Contrary to the typical
introduction, I believe it appropriate not to forego a
comprehensive listing of his accomplishments.

Phi Beta Kappa at Harvard, a Rhodes Scholar,-
a college professor, a member of the visiting com-'
mittees of two schools of Harvard University, a college
trustee. a church leader in the United Methodist
Church; a eight-term Congressman with 15 years of
service on the Education and Labor Committee, Chair-
man of the Select Snbcommittee on Education, with a
primary role in the major education legislation of our
day, through the Environmental Education Act and the
International Education Act and, as mentioned above,
a principal in the Educ,tional Amendments of 1972.

The Commission could not have completed its
work without the brains and perseverance of the staff.
brought together to contend with the multiple dynamics
covered by the oharge of the Congress. It was, on the
surface and below, a kamikaze type job, not enough
time to address three decades cf accumulated problems.
George Weathersby, however, bit the bullet and Vecame
the Commission's Associate Director and Director of
.Research. He had already been guarante3d a chal-
lenging year as a White HouSe Fellow but consented.
to serve the Commission,

Mr. Weathersby is no stranger to the national
policy scene for higher education. Beginning with his
work in the Office of Analytical Studies of the Uni-
versity of California, he compiled an impressive track
record as a member of the NCHEMS Technical Council,
as Director, of the Ford Research Program in University
Administration at the Un'versity of California, and now
serves as a lecturer on education at Harvard's Graduate
School of Education. Twp very qualified people..

. Congressman Brademas will lead off our dis-
cussion, to be followed by Mr. Weathersby. And then
if there is anything left to say, I will try to come into
the fray somewhat. I will be very wary about folloWing
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SUCh a dynam:r duo but will try to make some contri-
'mural'. We will take questions and comments at the
conctusion of our remarks. And might I say we did try.
to get Dave Cowens and hareem Abdul-Jabbar to be
here with us tonight but they had another engagement.

John. would vo3.1 please start.
JOHN BRADEMAS (U. S. House of Representatives,
Indiana,': Thank you very -much, George.

At the outset. jet me say,how gratin.eu:ss I am to
hay e been presentcyl to vou by My friend George
Kabobs. I am pleased for two reasons. First, without
any question, George was One of the most influential
persons in shaping the work of the Commission and
drew on his own experience at Vanderbilt and else-
where in contributing.signiticantly to the-final produCt.
Second, I am delighted because, as the Greeks say, we
are potriotPs. And, while I appreCiate George's obser-
vations with respect to some of the fortunes of our
Hellenic compatriots in this city over the last year, as
One of the few original members of the White House
Enemies list (Laughter.) I think you ought to
know that so far as I am concerned. and speaking as
the Dean Of the Greek Bloc in the Congress of the
United States (Laughter.) Spiro Agnew is a Turk!
(Laughter: applause.)

I am going to try to offer some contribution to
the discussion today from the perspective of .a prac-
ticing politician. Indeed. as I remarked at dinner
tonight, I began my day by voting at six o'clock in
Indiana in the primary. .and then going off, to Gate 4
at the South Bend Behdix Plant to shake hands with
some of my brothers of the United Auto Workers for
halt an hour before getting on the airplane back here,
Su I am il politician. but also a legislator who has been
sitting on that Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives with chief resporisibflity for writing edu-
cation legislation. .

Let me say a word first about the context of
the work of our Commission, because in 1972 Congress
approved the Omnibus Education Amendments, which
contained a broad range of provisions, riot all of which
affected postsecondary education. Some prov;.cted for
the establishment of the National Institute of Education,
in which I have a deep interest' and which I think is
directly relevant to our discussion tonight, and others
provided the Basic, Opportunity Grants program -and
the general institutional aid program, making this
legislation a really significant advance in the field of
higher education in the United States.

' But I think that for our purposes here tonight,
and I believe for the long-run future of American
postsecondary education, it may well prove to be the
case that the provision of the statute that authorized the
establishment of a National Commission on Financing
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Postsecondary Ediacation will be seen to be as impor-
tant as anything else that our Committee did.

And I only offer as an aside the observation
that in the lest several months and the last few years
we have seen the publication of a variety of reports
from a number of Commissions the Newman Corn-
mission Report, the Final Report of the Kerr Commis-
sion, the Carnegie Commission on Higher -Education,
the Report of the Committee for Economic Develop-
ment. the Report' of the National Board on Graduate
Education. And nbw here is our Report of the National
Commission on Financing Postsecondary Education.

In my judgment the National Commission report'
is not at all at odds. with the other reports but is, rather,
representative of a different thrust in seeking to under-
stand ',he role of postsecondary education in the United
States.

The ComMission, you will recall, was a 17-
nwmber commissibn, 13 .appointed by the President,
four from Congress, two from the House, two from the
Senate, one of each-Party.

Now, why the National Commission? I think.
the answer is fairly straightforward. Members of Con-
gress who worked closely on the Omnibus Education
Amendments of 1972 felt enormously frustrated at our
failure to obtain from the higher education community
in this country what we felt were thoughtful, reasoned
analyses -.that could have enabled us more effectively
to deal with the issues with, which we were wrestling,
and in particular with the issue of the appropriate
formula for the provision of general institutional aid.
We were, to be very blunt about it, mightily distressed
by ilie failure of the American academic community
to p'ay sufficient serious intellectual attention to the
economics of higher education.

To use one example:..most of you in this room
are, aware of the several reports of recent years con-
tending that many of.our colleges and universities are
in deep distress.. But when our Committee in the
House of Representatives attempted to find a definition
of "financial distress" or even of "financial need," our
inquiries fell on stony ground because there are too
few commonly accepted standards of economics in
higher education. And, while simply to state the prob:
lem is not to solve it, in my judgment eduCators must
appreciate the dangers for the future financing of higher
education, particularly so far as public monies are
concerned, in thecontinued absence of more systematic
study of such problems by the scholars,

Therefore, those of us who sat on the National
Commission worked to fashion not so much a list of
laws that Congress ought to pass to helppostsecondary
education in this country. Rather we set for ourselves
what in my view was a far more formidable and im-



portant .task, that of deeloping an analytical frame-
work within which all those who have anyjesponsi-
bility for making decisions about financing postsecon-
'dary education Congressmen, Senators, governors,
state legislators, administrators can more soundly,
more rationally, if you will, make their judgments.
In short, we attempted to build an intellectual construct'
fbr looking at< postsecondary education and to do so
from first principles. So this was hard work.

The first thing we had to do was evote ajlefini-
non of postsecondary education. We agreed, after a
time, On what from our point of view should be the
objectives of postsecondary ,education. And I hope. that
George Weathersby ; will address himself in his remarks
to some of the flesh, some of the substance of our
report, because as ResearchDirector of the Commission,
Dr. Weathersby played a crucial role in helping us
formulate the problems with which we had to deal and
then to resolve some of those problems. And I think
that he and George Kaludis are both representatives
of what I as a politician feel to be an indispensable
new breed of eduCation decision-maker in this country,
those who have knowledge of the substance of edu-
cation but at the same time have an appreciation of
the policy-making process and the need for rigorous
analysis.

After coming up with our obAtives, we then
had to describe the operation of current patterns of
financing postsecondary education in the United States
-and. next to assess the impact of those patterns on
achieving the objectives we had stipulated. ,And,
because Congress had specifically mandated a study of
financial distress, we did a chapter on that subject.

But, to reiterate, the heart of our report Was our
effort to develop a framework for analyzing policies
for financing postsecondary education. So, if you look
at our report and our report is hard going, it is not
easy work it is both an explanation of our analytical
approach,- which we call an analytical framework, and
which we believe to be applicable to federal, state;
and local levels of public decision-making as well as
an application of this analytical -framework to the
determination of national policies .for financing PSE.
Our analytical framework consists of the linking of
ten major elements, to which I hope George will refer.

We were not at all unaware of the pitfalls of
attempting to quantify a lot of factors which we realized
were not easily susceptible of quantification. And I
know also that even expressing an awareness of the
need for a more' rational effort to link educational
objectives to financing policy often raises the hackles
of university administrators and teachers who com-
monly I have foundin discussing this matter and
inaccurately, charge the authors of such admonitions
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with wanting to quantify everything in sight. We did
not recommend applying a slide-rule to the world of
postsecondary education, nor did we ignore the issue
of quality and the need to exercise judgment.

To reiterate;, Commission did not suggest
that we can measure all the problems of American
postsecondary education with a ruler or a computer and
then read the printouts to know what we ought to.o. ,

We proceeded, rather, on this assumption, that with
respect to shaping policies to support the institutions
'that advance and incarnate reason in 'Die American
society, we require a more systematic, a more rational,
if you will, effort to apply reason.

One of th':e persons who helped us a great deal
was Bob Andringa of the minority staff of my Commit.
tee, the Committee On Education and Labor. And he
put it very well, I think, in remarking on the rising
insistence on the part of Congressional policymakers
for more accurate data and more reasoned analyses
from higher-education .people. Says Andringa: "Did
the intellectual community which first held the Magni-
fying glass over tax inequities, industrial polluters,
excessive defense expenditures and racial discrimi-
nation believe their own campus strongholds would
forever excape similar scrutiny?"

I hope that you will not assume that the two
Georges and rand other members of the Commission
and our staff concluded that our product represents the
last word on This subject. Rather, I think it is accurate
to say that we hope that our report will mark the
beginnings of a dialogue across the country.

I would conclude by saying that I speak as
one who has been called a big federal spender for
education as well as for a number of other programs
in the domestic sector. But I think I have some sym-
pathy with those who warn against the view that the
fate of universities in the United States depends solely
on who sits in the White House and who warn against
the argument that only federal money will solve all
the problems of American postsecondary education.
Obviously the well being of postsecondary education
depends on factors other than whether or not a friend
of education is President. On the other hand, I hasten
to add that any enterprise as large and complex as
American higher education particularly, and post-
secondary education generally,,,will in large measure
be shaped by the nature and the amotint of the public
support it receives, particularly from our national
government.

And, while the case for adequate support for our
schools and colleges and universities may be self-
evident to yo,u and me, I think you would agree, to put
the point as gently as possible, that not everyone shares
that faith.
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And. therefore, Mr. Chairman and ladies and
entlemen. in not t i:Jyy, we need, it we are to justify

increased expenditures on education in this country at
ever% level, the most thoughtful. the most reasoned,
the most honest analyses and the most telling argu-
ments and evidence about education that we can
muster. And it is to provide a framework for making
such iudgments about the financing of postsecondary
education that our Commission labored mightily for
a foil, , ear.

KALUD1S: 'thank sou. Congressman.
George.

GEORGE WEATHERSBY (Graduate School of Edu-
cation. Harvard University): Thank you.,George.

I would like to follow John Brademas' example
and be brief and succinct. Unfortunately, he kept
adding items to my list. Maybe that is the prerogative of
he vho speaks tirst.

I came in Washington in the fall of '72 as
White House Fellow and was first assigned to the State
Department. which was not quite as lively as it tends to
be now. After being there about a month, tae Secretary
of State. a gentleman you all remember. Mr. UM

- Rogers (Laughter..) said Why don't you come
talk to me? I said. I'd love to. I arrived, he said, "I've
read your biography and 1- see you're from the IJiiiver-
sits of California, I'd like to ask you a question. Why
didn't daught6r get tenure?" (Laughter.) And I said,
( oe, I really, don't know: I didn't know you had a
daughter and I didn't know she was at Berkeley. (I
saw that I hadn't done t)y homework properly.) He
said. -That's all right, I've. got an assignment for you
that I think will really fit into your training. I would
like von to be the chief staff member on the Cabinet
Committee to 61 nu bat Terrorism.' (Laughter.)

I don't know if he thought being at Berkeley had
some special skills involved for doing that, (Laughter.)

Maybe the fact that our office was just a stone's
throw from the Berkeley campus t ad something to do
with it. (Laughter.)

1 would like to note both a difference in the pace
of activity between. the Department of State and the
Commission and a difference in the level of intellectual
activity. largely stimulated by John Brademas and
others. that brought abou't what for a year of my life
was one of the most impressive, stimulating and
exciting times. Living in a pressure cooker, had a
feeling I must have aged five years and at least gained
that many pounds. but it was an experience that
certainly will treasure.

As John indicated, the results of the Commission
were not so much a product as a. process. I think
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that this is very important; because it was a conscious
decision; it wasn't that we waited until the end and
then decided that we would settle on a process. It was
a conscious deco lion from the beginuing to construct
a process.

,Don Leonard, the Chairflian of the Commission
and not a person who has been intimately involved in
education, used an analogy that I found very amusing
later, that is._ a keyboard. We were trying to design/a
piano keyboard on which many' different tunes would
be played: instead of trying to write a national anthem,
we were trying to design a keyboard. And that turned
out to be a pretty good analogy to what we ended up
doing: putting together both a framewtirk that would
enable individuals you, members of the community,
members of various ,kinds of interest groups here in
Washington, of the Administration, and of Congress
to formulate a variety of financing alternatives and to
evaluate those within a common framework, and a
language, a set of data and a set of relationships among
those data that _people could basically agree to. Then
the parties involved can debate what the appropriate
policies, ought to be. That was a very exciting process
to be involved in.

We redly shouldn't oversell the process itself.
It is a very logical'attempt to apply reason and a set
of definitions in a common way to the financing of
postsecondary education.

Once things get' labeled and cast in computer
code, they take on a life all their own, which is often
wholly inappropriate. What we were trying to do was
just to codify logic, and nothing more than that.

The ten steps of the process that John alluded to,
I will condense down to several fewer than ten. But
they began with the question of objectives. Instead of
beginning with what kind of financing program should
we have, we started at the other end, asking what kind
of objectives are we trying to achieve with whatever
kind of financing program we have?

It was not nearly as easy as- we thought to
sort out both a statement of objectives which were
meaningful, made sense, and hung together, and to
identify a set of measures that said whether or not we
were attaining those objectives. or whether we had
much hope of attaining those objectives.

A second, parallel, stream of analysis was the
development of a categorization of financing programs.
It. came as a surprise to me, and I think to other
members of the Commission, that there were something
like 385 to 390 different federal programs that are
financing postsecondary education. They had never
been added up. before. The annual OMB catalog lists a
total expenditure of about $5 billion. When we added
up the bits and pieces, we came up to over $9 billion.



Eight iier cent errors eV eT: in °NIB are a bit unusual.
Prior to our analysis. tiler: just was no notion of the
size of the system.

One deal with `:383 or 300 individual
federal programs. plus all 30 state programs and the
varlet% th 0 exists there. Consequentic, we developed
a classification systelil on iinancing. establishing (Ate-
goitpts of delivery mechanisms and recipients. creating

occibularly and a coding structure that enabled us
to pnt all in these various financing program into a
common framework.

Then we as.ked. How do these two para[el paths
intersect"' That sounds like a contradiction :n terms.
but we Were concerned with the interrelationship
between the kind Of decisions that states, tl e federal
government. private sources. institutions, and students
make in the provision of financial resources citul the
reSillting"aCCOMpliSh [Dent of objectives.

It was at that point that we drew upon cter

large data base t hat was compiled. a set of research
that had been done. of which many of you have been
a part. into how institutions and inctviduals respond
to various kinds of financial conditions. and from these
data and research findings to try to estimate. as best
we were able to. what the impact of different kinds of
Financing mechanisms would be on the measures that
Would describe whether or not our objectives would.
be attained:

We were concerned with providing inure infor-
mation that .would be a basis for judgement, not a
procfss to replace the kind of important political
judgment and intuitive judgment that are essential at
i.very level. at the state, at the federal, at the program,
at the institution. at the individual level.

We were trying to put together a structure that
would interrelate in a simple and understandable
fashion . financing decisions, institutional decisions,
student decisions, and to trace Through.what would be
the implications in terms of the attainment of objectives.

The result's that are reported in our Report
IFincincin, Postsecondary Education in the United

.1Statest and in the staff reports that are now in press
tm:us almost exclusively in the quantitative terms on
student abject iv es.

This. again, was a conscious decision, not indi-
cating that the institutional objectives were not im-
portant': in fact. very explicitly indicating they are
equally important. But we are into'a dilemma. One is-
the qtieStion- of the availability of approPriate measures
and data. The other is the acceptability of appropriate
measures and data. There is more information currently
available and acceptable which describes the extent'
of student chbice than data which describe the extent
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of institutional excellence :or institutional indepen-
dence.

Because of the available and acceptable infor-
mation. the work that is reflected in the Commission's
report focused., on student objectives. liut with full
awareness of the existence and importance of insti_-
tutional objectives.

What about our findings? One of the ,things
that we were aware of from the very-beginning was the
expectation of many people that the Commission would
endorse one or more particular financing programs.
There was an equally conscious decision right from
the very beginning that that probably would not be the
most effective thing fothe Commission to do.

I should let John and George speak for the
Commission and I will just indicate what kind. of
substantive findings we had.

One of them was that postsecondary education,
as currently envisioned implicitly in legislation and
in terms of the eligibility of various individuals and
institutions for the .current array of federal programs,
is really much la'rger than most of us previously
realized. In postsecondary education, we are talking
about over 10,000 institutions, over ten million stu
dents, over $30 billion expended annuully. And that
was two years ago. That was bigger than we thought.
You and I are used to talking about 2600 institutions or
2950 campuses and don't keep in mind the 5,000
proprietary schools whose students are eligible for
receipt of federal funds, and the other 2,000 non-
collegiate institutions which are also in that situation.

One of the things we attempted to do was to
array a variety of financial plans. We began by looking
to the Education Amendments of 1972, the landmark
legislation that John referred to, and asking the ques-
tion. What would be the likely impact of that if its
major provisions were funded much more fully. than
they are now?

In addition, we attempted to price out the effects
of the Carnegie Commission's proposals. They gave
some indications of where they thought prices and
support ought to go, but no indication of what it would
cost or what the impact of that would be.

We tried to trace through the implications of
the CED,- the Committee for Economic Development.
TheY, .in'turn, gave some ideas of what costs might
change and what kind of financial aid might.. be pro -
vided, but no idea of what the implications' of that
would be, and what numbers they provided were for
1960 while while we were concerned about 1977 and
1980.

In addition, we examined five other alternatives
that ranged from increased tuition to zero tuition in
public lower division, from more institutional support
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to less institutional support. from differential prices
to nondifferential prices: and including a variety of
different kinds of .categorical and general assistance
programs.

One of the main thrusts of the Commission was
to lay out in a -comparative table the same set of
measures-which indicate the degree of impacts of these
alternative financing policies. A second set of tables
compares. at the same level of public funding, the
impact on these common measures of the different
methods of delivering funds.

These analyses occupy about 40 pages and a
number of tables. I won't try to summarize them here.
I will be happy to respond to questions, if you -would
like. But the fwo key parts of the analysis were that
we used a common set of measures and a common level
of funa:.ig to see what difference it merit to deliver
money in different vays.

As John also indicated, we looked at the question
of financial distress and. using the best data that we
had available, tried- to show what were the causes,.
nature and extent of institutional financial distress.
We reached .the conclusion that, while there are reasons
for concern; and visibly so in certain sectors where the
closing rate is quite high. and while the increase in
student aid deficits and financial operating deficits are
quite high. financial distress seems to be more of a
problem of the direction of change rather than the
absolute magnitude of financial difficulty. There is some
concern that- the direction of change would exacerbate
financial instability as institutions strive to reach the
access and 'choice objectives by increasing their stu-
dent, aid deficits. There was little evidence that the
direction of change will be towards financial health.

One of the things we looked at was the effective-
ness of need based student grains, a program, as you
know, which has been expanded weedy at the federal
level and at the state level. .We looked at what the
marginal additions would be to enrollment and what
the marginal additions would be to cost under a need
based

one
grant program. This analysis I think; may

be one of the major contributions of the Commission's
study.

In the past. the basic assumption in many
quarters has been that all of the recipients of a student'
grant program will be new people attending post-
secondary education for the first time. We estimated
that if a ne. a -based grant program were funded at
$1.2 billion a year, that would have an impact of
increasing low-income enrollments by about 6 per
cent. which would -increase over-all enrollment by
something less than 4 per cent, and the cost per addi-
tional student would be on the order Of $3,000 to
$10.000, depending upon which additional students
we want to count.
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What we did was to look at the effect of price
changes on the demand by students to attend post-
secondary education. I think the consistent treatment'
of price changes, the effect these changes have on
student demand and tracing through the change in
student demand on institutional cost is one of the
real contributions of our study. We tried to be quite
consistent and to treat all alternatives equally, using
the same parameters.

Finally, there is the question of institutional
supplements. Just to cover the induced institutional
costs of student access, we estimated the institutional
supplements which would be needed if they were
provided as following grants for individuals who were
receiving the need-base student aid. We came up with
a range of estimates in the order of $60 to $130 per
student receiving financial aid. That, as you know,'is
a factor of 5 or 10 less than the currently proposed
levels in legislation.

This result does not argue that institutional
supplements of greater amounts would not be bene-
ficial. I think all of t s who are now in institutions
realize that discretionLry funds are beneficial. Our
analysis indicated how much of the additional amount
would he absorbed in the additional cost associated
with the grant stimulated increase in student enroll-
ment.

Let me summarize by saying two things. One
is that I have given you a very brief sketch and I would
be happy to 'respond to comments so that we can
focus our discussion on topics of your direct interest.

And. second, the conclusions of the Commission
have to do with process sand with general framework
rather than specific financing recommendations -- and
that is why I have dwelled on those much more than
on the specific conclusions. It was our intention to
create a consistent process that was orderly and logical.
John Brademas, took five days of his Christmas vacation
to edit the draft of the final report to make sure that
we were as orderly and logical as possible, a contri-
bution that I greatly appreciate. It has been the major
commitment from the beginning both to develop a
common framework, a common language, so that we
can<talk with each other and with other individuals
who are active in the field of postsecondary education
and to agree on a process of evaluating alternatives so
that we can argue about the values, the objectives, the
purposes, rather than the basic facts.

Thank you, George.
KALUDIS: I would like to attempt to talk about the
strengths and weaknesses of the Commission's work.
And, along the way, you will note that- I will inject
some personal bias about some of the topics.

First the weaknesses: One could say that the
report was too thin. It was a fat report, but it did not



and perhaps could not move in depth to discover the
interaction among funders. students, programs. and
institutions. George stated it; our focus was on students,
student information., student behavior, student re-
sponse. And we realized throughout- this process that
there was a multiple dialectic operating federal/
state. private/public, student/institution, differential
pricing/nondifferential pricing. You can make the list
as long as you want to.

Secondly. as both John and George have men-
tioned there 1.vere. no definitive recommendations on a
financing model. And I think the expectation was that
we would have some sort of crisp proposal such as the
CEI) or the Carnegie.

Thirdly, and something that I have received
some criticism for personally and probably deserve,
little attention was paid to graduate and professional
programs and to the newly legitimized postsecondary
definition.

I think all of us realized that We were paying
glancing attention, to some of these very important
tact ors.

Contrary to what has been said so far, some
would say that the report is too data-oriented and not
enough attention paid to the gut-level thinking about
national priorities for postsecondary education.

It was and is too easy perhaps to assume that
the analysis of alternative financing patterns was based
on the unit cost approach. ,Those of you who read
Change magazine noted that the editor of that magazine.
jumped to that conclusion in his editorial on the work
of the Commission. He has since been disabused of that
nation.

It is altogether too easy, in my view. to sweep
the problems of financing postsecondary education
under the rug of cost per stuchnt by level, by discipline.
More about that later.

Another major fault of the Commission's. work
and remember I, am pointing the finger at myself

as. well as others is our failure to recognize the
significance of the potential loss of a major base of
financial support for students parental contribution
as it relates to the implications of the 18 -year -old
majority.

Similarly. we did not give enough emphaSis to
the related question of the expanding use of credit,
loans, to finance student costs.

I am sure you could list more weaknesses, as I
could. But this list is. intended to demonstrate that
Commissioners and staff alike know that our work was
imperfect.

On the other hand, the Commission .Report
represents a new direction. From the beginning, as
stated. the Commission believed that one failsafe
contribution of the effort would be, a synthesis cif in-
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formation about postsecondary education. I consider
that such a synthesis was accomplished and provides
a base for future study.

The confluence of data from various sources
provided a stimulus for a macro - mind -set rather than
the shrinking perspective symbolized, in my opinion,
by unit cost data.

One of the staff reports of the Commission,
which will be published, as I understand, is a 950-page
document reviewing the 380 or 395, depending on when
you look, programs, federal programs, touching on
postsecondary education. And as a scholarly contribu-
tion, this may very well be one of the most important
documents that the Commission will publish.

A second and, I must admit, unexpected syn-
thesizing effect has been the progress made by some-
thing called the Joint Accounting Group. Representa-
tives of the National Association of College and
University Business Officers and the National Center
for Higher Education Management Systems stimulated,
I believe, by the Commission, have produced agree-
ments on financial reporting which should reduce the
variety of financial reports institutions have to produce.
I regard that as an accomplishment.

The Commission's work has also had some
positive effect on those agencies which collect data
from postsecondary institutions. As you might know,
one of the Commission's recommendations is to create
an independent agency for such data collection.

By putting institutional financial distress into
a broader perspective, the Commission reduced the
possibility that financing alternatives would be fash-
ioned around financial distress. In 'my view, a distress-
oriented financing solution could at best be a short4un
solution not addressing the larger issues of national
objectives, pluralistic support, institutional and pro-
gram quality.

The matter of uniform cost standards is related
to the distress issue. Uniform cost data might be the
line of defense needed against wailing institutional
officers who are now claiming that financial conditions
are quickly transforming streaking from a sport into
a necessity. That is, distress could not be justified if
an institution displayed a high cost per student.

The matter of uniform cost procedures was a
trying one. Some had almost blind insistence for such
procedures and they seemed oblivious, in my view, to
the limited utility: and potential unmanageability of
such data. I can imagine the mountains of unread,
unreviewed, and unanalyzed data that would arrive
in Washington. On several occasions I have told my
colleagues and they can verify it that I was almost
sadistic enough to let it happen.

The resultant recommendations, heavily quali-
,fied, lean to the NCHEMS information exchange pro-
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cedures inethodologv, a system originally labeled as
appropriate and which I partinpated in
appropriate for internal institutiomil management and
Voluntary exchange among institutions and most cer;-
tainlv not as a cornerstone; or national policy.

Nevertheless all this personal bias in place
the Congress had instructed the Commission to make
recommendations on cost proceduri.is. The Commission
would have been derelict in its responsibility if it had
not made such reconimendations based pon the present
state of the art.

pjeased with the response made by
Commissioner.( ttina to the Congress on the subject of
uniform cost standards. He trail a statutory responsi-
bility to do so. and I believe he thoughtfully stated that
unit cost data per student by level and by discipline
would produce a tendency for institutional Management
decisions, to be made at a central level, perhaps the
federal level. in 'his view and mine.: and I think in.the
view of my colleagues here. an inefficient and in-
appropriate approach.

The message is: Let the measure fit the means.
Cost per student is appropriate as an evaluative tool
for programs such as that currently in place for our
medical schools. the capitation program. If in fact a
financing mechanism Is based on that type of approach,
money per studb.nt, then the unit .cost type approach
may he very appropriate.

The objective of the analytical effort was to
suggest a direction for postsecondary policy analysis.
The alternative studied, which George mentioned,
were not an exhaustive list but did cover the spectrum
between full public funding and full private funding..

As we worked, the political climate for con-
sideration of alternatives changed drastically. Newman,
the Committee on Economic Development, and the
Carnegie Commission rephrted with major recommen-
dations about financing. The latter two especially, wi,th
proposals to increase tuition at public institutions,
generated an anxiety about the forthcoming report of
the National Commission. Would the' Commission's
Report and conclusions' reinforce. CED and Carnegie?
Associations representing public institutions suddenly
took more interest in us. The American Council on
Education released a position paper supporting low
tuition.

It is my judgment that the Commission did
reinforce CED and Carnegie, but only in a limited and
carefully qualified way. That is, if access to post-
secondary education by students from low-income
families is the sole objective to be served, then targeted
aid to the students is more effective than general insti-
tutional aid and low tuition. Very simple. narrow, and
very highly qualified.

26

The generalizations about financing alternatives
stated on pages 308 to 318 of the Commission Report
are the guts of the analytical report, and I suggest that
you read them.

As I close, I don't wish to leave you with the
conclusion that the Commission duty was onerous to
me. It was a very challenging time and rubbing against
the minds of the two gentlemen on the stage was one of

-1 the most pleasurable things that I had to do.
We all know , that there were controversial

matters involved in the Report. If we talked till the
end of the world, we probably would not agree on all
of them. I had the pleasure and still chefish the oppor-
tunity to have worked with John and George and, all
of us having introduced perhaps some controversy
onto the scene, I will allow John or George to make any
remarks they may wish to before we go further.

John.
BRALIEMAS: Thank you, George.

I would just add one other observatidn, that does
not necessarily flow from what any of us has said, but
that happens to be a particular concern of mine, which
I think you will perhaps, having heard what I said in
my own remarks. understand. And that is that the'
longer I am in Congress, the 'more deeply I am per-
suaded that we have to do a much better job than we
have been doing to develop linkages between, iniou
will, the decisionmakers and the thinkers. The poli-
ticians have to know more about what 'you are doing in
your world as educational researchers in particular.
I have already (-discussed this need in terms of the
particular subject of our discussion here tonight, but
I could make the same'Nint with respect to other areas
of public policy. And, in turn, you need to know much
more than I fear many of you do about how we go about
making policy. You need to know more about the
process of policy-making.

Let me just cite three instances. I have already
alluded to one. which helped give birth to the Corn-
mission that George and George and I have been dis-
cussing, namely, the problem of getting our hands on
the right forMnla for distributing general institutional
aid to-colleges and universities.

There is another problem with which I have
been wresting, and that is the question of Title I of the
Elementary-Secondary Education Act, which since 1965
has been the major federal program of aid to our
schools. The problem we have been examirling is this:
How effective is compensatory education in improving
the education of those whose education it is designed
to improve? And we have wrestled long and hard with
that problem in our Committee. And it has not been
an easy question. And that 'is one reason that my

'i011eague Congressman Al Quie, Republican of Minne-
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sot a, and I gut tOgeth el' on an anindment that we
put in the House version of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Bill that authorizes several
million dollars for a studyof compensatory education
in this country, not only Title I but state programs of
compensatory education.

A third example of what I regard as the need
for more linkages between the public policyniakers, on
the one hand, and the thinkers and the practitioners
01 education, onihe other, is in the held of education
of handicapped children.

I have introduced a bill with Senator Harrison
Williams ,of New Jersey, the purpose of which is to
provide federal funds to states to enable states to .reim-
urse local school districts for 11p to 75 per cent of the

excess cost of educating handicapped children over
non-handicapped children. This legislation is occa-
sioned b the confluence. of three factors: one, that
the experts tell .us that it costs up to 'twice as much to
educate handicapped aF non-handicapped children;
two, about 40 per cent vt the handicapped children in
this country don't get the special education appropriate
to their needs that they should have; and three, courts
across the c:ountry are now ruling that handicapped
children have a constitutional right to an education.

When you put those three factors together, you
have a very serious problem in this country. And I
think we have the political steam perhaps to pass a
bill.

But my- question is not a political question;
my question is an intellectual question; my question
is a knowledge question. My question is, for example,
How do ou calculate "excess cost" for the varicius.
kinds of handicapped children who must be educated?

How do you define cost, if you are going to use
excess cost as part of the formula?

This question, yot't see, is analogous to the
Title I problem and to the general institutional aid
problem, and these are three instances of knowledge
problems that have the most profound implications
for public policy in the real world. Either the thinkers
haven't been thinking enough about these problems or,
if they have. they have not been effectively commu-
nicating. their thoughts. to us who have to make deci-
sions or. in turn, we the politicians have not been
doing an effective enough job in articulating what we
need front you

I make this comment in order that you should
appreCiate that from my point of view, you. the people
who are concerned about research have an infinitely
more important and crucial role to play in the country
than I think perhaps you yourselves realize. It is in
large part because I don't think we think enough about
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what it is we do that I was so strong an advocate of
the National Institute of Education.

I will never forget what Lyndon Johnson once
told me. And, having been in Congress for some time
now, I appreciate it all the more. He said, "My problem
is not so much doing what is right; it's. knowing
what is right."

Well, to oversimplify, I and in the doing business
and you're in the knowing business, Yet obviously you
have to do and I have to know. But I think there needs
to be a good deal more intercourse between these two
worlds than there has been,

And that is the only other observation, as the
students would say, that I would like to lay on yon.
(Applause.)
KALUDIS: George.
WEATHERSBY: John is, alwas impossible to follow.
There ought to be a rule in Washington that .he goes
last. (Laughter.)

Let me just share with' you' some factual infor-
mation that you might like to know and that is not easy
to findout.

One of them is that the Commission assembled
a large data base, and that data base is still available
to people who would like to use it. Virtually all the
files are open. It is currently being maintained in Santa
Monica. It will soon, in the next several months, be
transferred to Washington and be available on a tame
share system, where you dial in and the only cost to
the user is for transmission and compute time.

To find out more about the data base, you. can
drop a note to our office, or you can, in the next several
weeks, get a copy of the data base directory from GPO.

Basically, the data base includes a "eries of
HEGIS files for the last three fiscal years, to which we
have added some coding, putting in the Carnegie,
categories, the AAUP faculty salary catagories, the
USOE Title III Higher Education Act, black college
participating categories, and so forth. We have done-
our best to make the file formats compatible for those
three years. Anybody who has dealt with HEGIS knows
what kind of an investment that is

Also there is a series of student information
files. A Student Resource Survey file from four states
is available. Six state scholarship commissions' com-
plete files are available, and so forth.

In the noncollegiate Sector,.the Carnegie, Federal
Trade Commission, and our own surveys are available.
And, finally, the Council for Financial Aid to Edu-
cation's last two yearS of data are fully available.

There are about 22 files in total; about 110
cr 120 million bytes of data are currently available
on a time 'share system. To my knowledge, it is the
largest single data base in postsecondary education,'and
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it is available to the general public. I thought you might
like to knnw about that

A second question is that of staff reports. You
have a copy of the final report, the red and white one.
If You haven't, if you vvill drop us a note, we will get
it to vou.

There are several things coming out in the next
several weeks: First of all, another staff report on the
analytical framework, the data base and the model that
gives the documentation and the computer programs.

There has been quite a bit of interest in a number
of states in using the same analytical framework for
state financing studi.is. We have written this report in
some detail to make it more useful to you; the computer
ii.ograrn and user documentation are readily available,
it vou would like to use that.

. There are staff reports on a number of issues
that George Kaludis mentioned that were not covered
in the final report: the financial implications of. the
18-year-old majority and using student income versus
family income for the current needs based criteria for
student grants: an analySis of 'student access 'drawn
from Project Scope and Project Talent which tries to
estimate.the partial impact of financing; an analysis of
major tax credit bills that are before Congress and
similar ones before states to estimate the actual dollar
value which would accrue to families by income group
and type of institution. and then a report of our own
noncollegiate survey of public, p ro p ri et ary and private
nonprofit noncollegiate institutions-: the first national
probability samplethat included financing.

That is the collection of items that are curiktly
important and that soon will be available. In addition,
there is the report that George Kaludis mentioned on
the :385 federal programs. (Note being handed to
Congressman Brademas.) John, it looks like you're
getting your good news.
BRADEMAS;. According to this, with 134 out of 334
precincts. I have 81 per cent of dm vote in my primary.
I have to find out who that 19 per cent is:

(Laughter.)
WEATHEPSBY: If they 'are not disadvantaged now,
the will be soon. (Laughter.)

That is the end of my list. I just wanted to make
vou aware of what information is available and that
additional staff reports will be coming out. Those of
you who have written in and asked for them, yon will
be sent them-automatically. If you haven't, if you will
drop me a note:we will make sure you get them.

That's all.
KALUDIS: Questions or comments.
PROFESSOR PASCHA HUSSAIN (New Mexico State
University. Las' Cruces, New Mexico): I have a few
short questions. One for the Congressman.
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You mentioned that this study is the beginning
and not the end. Can you tell The what you had in
mind for the future? Will it 'be an extension of what
ou have done or will it be greater depth to what you

have done, or would it be a combinationof the two?
The second question (Laughter.) is this.

George has mentioned the different objectives that you
have identified and measured. Have you made any
attempt at rating these objectives and establishing an
objective function? And if so, what success have you
had?

And the. third question for George the Greek,
lest he think I am discriminating against him
(Laughter.) Can you tell me `What you think would
be the main result .of this Commission as it 'would
affect financing of higher education? And can you take
off your official hat and give me your frank opinions?.
I won't quote you. (Laughter.)
KALUDIS: If you didn't hear it, the first question, for

'Congressman Brademas, was that if the Commission,
the work of the Commission, is the beginning, what is
the end?
BRADEMAS: I would make two responses to that
question, two brief responses.

In a specific way I would like to see a good,
deal more dialogue go on across the United States on a
periodic basis on the general s)4,ject matter of the
Commission's work, on the whole question of how we
go about thinking through, how we go about. making
decisions on, financing postsecondary education.

For example, I could well see a conference held
every couple of years in the several HEW regions of the
country that would involve state legislators, people
from the several higher education and postsecondary
education associations at the national and state and
regional level, regional officials of HEW with responsi-
bility in the PSE field, administrators, particularly
researchers and analysis like yourselves who work in
these fields, with some sort of specified agenda on some
area or areas of discussion: Then the work of the
Commission would not remain bottled up in that red
and white report but would become the subject of
ferment and conversation across the country.

The second point I would make to the questioner
is, of course, that the Commission itself no longer
lives, at least for the most part. Our work, as it were,
is basically completed; it is not an ongoing, permaneht
enterprise.

So, if you want an answer to the question of
what happens now, I would have to throw it right back
to you and say, "That all depends on you." Funda-
mentally, what I hope happens is thought, which is
what you ought to be engaged in.-
KALUDIS: Thank you, John.



"hie second question related to the objectives,
actually the measurement of the objectives adopted
by the Commission and whether we had done any
rating as to the impact or relative effect of thesi. -.-

objectives.. 'Is that correct. Pascha?
PROF. HUSSAIN: Yes.
WEATHERSBY: That is the simplest one. The answer
is no. Laughter.)
IsAtt!DIS: You can't get oft that easily. (Laughter.)
WEATHERSBY: Yon ask a straightforward question
and you get a.straightforward answer. .

No. In tact, there.was a conscious attempt not
to rank objectives for a number of reasons. One of them
is that. as I indicated, some of the objectives were much
more specifically defined in terms of measures and-
criteria. and if you start weighing objectives it will
give predominant weight. to what is measurable, and
You end up funding.what you can measufe rather than
funding what vou think isimportant. I think that was
realised and people set that,aside.

Part of it. though. is that at this stage of the game
we weren't trying to do any optinial control or optimal
estimation approaches to federal planning. What we
were trying to do was..to say "Here is a vocabulary for
thinking about objectives." When you listened to the
debate and talked with people around Washington a
year and a half ago. you didn't hear that kind of talk
in very many quarters about what we meant by objec-
tives and how you would know it you had attained
those objectives, and the vote was really, Are you in
favor of providing money to students or are you in
fay or of providing money to institutions? You might
.replY . "Well, what are yon'trYing to accomplish ?" And
the answer was, "I am trying to give money to students
or I'm trying to give money to institutions." And if
Vou asked, why ?'", that Was about where the
conversation would end.

I don't know it John might want to comment on
that.

But one of the things we were trying to do was
to develop a vocabulary for answering the question
"Why? What are You trying to accomplish?" both with
respect to the nature and quality of the experience the-
students might have is postsecondary education and the
nature of quality of services that institutions might
otter.

So we are really at a much more primitive stage
than being able to formulate some formal' objective
lum.tion. we are really at the stage of developing a
vocabulary, not yet really fully measurable and cer-
tainly not vet measured.
KALUDIS: The third question. which isn't so simple,
islet your hair down and actually say, what you think
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the impact of this Commission Report, and of anything
else. I guess, for that matter, will be on the financing' of
postsecondary education,

Well, the first fact that we have to recognize is
that, what' ?, two, two. and a half years ago, with the
beginning eligibility of a proprietary institution, or
student's better said, students at proprietary institu-
tions for federally insured loan program, began a
I started to use the word "clilution,-- but that. is
pejorative, I didn't really mean to say that. But the

,,syrup isn't:going to go quite as far on the pancake with
the with more people eligible.

At the same time,_ as Mr. Brademas has men-
tioned and as Mr. Weathersby has mentioned, we have
been in a period, a protracted, period, for the last few
years of looking to the federal purse for the bailout,

The Commission Report, many thought, or the
Commission itself, was put in place to disabuse people
of that notion.. And, although I didn't have that as a
prejudice to begin with, I- believe we did, to some
extent, and I think probably rightfully so, that we have
been under a very. grand delusion that somewhere down
the track the Lockheed notion, or however you want
to put it, or something would occur to pull us out.

Well, the plain fact is, for the traditional sector of
higher education as we move into the early '80s, we.
have overcapacity, and there is going to be. shrinkage of
institutions and unless we can do better in defining the
so-called new markets, the open university, a recertifi-
cation of professionals and what- have -you, These are
excuses in a way. I am sure we can find new things to
do. But the fact is that we have too many institutions
and too many places for the students who won't be
there in the very near future.

That is different from, in my, view anyway, the
panicking and saying that we are all going to go to hell
very quickly. I don't think that is going to happen. I
think there will be an adjustment. There will be less
money. And the competition and another cliche,
we say that we

that
competing with other programs.

I'm not sure that that will be the case. I believe we
are getting some reasonable proposals now out of places
like the National Board for Graduate Education on
levels for fellowships and trainingships that ought to
be maintained, and I believe that kind of thing will be
listened to by people like John Brademas and others.
It is not pie in the sky. And if this kind of dialogue
continues, I believe we will see a leveling off or, if
you will, a bottoming out.

The BOG program,. if fully funded-. as people
from institutions like my own will recognize, isn't that
much of a boon. The first year, if you will forgive me
for being parochial, the first year of the BOG program
meant $17,000 in scholarship money to Vanderbilt, and
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I am sure there are Other institutions in the crowd
where that kind of thing occurred.

I can't see that helping us a lot. I can see it
helping other kinds of institutions, and perhaps it will
allow a shift of funding from. the Federal. Government

of state funding to the Federal Government in
support of students at perhaps two-year commimitY
'colleges. with the prices raised in order to qualify for
higher grants and allow some state money tb be freed
to support private-institution medical education and
'Professional education,

There is going to be, a checkerboarding, I think.
The iminies aren't going to be that much. different.

' There will -be fewer institutions of the kind that we
represent. and there will he another kind going after
d slice of the pie, which will make your job and my lob
a lot harder.

Are there other questions or comments?
NIEMBER: My question is directed to the Con-

gressman.
It is increasingly more difficult to obtain infor-

mation about the population' of handicapped and/or
disadvantaged- people, culturally or economically, or
whatever-have-sou. Now. if institutions have .difficulty
getting that information and then. in turn, reflise to turn
it over to researchers to try to determine what the
needs of these individuals are, it would be most
ditticult. then, to know what the total cost. including
the excess cost. would be.

1,Vhat is the Congress doing to make it possible
for these. institutions, first. to get the data and then
to give it to those who know what to do with it?
BRADEMAS: l'enot sure that I necessarily accept or
reject the premise of your plea. You asserted that it is
difficult to get the information. Why is it so difficult?
MEMBER: Because
BRADEMAS: We in Congress are not withholding it
from You, I hastco to tell you
MEMBER: Apparently there are some legal entangle-
ments in trying .to get At least this is the case in
Wisconsin in trying to get information about in-
formation to determine what the population of the
handicapped individuals is. and institutions refuse to
classify them.
I3RADEMIS: It that is the case, I don't think you need
necessarily repair to the Congress of the United States
to resolve that problem. You ought to be able to solve
that problem within the confines of the State of
Wisconsin.

I.don't think Congress has to pass a federal law
to make it possible for you tr find out data. .

KALI.'"DIS: The gentleman over here.
EDWARD H. LYELL (Colorado Commission on Higher
Education): I would like to know, possibly, or most
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likely, from Dr. Weathersby, what work has been done
by the Commission on looking at the elasticity of the
supply curve and using that with this unit' cost
Information in the way that they have the demand
curve.
WEATHERSBY: The question was have we looked,at
the elasticity of the supply curve with the unit cost
information and used that in conjunction with the
demand curve?

That sounds like a simple question maybe, but
it is a complicated answer. Let me just give you a brief
one, and then if it is not satisfactory, perhaps you could

.,see me afterwards and we could follow it in person.
One of the things that we were concerned about

was the supply side. and particularly how institutions(
would .respond to various kinds of stimuli, maifdy
financial, to increase their willingness to accept
students.

The situation that most of us perceive,' with
perhaps the exception of a number of elite colleges
that have excess. demand, is that we are suffering from
a condition of excess supply. So that would lead us to
some speculation .of what that might be.

. Basically what we did. do was to draw upbn
sonic work. of estimating prOduction functions, not
using unit cost technology, but using other types :of
technology, to try to get sonic idea at one stage of our
analysis, of what the likely resource impact would be
of changes in the level of activity of an institution.

That is not a direct. answer to Your question,
but it is more correct of what we have done. And if
that doesn't satisfy you', I will be happy to talk with
you -later.

Is that okay?
LYELL: Yes,
KALUDIS: Over here On the left.
A MEMBER:'Many of us are especially concerned about
the recommendation for an -independent statistical-
center. A) How might it differ from NCES? And B) How
has it been received by Washington sources? And C)
What is going to happen to that proposal?
KALUDIS: take part of it, and maybe *George will
take the rest.

We had some problems during the tenure of the
Commission in securing data. Now, in all fairness to
those involved, there were questions of confidentiality,
restrictions on data placed by institutions, some of .

which probably are represented here in the room. And
I guess it was what? Maybe six-months?
WEATHERSBY: Yes.
KALUDIS: into the work of the Commission before
we had the financial information with which which
we needed to use in our analyses.

We all keow' And I know it has been
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improking that there 'is a matter of -- a 4iroblem Of
real time availability of inhumation. Now. ;there is no
panacea. d till independent agency would not neces-;
sarily have a faster delivery time or processing time
than NCES. But one of the notions that -i,yerilt around the
Commission at least was that there sholhld be some
improvement in the real-time availabili y ,of infor-
Matio, especially as represented by the needs ex-
pressed by our Congressional delegation.

There are bits and pieces of infomatinn that
are in our data base, the Commission's clata base,
now -which are not routinely collected in the process
administered .now by NCES, and it was thought that
it could be better done through sonic independent
agency

The proposal is essentially moribund, I Would
sal,. unless somebody in the Congress or the. Adminis-
tration cares to do scnnething about it.

I will let George till in furthep. because he is
certainly much more intimately involved with this.
WEATHERSBY: In the Commissioner of Education's
reply, foriner Commissioner ,Ottina indicated that he
was opposed to the creation of an independent agency
and that he felt all of these questions should be
resolved in the normal, budgetary process of the Na-
tional Center for Educational Statistics.

That should come as no surprisiilo you.
How it should differ falls out. I think_into three

areas. One is the question of scope. Right now the
largest single program supporting postsecondary edu-
cation -is the GI Bill. NCES doesn't collect a scrap of
information about the GI Bill.

The second largest program supporting post-
sec ondary ecluciltion is Social Security Survivors' Bene-
fits. NCES doesn't ask many questions about that either.

And then you get into areas of direct institu-
tional support: largely through contracts and grants,
and youare into NSF-and AEC and NASA and NIH and
NIMH. all of which are outside of the scope of the
data which NCES regularly colledts.

Then there is the question of the fiscal opera-
tions reports. Any of you who have to deal with those
know that these never get back to the program officers.

Therefore. there is a question of scope: the specl-
tic scope of NC:ES, while technically and conceptually
much broader than urrently administered, by the
nature of its organizational location and by the nature
of the political pressures brought upon it, is forded to
be narrow. One of the surprises that we brought to the
scene was the breadth of scope of postsecondary educa-
tion. There_ is no data collection. integration and
reporting agency that deals with that kind of sttope,

The second major area is the question of legali ty
of access that George referred to. There is currently a
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federal law prohibiting the interchange of information
between agencies at the level of the individual reporting
element, which happens to be institutions for most
of what you and I are involved with now. Thus, it is
technically illegal fu exchange HEGIS data. Don't tell
anybody; we'll all get arrested.

But that was the argument held up, not against
confidential data but abr individual institutional
data. This is -a requirement which probably came out of
concern with the IRS that the only kind of, data that
could be made available, on inter-agency exchange
should be aggregated data.

When you start aggregating into various cate-
gories and then- want to do an analysis by state, you
find out that you just can't do it. So one of.Ahe
concerns is to create an agency that world have 'a
broad enough scope that it could do that kind of
analysis without getting caught in the NCES dilemma.

The third area is a question of advocacy. NCES
data. as you know, are not neutral. Data very Much are
ins6timents of advocacy. The concern we had was
that data should be readily available to people who
might advocate different sides of the issue. We thought
that wide utility of national data was much more likely
to happen if they were at a relatively high level of
visibility than if they were kept several levels down
within an executive agency.

So those are three reasons that were presented
for-an independent data collection agency.
KALUDIS: I believe Mr. Brademas has a comment on
that issue also.
BRADEMAS: Only that I believe that one of the mem-
bers of the Commission, Senator William Hathaway of
Maine, has proposed in the Senate the establishment of
an information center along the lines of the one to
which the questioner made reference.

Whether it will gt) much further than a proposal,
it is now difficult to say.'
KALUDIS: Mr. Curry,
DENIS CURRY (Washington Council on Higher Edu-
cation): Not to aCall dow trade the efforts and results
of the commission You ow what that means.
KALUDIS: It mean's you're ing to.
CURRY: That's right. (Laughter.)

In a way, yes. You know, it seems to me that
when the Amendments were written, it was a question
of how to. There were struggles in the Congress; Mrs.
Green was advocating one position, other people were
advocating another position, on how to. provide federal
assistance.

Now it seems more of a questions of whether.'
Maybe the problem will go away. Maybe institutions.
will kind of dissolve into dust and maybe a BOG
program will somehow escape administrative restric,
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tions so that it will become effective; maybe. work/study
will stay alive, maybe EOG will stay alive, maybe
banks will start lending money under the FISL program.

But in a state setting we are beset with problems
of not knowink in fact having very little knowledge
about, where the Federal Government is going. In fact,
we are doing all 'hinds of contingency planning. In
fact, we have just passed a state work/study' program
on the anticipation that the federal work/study pro-
gram will g(); bellv -up.
KALUDIS: You will probably reinforce that decision.
CURRY: Yes. You know, it's real had to plan.

Now if it's a question of data, we will provide
it, if the lines are there. And I think the work of, the
CommisSion has been good in establishing a data baSe.

The fact of the Matter is that there was an
anticipation when the Amendments which established
the Commission were passed, there was an expectation
that it was a question of whether or a* question of
how.Now it is a question of whether. r

From a state point of view it is really important
that Congress come down on one side or the other of
the issue and either say No, we haven't got an interest
except in special- purpose grants or except in some type-

- of student aid, or else say Yes..we're in the business.
Because at the state level. we are just caught in betwixt
and between, with costs rising and all the other
factors that are you know, that you have probably
faced in all of your discussions.

And, quite ftanklv, this is the thing that I was
most disappointed in in the report, is that it gave us
at-the state level very few clear guidelines.

And any of you, all oryou who are really well
prepared' to speak, can respond to this probably a
speech. But at least it's a question' of Hey, what's up?
What's coming off and what can we expect?
KALUDIS: Actilally this is a commercial. for Denis's
Program which will be later on in the meeting.
(Laughter.)

This is done by other TV networks and other
media.

I think Congressman Brademas would. like to
respond.
BRADEMAS: Yes. I am not terribly moved hy the
eloquent pleas of the gentleman who just put that
question.

Whoever told you, that you had a right to
expect certainty in this world?

I think you are completely wide of the mark
and I am responding very candidly and rather
brusquely, in order to make a point, obviously when
you charge this Commission with having failed to
solve your essentially political 'problem. You're not.
talking about an intellectual problem; you're talking
politics.
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We wrote, in my view, a perfectly sound law in
1972, a law with perfectly sound provisions in respect
of, for example, the basic opportunity grant program,
with a perfectly sound general institutional aid
program.-The reason we don't have money for these
programs is no fault of the Nat anal Commission on
Financing Postsecondary Education. It is became a
lot of people in this room, to he very blunt- about it,
voted for a man who wasn't much interested in/
education and put education very low on his agenda
of priorities.

And the only way you are going to cure the
kinds of problems that you have just been raising,
which are very serious problems, I am the-first to agree,
is to bring About a change in public policy attitudes
on the part of the President of the United States and
on the part of Members of Congress. And you will
find that we in Congress, at least in the present
Congress, have some sympathy in moving in the
directions which you suggest. It is we, after- all,
who have been inflicting more BOG money on the
Administration; it is we, after all, who have been
preventing the Administration from eliminating the
National Direct Student Loan Program and from
eviscerating other student aid programs. -

But that is politics we're talking about here;
that is not the kind of effort to which we on our
Commission were addressing ourselves. We were sitting
there with another hat.

Now, if you really want to respond existentially
to the problem you have been talking about, you are
going to hate a great oppo,rtunity on the 5th of
November. (Laughter; applause.)
KALUDIS: Denis, let me just add two things.

First of all, I could infer from your comments
that the Report of the Commission might have been
viewed as a rehash of the Green, Quie, Pell what-
ever names you want to put on it debate in the
Conference Committee. And one might mention the
results of the Commission as to whether the expression
of direction in the '72 Amendments was overturned
by the work of the Commission. The'answer to that is
no, it wasn't, that I know of. Nor was it fully supported.
I mean it is still there and I think what has happened
is that it is goingto be tested. And if more money goes
into it, as is planned, maybe somebody studying this
two years later will know whether our response, our
predictions, were accurate.

The second thing is that, as we 'learned earlier
tonight, congressmen get elected, every two years.
And the one thing that we can count on is that the.
directions are going to change. And, further, the- best
we can hope for, in my opinion, is one plea c,f the
Commission, as other 'reports have also included, that
if directions change, let's let it off a little bit easier



than we have before so that contingency planning can
be done and so that if a.program has priority within a
state or within an institution, resources might' be put
together to keep it going.

I can't see, in perpetuity, some commitment for
.a college work/sfUdy or for a Title HI or whatever
program you want to mention. And I don't think you do
either.
CURRY: NO, George. I have got to agree with you on
that Althou4h the Morrill Act has stood for a long time.
KALUDIS: What percentage is it of your expenditures?
CURRY: I know. I know. But it is the idea, and I think
I have got to reinforce what you say, that the more
planning and the more phasedOwn or phaseup, the
better.

And. you know. I wasn't I am not really here
taking shots. because I think there is a. lot of good
work that, was done. And maybe I had just better
sit down and shut up.
KALUDIS: Okay . (Laughter.)

Yes, sir. The gentleman,in the front here.
ROBERT CLARK (University of British Columbia) As
a Canadian I would like to ask a question to Dr. Kahidis
and Dr. Weathersby, which I expect will be exercising,
a number of people here.

I am addressing this to you in your capacities
as individuals. not speaking on behalf of the Com-
mission.

Dr. Kaludis, you Said there are too many insti-
tutions of higher education in the _United States. And
Dr. Weathersbv agreed with that. That suggests that
there is likely to ben dimimition in the number.

I would like to ask: Do you anticipate that this
diminution will be simply in terms of the number of
private institutions or do iini expect also a diminution
in the number of univPsities, public ones, public
universities? Do you expect to see a diminution in the
number of colleges?

Would you comment on that general theme.
KALUDIS: I hope that the dimintition will be of all
kinds. having a vested interest of my o .vn.

We can see it Although the Tennessee Legis-
ititure came. close to passing an inane act about
coeducational dormitories, they were wrestling With
the problem of overcapacity of institutions of higher
education. and, as legislatures are wont to do, passed
an act to create a new institution two of them, as a
matter of fact. But this didn't solve -the problem in
anyway. There are community colleges in Tennessee
that have dropped one-third or more in enrollment
over the last year or so and are just not going to make
it if things continue that way.

What I hope will happen nd there is cer-
tainly no guaranteii of this, in the Curry line is that
public policymakers will undcrltand that it is not just
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the nongovernmental institutions, public as they are,
as well as the governmental institutions, which should
take the brunt of this reduction in demand.

I think the evidence so far, hoWever, is that these
are the kinds of.institutions that are moving out of the
picture.

In time, I hope that there will be some, as I said,
enlightenment that will prevent that from happening.
There is no guarantee. And it may be that it will be
just private, or nongovernmental schools, to say it
better, which will go out of business.

George.
WEATHERSBY: I am always saddened by petsonal
failure, and in this case the apparent failure to commu-
nicate accurately saddens me even more, because my
personal views are, exactly the opposite of what you
assert they are. Ar..d that is because I am even more of
a heretic than you probably implied that I am.

I think what is happening is not the coming
about of a steady state, which, for those of you who
study archeological phenomena, just precedes the Ice
Age, and by analogy maybe we should identify a few
dinosatirs. But I don't think we are in a steady state
at all. I think we are in a rapidly growing, expanding
state in postsecondary education.

To give you a couple of ideas, we were talking
about noo campuses and about another 7,000 in the
noncollegiate sector. As you move outside of that- into
the adult community', you are talking about an addition-
al. 66,000 institutions.

What I think we are seeing is a change in
composition, not a change in absolute magnitude.

It is a long topiC which I would be happy to
chat with you about. I have done some work in
sorting out the numbers in the laM few, years on that,
and, to just give you a couple of figures that expand
my mind, the number of adults currently enrolled in
non-degree credit courses exceeds the number of
high school students in America by about half a
million students, 15.7 million versus 15.1 million. The
rate of growth in the adult population participating
in postsecondary education is better than 7 per cent a
year.

When we had that rate of growth in the youth
population, we called it burgeoning growth, explosive
growth, and demanded new campuses all over the map.
We are currently having a participation rate of people
who have some college or have completed college
that exceeds the participation rate of 18 to 24-year-olds.

I think we are facing a very different world from
that of the people who are giving you the gloom and
doom of steady state. And it is the gloom and doom of
steady state that lead to the conclusion that we ought
to shut down large numbers of institutions.

I am personally quite hopeful of a very different
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%writ', not because it is changing rapidly as the
expansion from .n100 to 10,000 to 78.00(1 implies, but
sunplv because we are opening our eyes and seeing
what h,is been going on in our institutions for a long,
lung time. -

'non. Crooks. who directs the adult programs at
Harvard has an enrollment of over 5,000 students.
That is the same site as Harvard College. Harvard
doesn-t report the additional 5.000. to anybofty 'because
noboth asks then, *air that number. They ask them
thousands of other numbers. including the unit cost of
t. Thel don't ask them about adults. That's
ta-i inating. It aiso wrong, in my opinion. So I don't
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agree with your assertion and I don't want that
ascribed to my personal point of view.
TAYLOR: George, the popularity of our topic has
exceeded what we expected. The hour is late and we
had anticipated we would close this around ten o'clock.
If there are others of you who have questions that
you must ask, would you approach the panel members
afterwards., if you can catch them before they get out.

On behalf of the Association, I would like to
thank the panel member for taking of their time to
provide us with this information on the important
study they have done. We do appreciate it. Thank you
very much.



PANEL. DISCUSSION ON THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
CARNEGIE COMMISSION ON FINANCING HIGHER EDUCATION

CHAIRNIAN SHEEHAN: Good morning, ladies and
gentlemen. My name is Bernie Sheehan and this is
the last General Session of the Forum. This morn-

.ing's Panel on the Recommendations of the Carnegie
Commission on Financing of Higher Education con-
sists of Moderator Robert Hartman, President Paul
Bragdon, of Reed ,College, President Nolen Ellison
of Seattle Central Community College, Father Robert
Henle, President of Georgetown University, and we
hope President Robert C. Wood' of the University
of. Massachusetts.

Dr. Hartman served on the staff of the Assis-
tant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation at the De-
of Arts degree at Queens College iu New York City. Dr.
Hartman served as a teaching fellow at Harvard Univer-
sity, receiving his Ph.D. in economics from this institu7
Min in 1q64. He was a member of the economics faculty
until 1968 at Brandeis University.

Dr. Hartman he served on the staff of the Assis-
tant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation at the De-
partment of Health, Education and Welfare and joined
the Economics Studies Staff at Brookings in 1969. He is
the co-author and author of 'numerous articles and
hooks. Dr. Hartman.
ROBERT HARTMAN:- One of the advantages .3f having
the job of just introducing speakers on a panel is that
by sending a long biographical sketch and then giving
brief introductions to the panel members, one can raise
one's status in the world rather 'quickly. (Laughter.)

I intend during this session to recognize each of
our speakers, who are instructed to talk for about ten or
15 minutes, after which we would like to leave as much
time as possible for questions and discussion.

The topic, of the Panel, as you know, is a discus-.
sion of the recommendations of the Carnegie Commis-
sion on the future of higher education, and theMembers
of the panel were chosen in part because they represent
different perspectives in looking at higher education,
and 'hopefully we will generate some differences of
opinion among them.

Let me introduce, then, our first speaker, Father
Robert Henle, the President of Georgetown University.
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Bernard Sheehan, University of Calgary
Robert HarmanBrookings Institution

Paul Bragdon; Reed College
Nolen Ellison, Seattle Community College

Robert Henle, Georgetown University
Robert Wood, University of Massachusetts

Father Henle is widely known as a writer and thinker
on American Catholic higher, education.

Before coming to Georgetown, he was a member
of the Philosophy Department at St. Louis University
and rose through the ranks to become Vice President
of that institution.

In addition to being President of Georgetown, he
is also Chairman of the Health Services Research Train-
ing Committee of HEW and Chairman of the Board of
Directors of the Association of Jesuit Colleges and Uni-
versities. He also has served on the Washington Con-
sortium of Universities and was President of the higher
education group in Washington.

It is my pleasure to introduce Father Henle.
ROBERT J. HENLE (President, Georgetown University,
Washington, D. C.):- Thank yoU very much. Ladies,and
gentlemen. I presume that my perspective is private
higher education, particularly the university sector. I

would like to say first of all that I do not share some of
the optimism that has been .expressed recently with
regard to private higher education. We all know that
private higher education in the last eight years has gone
through a very severe financial crunch, which has been
dramatized by the fact that a number of private institu-
tions have either given up, quit, gone public, or amal-
gamated with other institutions.

Some institutions that were runni4'deficits have
now balanced their budgets and, as I sas'o, there is a
certain amount of optimism that most of tWe.Private in-
stitutions have survived the crunch.

But I agree with President McGill oColumbia
University that we are going into phase two of the
financial crunch for 'private higher education in this
country.

The means that we took in private- institutions
to balance our budgets and which were successful in-
cluded not only, external means increase of kinds
from foundations, alumni, and so on but an.ehor-
mous reform within the institutions, economies orall
kinds, even such mundane things as, instead of cle4
ing faculty offices every day, we clean them twice
week; instead, of having the maids clean the dormitory,'
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rooms, the students clean their own rooms, if and when
they do it. So, as McGill said about Columbia's budget,
which was finally balanced after years of deficits, there
is no more fat left in these budgets.

We are all convinced, rthink, that inflation and
the general escalation of costs, increases necessary in
faculty salaries to meet inflation and liVirq., costs, will
continue; We have increased our tuition in private in-
stitutions, especially the elite expensive institutions,
to a level where we feel that increases, which will
Nudity. increase c :osts, have become impossible. We
anticipate that there will be tuition increases. But can
we increase tuition adequately to meet the. total costs
in the future? I think most of us in private institutions
would agree that we cannot do that.

lb a study that I made in 1964 1 identified about
. 13 private institutions that I thought would never really
be in deep financial problems. But I also identified the
rest of the private institutions in this country as facing
a very difficult future. And I think I have been vindi-
cated on that. .

Before I even published tify report, two of the
private institutions I was discussing had gone public.

It is against this kind of background that we talk
about the future, it seems to me, of private higher edu-
cation in this country.

I believe that most people are convinced that
the multiple system of higher education that we have is
one of the great strengths of the United States.

I have done a lot of consulting in Latin America;
I have been in countries where private institutions, up
till quite recently, 'were not allo'wed. And I think it is
very unhealthy when all the institutions of higher learn-
ing are under a general ministry of education or depend
upon the central government or upon state governments.
I think that it is of great importance to the quality, the
the central government or upon state governments. I
think that it is of great importance to the quality, the
freedom, the diversity of our 'educational system that
private higher education be preserved in this country.
I have no hope that we can preserve private higher
education at the present percentage level of students.
I am convinced that in phase number two more private
institutions % i II disappear and that the ones that survive
are going to i o so by heroic economic measures and by
a great appeal to philanthropy, to foundations.

But I lso believe that it is in the public interest
that both stat and federal governments help to preserve
private education. A lot of people seem to think that as
we propose to the Federal Government or the state
governments', that they subsidize private education, we
are asking for a huge subsidy. I don't think this is the
case at all. If you look at our budgets and the amount of
federal money that goes into them and that we are ask-
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ing for, it is minimal. And I would be very much
opposed, for instance, if Georgetown were to receive
40 per cent of its budget from state and federal funds.
I would think this was a very unhealthy situation for a
private institution.

But I believe the Federal Government has to
accept some burden in some fashion for the support of
private higher education and that the state governments
must do so.

But I think this can be done in a variety of ways,
and I am unhappy when we have a report or a recom-
mendation from a national association that specifies
too clearly °he special way of doing it.

I think the states are' experimenting with a
variety of ways of providing universal access to higher
education, universal opportunity of choice, and parti-
cularly support for private institutions.

I am not prepared to say that the best way, cer-
tainly not the only way, to preserve private higher edu-
cation and to preserve the possibility of access by all
segments of our population to elite institutions if they
qualify for them, or to the private sector or the public
or community colleges, is to raise tuition in the public
institutions. This may be a solution that may work in a
given state, but I think there have to be a variety of
solutions and that we ought to experiment with a diver-
sity of ways of doing this.

I personally would favor much more a system of
student aid which would assist students, whether they
went to the private institutions or the public institu-
tions, to have a freedom of choice between all the in-
stitutions in a given area that would enable them to
have enough help that if they wanted to go to a private
institution, the difference between going to that institu-
tion and a state institution would be not so great that
it would render it practically impossible for them to
take a private institution as the place they wanted to go.

I think the State of Illinois, for example, has a
scholarship program that is exemnlary, and I would
say in such a state, to increase the tuition in public in-
stitutions is not necessary, as long as they have a gen-
erous scholarship program across the board that helps
students go to whatever school they want to go to. I
would say that is a solution, and a good one.

I thought we had agreed some years ago that the
'Federal Government should assume a partial responsi-
bility for all higher education in this country. And I
think this is being reduced, whereas it ought to be some-
what increased. I believe that the Federal Government
has to pick up a margin, not a large margin, but a
margin of the cost of higher education across the
country.

I would argue that this varies with the type of
education. I am on a commission appointed by the
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gdvernors of the states to consider what is the responsi-
bility of the states now that the Federal Government
is withdrawing. from graduate education.

I cannot sr 4.! good graduate education as any--
thing except a national resource, a national responsi-
bility. A good graduate school, whether it is a private
institution, like Georgetown or Harvard or Chicago, or
whether it is in a public institution, a good public insti-
tution like the University of Wisconsin, is not, cannot
be. in my opinion, organized and controlled on the
basis of local needs. All good graduate schools serve
the entire nation, and in fact serve international needs.

So that at different levels, it seems to me, there
are different responsibilities. And I would argue that
at the present moment, for example, the Federal Govern-
ment is not accepting its full responsibility for medical
education, for nursing education, and for .graduate edu-
cation, because these are not totally and completely
local concerns, and certainly not the concerns of indi-
vidual states.

I know from my' discussions on this Commis-
siori,.state legislators are saying. "Why should we sup-
port a great'Ph.D. programin English when 80 per cent
of the Ph.D.'s leave the state and go somewhere else?"
I think it would be tragic if we began to contract the
graduate schools of this couptry to a*. local or regional
service.

So I would argue that the Carnegie Report is too
restrictive in its recommendations. I think we have to
experiment with a large number of ways of financing
higher education. But it seems to' me the basic prin-
ciple from the standpoint of private education is that
it is in the public interest to maintain the great diversity
of our educational system, to maintain private educa-
tion, healthy, quality. elitist,. if you will I am in
favor of having elitist institutions. I am not a popularist,
I guess. I think it is essential to a democracy that it have
elitist leadership and elitist institutions. And that is in
the public interest, and .therefore both the states and
Federal Government should find means to help pre-
serve and support not only the existence, but the
quality, of private higher education.

But I would not be as restrictive as this report
and say that it should be done by such and such
methods. I think there are many ways._ to do this:
Capitation grants, educational aid grants connected
with scholarship money, scholarship funds, loan funds,
and so forth. And I think the burden should be distri-.
butod. But I think the private institutions have a right
to ask for a certain amount. a reasonable amount. of
public support in a variety of ways.

Thank you very much. (Applause.)
HARTMAN: Thank you very.much.

Our next speaker is President Nolen Ellison,
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who is the President of Seattle Central Community
College in Seattle, Washington.

Dr. Ellison, previous to his current position, was
an assistant to the Chancellor of the Metropolitan
Junior College District in Kansas City, Missouri, and,
prior to that, served as Assistant to the President of
Michigan State University.

Dr. Ellison will address his remarks toward an
analysis of the Carnegie Report and its implications for
two-year junior and community colleges.
NOLEN M. ELLISON (President of Seattle Central
Community College, Seattle, Washington): Let me go
directly to several issues that I have attempted to write
out and see where ive come out in terms of a perspec-
tive on two-year colleges in relationship to the Carnegie
Commission report and specifically as it relates to the
report. Who pays? Who benefits? Who should pay?

When I was asked to be on the panel to review
the recommendations of this Report, I gave an almost
immediate affirmative response. I couldn't resist the
desire to present my personal views of this Report,
which, as you know, is one of the several that have
been completed in the past two years on the current
state of financial affairs of higher education. Such
analyses appear to be an escalating trend, and today's
panel is another step in the public debate on this signi-
ficant topic.

In reviewing the report for discussion this morn-
ing and its specific import for the nation's 1100-plus
two-year community, junior, technical and branch in-
stitutions, it was necessary to put in perspective the
report's recommendations by reviewing the suggested
role, function and mission of these two-year institutions
as perceived by the Commission in two other reports.

These addition.' Carnegie documents are the
1970 report of the Commission entitled "Open-Door
Colleges: Policies for Coinmunity Colleges" and the
recently-released "Supplemental Statement on the
Report of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Educa-
tion on "Who Pays? Who Benefits? and Who Should
Pay?" These documents contain the basic framework in
which the rather short tuition policy recommendations
for two-year institutions contained in the report under
discussion today must be viewed.

One additional observation necessary to a full
discussion of the Commission and its recommendations
regarding financing higher education is that the Com-
mission recognized that its report was at best a difficult,
if not impossible, task to undertake. To deal effectively
with the issues of costs, benefits, and support responsi-
bilities entailed the acceptance of -certain assumptions
regarding goals and desired outcomes of American
higher education. For community colleges, the several
recommendations contained in the report must be
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yieyved in relationship to the accepted-goals of access
and opportunity and their relationship to the suggested
Jutcomes of social .justice and social effectiveness.

My remarks this morning are not addressed to
the acceptability of these tour elements which were
posed by the Carnegie Commission but instead pre-
sumes them to be valid and views the recommenda-
Nuns for community colleges in light of this stated
framework.

13ecaust, the Commission saw one of the princi-
pal goals for higher education being access and oppor-
tunity for all who could benefit from it, the Commis-
sim.'s recommendations can be generally categorized
into the following throe major areas:, Funding of stu
dents, preferably- through targeted aid because of its less
regressiv.e effect on opportunity for the economically
disadvantaged student: funding institutions; and fund-
ing special institutional programs for the financially
and educationally disadvantaged student.

This third element is separated from the previous
two categories because of the accepted recognition, both

institution's' attempting to serve large number of the
traditionally non-college-bound students and the Com-
mission. of the position that increased access and op-,
portunity for large numbers of such students cannot
.properly occur without funding of special student sup-
port and additiondl instructional support program
ettorts beyond the traditional activities and programs of
higher education. -

For community colleges and four -year institu-
tions seeking to provide increased access and opportu-
nits to larger numbers of the traditionally non-college-
bound population. additional dollars to meet the added
support services and educational program needs are
essential to the accomplishment of the above-stated
goals and outcomes.

The Commission recognized the legitimacy of
this need for the additional institutional assistance in
recommending that federal cost of education supple-
ments be made to institutions admitting large numbers
of financially disadvantaged students. This financial-..
recommendation will he increasingly important for all
institutions attempting to meet the additional expenses
associated. with institutional programs and special
efforts designed to provide for students who, with less
than adequate skills and background preparatiim, have
entered institutions of higher learning.

Similar to its general recommendations regard-
ing all higher education, the Commission's recommen-
dations for community colleges can be reviewed;in two
aspects: Funding for students to insure access and op-
portunity. and funding for institutions to insure an
appropriate support level for.:development and opera-
tions.
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,While it recognized the need to increase student
tuition in public four-year institutions of higher educa-
tion to a level equal to one-third of the actual instruc-
tional costs, the Commission recommended the exemp-
tion of two-year colleges from any such increases in
tuition, recommending, instead, the maintenance of
low or, preferably, no tuition for these institutions.

The Commission also recommended that for
present considerations tuition rates for public two-
year institutions should no be increased beyond estab-
lished levels.

This recommendation is in line with the Com-
mission's accepted philosophical position on the role of
community colleges in postsecondary education. In this
regard the Commission has supported open access to
the open-door colleges for all high school graduates and
otherwise qualified individuals who could benefit from
education and training beyond the high school level.

The open-access theme for two years of public-.
supported education beyond high school will continue
to be heard in the future. This proposal will continue to
surface in the future under the continuing push for
national funding of two years of education in the bank
beyond high school for all Americans, to be drawn upon
at whatever stage in life the individual finds desirable.

The role of two-year colleges will be important to
such thinking and in any succeeding national policy
directiohs in this regard.

Perhaps the most important- proposals relative
to the over-all funding of two-year colleges was not
contained in this report, "Who Pays? Who Benefits?
and Who Should Pay?" but instead in the Carnegie
Commission Report, "Open Door Colleges."

The Commission recommended in this report
that financing the cost of operating two-year postsecon-
dary educational institutions should be a ccioperative
responsibilitiy between federal, state and local govern-
ments. The Federal Government should' provide not
only program support but also start-up construction
grants for an additional 230 to 280 community colleges
needed by 1980 to insure a stong national system of
such institutions.

Regarding the financing of operations, the Com-
mission took the position that states should expand
their contributions to the financing of these two-year
postsecondary institutions so that the states' share
amounts in general to one-half or two-thirds of the total
state and local financial burden, including operational
and capital outlay costs.

The Commission took a significant policy posi-
tion, in my estimation, in opposing the elimination of
all local financial obligations for these institutions on
the grounds' that local governance and policy-making
responsibility is to be meaningful, it should be accom-



ponied to some substantial degree of financial respon-
sibility .

I lett the State of 11'ashington yesterday with
number of major considerations being given to the
questions related h.) the existence of a strong state
st stem of community colleges, with appointed hoards
of trustees who don't have responsibility' for raising
local revenues for the support of these institutions. A
serious question has been raised relative to the policy
resiconsibijity of local boards and whether or not these
community -based institutions can responsibly respond

-to local community education needs.
The Commission painted out that in reviewing

the issue of financial mix between state and local fund-
ing. state systems should insure total appropriations for
operating expenses large enough to permit the institu-
tions to follow a policy of either no tuition or very low
tuition.

Other specific and significant recommendations
of the Carnegie Commission regarding the over -all
funding and financing of two-year colleges are:

One Federal provisions for institutional sup-
port for community colleges should he expanded.

Two Barriers to access should be eliminated
through expanded federal programs of student grants
anti student loans.

Three Federal construction grants and loans,
as yell as startup grants. should be' available to states
starting new community Colleges.

And. fourth Federal cost-of-education sup-
plements to institutions admitting large numbers of
financially disadvantaged students should be provided.

This fourth ittin arid its importance were re-
flected upon Its mv.earlier comments.

In summarizing my views of the report. "Who
Pays? Who Benefits? Who Should Pay?" and its supple-
ment. four major areas appear to emerge which should
be considered if the recommendations of the Carnegie
Commission as they relate specifically to community
colleges are to be fally understood.

These areas are:
First The recommendations should be viewed

in respect to the full Commission's stance on the role
and mission of two -year colleges as an integral part of
higher education and its existence as a vital national
resource. In this regard the three Carnegie reports cited
must he viewed as complementary statements on finan-
cing public two-year institutions.

Secondly Higher education access and oppor-
tunity should he viewed as essential to providing for
eVervone in the nation who can benefit from higher
education the Opportunity to participate in it. This is
recogniied by the Carnegie Commission as a shared
responsibility between federal. state and local govern-
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merits. particularly in respect to these two-year institu-
tions.

Thirdly Quality as well as equality of oppor-
tunity were viewed by the Commission as .essential
concerns for serving higher education. The dual issues
of social justice and social effectiveness must be con-
sidered when viewing the over-all goals and outcomes
of higher education.

Fourthlt. In order to insure a proper adjust-
ment of higher education to the new conditions con-
fronting it, a series of interrelated and interdependent
financing relationships must occur for the entire enter-.
prise of higher education, public and private, if the
goals as outlined for any segment of higher education
a'r'e to be accomplished.

This latter point was made quite clear and em-
phasized in a supplementary statement on tuition
policies released by the Commission staff on April 1st.
Two brief points should be acknowledged in respect to
this document: First, the Commission stafffelt that in
light of the current national and state activities, the
issuance of a supplementary statement was important
and necessary to clarify the position- of the Carnegie
Commission on tuition policy and to distinguish the
Commission's recommendations from those of other.
groups that have been, recently released, that is, the
reports of other groups on the financing issue.

Secondly, the report was issued to reinforce the
Commission's position that recommendations in the
earlier report regarding financing higher education
should of necessity be'considered all at once and no one
recommendatidn should be taken Out of context of the
total additive approach to financing both higher educa-
tion and higher education opportunities.

It appears that these concerns must be considered ..

in their totality if the Commission's statements on
financing two-year.. postsecondary institutions are to
be viewed in proper perspective.

In conclusion, while my remarks this morning
appear to support strongly the Carnegie Commission in
it's observations and recommendations, I must conclude
with several concerns which I see on the horizon. If
these concerns are not addressed with great care at all
three levels of governmental influence in public higher
education, then these two-year community-based insti-
tutions will_indeed become revolving-door institutions
or dumping grounds for higher education, as suggested
by some scholars writing in the field today.

First The Commission did not elaborate ex-
tensively on the manner in which private two-year
liberal arts colleges could_ best address their financial
futures, 'These institutions, caught in the middle of
spiralling operating costs and decreased enrollments,
face circumstances similar to, if not worse than, priiate
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jour-vear institutions. At this point the future is not
bright for any except the extremely well endowed
.private two-year institutions.

Ori student mix and quality programs, I have
this particular -concern: The current imbalance of
response to the. several interrelated elements of finan-
cing students and institutions is bringing about a less
than desirable mix and support for increased numbers
of minority and disadvantaged students -who have
entered institutions of higher education in the past
six ears.

The 'maintenance of low or no-tuition direction
for communit colleges. coupled with rising tuition in
four-year institutions and underfunding or inadequate
federal and state student aid programs, as well as con-
tinued inflation and rising cost-of-living factors, have
the direct result of shitting or moving low-income
students from four-year institutions and toward com-
munity colleges. This current phenomenon accompanied
by a general lack of acknowledgment of the extra costs
involved in educating this financially disadvantaged
group. as well as the increasing number of traditionally
non- college -going students entering the educational
mainstream. could make for an uncertain future for
two-year institutions attempting to respond in a quali-
tative fashion to this challenge.

The current effects of the lack of adequate fund-
ing of targeted student aid. as well as institutional aid,
must he addressed if appropriate responses are to be
made by e!', of 4,her education, and certainly by these
two-year institutions. Most critically affected at this
time, in my judgment, are the downtown inner-city
campuses of multi-unit community' college organize-
-tions.

A brief response on the proprietary institution.
It seems to me the Carnegie Commission did not ade-
quately address that question and it is one yet to be
dealt with fully in terms of their impact on two-year
public institutions trying to proVide both functional
education and training.

The final concern I see is that of the challenge of
providing "community-college education" versus "com-
munity colleges." Much like the decade of the '60s when
the emphasis was upon building facilities for these two-
year institutions, IL is certain that the decade of the '70s
will most likely. focus away from facilities and on edu-
cational programs, quality programs and quality staff
issues:

The financial implications ci.f these concerns are
grave and are vet to be determined. (Applause.)
HARTMAN: The next member of the panel to speak is
Paul Bragdon. who is President of Reed College.

He 'has served in that position since 1971, and
prior to that he was a Vice President for Public Affairs

4

at New York University. Mr. Bragdon served in the
New York City government before going to NYU and
was a practicing attorney in New York City for a num-
ber of years.

President Bragdon.
PAUL E. BRAGDON (President Reed College) :' I am
invited to comment on the Carnegie Commission Report
and the supplement on tuition following fast on its
heels from the vantage point olthe small private insti-
tution, of course, and specifically from the base of a
small liberal arts college. And I will do just that in what
might be called comments on piety and public policy.
Before subsiding into that prescribed particularism,
however, I would like to try to cast a perspective on
postsecondary education.

Before the onset of the blahs of the late '60s and
the realities of the treacherous waters of the '70s, a
significant part of the populace had added colleges and
universities and those associated with them to the list
of those meriting a vote of no confidence. In fact. if you
will look in this morning's newspaper, you will see that
colleges and universities are among those that lag
behind the U. S. military in popular appreciation at
the present time. .

The reasons for the fall from the former high
state are numerous and diverse and of markedly dif-
ferent qualitative value. The. bill of particulars, with
items describable as expressions of frustrated great
expectations unrealistic from inception,' as well as
telling criticisms, would include: the assumption that
the four-year college is a synonym for higher education
and that it represents an appropriate experience for
everyone; failure to solve the ills of society, failure to
guarantee upward economic mobility, evidence that
many of those associated with colleges and universities
had neither the courage nor the conviction to defend
their institutions and their stated purposes when under
savage attack from within; development of the anti-,
rational thrust which has always been part of the
Western intellectual tradition into a major force on
campus and assisting in the transmission of antiration-
alism into the popular culture; curricular disintegration
in response to political pressures and/or the explosion
and fragmentation of knowledge; deliberate develop-
ment of surpluses in trained personnel, with full knowl-
edge and notice of the facts, and duplication and pro-
liferation of programs and facilities to the detriment of
definition and distinctiveness and at unnecessary cost
to taxpayers and philanthropists.

No doubt other matters could be added to the
list. Colleges and universities are human institutions,
peopled by human beings; hence, they are fallible. It
is probably altogether a good thing that the public at
large has become aware of this fact and it is to every-
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one's advantage that accountability be impostA 00
higher education. What is not a good thing is to have
a skepticism, . in- part warranted, obscure from the
view of the public or from our own view the essential
truth of what we have been doing and what we are now
doing in American postsecondary. education. What
would he even worse would be the failure of the public
to understand the significance of our institutions to
this troubled nation and world.

In the immediate past this society has been
attempting to provide places in colleges'and universities
and other institutions to meet the demands of popula-
tion growth and to widen the access routes to educa-
tional opportunity. The percentage, of high* school
graduates, going to college before World War II was 15
per cent, but by 1960 it had risen to 62 per cent. Enroll-
ments went from 2.285.000-plus in 1950 to 3,600,000
in 1960. and. almost 8 million in 1970. The median
educational level among those aged 20 to 21 is now 12.8
, ears. almost a year in college. Among persons aged
65 to 74. the median is 9.1 years, just over a year of high
school. No society on earth, now or in the past, has
attempted to provide the places at the postsecondary
level for so large a part of the population and to widen
so significantly the access routes to educational oppor-
tunity. While making this massive effort, we have
been 'Creating a system of higher education described
very well by President Martin Meyerson of the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania, who said:

The student who wishes to deal with emer-
ging intellectual problems, not only of
natural sciences, but also of social and psy-
chological- behavior, of linguistics, of medi-
cine. of econometrics. of the cultures cif the
developing countries, and of subjects such as
the visual arts, can find more stimulus in the
American college or university than any-
where else in the world.

With the task of providing new places accom-
plished, higher education is evolving into a system of
postsecondary education, including a range of programs
and experiences utilizing the 'resources of public and,.
private institutions of higher education, programs'of
varying lengths and purposes associated with these
institutions and programs available through proprietary
schools, industrial training centers and other educa-
tional facilities. The prospect is for even more options
and alternatives for men and woirrien.:at different stages
of life. Indeed, the years ahead, whatever they may hold
for institutions pressed by high costs, limited resources,
and competition for students, are likely 'nevertheless to
he golden ones for students of all ages.
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Rather than subsiding into defensiveness, I

would think that we should take pride in being parti-
cipants of the development of a system with wide
access, diversity, and quality and an expanding number
of options and alternatives. May 1 add parenthetically
that most of the places, much of the expanded oppor-
tunity and most of the new options and alternatives
now available have been provided, and necessarily so,
by the public system, including the two-year college
component, and for that we can be particularly appre-
ciative.

In facing the world, moreover, we should find
ways of telling people that this complex society with
complex problems very much needs our educational
institutions. Dr. Stephen K. Bailey, Vice President of
the American Council on Education recently said:

48

Looking ahead, it is preposterous to assume
that this nation alone or in concert with other
nations will solve such recalcitrant problems
of the political economy as inflation, the gut-
rending trade-offs of the energy and environ-
niental crisis, international money, inter-
national development, and the benign ex-
ploitation of the ocean resources, without
superbly educated human beings. Techni-
cians and practical geniuses are needed in
abundance. But there is also a need for
apostles of new paradigms; preachers of new
prophecies. A bright geneticist stationed in
one of the various grain institutes of philan-
thropy can help to fashion a green revolution
in Asia. But it takes a Cliff Wharton to suggest
that the problems caused by the green revolu-
tion may be more complex and attenuated
than the problems that stimulated it. In the
next few years and decades, whether the
human race is searching for ways to tame the
Promethean fire of fusion, produce an anti-
aphrodisiacal protean additive, wrestle with
the ethics of cloning or illuminate the chemi-
cal base of mental illness, the academy is the
root producer of -requisite talent. Whatever
caricatures are sketched by our detractors
(sometimes, alas, by ourselves), the academy
remains very nearly the state's most precious
resource.

It is from the perspective suggested in these
opening remarks, one in which I hope we can all share,
that I move to my role of commentator from the private
sector on the Carnegie Commission report and its sup-
plement. The independent institutions are a valuable.
contributor to, and a vital component of, the post-
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secondary system I have described and are partners in
public service with the tax-supported institutions.

In the supplement to the main report, the CErrne-
gie Commission asks: "Are private institutions under
competitive pressure from public institutions?" The
Commission_ answers in the affirmative, noting that
among four-year institutions the greatest pressure is on
the "comprehensive colleges and universities" and the
"liberal arts colleges:" I concur.

The Carnegie Commission, noting the effect of
the growing gap between the tuition charges of "the
private institutions, where the student or his parents
pay a significant part of the cost, and those of the public
institutions. with substantial taxpayer tuitions subsidies,
urges three steps for narrowing the gap:

First. and most important, state support should
be made available to private institutions.

Second, the rate of rise of private tuition that
marked the 1960's should be slowed down.

Third, there should be a modest and gradual
rise of public tuition on the average.

Again.I concur but can't help wonder hoW
tuition costs can he slowed down with the impact of the
accelerated inflation on essential items from food,
el ectrici ty, and fuel to frogs for the biology lab!

I believe that the case has been stated as well as
anyone by President Richard W. Lyman of Stanford
7niversik. He wrote recently:

Under pressure of financial difficulties many
private universities are undergoing ampuia-
tion of this or that limb. St. Louis University
has abolished its engineering and dental
schools. The University of Pennsylvania has
recently published a report telling three of its
component schools that, unless they can
balance their budgets within three years, they
mar face extinction. New York University,
one of the largest of all private institutions,
has had to sell its Bronx campus to the public
system of New York City.

Has this happened because of any rational,
explicit, and conscious national decision that
the private sector in higher education should
shrink or be phased out To ask the question
is to answer it. Quite the contrary, it has been
happening amidst a cloud of amiable'rhetoric
about the virtues of pluralism and diversity
and the value of .a healthy private sector. Yet
without a conscious decision to preserve and
to nourish the private sector, the phase-out
will eventually take place. Without such a
decision, private institutions will disappear
one by one or becorrie subunits of state
systems. If it reaches the point where Harvard,
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with its $1.25 billion endowment, and a hand-
ful of others are all that remain, it is doubt-
ful that even they can be wholly immune.
One" thinks of Oxford and Cambridge, ancient
and laden with traditions of independence,
but now relying heavily upon the state and
subject to rationalization as part of the
general state-supported system.

Certainly those of us involved with private
institutions would not argue that the private
sector is of higher quality across the board
than the public. The great state universities
of this country are themselves unique pheno-
mena of tremendous importance to the con-
tinuing vitality of our society. What we should
urge is support for a reasonably competitive
academic structure. We should not expect
the government to supply all of our needs,
for that would mean the end of independence.
Where government, at _whatever level, does
help, it should do so in ways that preserve
our individuality and foster free choice.

I hope that the states will act to diminish
but not to eliminate the steadily growing
gap between what it costs to attend a public
institution and what it costs' to attend a
private college or university. The gap was,
on the average, about $500 in 1957. Next
year it will be $1800, with no sign of lessen-
ing. The process cannot continue indefinitely
without some counter effort on behalf of the
private sector, if the private sector is to
survive.

in all of this, I am not suggesting that any-
one has a monopoly on wisdom, much less
that either private or public institutions
should or can live by cutting each other's
throats We are convinced that higher
education need not be turned into a vast
machine or a soulless bureaucracy and that
the surest way to prevent this from happen-
ing is to encourage healthy competition
between the public and private sectors.

Amen to all of that.
The nagging, nasty question is whether or not

the Carnegie Commission recommendations with re-
spect to the private sector have already been absorbed
in the "cloud of amiable rhetoric" to which President
Lyman referred. Has there been any dramatic increase
in the awareness that a significant contributor to our
system of higher education is in jeopardy? Has there
been any urgent activity in the CongreSs or in legislative
corridors across the nation to help create a more open
system, giving maximum freedom of choice to students?



On the contrary, I would sax' that one suggestion
in the Carnegie Commission report has received atten-
tion almost to the exclusion of anything 'else. That
feature, of course, is the propasal for a gradual rise in
tuition charges in public institutions. First came the
wounded cries. then came the concerted moves within
the educational associations to decay the proposal.s..and
similar ones from other sources..Then. to and behold,

sthe Carnegie Commission trotted out a supplemental
report, the inCiSt newsworthy feature of which proved

. to he data demOnstiating that the tuitions in public in-.
stitutions are in fact closer to the Commission objectives
than had been originally supposed. Somewhere in the
machinations of the wealthy, Powerful, majority in post-
secondary educatiOn the public sector with its back-
ing ot the awesome taxing power of the state .the
presumed focus an the problems of the private sector
disappeared. save for the usual "cloud of amiable
rhetoric...

I approach the issue of tuition charges in the
public institutions from the basic premise that each
citizen should b.' able to choose the educational ex-
perience appropriate to him or her, regardless of where
the person comes from in American society. Concep-
tually. then, I have no objection to a more realistic
costing-out of the public sector, provided there is a cor-
responding increased appropriation for student assis-
tance. Practically speaking. I recognize that such a
proposal contravenes the time-honored notion of what
is sacred among those associated with public higher
education..that it could cause confusion and misunder-
standing in the general public and that it could be used
[ix, budget-cutters in public office as a way to slash the
appropriations for public institutions, i.e.. raising the
tuitions without a corresponding arrangement for
student assistance. thereby reducing educational op-
portunity.

Alternatively. then, the public is entitled to
know the per capita amount of the taxpayer tuition sub-
sidy in the public sector, to have full disclosure of the
profile- of the beneficiaries of such subsidies, and to
have assurance that the public sector will not build
duplicate facilities or create redundant programs. And
it is in the public interest for prospective students to
be able to choose private institutions appropriate to
their needs. which would require a pattern of public
support for private institutions such. -as those advanced
by the Carnegie Commission and others.

In concluding, I am reminded of a conversation
with Dr. Cliarlils W. Cole, then President. of Amherst
College. 25 years ago when I was an Amherst senior.
At that time, the University of Massachusetts, a one

.campus institution. was a struggling infant across town.
President Cole said: "The University is the wealthy in-
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stitution", He meant, of course, that the taxing power
of the common wealth stood behind the University.
Prophetic indeed. And now it is time for the wealthy
and powerful to rise above the "cloud of amiable
rhetoric" to the recognition that their interest as well as
the public interest calls for a continuing contribution
from the private sector.4Applause.)
HARTMAN: That was a fitting introduction to Presi-
dent Robert Wood of the University of Massachusetts,
who will be our next speaker.

Mr. Wood was formerly Chairman of the De-
partment of Political Science at MIT and then served as
the Director of the Joint Center for Urban Studies at
Harvard and MIT.

He also was Under Secretary; of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development and, for a short
period, Secretary of that Department. He then went on
to become Chairman of the Massachusetts Bay Trans-
portation Authority before going to the University of
Massachusetts.

When Professor Wood was a professor of politi-
cal science, he wrote many studies on state and local
government, and I am sure that his recent experience
has enriched and broadened his knowledge of that field.

President Wood.
-

ROBERT C. WOOD (President, University of Massa-
chusetts); I apologize to you and to my colleagues and
to the members of the Association for a late arrival. I
am concerned this v.eek with a pragmatic aspect of
financing of education. The University's 1975 budget is
before the State Legislature. It moved from the House to
the Senate, from the Senate this week to conference
committee, and a funny thing happened on the way to
conference committee. We lost $2 million and Warren
Gulko, a fellow member of this society and my colleague,
has lost six members of his Institutional Research staff,
unless we restore it in conference. (Laughter.)

So I decided it was probably more important to
be in Boston last night than to be at the Kennedy Center.
But I regret missing the oppo-rtunity to join you for a
longer time.

I also want to acknowledge a reassociation with
my old friend Paul Bragdon. His eloquence is such that
Sometimes you hardly have the heart to examine his
logic. (Laughter.)

I wish to proceed in that vein as we address
ourselves to the Carnegie Commission report. For even _
if one restricts one's .attention to the financial parts of
the Carnegie report and you leap over the other
volumes that make it the first five-foot shelf since the
Harvard Classics, $6 million in five years, a structured
impression is hard to come by.

Two overriding observations come to mind ini-
tially. First is that as you read through the reports, the
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final reptirt and the supplement, you Mite that the
academic instinct for self- destruction is still very strong.
And. secondly, that the way, apparently, Carnegie
chose for us to die is not with a bang but -a whimper.

The Commission overall has produced a series
of interesting insights, but the net effect, my proposition
will be this morning, is that it has gone against the vital
interests of the academic community, public or private.

I am particuLarly sensitive to this situation be-
cause...of, a headline from the Boston, Globe a year earlier
when the Governor of Massachusetts, Francis Sargent,
was seeking to make unprecendented cuts in the budget
recommendations for higher education. The inch-high
headline read: "Carnegie Hones Ax, Sargent Swings It."
And there was .al-imallcr headline just above which said:
"Public: higher Education on Block."

It was very helpful for Clark Kerr to write a
letter to the editor of the Globe a couple of weeks later
saying that the Commission's recommendations were
not necessarily applicable to a state which ranked 49th
in per capita support for public higher education.
Laught el.)

And vet as I read the "Who Pays? Who Benefits'?
Vho Should Pay?" again, and the final report, I can't
help but helieye that the ax is still being honed, not
only for public higher education. but for public and
private education.

And I didn't feel any hetter about it when I read
Clark's one-sentence precis of the report as quoted in
The. New York Times, "You can say that low tuition for
the middle class that can afford to pay more is a subsidy
of the middle class at the expense of the high-income
groups who pay much more in taxes and particularly
at the expense of low-income gfo-ups whose kids can't
afford to got() college."

Lately. as you know, the Commission has been
indulging in smile revision in the supplement that
Paul referred to But this development appears to have
escaped the attention of all but time educational trade
press.

The March supplement of the Commission staff
is actually a remarkable document for people presumed
to be familiar with cognitile approaches of thought. of
,capacities for analysis. and academi1; respect for re-

The-217 per cent error to which the Commission
staff confesses is like the 18 minutes in lost tape time.
(Laughter.t

Let me just cite the numbers in the staff paper.
In Table 1 the Commission said: The actual 1973 per-
centage of educational costs in public institutions met
by tuition was just. 17 per cent. And, as Paul has indi-
cated. they recommended that we should go to 33 per
cent in ten years.

44

Now, the more recent and more precise infor-
mation is that that,figure is at least 24 per cent. And if
you adjust the figures to leave dut the costs of graduate
and medical education, the average percentage of under-
graduate public education costs paid by tuition is more
likely to be 27 or 28 per cent.

That is not very far below the level the Commis-
sion recommended that we get to. But the staff does not
acknowledge that its recalculations can' jeopardize
either the timing or the balance of the earlier analysis.

It is, in my judgment, simply incredible that a
statistical error ofithis sect in an academic undertaking
can be committed, and that we are still asked to regard
seriously the reliability of many of the other analyses.

Since the Commission, however, wishes to stick
with its recommendations, let me state briefly some of
my own objections to them.

In effect, three flaws, in my judgment, mar the
analysis of the Commission.

First: It has an excessive reliance on an econo-
mic analogy that I think is inappropriate to the charac-
ter of the institutions, public or private, with which we
are concerned.

Second It is elitist in terms of how it judges
the thrust of universal participation in education.

And third It is peculiarly empty of substantive
educational content.

J suppose I feel most strongly about the economic
analysis, and, I take most vigorous exception to the
analogy that compares higher education, public or
private, to the railroad industry. It is distutling to say
that students in classrooms are like pigs in freightcars
going to market. If students were automobiles and if
classrooms were factories, it would be appropriate to
make an industrial productivity analysis. But that is
not our business. The ways of measuring and judging,
as this audience knows better than any other, the kinds
of results AV e get in education require a long lead time
and delicate and fragile instruments and indices. And
this is not helped by a comparison to an industry that
was done in by the 'automobile and by the airplane as
much as by itself, and to compare it where we have no
similar comparisons.

Second, there is. I am afraid, a quality of elitism
associated with the report, for the report; in the name of
the plurality and the diversity that we have identified,
calls for supporting all institutions that happen to exist.
Academic Lockheeds can receive the same help as the
most diligently led, effectively directed institution of
education. Whether or not it is a ladies' finishing school
or a soak-the-returning-veteran vocational program,
in the name of diversity and plurality, we are to keep
it afloat.

The Commission has its pets. It regards great
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research institutions as essential and it says small
private colleges are especially to be preserved. It asks
an increase in tuition for public institutions and it calls
for a moratorium on building.

But it is part and parcel of a broader conserya-
the doctrine abroad in the land that is detrimental and
derogatory toward the capacity of education.

It is caught up with that disease of galloping
lencksisin that now affects the Judgments of the poten-
tial at ordinary people and the sons and daughters of
ordinary, people. And it has implicit, if not explicit,
some of the worst assumptions of the Elizabethean
poor laws.

So tar as education is concerned, breeding
counts. genes are what are important, family- back-
grourui Scholars are born, not made. hi the pursuit of
understanding and knowledge. you have it orvou don't.
And that doctrine is deadly dangerous to institutions
whicharc committed to the belief that people, though
different Can learn and through effort increase their
potential.

The third fallacy or flaw that I see in this over-all
effort is the absence of 'commentary of what it is that
one is about in our-business. No hints of the Harvard
reports or the Columbia reports rof a generation ago:
no review of general education of professional educa-
tion. Indeed. the Carnegie Foundation has just created
another five-year study to take up that analysis. But no
concern. with what it is to be a competent American in
the present society. No one copes and comes to grips
as a person, as an individual, as a member of the work-
ing force, as a citizen' with the characteristics of our
present society. And that may be the greatest fallacy
and difficulty of all.

Finally, the net effect of these kinds of analyses,
these efforts at looking at our bungling past, of protest-
ing the rhetoric of poinilarism and the value of educa-
tion. is to make it more difficult for private and public
institutions of higher educaticin to collaborate.

It forces us as carnivores around the last water-
hole in a circling dance that can be destructive.

We are trying very hard in Massachusetts to
avoid that kind of pattern. 'We have proposed through
a torum of public and Private institutions, an Educa-
tional Opportunity Program that would give to every
high school graduate who has a desire to pursue higher
education the opportunity to do so.

The scholarships from this pool would go a
minimum of 15 per .cent to public institutions and a
minimum of 85 per cent to private institutions. The
calculation of student need would be based on the total
cost of attendance of the institution involved. We think
the prograM will help to maintain the pluralism of in-
stitutions that are ready to be accountable and that are
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attractive to young people who want to choose them.
We will be asking the Legislature to appropriate a total
of $35 million for this program next year, and we will
be doing it with -a virtual unanimity of public and
private higher education in support of it.

But these efforts of finding funds, of maintaining
institutions of quality, come hard in the context of the
Carnegie report. For the Carnegie Commission's deci-
sion that universal participation in higher education

:A

will never occur reflects a free-ride cliche that ignores
the basics f how to, allocate cost of higher education,

put(to pu more investment into higher education. than
trips to the Caribbean or snowmobiles, and ignores the
concept of hivestment that most of us have believed in.

So this is the difficulty in which we find our-
selves, that we are now told purposefully, directly and
authoritatively that that wishful notion of aspiration to
equal opportunity through education is unrealistic and
not to be pursued.

'This is contrary, of course, to most of the tradi-
tions of public and private education in this country
over most of our time.. .

The first trustees of the University of Massa-
chusetts in their first report in 1866 perhaps said it best
of all: "Republicanism," they explained, "has under-
taken in America to recast society into a system of
equality. It proposes to create true and safe equality not
by conferring it on the ignorant and degrading the rights
of-citizens, but by raising all, through education, to the
full dignity of free men.-

Nothing in the Carnegie Commission reports
suggests that the Commission shares that sense of
purpose. And for that I think we should all be dis-
appointed. ..

Thank you. (Applause.)
HARTMAN: Let me start the question period off with a
question for President Wood, since he is revved up,

One of the things that framed the Carnegie Com-
mission's recommendations, I think, was the feeling
that in the period of growth in the '60s and the early
'70s we really didn't need a planning system for higher
education because a lot of hard decisions didn't have
to be made because the number of students was grow-
ing so fast and seats were being filled. As they looked
forward to the 1980's the ComMission saw a period of
slowdown or even contraction. One of the conclusions
that follows from that. I think, is that decisions will
have to be made about paring back institutions or
programs, and there are really only two ways to go
about that. One is sort of a market test: let students vote ..

with their feet. And the alternative is a much more
political and administrative process in which fine dis-
tinctions-will be 'made between 85 per cent of scholar-
ships going to one sector and 15 to another.
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Do you feel that the second process, which you
implicitly seem to he endorsing. is the right one for an
era in which really %MA' hard choices will have to be
made in higher education?
1,VOOD: I have summarized. Bob. probably too quickly,
the Educational Opportunity Program plan that we are

_trying to develop in Massachusetts.
It is mixture actually of the' market and the

planning, rational allocation. approach.
And I guess I would just say two things about

the basic conceptS and then add one other dimensi6n.
. My reservation ab-out a complete ''let the stu-

dents vote with their feet- is that after te.n years of
consumerism. and an analyst; of man as the economic
rational calculatiir of pleasure and pain, I am somewhat
reluctant to let teenage consumers in present secondar
education vote these choices on inadequate informa-
tion and with their hands held only by those sterling
figures of educational guidance counselors.

I am not sure that. left alone, that comes out to
rational results.

So I that. along with that has got to be
a much heavier emphask on rational planning in the
higher education community. And I think, that is what
this Association is mostly about, and this is clearly the
kind of tradeoff that we are seeking jn private and
public education in Massachusetts.

The third thing I would say, that ties in more
with the Carnegie commentary, is that while we have a
pretty good ti \ on our traditional market, and I am
prepared to live with demographers in that under-
taking, I think we don't have a fix on. the nontraditional
market. I think it is a very fuzzy, squishy kind of
demand situation right now. And a lot depends on what
the product is, which gets me back to the issue of the
competent American.

And so in that area I think that is probably the
only NA a one gets out of a decade of restriction and re-
allocation of increasingl% scarce resources.
HARTMAN: Yes.
PROF. PASCHA HUSSAIN: Father Henle, I think you
talked in support of governmental funding. greater
governmental funding. Would you agree that there is a
point or a line or a threshold beyond which this will
adversely affect the institutions' -local autonomy, indi-
idualit and academic freedom? And,/ if sO, how far is
this line from where we are? How can we push it fur-
ther away? How can we counter its effects?
Would y 00 comment?
HENLE: I think I said that, while I believed that we
should have more state and federal aid fur private in-
stitutions. I would be very much opposed to this federal
aid becoming the main support of private institutions.

No matter how careful we are in. framing legis-

lotion and setting up administrative rules, after. all,
the people, who supply, the money will always have a
great influence on any institution.

My own position with regard. to Georgetown is
that there should be more federal aid, but not a great
deal more: but as we get it, there should also be an
equal increase in our priYate support, so that we will
have a balance of sources on which we depend. And I
believe this is The source of liberty.'If you depend on
many different sources, no one source is going to com-
mand youThe alumni can't command you, or the
foundations can't, command you, the government can't
control you.

In addition to that, however, I believe both for
the public and private sector, the old cliche-7 the old
cliches are generally, true that the price of liberty is
eternal. vigilance. I think we have go to be very careful
in dealing particularly with government agencies .that
now write these enormous lists of administrative regu-
lations. This is one way to cut down on our freedom of
choice.

I have said that some day when I retire and can
speak freely, I will write-an article on the' deterioration
of self-determination in private institutions in the
United`States. Everyone is telling us what we can and
cannot do. And we have got to be very vigilant to main-
tain our autonomy.. But, on the other hand, if we are

broktL we don't have an autonomy either.
So there is a line, and I don't know how you

draw it mathematically. I would say that I would be
very unhappy if 30 per cent of Georgetown's income
were federal money. I would feel that that is too much.
Now, you say where is the line? 25 per cent? 20 per cent?

But I agree with you. It is a dangerous thing to
perMit federal money or state money We're not in a
state, we're in the District of Columbia to become' so
large an element in the financing of private institutions.
This is a worrisome thing.

I have tried very hard-at Georgetown to increase
the private support so that we will always be able to
rely on those sources and at times can say we don't
want this program from the Federal Government, it
doesn't agree with our projects or our academic desires.
I know that many presidents of universities, as soon as
somebody says there is an appropriation of $50 million
for X projects, run around their universities and say
"Who's got an X project, let's get it in here." I think
this is a dangerous distortion of the internal planning of
private institutions.
ELLISON: Mr. Moderator.
HARTMAN: Yes, sir.
ELLISON: I would like to make one 'statement not in
defense and not specifically designed to cast any more
positive light on the Carnegie work, but to .point out at
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least two major concerns that I had when the Founda-
tion itself, the Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching, suggested, Dr. Wood. its second approach at
the Council on Policy Studies.

I had conversations with the Carnegie people
and the issue there. they recognized, wa4 one of form
versus substance, which is part of the undergirding
issue here today in terms of the Carnegie reports.

In the early reports there was a basic question,
it seems to me, for institutional researchers. I am step-
ping outside now-the perspective from just community
colleges that I tried to present. A kind of lethary and
inertia seemed to have grasped higher education nation-
ally in the decade of the 'Ns. If the commission did
nothing more than to stimulate the questiOns, the right-
ful questions, in my best judgment, this should be cen-.,
tral to the concerns of those-of you in institutional
aralysis and institutional evaluation. In the absence of
the kind of planning that President Wood talks about,
whether it is the 1202 commission forced upon us by
the national government, whether it is some kind of
internal reaction because of the legislative and the
public outcry about the credibility of higher education
.generally, it seems to me that the stimulating role of
any foundation work ought to be to raise the questions
and not necessarily to provide the answers.

.
I would be one to say- that iife answers will

never come out of the questions of foundation under-
takings.

The question is. can the issues Ise focused? Are
we willing to accept that challenge? And are we willing
to rebut those kind of critical false analyses with better
data to pUt us on the offensiVe in higher education,
rather than being in what Iwould say is really a rather
parochial, defensive position, whethe it has been the
private four-year institutions, whethe it has been the
community colleges in search of an id mtity, whether it
has been the large state public univer ity that felt that
they were impeccable?

It seems to me that the role of stimulation to
create honeSt self-evaluation about one's goals and
purposes and missions and, in fact outcomes, is a
worthwhile role and mission for some me to play in the
larger society today as we grapple with these issues.
WOOD: I would subscribe both to le honesty and
integrity and the real dose'bf realism hat the Commis-
sion in its many reports gave to us all. It is just that
after I have had one bucket of Cold water on my head,
['don't need 32 more coming down. (Laughter.)
HARTMAN: Yes. sir,
A MEMBER: President Wood, did you report that
Massachusetts is considering a financing system under
which students would get a level of support based on
the costs of the institution to which they aspired?
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MR. WOOD: Yes. In the proposal as it is now being
presented, we have a basic student effort figure. I think
it is now pegged at $750. We then add on as deducts
the federal grants, BOG and others. And then the state
award is to be made related to the cost of education of
the particular institution which a student chooses. And
they run at $4,000, $3,000, $2,000 and what-have-you.

This has come about by what we call a public-
private forum, which is composed of 16 presidents,
equally divided, and a non-voting chairman and a lay
person.

And it has been the result of several months of
negotiation, because it has obvious differential impacts
on the community colleges, on the expensive prNate
colleges, the small ones and the others.

Unfortunately, we don't have enough data for
any one of us to figure out what will happen with it.
(Laughter.)
MEMBER: I am going to guess that that represents a
compromise from a position you- might have taken.

But I am going to go further and ask you explic-
itly, do you believe that it is good public policy to pro-
vide subsidies, or supports in relationships to the ex-
pensiveness of the appetites of the students?
WOOD: That is an incredibly penetrating question.

That is really the issue of how we handle cost
control at the end of this and how we distinguish
between costs that are related to some kind of product
and costs that are related to poor management. And
this one, I am afraid that we have not yet really come to.
HARTMAN: Yes, sir..
A MEMBER: I would like to rephrase that last question
in a more specific way.

Our president at a large public community col-
lege, has described his opposition to public student
aid in proportion to the cost to the student of tuition.

He was concerned that, going back to the analogy
of public transportation, while we have an obligation
in society to provide public transportation, particularly
in urban areas, we don't have to give everybody a
Cadillac. We don't have to give everybody the opportu-
nity to be educated in a palace.

I would like some reaction from both the private
and public sector on that.
HARTMAN: Paul, do you have a comment?
BRAGDON: It seems to me that what we would talk of
from the private sector is something that just makes it
possible and it would not be equality in the subsidy that
is given.

It has been stated here that that would be bad for
the institutions. I think it would be bad public policy.

I do think, at least getting away from the com-
munity college level to the four-year college situation,
very frequently the actual cost of education between a
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p1.1:40. a pat lit a public universik and
ate ()liege will not be that different. And there are

states -as a matter of tact. where the actual cost %yould
be higher in the public s% stein than in many of the
pro, ate c olleges But that is not reflected in the charges.

So I think the plltIlt (4 iew from the perspective
the prk ate sector is to make the costs inure. nearly-

akin t: the actual creas and to give the student the op-
i"krtutrit% to pa\ Cie tetra money if he chooses to go to
Flar% aid rather than a branch of the state university. It
7, not to eliminate the differential, it is to make it
narrowc.r.
HENLE: I think that analin.: of the Cadillac has several
false assumptions in it

The difference between a private institution and
; institution is not the difference between poverty

and 'runt'. or between middle class and the wealthy
t lass

In the public .institution the state -1s already
underwriting a Mtge- amount of the cost of the student.
It tot' student is going to be supported by the state at a
pro ate institution. it seems that it should underwrite
-,:nettuthr somewhere proportionate to the total under-
.vriting of the student in the public institution.

It there is a differential of cost of education
0,i4cation. ,:ow. not tuition at Georgetown as
.,;.,postql to a public: institution and some of this was

ts) the t'd( t !ha Georgetown provides some services
,,r qualm or something that public institutions do not
pruvide. I would not argue that that should be. under-
written it:, scholarship aid.

But it seem; to me that you have to take into
count that it the state is supporting education, when

a student goes to a public: institution, he needs scholar-
snip aid for himself. but at the same time the state is
airead; paving a large part of the bill for his education.

It he goes to a private institution and the state
wants to support his education there, then you have a
different kind of bill. But you have to compare the two
bills,, total bills. and not just the difference in tuition.
HARTMAN: It I can comment on that a little bit. it
st'.'ms to me that .once we get into student aid related
tit fatal costs or to total charges. it is inevitable that,
either at the state or federal level, wherever this was
d,,oe. the question will arise at some point as to what
are .1ilowable costs and which are necessary costs.
hit tales orrespond to tastes for high living and so
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on. and that that.would be Very disruptive of whatever
independence is left for private higher education.

So, paradoxically, I think that private institu-
tions would be advantaged by a system in which their
students or they themselves received subsidies from
governments that were based, in effect, on flat amounts.
For example, a private institution would receive the
same subsidy as is given in the average public: institu-
tion in a state.

That-would seem to me to be a fine arrangement
for private institutions, simply on the grounds of long-

, run independence, even though they might get more if
the subsidy were related to their actual costs.

I find it very hard to' get that point across, to
persuade private institutions that they would benefit
from such a system. Bdt it seems to me that that is the
case.
HENLE: Well. I can tell you one private institution that
accepts that. (Laughter.)
HARTMAN: Yes.
A MEMBER: Dr. Wood, you mentioned that you didn't
have enough data to answer those 'questions fully.

We have been reqbested by another commission
to, provide cost data. Do you feel that cost data is suf-
ficient data or good. data for making public policy?
WOOD: I think is good data. It is not sufficient:

Let me revise and amend my re-marks on that
general subject. "

What I hope for, to go back tojbe Moderator's
comments, is a mixed package of institutional aryl
student aid, And I should emphasize that .our present
plan of the Educational Opportunity Program has
sliding scales. The higher the costs, the lower the per-
centage covered by the aid will be.

Essentially my comments about that are that I
just feel in my position the need to have a lot more
than we have operated on. My facetious remarks about
the situation with the public-private forum are that it
is so fragile an alliance at the present time that, the
truth can hurt it. But down the road, it is clear that the
sophistication of analysis has grArto'sw up by several
quantum leaps if we are going to be able to really come
to some judgment on these matters.
HARTMAN: I would like to announc:e that the coffee
"hour" will be for the next 15 minutes in the Senate
Room,

And on behalf of the audience, I would like to
thank all the panelists for a good presentation.



ACADEMIC PRODUCIWITY AN!) INSTITUTIONAL -LEVEL THEORY:
UNOBTRUSIVE MEASURES FOR THE UNDER-COMPUTERIZED INSTITUTION*

Tiu, public forum on American higher education
is flooded with the argot of the businessman, the
emit iency 'expert :.ind the SN. sterns analyst. Like the
tn26's arena at American built school education, stri-
dent- voices are rising with panaceas that (AIM! from the
husiness/industrial model. Much over reaction is
'setting in,- goaded by financial stress. Indeed, presidents
of some of our most prestigious universities are ex-
t,hanging the word "education" for the more limited
term -training.-

As the case of American business, industry,
and labor today.. so goes the one .financial rub for
American higher' Mill biti3111, viz._ productivity. Aca-'
demic productivity is a, new term, having a techno-
cratic ring. But it is a good one for our purposes.
There is no doubt that all would agree that academic
productivity needs to he at a high rate, excellent in
quality. diverse in character and reasonable in cost.
Much "bad-mouthed" discussion, especially among
faculty grcups. is being heard on the topic of academic.
productivity. particularly inrelation to faculty account -

Academic productivity has not been adequately
conceptualized in holistic university terms. And more .
importantly. the following question must be asked:
When institutions de not have sophisticated manage-
ment information system (NHS). how can they effective-
k manage their problems related to academic produc-
444i-tv?--Th-e-ugh an MIS is not necessary, conceptualized
data are required.. Current year.- operations and multi-
year university planning require -a rational means to
guide and monitor the institution's. academic produc-
tiyity toward effective educational results. The
University of San Francisco will serve as Hegel's
"concrete-general" to explain a functional concept -of
academic productivity and its planning impliCations,

Concept and Measures
The Unkersitv is conceived to be a whole

integrated entity. one that is best described as an open.
system ( Counelis. 1971). And for this syStem to operate
effectively, cybernetic reality-testing must obtain. Cy-
hernetic, reality-testing is exemplified in this pursuit

James Steve Counelis, University of San Francisco

of conceptualizing and empiricizing academic produc-
tivity in a particular university for university planning,
budgeting and evaluation.

Academic productivity (P) is the result (R) of
expended effort/resources (E) upon specific: materials
(M). Hence; RnMeEIM, that is, the academic product
(R) varies on the effort/resources (E) used, which
effort/resources (E) is expended in given ways upon
materials (M). This academic productivity model fits
instruction, research and public service. Note the
following examples:

(1) Instruction: Results (R) could -be
a competent student in calculus, the effort/
resources (E) used could be a professor
teaching calculus in a' class of 40 students,
and the material (M) could be a freshman
student,

(2) Research: Results (R) could be'a
Freudian analysis of Dylan Thomas', poetry,
the effort/resources (E) could be Professor X
on sabbatical leave, and the materials (M)
could be the full corpus of Dylan Thomas'
papers.,.

(3) Public Service: Results (R) could
Be Professor Y's chairing a civic committee
on environmental control, the effort/re-
sources (E) could be the university's release
time for this civil role, and materials (M).
could be the area of civic responsibility
carried by the committee chaired by 'Pro-
fessor Y.

Simplifying, academic productivity (P) is a,function of
how the results (R) are obtained through the effort/
resources (E) expended, given particular materials (M).
This is the conceptual basis for an output/input model,
wherein the ratio P = R/E is obtained, given particu-
lar materials (M) found in the results (R), (Greenberg,
1973).

All material and social output/input systems
are inefficient to a certain degree. Output never equals
input in any quantitative sense. Therefore, P = R/E <
1. that is academic productivity (P) is always less than..
1, or less than perfect. Having defined academic
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ii..2,orous proposition and operational
ter7nti, Pidh.tortinifli of tilt' itied in university
areas .4- titian( e, instruction, research and public
ser is e.

Financial Indicator'
co ev,iithite our university audits systematically

in the absence of tomouterized records and technical
literature in the tieid. the need arose for -benchmarks"

atlas" poi tilikir to the university as kitait-for-
prictit educationdi cinterprise (Henke, 19661. In I)ecem-
ber 1177 i, the Ottke of Institutional Studies completed
a stud' that omminerdted d numlicu of tindlicial inch-
( alms. ,extrdoolittin them for the FY 1968-1969 to
FY 1972,1971 audits (Counelis and Rizzo. 1972). (on-
parabilit% of the chart; of accounts among the several
audits Was dchie%ed 1)% reclassifying all areas in accord
vitli those cate.4)ries 'developed at Boulder's National

Center_ for Higher Education Management Systems
(Goddard. Martin and Romney, 1973) and Scheps and
Davidson's Accounting for College and Universities for
those aspects of private university management not
covered by the NCHEMS work (Scheps and Davidson,
1979). Thotigh it is true that a five year time series of
comparable financial categories gives important trend
insights, the need for some limited output/input
measures is significant. Chart No. 1 illustrates a few
output/input measures of interest and significance,
particularly the ratio of income and expenditures to
FT-E students and the difference between these two
figures. Through such information gleaned from manual
records on a systematic basis, the administrative
handles to managing the university enterprise are
developed. These financial time series and derived indi-
cators illustrate the use of 'unobtrusive measures'
on ,a practical non-reactive research problem in the
field of university management (Webb; et ul., 1956).

Chart No.1
THE UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, SELECTED FINANCIAL

INDICATORS, FY 1968-1969 TO FY 1972-1973

FY FY FY FY FY
.SELECTED FINANCIAL INDICATORS 1968- 1969- 1970- 1971- .1972-

1969 1970 1971, 1972 1973

A. FTE Students 5,006 5,119 5,087 5,026 5,250

B. Income FTE StUdent 2,027 2,073 2,424 2610 2,689

C. Expense FTE Student 2,088 2,367 2,654 2,717 2,805

D. Net Income (ExpensejTE Student ($61) ($294) ($230) ($107) ($116)

E. Percent of Program Expenditures
to Total Expenditures

Primary:,
Instruction 38.9% 39.9% 43.5% 42.0% 42.9%

Research 13.0% 12.4% 11.6% 10.2% 8.7%
Sub Total' . 51.9% 52.3% 55.1% 52.2% 51.61%1

Support:
Academic 7.3% i.9% 9.7% 9.1% 8.3%
StuJent Services 8.0") 6.3% 2.4°i) 5.1% 4.5%
Institutional Support 12.7°1 14.6°6 15.6% 17.4% 17.4%
Independent Operations 20.1". 17.9% 17.2% 16.2 %, 18.2%
Sub Total 48.1% 47.7% 44.9% 47.8% 48.4%

Total 100". 100% 100% 100°,0 100%

F. Percent Expenditure of Educational
Administration to Instruction 5.7% 9.3% 7.9% 7.8%. 7.2%

'in



Instructional Effort
Faculty workloads and the efficiency of the

universit enterprise have been tough nuts. And be-
cause' of economic neilessities. the whole issue of
faculty instruction is coining under review. Over the
last two years. the Office of Institutional Studies has
attempted to get handles to this problem. There is no
adequate conceptualized treatment of this matter
though Goodwin discussed the University of Connecti-
cut pattern and the California State Colleges and Uni-
ersities hay e -ornplicated staffing formulae based upon

course classifications (Goodwin, 1970). None of these
approaches .suited our needs at the University of San
Francisco.

Taking a commonsense approach. the registra-
tion processes provided the following six variables
that are related to the question of instructional effort.
For each instructional unit, the following frequency
categories were collected: (1) the number of faculty:.
12) ihe number of courses and . "cations; (3) the number
of students: (41 the number of _.nurse -units taught as
distinguished from SCH generated in those courses:
i51 the number of faculty contact hours per week;

)(); the number of students in contact with faculty
per week. These data individually can be construed as
measures of instructional effort, given the qualified
context in which these measures are construed. Chart
No. 2 provides Fall 1973 data for these six categories by
College and school, at the departmental level of aggre-
gation.

But such gross frequencies per instructional
unit even in a time series matrix, do not serve as
critical indicators for management purposes. Chart No.

provides a series of instructional effort measures
based upon the output/input model of academic pro -
ductivit. There are. ten such instructional effort mea-
sures in Chart. No. 3: (1) the number of courses/faculty;
(2) the number of students/faculty; (3) the number of
units taught/faculty; (4) the number of faculty contact
hours per week/faculty; (5) the number of students
instructed per week/faculty; (6) the number of
students/course (class, size):. (7) the number of units/
courses; (8) the number of faculty contact hours per
course; (9) the number of students taught per week/
course; (10) the number of students taught per week/the
number of faculty contact hours per week. Depending
upon the educational/administrative problem being
solved. "one of these output/input ratios- .would be

. ,appropriate.
Of particular interest as to the issue of getting

a good measure of instructional effort in the context of
organized course structures, I believe the last ratio is
of particular use heuristically and administratively.
What. this ratio of the number of students serviced

James Stove Counelis

instructionally per week to the number of faculty
instructional contact hours per week is the average:'
number of students serviced in terms of a single faculty
contact hour in instruction. Thus, 1(A:tures, discussion,
laboratories, field work, seminars, athletics and all
types of non-standaid instructional formats can be
given the common base of faculty contact hours per
week. comparing departments, schools and colleges,
the differentiating patterns of instruction can be noted
as well as those elements with common patterns with
particular empirical emphasis. The planning of curri-
culum and the allocation of faculty to that curriculum
is given empirical foundation, to say nothing of the
post hoc evaluation merit of these measures. Here
again, a non-reactive research ,problem in university
management is provided with a solution through
manual records yielding 'unobtrusive measures' of great
utility (Webb, et al., 1966),

FTE 'Faculty
The definition and empiricization of the FTE

faculty concept is very difficult. Many rules of thumb
(generally called "equivalencies") are used that are not
well based upon the empirical facts. Most of these
"equivalencies" tend to be "political" decisions rather
than rational decisions built upon a concept that is
rigorous and throughgoing, a concept that takes into
consideration all types of instructional formats, be these
typical and atypical. In wrestling with this issue at the
University of San Francisco, the following FTE con-
cept is presented here for broad discussion (Counelis,
1974).

For educational and budget planning, some
estimate of the number of faculty is required. At the
University of San Francisco, the standard faculty con-
tract is for 12 SCH/semester of instruction or some
agreed upon equivalent. This 24 SCH faculty contract
does not address itself to issue of academic productivity
in the instructional sense, for the absurd end of that
productivity scale could indicate the instruction of
courses that generate 24 SCH of student instruction for
the year. For purposes of a statistical standard at which
a FTE faculty could be defined, 600 SCH/academic
year was defined and calculated as follows: (1) 4
courses (a 3 SCH/course with an average class size of
25 students = 300 SCH/semester; (2) 300 SCH X 2
semesters = 600 SCH/atademic year. However, this
600 SCH definition of a FTE faculty person does not
take into consideration the peculiarities of the Carnegie
unit. Hence, all atypical formats, e.g., laboratories, field
work, clinics, athletics and others, are not equitable
because Carnegie unit. values for courses do not equate
to contact hours. Hence, the "political equivalency"
formulae are introduced.
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Chart No. 2
THE UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO BASIC INSTRUCTIONAL EFFORT

DATA, UNDERGRADUATE, GRADUATE AND PROFESSIONAL, FALL 1973

COLLEGESCHOOL
DEPARTMENT

FACULTY
(N)

COURSES
(N)

STUDENTS
(N)

COURSE
UNITS

TAUGHT
(N)

FACULTY
CONTACT
HOURS/

WEEK

STUDENTS'
CONTACTS

WITH
FACULTY/WEEK

4
1 2 3 4 5 6

Arts:
Communication Arts 10 36 489 101 103 1,481
Economics 7 19 646 57 57 1,938
English 35 77 1,353 224 224 4,171
Fine ArtslMusic 3 6 76 17 17 227
Government 16 43 43 109 109 109
History 23 57 775 138 138 2,292
Humanities 3 3 35 9 9 105
Interdisciplinary 3 16 212 42 42 534
Languages/Classics 12 47 451 151 151 1,554
Military Science 7 14 174 37 39 392
Philosophy 16 45 1,572 135 135 5;175
Physical Education 13 40 461 71 95 1,537
Psychology 14 44 1,116 61 75 3,352
Sociology' 21 77 1,165 215 215 3,486
Theology 20 44 896 138 138 2,694
Sub Total 203 568 10,177 1,505 1,547 31,187

Business Administration 36 83 2,193 234 242 6,380

Education 39 83 1,061 202 482 8,711

Evening College:
Arts 75 106 1,750 319 319 5,712
Business Administration 23 29 604 83 83 1,831
Science 24 30 390 86 100 1,189
Sub Total 122 165 2,744 488 502 8,732

Law 29 54 2,901 152 152 8,872

Nursing:, 32 43 799 190 476 7,888

Science: _

Biology 18 92 1,773 197 308 6,181
Chemistry 15 55 1,105 74 148 3,951
Computer Science 9 62 740 84 112 1,529
Mathematics 9 37 883 96 104 2,264
Physical Science 3 3 61 9 9 191
Physics 7 24 681 45 63 1,914
Sub Total 61 273 5,243 505 744 16,030

Total University 522 1,269 25,118 3,276 4,145 87,800

-Includes Anthropology, Social Welfare and Ethnic Studies

32

5`i)



James Steve Counelis.

Chart No. 3 t

THE UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, BASIC MEASURE OF INSTRUCTIONAL EFFORT,
UNDERGRADUATE, GRADUATE, PROFESSIONAL, FALL 1973

COLLEGE SCHOOL
DEPARTMENT
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9' 10

Arts:
ComMunication Arts 3.6 48.9 10.1 10.3 148.1 13.6 2.8 2.9 41.1 14.4
Economics 2.7 92.3 8.1 8.1 276.9 34.0 3.0 3.0 102.0 34.0
English 2.2 38.7 6.4 6.4 119.2 17.6 2.9 2.9 54.2 18.6
Fine Arts Music 2.0 25.3 5.7 5.7 75.7 12.7 2.8 2.8 37.8 13.4
Government 2.7 47.3 6.8 6.8 140.6 17.6 2.5 2.5 52.3 20.6
History 2.5 33.7 6.0 6.0 99.7 13.6 2.4 2.4 40.2 '16.5
Humanities 1.0 11.7 3.0 3.0 35.0 11.7 3.0 3.0 35.0 11.7
Interdisciplinary 5.3 70.7 14.0 14.0 178.0 13.3 2.6 2.6 33.4 12.7
Language Classics 3.9 37.6 12.6 12.6 129.5 9.6 3.2 3.2 33.1 10.3 .

Military Science 2.0 24.9 5.3 5.6 56.0 12.3 2.6 , 2.8 28.0 10.1
Philosophy 2.8 98.3 8.4 8.4 323.4 34.9 3.0 3.0 115.0 38.3
Physical Education 3.1 35.5 5.5 7.3 118.2 11.5 1.8 2.4 38.4 16.2
Psychology 3.1 79.7 4.4 5.4 239.4 25.4 1.4 1.7 76.2 44.7
Sociology- 3.7 55.5 10.2 10.2 166.0 15.1 2.8 2.8 45.3 16.2
Theology 2.2 44.8. 6.9 6.9 134.7 20.4 3.1 3.1 61.2 19.5

Whole College 2.8 50.1 7.4 7.6 153.6 17.9 2.6 2.7 54.9 20<?

Business Administration 2.3 60.9 6.5 6.7 177.2 26.4 2.8 2.9 76.9 26.4

Education 2.1 27.2 5.2 12.4 223.4 12.8 2.4 5.8 105.0 18.1

Evening College:
Arts 1.4 23.3 4.3 4.3 76.2 16.5 3.0 3.0 53.9 17.9
Business Administration 1.3 26.3 3.6 3.6 79.6 20.8 2.9 2.9 63.1 22.1
Science 1.3 16.3 3.6 4.2 49.5 13.0 2.9 3.3 39.6 11.9

Whole College 1.4 22.5 4.0 4.1 71.6 16.6 3.0 3.0 52.9 17.4

Law: 9
1_4*,

100.1 5.2 5.2 305.9 53.7 2.8 2.8 164.3 58.4

Nursing: 1.3 25.0 5.9 14.9 246.5 18.6 4.4 11.1 183.4 16.6

Sci ence : ,.

Biology 5.1 98.5 2.1 17.1 343.4 19.3 2.1 3.3 67.2." 20.1
Chemistry - 3.7 73.7 1.3 9.9 263.4 20.1 1.3 2.7 71.8 26.7
Computer Science 6.9 82.2 1.4 12.4 169.9. 11.9 1.4 1.8 24.7 13.7
Mathematics 4.1 98.1 2.6 11.6 251.6 23.9 2.6 2.8 61.2 21.8
Physical Science 1.0 20.3 3.0 3.0 63.7 20.3 3.0 3.0, 63.7 21.2
Physics 3.4 97.3 1.9 9.0 273.4 28.4 1.9 2.6 79.8 30.4

Whole College 4.S 86.0 1.8. 12.9 262.8 19.2 1.8 2.7 58.7 21.5

Total University 2.4 48.1 6.3 7.9 168.2 19.8 2.6 3.3 69.2 21.2

`Includes Anthropology, Social Welfare, Ethnic Studies

G 0
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ACADEMIC PRODUcnv rrY

The 1.12,t4estion i5 ilIdtit! here to proVide SOIlle
t"1111%'idollt: %veight that would reflect at the

least the contact hour instructional effort of faculty for.
all courses ut record. (:hdrt No. 4 provides Fall 197'3

data through which thii.,U/H ratio is used to bias the
standard. of 600 SCH for one FTE, faculty. The U/H
ratio is generated by the number of SCH taught courses
(Carnegie Units) divided by the number of faculty

Chart No. 4
THE UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO FTE FACULTY, FY 1974-1975

-A COMPARISON OF TWO FTE.CONCEPTS (Cols. 7 and 8)

CALCULATION VARIABLE FTE FACULTY NUMBER

COLLEGE SCHOOL SCH NUMBER NUMBER U/H U/H NUMBER OF OF FTE

BY DEPARTMENT FY 1974- SCH (U). FACULTY RATIO RATIO VARIABLE FACULTY
1975 TAUGHT CONTACT COL. 3 x FTE FACULTY (a 600 SCH

BUDGET FALL 1973 HOURS (H) COL. 4 600 SCH A, 1974-1975 FY 1974-75
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Business
Administration: F, Sp 12,677 234 242 .967 S80 21.86 21.13

Education: F, Sp 6,400 220 482 .456 274 23.36 10.67

Bening College: F, Sp, Su 16,400 488 502 .972 583 28.13 27.33

lntersession 2,,138 487 487 1.000 600 3.56 3.56

Law: F, Sp, Su 17,566 152 152 1.000 600 29.28 29.28

Liberal Arts: F, Sp 57,245 1,505 1,547 .973 1 584 98.02' 95.41

Communication Arts 2,847 101 103 .981 588 4.84, 4.75

Economics 3,595 57 57 1.000 600 5.99 5.99

English 7,132 224 224 1.000 600 11.89 11.89

Government 4,117 109 109 1.000 600 6.8d 6.86
History 4,059 138 138 1.000 600 6.77 6.77

Humanities 232 9 9 1.000 600 .39 .39

Inierdisciplinary 1,218 42 42 1.000 / 600 2.03 2.03

Language Classics 2,609 151 151 1.000 600 4.68 4.68

Military Science 406 37 39 .949 569 .71 .68

Music Fine Arts 638 17 17 1.000 600 1.06 1.06

Philosophy 8,930 ' 135 135 1.000 600 14.88 14.88

Physical Education 2,899 71 95 .747 448 6.47 4.83
Psychology 6,346 61 75 .813 488 13.00 10.58

Sociology 7,016 215 215 1.000 600 11.69 .11.69
Theology . 5,740 138 138 1.000 600 9.57 9.57

Nursing: F, Sp 6,695 190 476 .399 239 27.90 11.16

Science: F, Sp 20,284 506 744 .680 408 49.72' 33.81

Biology 7,308 198 308 .643 386 18.93 12.18

Chemistry 4,077 74 A48 .500 300 13.59 6.80

Computer Science 2,114 84 112 .750 450 4.70 3.52

Mathematics 3,861 96 104 .923 554 6.97 6.44

Physics 2,924 54 72 .750 450 6.50 4.87

Summer Session: 8,416 816 858 .951 570 14.76 14.03

Total 148,560 4,598 5,490 .838 503 295.35 247.60

'Roundmg causes error in totals 61



contact hours/week for those taught courses. Hence,
the straight lecture discussion formate(' courses would
remain 600 SCH because the course units equal the
number of faculty contact hours/week, such as is the
case for English and history. However, the number of
contact Flours in the laboratory sciences or internship
programs in education. and nursing ore higher in
absolute numbers than Ow course credit for the course.
The ratio proportionally biases the standard of
tom SCH in relationship to the number of faculty con-
tact hburs ts, inch exceed the number of Carnegie units
credited fora cours-e. See nursing, education. one of
the sciera es, and even some of the Arts departments for
spec itir. dramatic exampleSin Coluinn 6 of Chart No. 4.

"Chart No. 4 presents a comparison in Columns
.,old t3 of the two concepts of FTE faculty in terms of

SCH for the FY 1074-1075 budget. Column 7 provides
the variable FTE, faculty and Column 8 provides the
fixed FTE .faculty to 600 SCH. Hopefully, the notion
of the departmentally variable FTE faculty will he
used, this concept reflecting numerically. With more
fidelity the instructional pattern inherent in a particular
department or school, Of course, the annual recalcula-
bilitY of the variable- FTE faculty U/H ratio provides
a '1. edr-tli-vpar equivalency without politics and hard

,teelings. Again. 'unobtrusive measures' provided a non-
reactive research question with a reasonable answer.
gi en tile reliability'ot the manuatrecords (Webb,"et al.,
P0,0.1

Academic Productivity Beyond the Classroom
In Fall 1073. a computerized faculty survey was

made to determine the extent and nature of acadeinic
productivity outside of classroom-related 'instruction.
This survey had certain categories used for informa-
tional cross check. A 52.6', return was obtained. The
sexual distribution of the respondees was almost pre-
risek that of the faculty population: and the profes-
sorial rank distribution for the first four ranks was
slightly under-represented in the assistant professor
rank and over-respresented of the instructor rank:

The most important aspect. of this questionnaire
was the individual listing and categorization of scholar-
ship anti service activities. The eleven categories, given
below. are deliberately wide and comprehensi, as a
set. The more restricted publish/perish categories of
publication and. papers would not do. The categories

- of scholarship and service were:
A. Published scholarship: pure, ap-

plied, action research (books. journal papers,
Pdt ent

B. Papers given at professional/learn-
et] society meetings: pure. applied, action
research:

6 2
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C. Creative works: published in writ-
ten form, displavedor performed:

D. Performance: theatre, music, ballet,
sports:

E. Other scholarly publications: ex-
tended critical bibliographies, book reviews...
audio-visual materials, instructional ma-
terials:

F. Lay-oriented publications;
C. Lap-oriented public appearances

and training group;
H.' Service to government. church and

civic groups; ..
I. Service to professional/learned

societies:.
J. UniVersitv-cornecled service: com-

mittees. administrative roles. etc.:
K. Consult antships: gratis or con-

tractual.
'Ms list was circulated to several knowledgeable facul-
ty and administrators prior to use. Even at that one
item was inadvertently left out, which item was.
attendance at meetings of professional/learned
so clef ies

Chart No. 5 presents the distribution of 1106
scholarship/service activities given by faculty. Using
the alphabetic codes given in the text above, the
quantitative order of the highest four of these eleven
categories is: (1) university-connected service (24(.; ):
(2). service to government. church and civic groups
(15.6't ): (3) service to professional/learned societies
(14.4'; ); .(4) published scholarship (12.7`;; ). And if
one added the A, B, E, and I categories. the total.
of 440 purely academic citations occurs that is approxi-
mately 41'l. Recognizing that it violates the canons
of conventional research design, it is worthy to describe
statistically that this frequency distribution of reported
scholarship/service activities is significant at the ..01
level (df = 40). This means that this distribution could
only occur randomly once in, hundred times.

Chart No. 6 maps out for the University of
San Francisco the scope of her faculty's extra-insfruc-
tional productivity. This understanding of academic
productivity needs more study. and- systematization
into professional guild Zheory. If this survey is repre-
sentative of the faculty's professional activity, this
somewhat equal distribution of these citations among
the three upper professorial ranks reflects well upon
the faculty.

In a qualitative sense, these results reflect the
university's institutional press and priorities for faculty
effort. Indeed, the current criteria of the rank and
tenure committee and the .university's practice maybe
somewhat askew. And should the university wish to
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ACADEMIC PRODUCTIVITY

Chart No. 5

UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO FACULTY SURVEY,
SCHOLARSHIP/PUBLIC SERVICE ACTIV TIES, FY 1972-1973

ACADEMIC RANK A B C D E F G H I J K Total
N ''.

Professor 52 33 2 1 19 6 10 38 45 81 20 307. 27.8

Associate Professor 34 16 4 1 29 25 20 53 23 61 8 274 24.8

Assistant Professor 38 16 6 4 15 6 27 28 33 77 15 265 23.9

Instructor 10 10 4 6 5 3 7 28- 30 41 15 159 14.4

Lecturer 7 1 2 6 5 3 5 26 28 5 13 101 9.1

Total' 141 76 18 18 73 43 69 173 159 265 71 1106 100

Proportional Distribution 12.7 6.9 1.6 1.6 6.6 3.9 6.2 15.6 14.4 24.0 6.5 100

Calculated Chi-square = 162.90

alter its institutional press and priorities, a baseline was
thus created. A significant addendum to accountability
is possible here in the light of these results. Certainly,
the. university trustees. administration, foundations
and governmental funding units, as well as accrediting
associations can most adequately be shown a full
i,iabie display of faculty productivity in the extra-
instructional areas. Conceptually and pragmatically, the
tool is here for such accountability demonstration by
the faculty that is so much under efficiency pressures
of our day.

Conclusion
Academic productivity is a generalized notion.

Empirically, iris a measurement in terms of an output/
input model. For this writer, this concept of academic
productiyik is a type of institutional-level theory
echncerned with mom to ring one aspect of the uniyer-
sit, Be it in financial indicators. the measurement of
instructional effort. the calculation of FTE faculty. or
tinding out the character of the faculty -extra-instnm-
tional services, the notion of academic productivity has
generic applicability. Hopefully, this generic idea of
academic productivity and the several specific examples
described in this paper will be useful to others. Also.

iii

Chi-square (40 d , .01) = 66.77

there is particular importance attached to the fact that
a sophisticated computerized MIS is not in the arsenal
of the University of San Francisco at this time. Manual
records are good sources of data, yielding 'unobtrusive
measures' of merit (Webb, et al., 1966). What is required
is the conceptualized application of the'data in the
planning and management of the University. That is
the function of theory, namely, to conceptualize data for
use. I stand with Kurt Lewin on this point.

*I am indebted to many who through conversa-
tions they have shared their expertise, insights and
feelings with great generosity. And of those, I number
Dr. Anthony E. Seidl, Provost, who has encouraged
me in these endeavors. To Mr. William J. Dillon,
generous colleague in the Office of Institutional Studies,
I express my great admiration and thanks. He provided
the "cleaned" data basis for this paper and others, as
well as commenting excellently on my results. To Mr.
Paul Casias, student programmer, who provided the
computer support required here with diligence, high
ability and personal charm I write thank you. And to
Mrs. Fran Nishiguchi, secretary, I _write a word of
thanks for excellence in typing this paper and for the
generosity of spirit with which she did it. Of course,
all errors are mine as they should be.
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DEVELOPMENT OF A CURRICULUM MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM

Institutional researchers could well play an ha-
portant role w iniproYing the much negleCted area of
curriculum eY alildtill11 and management which is prob-
ably the area yy here higher education is least account-
able. An office of institutional research can provide a
continuous flow of historical. analytical. and prognostic
data concerning curriculWI They can also assist in-
making explicit those "current standards" inherent in
data relating to curriculum content. input cost, utiliza-
tion and output thus providing reference points for
decisions. While accountability. has become a byword
in higher education administration, its meaning is not
Yet entirely clear (Peterson. 1970) but the implication it
holds for measurement against -sonic set of criteria or
standards and the need for balancing inputs and out-
puts is quite clear.

Curriculum is only one part of the curricular-
instructional system. a primary subsystem in the total
system of higher education. It is an accepted tact that
one cannot manage a system by managing one element
of that system. Joseph Axlerod (1948) recognized this
system construct. and pointed out that curricula change
iny oly ing only one element of the curricular-instruc-
tional subs% stein all too frequently does not "take".
The interrelationships and interdependencies of the
elements most he considered. We cannot arbitrarily
add or delete courses, schedule. offerings. or establish
degree requirements. Curriculum must he managed in
the construct of the curricula-instructional subsystem.
We must also be accountable in this same context.

Swinerton and Maier (1972, p. 285) suggest that
"it is necessary to institute an accountability design
which flows from faculty-. departments. colleges, and
divisions up to the top in order to take leadership in
eliminating ineffective and inefficient educational
policies, programs. and procedures." Management of
the curricular-instructional environment must;therefore
be a coordinated team effort.

Approach
Itif.nt:tc irig, descriptive. historical and analytical

information relating to curriculum are of little value for
management decisions unless there .is some standard
against which to measure- whether the performance
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reported represents an improvement or deterioration
of past performance. It should be noted here that
detected variances May or may riot represent ineffi-
ciencies, or ineffectiveness. Renkiewicz -and Topping
(1973) point out that "Comparisons must be pursued to
the point of understanding why differences occur.
Analyses, not merely comparisons, of information are
necessary to evaluate.programs and their differences."

.- In stating standards we need to remain as flexible
as possible. Thus system standards can be termed what
cost accountants call "current standards" (Benninger,
1970). Benninger goes on to say current standards
"serve merely ais a standard for a certain period and
under- certain circumstances." In the proposed applica-0
tion of standards to 'curriculum, we interpret "certain
circumstances" to mean political realities of require-
ments eminating from the various constituencies of the
university, such as the accreditors, the governing bodies,
the administration, the faculty, and the students. Beckett
(1971) suggests that "policy . . . is a memory bank of
standards that guide (and limit) system performance
while the process is going on; and policy formulation is
the continuous process of changing the content of that
memory bank." To be useful, impliedstandards need to
be made explicit. Part of the approach, therefore, is
to bring implied standards into the open through
analysis. These standards in turn can provide a spring
board for the movement of current standards toward
standards of performance. The availability of "stan-
dards" will enhance the probability that policy formu-
lation and management decisions will be such that the
institution will accomplish its chosen, objectives, 'move
in desired directions and continuelo pursue intended
goals in an efficient and effective manner.

Methodology
Most institutions of higher education have in-

formation subsyStems operational and a few have what
might be called management information systems (MIS).
Mature information systems provide information rele-
vant to specific decisions'and this is the objective of the
methodology desCribed here. Developments have been
concentrated in four areas: Course Contribution Matrix
(GCM), Standard Curriculum (STACUM), Input Stan-



dard Cost 1INSTACJ and Course Objectives Ink entorY
tC0I). In each area e are 5iltempting to provide de-
scriptik e. historical. prognostic and analytical informa-
two relevant to curriculum management decisions.
Further. through analytical processes "current stan-
dards implicit in the above information are being
ferreted out to serve as reference points for evaluation

%,ariations from the standards. Information produced
the four subsystems named above provide a body of

information tound useful by curriculum decision
maker.; at the discipline, 'college and university-wide
levels.

Course Contribution Matrix (CCM)
One of the basic analytical tools for program

lcurriculuml definition is the Course Contribution
Matri\. Since the course is the basic input to instruc-
tional activity. the interconnecting link between input
and output can he established only by the identification
of the contributions of each course to the output cate-
gor.. The ( ;CM provides the necessary link between the
various actix.ities and the degree-major output.

The matrix itself is relatively simple and is
similar in structure to the Induced Work Load Matrix
developed by NCHEMS. However, the CCM software.
unlike the IWLNI. is quite different as is the output. The
identity of the individual course in the CCN1 is care-
fully maintained for analytical purposes. A matrix is
built for each discipline and displays the production of
each course by level of instruction and its contribution
to each student level within each degree-major. Sum-
mary reports are produced by the computer by sum-
ming the vectors of the matrix and formatting the -out-
put such that maximum utility is gaiiitai for review and
decision making.

Output of the CCM has been found useful in
monitoring the sequence in which students take courses.
in analyzing course enrollment make up in terms of
degree-majors. and- in developing production/utility
data fo-r each course. Service courses can be quickly
identified and there are some surprises in this. The
CCM output showing course utilization by degree-major
is the means of linking input costs to Outputs and puts
the course. 'as a production activity', into a systems con-
struct. The CCM also provides.input to the NCHEMS
Resource Requirements Prediction Model thus making
available prognostic data for planning resources.

Standard Curriculum (STACUM)
The curriculum content can vary widely from

_student to student' within a degree-major program. In-
formation concerning the extent of this variation and
a description of the "staliclard" course content of a
degree-major program is now available using a soft-.
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ware package we call STACUM. STACUM analyzes
graduated students' academic records and classifies
courses according to the percentages of students who
took the course ,vhile seeking their degree. Three
STACUM categories have been defined: Standard
courses, Standard Option courses and Variant courses.
A course is classified as "standard" or "critical" to a
degree-major pfogram if it is required or if it is taken
by at least 40 percent of the students graduating in that
program. A course is classified as "Standard Option"
if 15-39.percent of the students in the program took the
course. The "Variant" category consists of courses
taken by less than 15 percent of graduated students in
the particular .program. The percentage' breakpoints
are not entirely arbitrary but are based on an analysis
of student selection patterns in several degree--,aajor
programs. Obviously, percentages could vary, among
institutions.

Approximately. 25-35 courses appear in the
"Standard" and "Standard Option" categories in each
program. Highly structured programs have few courses
in the "Variant" category while the less structured
programs may have nearly 200 courses listed.

Analysis of STACUM output provides useful
information on course utility never before available.
Service courses in other disciplines, while elective in
the home discipline, may be "critical" to another pro-
gram. A large number of courses have been identified
as not Standard or Standard Option for any degree
major program. This becomes a first level screening list
for deletion review. For the. first time we have good.
data on the extent of course proliferation and tying into
cost data we can place a price tag on this proliferation.
Curriculum committees at the discipline level are find-
ing STACUM data very helpful in reviewing and evalu-
ating degree requirements. By including degree-major
requirements in the STACUM printout we can quickly
identify why courses are classified in the different
categories. This in turn has led .to the development of a
Degree Major Audit Report (DMAR), Each student's
current transcript is compared with the profile of his
designated degree-major objective. The resulting OMAR
provides the student and his advisor with his status or
his potential status if he contemplates a degree-major
change in terms of courses remaining. STACUM. infor-
mation thus, accompanied by enrollment figures and
cost data, could be extremely important in cut-back
decisions, frequency .scheduling decisions, and mini-
mum enrollment policy.

Input Standard Cost (INSTAC)
The "current" budget is the basis for developing

Input Standard Costs (INSTAC). "Current standards"
are inherent in the data and can be made explicit
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through analysis. Suppose for example that within the
major' schools and colleges personal services dollars
averaged 91 percent of the allocated budget. There
should. therefore, be no 'serious objection to accept,
within the resident instruction allocation of a school,
a standard percentage of 9 percent for "non-personnel"
cost. Variances from this figure represent the "Depart-
mental Overhead :Variance." It should be pointed out
that variance from a standard is not considered to be
inherently good in bad. Each variance must be analyzed
and evaluated on its own merit.

To siMplitv INSTAC methodology, a common
denominator must be identified to quantify personnel
-assignments. Florida and Georgia, for example, have
introduced in their State systems im Equivalent Teacher
Contact Hour [ETCH) standard. At the University of
Georgia the standard is 60 ETCH for fiscal year appoint-
ments, and 45 ETCH for academic year appointments
;1 FTE - 60 ETCH!. Dollars can be related to the ETCH
just as they are to the FTE. If a professor teaches three
5-hour courses a quarter, then he is inputting 15 ETCH.
One' fourth of his salary would be.charged to the instruc-
tion function as a direct cost. If. .costing is done at the
activity level [course). then one twelfth. of the profes-

'sor-s,..salary would be charged to a 5 credit hour course.
This computation can be used to determine the direct
cost of an individual course. Indirect- costs can be added
to the direct Cbst by using the ETCH as tile basis for dis-
trduction ut departmental overhead. Tim cost of an indi-
vidual course will vary from one quarter to another
depending on the salary of the assigned faculty mem-
ber and the number of students enrolled in the class.
However, cost will be relatively stable when viewed in

larger time frame.
The cost: in terms of dollars per student credit

hour jSCH) for an individual course :an be useful in
comparing d course against itself o ;er time. Much
caution should be taken when comparing a course with
other courses in the department or courses in another
department. Comparisons and determination of variance
can be done more judiciously at a higher level of aggre-
gation. For example. it would be useful to make intra-
departmental and interdepartmental comparisons of the

. cost of individual .courses with the "standard" cost of
instruction at that particular level.

Curricular-instructional subsystem managers
will be most interested in the controllable variables
which affect (.ost variations from standards. Some of
the factors .are faculty rank mix, student faculty ratio,
number of sections. class size. frequency of offering and

type of instruction. The dean or department head must
be provided information about the current value of
these variables and eventually the capability to siniu-
late alternative courses of action.

Course Objectives Inventory (COI)
To "manage" the curricular-instructional sub-

system more efficiently and effectively there 'must be
precise statements of goals and objectives Institutional
-goals statements tend to be ambiguous, elusive, and
abstract. As pointed out by McMurrin (1973), "They
[institutional goals] have little meaning until they are
given operational concreteness and specificity in the
stated goals of particular institutions and their instruc-
tional objectives." Unfortunately,. objectives at the in-
structional level are seldom stated. If ,we. are-to be held
accountable, then we need to know what are to be
accountable for.

A Course Objectives Inventory must become part
of the master file for each course. The faculty must be,held responsible for the statement of objectives. To
assist in the Herculean task of comparing and matching
course objectives to program objectives and screening
for overlap, "keywords" or "topic tags" are selected
from the objective's statements. The "tags" are entered
into the computerized course data base and an index is
built so that sorted listings can be produced or the index
Can be searched to determine courses with substantial
overlap. When a new course application is submitted
to the Curriculum Committee the objectives "topic tags"
will be entered in the computer for comparison, and
when a certain threshhold number of hits occur the
"similar" course titles will be printed out. This will
help the Curriculum Committee in their investigation of
possible overlap and duplication, even across depart-
ments:and schools.

Summary
Mature information systems provide information

relevant to specific decisions. Decisions relating to cur-
riculum require. a wide variety of information because
decisions must be made in the context'of the curricular-
instructional subsystem.' We believe information for
curriculum related decisions can be most meaningful if
presented in a program oriented system construct. In-
formation, however, is of little value for management
decisions without standards and therefore an effort is
made to make implied standards explicit as "current
'standards" through analysis thus providing reference
points for decisions.'
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EVALUATING NONTRADITIONAL STUDIES: IMPLICATIONS FOR PUBLIC POLICY

David Curtis, Governors State University
David Laird, Minnesota Higher Education Coordinating Cnniniission

Jerome Wartgow, Colorado Commission on Higher Education

The lite:.itifre 41tication in recent years has
1-teinded I.:alien:4es to traditional institutions and
methods pit instruction the calls for extensive reforms

hetAil (nun many quarters. Social critics
net analysts t ite profound changes in our society as the
loots of these niessagtis. and numerous policy groups
ontm to argue :hat those institutions which are to;

or unwilling to capture this opportunity to reform
and experiment become either moribund or at least
rte ,t,rionsly threatened.

There is a widespread all for innovation in
't,11)-2,rants ut StUth . the methods of instruction; and the
7:1*.dZIS credit _may be awarded for
nontraditional work. There is also the insistence that
way - must be tound to meet the postsecondary educa-
tp in needs of substantial portions of the society histori-

exi laded trope traditional advanced learning op-
portunities. There are continuing demands for certify-
ing and '.eiliciating learning which has been acquired in
way, other than the traditional on-campus process.

.\ number of recent attempts have been made to
define non-traditional as it applies to educational
iule4rains. institutions. and activities. The National
Lonanission on Non-Traditional Study applied two
working tletinitions in the early- phases of their deliber-
ations. The first was simple. and broad: "a. group of
changing educational patterns aused by the changing
needs and opportunities of society- (Gould and Cross.
1,472, p 3) The second was 11101! specific but yet encom-
passing: "a set of learning experiences free of skills or
attainments extending his personal. intellectual. esthe
tit., or Vocational development- (Gould et al.. p. 45).
Either or both cif 'these definitions have .a pleasant ring

the:n..1)10 art"; not very helpful in making distinctions
for w,iluative or policy' purposes. Howard Bowen pro-.
viled a more workable definition in his paper on
tinani.O14, non-traditional studies when he included un-
ion% entional modes of instruction. programs designed
,,,pecially for non-traditional students, unconventional
si heduling. evaluation and accrediting of experiential
learning, and non - credit educational activities asso-
ciated with existing institutions (Bowen, 1973).

The attempts to define non-traditional to date
appear to leave out one extremely important factor;
that of the comparison with the previous norms of the
institution or agebcy fostering the program or activity.
Therefore, it n*.liit argued that the most workable
definitions will be those which are institutionally based
and which provide relative comparisons with other
modes of teaching, accrediting, and learning. For the
purpose of this paper the following definition 1..is been
used as a guid:'Non- traditional study may include any
program or acOvity which departs from .previous norms
of an educational institution or agency, or is reflective'
of an experimdntal or adventurous attitude when con-
sidered within its institutional context. In other words,
what is innovative and non-traditional at Old Siwash
may be quite traditional at 5a place such as Antioch.

Historical Perspective
Those familiar win the history of higher educa-

tion might well wonder why these demands for non-
traditional study have suddenly captured such interest
and concern in the United States. The University of
London has been awarding a degree by assessment and
examination since 1836._ and Harvard has provided
degree programs for part-tithe students through its
Commission on Extension Courses since 1913. Other
institutions including the University of Oklahoma,
Rutgers, Roosevelt. and Columbia, have been long estab-
lished leaders in adult education, The Chicago City
College of the .Air and New York University with its
"Sunrise Semester" have used the medium of television
for years to offer instruction at the collegiate level to
thousands of students. The creation of Great Britain's
Open University of 1959. however, more than any ether
single event, galvanized American interest in external
degrees, continuing education for adults, and the educa-
tional ,mtential of applied technology (Nelson, 1972,
p. 11).

In assessing this recent surge of interest in non-
traditional studies, one analys-, attributed it to three
specific hopes:



the 11141n. lit 01P(It1M2, eccnlanules in higher
t.(110 dt1011

the hope of serving new student clientele
the hope of interjecting genuine intimation

into higher education through new curri-
ilia, the -media. and other instructional

te, hnology tNelson, 19:2. p. 11)

These des elopments have attracted significant
national attenticin and more than likely have raised the
expectations and ,aspirations of d substantial portion of
the population. Numerous groups have been sanctioned
to assess the future of non-traditional studies and pro-
fessional e(hicators' meetings of the past three years
lico.e invariably tuned part of their programs to this

In their Report on Higher Education, the Newman
Task Force clearly stated the challenges as they ob-
seri. eef them:

We :believe it is time for a different approach
to making higher education more available
and more stimulating for those people un-
able to attend a college full-time.

lVhat is needed is not just gradual extension
and expansion of the present form of conti-
nuing eduCation, but new structural- ap-
proaches in parallel. We propose that the
resources for education provided as a pack-
age by the college (formal instruction. read -
ing., libraries. examinations. degrees, etc.)
he provided to the community as separate
SFrvo es ih order that individuals and groups
can find their own way to oil education.

It separate organizations are established that
provide the traditional tunctivns of the col-
lege directly to the community. individuals
can fashion and legitimize their own pro-
grams.

WhilP at first glance the functions of a college
seem inseparable, closer examination would
indicate that their separation is not only

Tossible, but would have advanteges. For
instance. colleges in America now mono-
polize the function of giving examinations
,ind providing degrees. We propose that
equivalency examinations lie developed so
that individuals can receive credit for skills
and knowledge acquired in a variety ofWays.
We fuirther propose that new degree-granting
institutions he established which could not
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only administer these examinations but also
grant college degrees. (Newman. 1971. pp.
68-69)

Following a study of over a year's duration, the
Commission on Non-Traditional Study has released a
summary of recommendations which were printed in
the February 5, 1973, issue of the Chronicle of Higher
Edinution, and included the following:

1) The finidamental recommendation of this
report is clear. The oft-state American goal
of full educational opportunity should be
made realistically available and feasible for
all who may benefit from it. whatever their,
condition of life.
2) Financial support (either scholarships or
loans) should be provided to all post-secon-
dary school students on which they may draw
according to their educational needs. circum-
stances of life, and continuing or recurrent
interests in improvement.
3) Existing colleges and universities should
make every effort to meet the academic needs
of the additional numbers and new types of
students. If existing colleges feel thai they
cannot take on such responsibilities, they
should welcome, even encourage, the growth
of new institutions either of a collegiate sort
or of some new model.
4) State legislatures which have not already
done so should enact legislation and set up
the necessary administrative machinery- aimed
at guaranteeing an acceptable level of.quality
in all institutions within their jurisdictions.

Note must also be made of the recently increased
activity by critics who believe that our society has dev-
eloped a blind dependency on formal "schooling" and
thus urge a' redefinition of education along with altera-
tions in the ,educational value structure, (Mich, 1971).

In summary, the literature and activity in the
educational community suggest that the current chal-
lenge to the traditional educational establishment is
rather comprehensive with implications for content,
structure, clientele,.and planning..

The Present Situation
Within recent years a number of states and many

institutions have recorded their determination toexpand
accessibility to post-secondary education and to change
in non-traditional directions. Many of the changes have
been consistent with the recommendations of the better
kri,cvn national studies and reports. In some quarters
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these alt-rations have become legitimized simply be-
cauSe they were contained in one or more of the presti-
gious reports. and herein lies One of the problems. The
Oistitication and legitinun v for these alerations and in-

ations should not be that "Carnegie recommended
it Rather the justification for what is accomplished
!or [i )t. ill the it1110Vilii011 should be that the
changes make good educational sense logically and
erntaricallv. It is certainly legitimate to ask what evi-
dence ;11SiltieS foing things differently.

At the present time most institutions with inno-
vative components are assessing these components by
various means most of them within traditional rubrics.
These are hasp ally internal evaluations and difficulties
in techniques or evidence may be ironed out in time.
Howe., er there is another type of situation. In some of
the new, innovative. non traditional institutions. there
is neither the cushion of lime nor predominant tradi-.
uonal programs to protect their from the challenges of
Ieitim inquiry: from students, parents. legislators,
budget analysts. and various other publics. These insti-
tutions are under:greater pressure to justify their exis-
c.n e and their different ways of doing things. Many' of
these institutions were established with a Mandate or
commitment to evaluate and assess to a greater extent
than in traditional institutions. These institutions fre-
quently, acknoivledge that since they are serving a dif-
ferent clientele. different methods of instruction,
deiroity . assessment. and ey ablation must be applied.
There are some. however. who would prefer the aura of
non-traditional status: but yet when being evaluated,
would chOose hi hide behind traditional criteria and
standards

Traditional c riteria and standards do not appear
to meet the needs in evaluating non-traditional institti-
tions. more over, the evidence produced through tradi-
tionai has not satisfied the critics. The fum1,-,-
mental question remains -- do the differences make a
difference. and it they how might these differences.
he assessed?

Given the variations in structure, form, and
clientele which occur in non-traditional institutions and
programs. additional components of variations of this
model t null be adopted for local situations. However,
the basic model should include bye categories: Accessi-
Mlitv-FleOlality, Persmialization. Synthesis, and Effi-

acy cif Resourf:PS

Accessibility
Many of the new and innovative institutions

were created. in pd.r. to answer criticisms such as the
tollowing troni the Newman Report:

By long tradition2American colleges and uni-
y ersities discriminate against those who are

I

older than "normal student age" and those
whose established life and work patterns
make returning to campus difficult if not
impossible (Newman, 1971).

The answers to the problems of "educational
apartheid.-- "the need for continuing access," and
"barriers to entry and re-entry" were to be seen in the
new, non- traditional institutions. As these institutions
were created to meet the needs of the "non-college-age
population," they must be evaluated in terms of serving
the needs of this group. Some early evidence suggests
that innovative institutions are only providing another
alternative to the normal college population, and at the
same time such institutions are not meeting the needs of
the students for which they were created. Consequently,
a component in an evaluation model for non-traditional
colleges must be an examination and analysis of the
extent to which these colleges are serving the needs of
the particular segment of the population for which they
were created. The pertinent questions are:
(1) Are we providing education, for those segments of

society who normally or formally did not attend
college or who were not satisfied in previous educa-
tional experiences?

(2) Are those who are usually considered educationally
disenfranchised (i.e., minorities, low income, older,
Married, and those with diversified work and life
patterns) attending the pew institutions?

(3) What is the retention rate for these groups?

Flexibility
Jencks and Riesman (1969), in The Academic

Revolution, chronicle in explicit detail the evolution
from academic diversity to academic sameness. Colleges
and universities whether or not equipped with re-
sources and competent faculty attempt to ape either the
research university inodel or the liberal arts college
model. Though success is not frequent, it is the rare in-
stitution that does not attempt to recruit both students
of high academic promise and faculty who emulate the
models of the graduate school professor. That most in-
stitutions are not successful in their attempts is not
really the point. That so many institutions of higher
education share the same goals is but one general iudi:,
Gator of the lack of diversity.

The. I\ twman Report pointed out quite correctly
that nearly all 2,500 institutions have adopted the same
mode of teaching and learning. Neally all strive to per-
form the same generalized educational mission. The
traditional sources of differentiation between public
and private, large and small, secular and sectarian,
male and female --'are disappearing, Even the dif-
ferences in character of individual institutions are
fading (Newman, 1971, p. 12).



It seems important..therefore. that one compo-
nent of an assessment model for non-traditional institu-
tions be concerned with the extent to which they pro-
vidr, alternatives to the general patterns. The questions
who h must be addressed are:

Are we providing educatirmal experiences that are
flexible in terms of time, content and process?
Are entrance requirements and admissions proce-
dures designed to be flexible, thus, allowing the
educationally disenfranchised to enter the programs?
Are there flexible attendance procedures Ingress
and EgressFlexibilitv?

t-It Is there flexibility provided for designing individual
program-, related to the individual's educational
goals?
Are there flexible learning modes'?

Personalization
An number of critics of higher education em-

phasize the lack of "personalization" as a contributing
cause Of student dissatisfactiim. It is axiomatic that the
new colleges must be inure responsive to needs of indi-
vidual students. In 1970, Sol Linowitz, Chairman of the
Speiitil Committee 'on Campus .Tensions identified a
number, of areas that were troubling the students. Most
prominent among these were the indifference and neg-
lect which students perceived within the institution.

The growing dissatisfaction with the Multiver-
sity and its accompanying lack of personal attention
paved the way for the non-traditional post-secondary
institutions. Additionally. a more diverse student body
With a wider range of expectations of higher education
makes the challenge for personalization more pressing.

The new type of student with diverse back-
grounds and goals'requires a type of educational pro-
gram with diverse options and objectives. Consequently,
;ine component of an evaluation model for the non-
traditional institutions must come, to grips with the
problem of personalization and individualization. Evi-
dence must be presented. to show that opportunities for
development of personalization programs goes beyond
college catalogue rhetoric. That evidence may be derived
from answers to the following:
Iti Are the educational programs, procedures and en-

vironment humane?
t21 Do the advisement procedures provide for close

personal interactions?
i31 Are the educational experiences individually satis-

fying'?
41 Is self-determination of programs to meet individual

goals evident ?

Synthesis
What is a college -degree? Some cynics maintain

that it only indicates time served. Certainly there is no

t7
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single standard, other than time served or units
achieved, which allows one to ides tify the product. The
range of knowledge and abilities among degree holders
is tremendous, and who would deny that sonic high
school sophomores can outperform sonic college stu-
dents in things academic.

If the degree represents things learned, then
should not credit be given for learning regardless of the
source of the knowledge? An agreement with this' con-
cept introduces operational questions of import and
complexity. Granted that knowledge should be recog-
nized and rewarded, how does one design the criteria
for assessing the knowledge and then rewarding with
the proper amount of credit? How for example, does
one equate 18 years of experience in the ghetto to tradi-
tional sociology or psychology credit for what has been
learned?

The competency-based or contract curricula
offered by a number of the non-traditional institutions
accentuates=even more the pressure to recognize actual
knowledge and abilities. If credit for experience or
knowledge is granted, then the criteria for awarding the
credit must he scrutinized very carefully. If experiential
credit is equal to or superior to academic credit, then
this must be shown empirically. Likewise, the new in-
stitutions must be willing to admit, if necessary, that
the assessment of prior experience is too .difficult, too
costly, or too harmful (for whatever reasons) to the edu-
cational enterprise. In assessing the level of synthesis
the following questions may be guides:

(1) Are we providing a system that facilitates a syn-
thesis of related educational and life experiences
with the individuals' goals?

(2) For what prior experiences should credit be given?
Formal education? Work? Life?

(3) What does the student really know?
(4) Has the student acquired the skills necessary to

succeed in life?

Efficacy of Resources
While there is little disagreement concerning the

fact that higher education is facing a financial crisis,
there is considerable disagreement over the approaches
to meet this crisis. Traditionally, university administra-
tors have turned mainly to the receipt of additional
funds as the solution to these problems. In the recent
past they have received these additional funds.

Now, however, relevant publics are demanding
more efficient allocation of currently available resources
to meet this crisis. More efficient use of resources is the
theme of numerous reports demanding reform in higher
education. In the. Report on Higher Education, Frank
Newman devoted an entire chapter to what he termed
"The Illegitimacy of Cost afectiveness." The conclud-
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ing page of that report is representative of 11111(.11.01. the
current literature:

We have found that institutions under finan-
cial pressure often respond only by cutting
expenditures in the easiest ways, rather than
by making choices .according to the relative

pmerits of academic programs or the most cost-
effect iy e approaches to teaching.

It is apparent that with multimillion dollar
budgets and a growing questioning by the
public. higher education can no longer afford
theluxury of avoiding consideration of how
effectively it uses its resources. How can skill
in resource utilization become a factor in the
system of academic rewards? The challeng-
ing intellectual task of finding more effective
learning patterns by better utilization of re-
sources must become a legitimate campus
concern (Newman. 1971. p. 86).

Thwi..one component-of an evaluation model for
the non-traditional institutions must provide. informa-
tion on the extent to which such institutions are effi-
ciently utilizing resources, reducing waste, and elimi-
nating obsolete practices. Evaluators must be prepared
to search for answers to the following:
lit Are we ettectiveiv identifying and utilizing resources

for accomplishing our mission and achieving our
goal?

i2; Can we provide the same (or better) quality educe-
. thin for less money ?Less time?

Some General Considerations and Conclusions
As illustrated by this model, the traditional

evaluative efforts and models are not satisfactory for
the task. Dressel (1971) has noted the problems involved
in evaluating innovation in his monograph The New
Colleges. The-Preface to his collection of articles on
evaluative efforts at new colleges offers the following
indictment:

In a sense. these new colleges are unfair to
the students who enter them. Other than
some vague description of requirements and
of experiences. the student has no adequate
basis for choice of the program, and neither
the student nor the faculty has any concep-
tion of what benefits in the way of cognitive
and affective growth of significance in later
lite will emerge from the experience.

Notwithstanding the fact that most traditional
institutions are subject to the same indictment. the

burden of proof more frequently is upOn dui new col-
leges. The problem is that what has been considered
acceptable in terms of evaluating traditional higher
education in the past is not applicable or acceptable for
evaluation of non-traditional higher education in the
present. It is critical that researchers develop the neces-
sary techniques, instruments and methodologies to
evaluate non-traditional institutions.

One promising technique might involve scrutiny
of the verifiable consequences of a non-traditional edu-
cation as well as looking at achievement of stated ob-
jectives. In an essay entitled "Thoughts on Evaluation
of Higher Education," Pace (1972) stated, "The first re-
quirement for a new model of evaluation is supported
by the idea that all programs have multiple conse-
quences. many of which are not objectives or intentions
of the programs. Applying this concept to evaluation
of new colleges implies asking questions and gathering
data which go beyond determining the extent to which
objectives have been attained, in other words, conse-
quences as well as objectives.

In developing and implementing a consequential
model such as suggested by Pace, one must be aware
that the extent to which colleges and universities have
caused an impact on their students remains to be
demonstrated., The Feldman and Newcomb (1970) com-
prehensive study on the question of impact leads one
to the compromising conclusion that the impact upon
students is largely a function of student and environ-
mental characteristics which cannot be attributed
directly to the college experience. This conclusion raises
questions concerning the wisdom of even attempting
to measure the impact of the new colleges:

The rather negative finding by Feldman and
Newcomb is further supported in the following state-
ment from the recent study by Christopher Jencks and
Associates (1972):

Findings have convinced us that the long-
term effects, of schooling are relatively uni-
form. The day-to-day internal life of the
schools, in contrast, is highly variable. It
follows that the primary basis for evaluating
a school should be whether the students and
teachers find it a satisfying place to be.

_,

In light of thses findings, it seems that a new
evaluation model might consider satisfaction or ex-
pectancy indices as evaluative criteria. This would
imply that data collection and analyses would. be
means toward determining the degree to which mem-
bers of the various university publics are satisfied with
the innovative institution and the extent to which it has
met their expectations. Even if all else fails, a model



that t onsiders the establishment of criteria of satisfac-
tion or e\ pectant: would have some basis for measuring ,
the unpat t of the new institution. We fear though that
such a riteria would be seen as necessary hut not tillf-
tii.1,rit

SOme sense that the pendulum effect in higher
ectut..ation is now working to counter the recent inno-
ative trends. If that is true, then the honeyinoon fur
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the new patterns and experiments will soon be over.
If new evaluative criteria and techniques, are -not devel-
oped and .Telined, judgment will be made according to
the traditional approachthat is there will probably be
no criteria and no systemic evaluation. If that occurs.
the new public policies for innovative higher educa-
tion will not have been properly evaluated.
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DESIGN OF A COST/EFFECFIVFNESS INQUIRY
FOR NONTRADITIONAL iNsTrrunoNs.,

A aspect ut public. policy toward higher
edit( ,ition in the past few viars is the idea of more for
less. more adults. more women. more ethnic mix, more
curricular options. more effectiveness, but all for less
cost (Smith. 3`t7 H. An initial response of the educa-
tional community vv a, to try obtaining more' from tra-
ditional structures. Examples of these,efforts are the
massive managerial programs of the National Center for
Higher Education Management Systems 1NCHEMS) and
the Open Admissions Program of the City University
of New York where intusion of thousands of new stu-
dents has been accomplished vvithout comparable bud-
get increases. Recently. however, another approach to
obtaining, more for less has emerged in several parts of
the country: the creation of new. nontraditional 'insti-
tutiiitis of higher learning. Studying their c:ost/effective-
nes, ,,whether they really achieve more for less is

an explicit challenge for institutional research.
Costleffectiveness analysis is needed in nearly

all institutions but especially so at nontraditional public
colleges. like Empire State College (ESC). These insti-
tutions are primarily supported with tax monies and
therefore must account for their expenditures. While
this is it mandate shared by all public agencies, experi-
mental colleges attract special attention because they
are nighty visible to a publii. not known for supporting
large-scale innovation in use of tax monies. hiaddition,
many such colleges, including Empire State, were
founded with a stated more for less mandate. It would
be naive to assume that cost/effectiveness studies are
easy at traditional institutions. Cost/effectiveness
nicilvsis is a primative art though much progitess is
underway in identilving Costs associated vvith various
prop rare elements. Many papers at recent AIR Forums
have reviewed these efforts. However, the major weak-
ne,:ses iri roost costreffectiveness analysis lies on the
effec,tiyeneSS side.

Richard Perry. then President of AIR, charged
ears a.,4); attito Miami, Florida Forum:

Institutional research has ignored for the
most -part serious attempts at the evaluation

iii-,eidernif. programs, their processes, their

A. Paul Bradley, Jr., Empire State College

orientations, their objectives, their products,
their impact on society, and indeed their
effect on individuals. (Perry, 1972 p. 2)

The field has accepted instead, quantified outputs as
proxies for effectiveness: number of students enrolled:

tnumber of credits produced, number of degrees granted,
and the like. None of these proxies is adequate. The
aim of a three-year cost/effectiveness project at Empire
State College is to examine outcomes and costs.,

. The Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary,
Education has funded the developmental Year of the
study at ESC and has asked us to identify other insti-
tutions both traditional and nontraditional inter-
ested in varying levels of partnership in future years.
We have identified several and are now working out
the details of their involvement which ranges from a
modest commitment to full partnership.

Empire State College
ESC is an unusual institution in numerous ways

that were discussed at the 1973 Forum (Bradley and
Palola. 1973). Among these characteristics 'are the
following three: the practice of granting up to nearly
90 percent of a degree on the basis of documented prior
formal or non-formal learning: the statewide "campus's
(over 20 locations) asopposed to a single location; and
the use of personalized learning contracts developed
by a student and faculty mentor which utilize the
existing resources of the State rather than duplicating
them, The contracts are shaped by the student's educa,
tional objectives in the context of where the person now
stands in relation to those objectives. A given student,
for example, might co ne to Empire to pursue a bache-
lor's degree concentr ting in business after 25 years as
an owner of a small store. If this student could provide
evidence of prior learning, the person would receive
an appropriate -amount of advanced standing. The
personalized contracts might utilize work-study,
courses at anotiter college, a correspondence course,
a learning module created by our Instructional Re-
sources Faculty, or any of many other options designed
to achieve the individual's educational objectives.



The Value-Added Problem
The obvious CC al, to look at ethic ational effective-

ness of a college or university is to look as (h) we for
"C Ohio Kidded": what did d student gain front attendance
at a partic ular institution? According to this approach,
do educational process that Olin. eti 0 student from the
third quartile of high school achievement to the second
quartile of college- graduate achievement would he
doing well 1.Vhile- the college accepting students only
bow. the top lo percent of high school achievement
and maintaining them at that level is accomplishing
less !Balderston, 19701, Hartnett (1973) suggests that
this view which aSsumes that educational institutions
are . 1/0W (!ritil change-agents capable of
having impact' on ail who attend may be "downright
naive 'too much apparent cognitive "change'. can he
explained in terms of general mental ability. socio-
economic status. and other 'background factors. For
example. comparing the entrance Scholastic Aptitude
Test scores with exit Graclurite Record Exam scores
will hot alone provide-evidence of growth. Correlation
between the twie scores is simplk too high because, for
understandable monetary and conceptual reasons,
standardiied Vests are constructed to be applicable to
many types of institutions and curricula.

One WEIV for the researcher to get out of this
dilemma is to dec. elop tests geared to specific: courses
or programs of stuck. Such measurements -make niter-
institutional comparisons difficult though several col-
legescould agree to use the same instruments, However,
this approach is still narrow. Thus. in order to assess
differential impacp; of colleges. Hartnett suggests use
of multiple criteria: social conscience. heightened
awareness. Carious kinds of appreciation, attitudes and
values. citizenship. and moral sensitivity. Measurement
-of these dimensions while a problem is not impossible.
Another complimentary step is to use multiple means
of evaluation. Sieber (1973, p. 1337) in calling for use
of field and survey techniques points out that use of
a conibination of 'methods "prochices a distinctly new
style of investigation." Webh, et al., similarly suggests
basing complicated research on "which set of methods
will he best" pp. 174-51. The ESC Cost/Effective-
ness Studk uses both the Hartnett and the Sieber and
Webb approaches: multiple criteria and multiple
techniques.

The Research Design
The basic research question of the ESC Cost/

Effectiveness Study is what kinds of students change
in What kinds of ways following what kinds of learning
experiences mediated by what kinds of institutional
arrangements and at what costs? To answer the ques-
tion. we will study many dimensions of the College: stu-

A. Paul Bradley, Jr.

dent learning and development, faculty .professional
and- personal develop 'tient , program development,
utilization of learning resources, institutional impact
of the 'community, administrative efficiency, and cleci-
sion-makin0,. However, until now we have concentrated
our efforts on finding appropriate ways to look at
student growth and development. For reasons oispace
limitation, the remainder of this paper will concentrate
on that area.

The ESC Office of Research and Evaluation stra-
tegy is on the surface a typical longitudinal design
which looks at a sample of students at entrance, during
their studies, at graduation, and a few years later.
However, our strategy does not merely make cross-
sectional cuts at these points but instead is an analysis
of the educational process. We expect to define the.
institutional impact by finding chains of evidence that
will explain how and why such impact occurred.

At entrance, we will look at students' back-
ground characteristics on the ESC Student Biographical
Inventory (SBI), a fairly lengthy questionnaire modeled
after the ACE Student Information Form. The SBI looks
at General Demographic Characteristics, Previous
Education, Financial and People Supports, Reasons for
Selecting ESC, and Personal Goals. In addition to
providing baseline information on students, analyses
of SBI responses will help us determine a sub - sample
for intensive study. The sub-sample students will
immediately take a .standarized test 'probably an
Area.- Test front the Educational Testing Service's
Undergraduate Program (UP) and will be inter-
viewed..

The process part of the strategy calls for addi-
tional survey and interview checks on student progress.
For example, the Student Experience Questionnaire
asks for a student's reaction to the contract mode of
learning, the mentor, the assessment of prior learning
process, and similar items. We will do content analysis
on certain students' learning contracts, portfolios for
advanced standing, and papers. An Attrition Question-
naire is available for those who drop -out.

Upon graduation the students will till -out a
Program Completion Questionnaire, take other stan-
dardized tests, and haVe an exit interview. The tests
will probably be a Field or Modular Test in a student's
speciality from the UP and the Aptitude Test which
is similar to the general section of the'Graduate Record
Examinations. The final element of the design, a grad-
uate follow-up, will consist of a survey focusing on
later tangible outcomes including job promotions and
graduate school attendance.

The outcomes of students' educational expe-
rience are the focus of the part of the study dealt with
in this paper. For students, we define educational

tir;
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A Cost Model. The cost model will resemble
other models ill at least four ,ways: it will provide
data that is potentially comparable and compatible with
other institutions, it will provide budgetary informa-
tion, it will be useful for planning, and it will allow a
certain amount of simulation. In fact, there are only
two major differences between the ESC it del and
most others. First, the ESC model was developed as a
supplement to the effectiveness framework. That is,
cost is treated merely as a component of effectiveness.
Second, the ESC model is triggered by the individual
student's experience rather than by some derivative
(e.g. FTE students or credit hours). This provision
allows allocation of costs accrued by a specific: student
and thus -enables monitoring of costs caused by such
things as use of different educational modes, area of
study, and length of study.

The first step in the costing process is to take a
student's learning contract :file and to extract several
pertinent items of 'information: learning center (loca-
tion), contract number, amount of credit, dates, mentor,
area of study, and type(s). and costs of learning re-
sources used (tutors, field studies). With the location
information in hand, the next step is to extract cost
center figures. This will be fixed for each location and
based on average mentor salary and fringes for the
location, center overhead (which includes administra-
tion expenses and certain direct costs like rent), general
overhead (whicti includes the College Coordinating
Ceutar costs), auxiliary enterprises, debt service, capital
outlay, and endowment costs. Step three is to accumu-
late these costs for each contract. Additional analyses
include adding costs of several learning contracts to-
gether to determine the student's total program costs,
taking the total program costs of all students at a given
center, and acquiring the letal costs of all students in
a givciii area of study.

Summary figures- for the cost model will be
based on an "FTE student week." Using the conversion
factor of one FTE student week equals one traditional
student credit hour, interinstitutional cost comparisons
can be, made. This conversion factor assumes that a
full-time student at a traditional college studies 15
weeks carrying 15 hours per week to earn 15 student
Credit hours.

Content Analysis. The content -analyses of stu-
dent contracts and resultant products papers,
journals, and related materials are another impor-
tant and uncommon component of the methodology,
Because of some basic problems with using standard-
ized testS on' student studying in non-standardized
areas, this technique may turn.out to be the only effec-
tive means of looking comparatively at the cognitive
outcomes of studying at different institutions.
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One potential criticism of Our use of content
analvsis is that the project staff could he subject to
bias. We hope' to negate this possibility by using an
eXternal board of examiners to read and comment on
both the quality of the papers and the analyses. The
external hoard will also increase the reliability of the
content analysi's (Holsti, 19(18).

Though content analysis is an uncommon tech-.
nique in institutional research, it is often used effec-
tively in other fields. It will be especially useful to us
in our examination of the learning process at ESC. We
hope to develop procedures that are relatively simple
and inexpensive so that others can use the technique
inassessing effectiveness at their institutions.

Final Observations
The staff of the Office of Research and Evalua-

'tion recognizes the awesome requirements of the
cost/effectiveness study. Perhaps it will prove impos-
sible. but institutional research must not avoid the
challenge of studying substantive effectiveness. Thus,
in succeeding years, we expect to present several major
reports about the costs and effectiveness of ESC and its
cooperating institutions. We are confident, that our
broad scale research design and uncommon techniques
will contribute much to an understanding of whether
nontraditional institutions truly achieve more for less.
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SALARY PREDICTION TECHNIQUE A TOOL FOR AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

James E. Prather and GlyntonSmith, Georgia State University

Academe. haying long used a subjective evalua-
tion sy-~tern far its salary structuring patterns, now
finds itself in a position of attempting to justify salaries
in an obiectix e manner. Discrimination claims have
erupted across the country stressing the legal as well as
the moral need °for institutions to make good faith
ethrts to substantiate the "equal employment oppor-
tunit slogan. Dr.. Bernice Sandler (1973), the rioted
feminist in higher education has said:

Statistics can he used to document
a pattern of discrimination. Statistics can be
used as prima facie evidence of discrimina-
tion. The courts have riot hesitated to use
statistics as a measure of compliance and as
a measure of discrimination: (p. 7)

.Higher Education Guidelines (1972) provide
flexibility in allowing an institution to use any' effective
Means at undertaking a salary analysis of its employees
as lone as it serves the purpose of determining whether
women or. minorities are being paid lower wages for
performing the same or essentially the same duties.
While status commissions have been appointed' on
Mali: c dMillISPS to delve into possible salary discrim-
Mahon agianst women and minority faculty, the task
was performed by a two--rnembq institutional re-
search team in the case study presented.

This paper attempts to review the methodology
of faculty salary analyses arid presents a case study of
the type employed in assessing the compensation to the
teaching faculty of a university. It also details the
application of this method and discusses its usefulness
over time as a monitoring tool for affirmative action
and as a statistical measure of compliance.

Review Of The Methodology
The methods used to determine if a systematic

bias exists in salaries of males compared to females,
and minority groups compared to others, have only
recently been developed as practical tools. The linear
eladel or. multiple FP4.4CPSSiOTI analysis has heen widely
employed to determine if 'sex or race were.systemat-
ically related to salary. The works of Loeb and Ferber
19711, Wilson (1971), Astin and Bayer (1972) and

Katz (1973) have used this method to predict salary
based upon a comprehensive set of variables, including
professional, academic and personal characteristics.
Reagan and Maynard (1974) used a variant of the
linear model in their research.

Another form of salary' analysis has been the
matching technique. Institutions under review or in-
volved in a discrimination suit have frequently used
this approach. The matching system. is based upon a
match of females and minorities with their non-
minority male counterparts. Kimmel (1972) described
this method for analysis as employed at her institution.
On that campus, women faculty and their chairpersons
were asked to follow the detailed steps outlined by the
president who is quoted below:

1. Determine whether there is; in fact,
a male counterpart whose salary could be
compared with the salary of the individual
woman whose case is being reviewed. The
indication of a counterpart would have to be
agreed upon by the woman and by her de-
partment chairman. If an agreed upon coun-
terpart is identified, any difference in salary
between the male counterpart and the woman
would be assumed prima facie to be result of
discrimination. The department chairman, of
course, would have both the opportunity
and the obligation to point out any sub-
stantive basis he thought might exist as an
explanation fol the difference other than
discrimination on the basis of sex.

2. Where no counterpart can be iden-
tified, the individual woman's salary. would
be compared with the average salary of males
within the department having comparable
rank, experience, length of service, and
academic qualifications, including teaching,
research, and service. If there is a reason to
believe that a woman's rank is lower than
that of men in the department who have
comparable backgrounds and experience in
other respects, that fact should be taken into
account. In a situation where this type of

d



comparison is used. there would be all
assumption that the difference between the
woman's salary and an average for the males
so compared would approximate the extent
of discrimination based on sex. Again the
departmental chairman would be expected
to Offer any explanation or justification
which he might believe existed for salary
differentials.

3. If there are no faculty colleagues
with whom meaningful salary comparisons
an be made. the salary of the woman being

considered would be compared with the
salary that would be offered to a recruit with
similar qualifications, assuming the position
were new or unfilled. The salary which
would be ()tiered tit such a Candidate having
those qualifications to fill that position would
be taken as the salary to be used for coin.
p irison with the woman's current salary,

In our opinion, the emotional u-,,heaval resulting from
the ramifications of having to identify and agree upon
matching counterparts is an obviouS drawback which
could result in a negatiVe climate for all parties. It also
provides no operational basis for keeping salaries in
balance after parity has been reached.

Thus. the prediction technique emerges as hav-
ing certain advantages over the matching counter-
part method. It allows for a large number of variables
to be taken into consideration when viewing the range
of salaries that a given institution may have. This is
nut to say that subjective information is not of use,:
but rather.. the statistical technique provides limits
and ranges for salaries. If problems of interpretation
exist, then a subjective criterion comes into play.

The opting for a statistical approach to decision
making may appear to he counter-intuitive, but re-
cent research has shown this method to work well in
certain types of situations. This point is made strongly
by Dawes and Corrigan (1974) who examined the use
of linear regression models in an attempt to bring
light to the subjective versus statistical model of deci-
sion making. They address the question of whether the
linear model can do as good a job in decision making.,
situations as can expert. subjective judgment. A few of
the studies reviewed in this article may give some
weight to the belief that the linear model can do as good
a' job or better in diagnostics or prediction than can
human judgment. They note a series of studies showing
actuarial or statistical studies to result in better pre-
diction than expert judgment. Dawes and Corrigan
explain this phenomenon by quoting from Goldberg
(1979J.

V
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For the clinician is not a machine.
While he possesses his full share of human
learning and hypothesis-generating skills,
he lacks a machine's reliability. He "has his
days." Boredom, fatigue, illness, situational
and interpersonal distractions all plague him,
with the result that his repeated judgments
of the exact same stimulus configuration are
not identical. . . . Can the clinician's judg-
mental unreliability be separated from his
hopefully, somewhat' valid judgmental
strategy (p. 423)?

The use of the linear model to test for the presence of
sex or race discrimination in salaries thus appears to be
conceptually plausible. The technique of multiple re-
gression involves the need to have an adequately speci-
fied model including all relevant'variables.

One of the main questions arising from this
methodology has been the appropriateness of including
academic rank as one of the variables. Several re-
searchers have addressed themselves to this question.
The analytical matter of rank and salary is conjectual,
as noted by Metcalf and Bibby (1972). "No theory is
necessary to justify the inclusion. Of grade [rank] as a
predictor of salary. The question is not whether this
relationship is 'true,' but whether it is a truism
(p. 289)." The use of rank to predict salary was also
reviewed by Reagan and Maynard (1974) following
the rationale that "rank tendsto explain most of the
variants of salaries (p. 17)." They purported that using
rank as a predictor tends simply to correct within rank
discrepancies rather than within the "total sex-based
paying inequity (p. 17)." Thus, it appears that the use
of academic rank as a variable for prediction purposes
is 'Subject to a wide degree of interpretation. In the
case study presented, it may be noted that rank is
includedvas a variable.

The body of research using the multiple regres-
sion technique continues to accumulate and reflect
similar findings. Katz (1973) concluded that the linear
model type approach "demonstrated the feasibility
of quantifying many of the important determinants of
faculty salaries and promotions (p. 476)." On the other
band, LaBay and Foster (1973) take exception to the
technique and note a number of methodology problems,
These problems are fundamentally a lack of proper
specification of the model and measurement errors in
the dependent variables. They concluded that "there
is considerable evidence to suggest that the multiple
regression approach is inappropriate for an institutional
analysis of alleged sexual discrimination (p. 153)" and
instead recommend the Bayesian probability approach.
It is not within the scope of this paper to critique this
research. We contend, however, that problems pointed
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SALARY PREDICTION

out rebuke to multiple regression are equally as appli-
Ccible to the Havesmn technique. The extensive use
at the linear model will undoubtedly continue until
another statistical technique clearly ). howl superior
results in application

Case Stud%
The total full-time teaching faculty was EMI-

pittA rti to produce a general multiple regression equa-
-te,n tt, predii t salary o1i a u-month evivalencybasis.

etticai y of this procedure was demonstrated In the
multiple correlation coefficient (R) of .89 with the '41
variables arid their dollar weights as shown in Table 1.
A standind erior of estimate (SEE) was determined to
be $1,610 Thus, it the predicted salary was within
431.h1.0 at the actual salary. it was f dt that the person
ri.presiued a normal Last'. Likewise, anyone outside
the range of the standard error of estimate was con-
sidereal to be a high or low residue] case. Table 2 sets
torth the equation used to yield a predicted salary for
each faculty member using the coefficients ..contained
in Table 1.

It should he noted that tae variable with the
streni2,est weight Was rank. All other variables appeared
to refine this very. close associatian of rank with salami.
Without the in-elusion of 'rank in this analysis, the
multiple R would have equaled .59. The ;aistification
ot rank tai a variable Was made contingent upon an
analysis predicting rank itself. This was doge using
the multiple discriminant technique. a specialized form
of multiple regresSion. Thnnietlfod allowed prediction
(4' rank through a, posteriori probabilities. No systeraatic
sex or race bias was found with the rank prediction,
All salary prediction materials included the caveat
that the veracity of the findings Was dependent ut.ou
Pailh faculty member's rank being independent of sexual
or racial characteristics. While this did not categorically
answer the question of using rank as an independent
variable. it did highlight the need for rank to be
included in reviews of faculty status.

The negatiVe impact of years of service shown in
Table 1 Was consistent with nationwide trends. Faculty
having mobility generally have the economic edge. At
hits particular university the rapid total growth and
e\tensive increase in graduate offerings over the last
five ' :ears' had contributed to the acquisition of more
highly trained and widely experienced academic.
personnel.

To determine if salary was related to either sex
minority status. another multiple regression was

Vriltk1he same 1. ariable plus sex and minority
status as is shown in Table 3. This analysis resulted
in sex being entered at the 30th step of the regression
and h&,:ing no statistical weight (F = 2.0). Thus, sex

Table 1

REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR TOTAL UNIVERSITY
N = 648

Variable

Regression
Coefficient
(Dollars)

Standard Error
of Estimate F - Ratin

Rank 2850 100 794.7
Degree 330 t 170 4.0
No. of Yrs. Employed 120 20 22.9
No, of Yrs. in Present Rank 140 30 17.7
Department Head 1940 280 46.7,-

Department No. t 240 470 .3

Department No. 2 610 645 .9
Department No. 3 400 790 .3

Department No. 4 1305 440 8.8
Department No. 3 490 470 1.1
Department No. 6 180 510 .1

Department No. 7 410 390 1.1
Department No. 8 840 4E0 3.4
Deaprtment No. 9 210 t 610 .1

Department No. 10 1290 430 9.1
Department No. 11 130 460 .1

Department No. 12 410 - 460 .8
Department No. 13 850 590 2.1
Department No. 14 350 590 .4
Departnient No. 15 115 470 .1

Department No. 16 1045 440 5.6
Department No. 17 310 510 .4
Department No. 18 2760 450 37.7
Department No. 19 1970 420 21.5
Department Nn. 20 2240 510 19.1
Department No. 21 3150 510 38.2
Department No. 22 2490 470 27.7
Department No. 23 2555 410 38.4
Department No. 24 2245 520 18.3
Department No. 25 2215 440 25.6
Department No. 26 1350 610 4.9
Department Nu, 27 590
Department No. 28 480 510 .9
Department No. '29 650 410 2.6
Department No. 30 2130 640 11.0
Department No. 31 820 t 460 3.1
Department No. 32 700 t 860 .7
Department No. 33 1140 540 4.5
Department No. 34 1270 640 3.6

Constant
F(39.608)
SEE

6590
59.5

1610

R .89
R., .79

Table 2 .

PREDICTION EQUATION FOR FACULTY SALARIES
(Based Upon Table 1)

Rank: .

Professor $11,390
Associate Professor 8,540
Assistant Professor 5,700
Instructor 2,850

Degree:
Doctorate $ 1,000
Mastors 660
Bachelor and Others 330

Years Employed 120 , S

Years in Present Rank $ 140 - $
Departmental Factnr
Department Head S 1,940
Base for Constant) $ 6,590

PREDICTED SALARY:

Standard Error of Estimate 1,610



aoeard to; haie no systeniatic pattern ot- relation to
salary . "rhe multiple R remained at with or without
se\ which sipported this finding: On the other hand.
race entered at step 2C1. lacking statistical Nveight.
Sepa:dtt' regressions Were run for each individual
school, but these tables have not been included in the
interest id- bre% iti

Table 3
REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR TOTAL UNIYERSItY

N 648

Step
Number

2

yambit.

Regression
Coefficient

,Dollars)

Final

.

Standard
Error 03

Estimate

Multiple
Correlation (111
At Each Step

Rank
ilepArtravnl

2810
34,:12---

100

'7250-

.a.

.79
Department NO 4 13503 450 .80

.4 DePartme lit No. 10 1290 430 .81
1 Department No. 23. 2500 420 .82
h 0,,partment No. 18_ 2745 460 .83

Department No. 21 3080 520 .84
8 Department No. 22 2480 480 .84
9 Department NO 19 1945 430 .85

'3epartment No. 25 ; 2190 443 .86
11 Department No. 20 .:' 2220 320 .86
12 __Department No. 24 2200 535 .87
11 No. 03 Yrs. Employed 100 25 .87
14 No. of Yrs. in Present Rank 110 30 .87
IS Department No. 30 2216 660 .88
16 Department No. 16 1060 450 .88
17 Department No. 8 810 470 .88
18 Department No. 12 440 470 .88
19 Department No. 33 1120 550 .88
20 Department No..31 780 470 ..88
21 Department No. 29 690 410 .88
22 Department No. 26 1270 6:30 .88
2'1 Department No. 34 1180 655 .88
24 Highest Degree 340 170 .88
2i Department N. 11 910 600 .88
16 Department No. 400 395 .89
17 Department No. 28 420 520 .89
28 Department No. 2 800 670 .89
29 Race 350 330 .89
30 Sex 290 200 .89
31 Department No. 1 420 490 .89
32 Department No. 2' 470 600 .89
31 Department No. 14 440 600 .89
34 Department No 12 620 880 .89
15 Department No. 3 350 810 .89
36 Department No. 15 90 473 .89r Department No. 17 290 320 .89
38 Department No. 9 240 623 .89
39 Department No. 190 520 .89

40 Department No. I 1:30 479 .99
41 Department No. 11 110 470 .83

( on,tant
1i41,60",
SEE

6991
54 9

1650
79

Application And Discussion
The primary application of tlfis prediction

technique which has been used for seYeral years, was
identity for the Director if Affirmative

Action individual women or minorities whose salaries
appeared low by a comparison -with other faculty men-
hers. No one outside. the Vit.e presidential level ,yvas
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informed of the prediction technique in the initial stage.
Caution was exercis:-id by the researchers in order to
(al 'allow time to refine the technique, and (b) establish
both its ' credibility and limitations with key ad-
ministrators.

The refinement was accomplished by using
depaitments as variables rather than academic schools.
Establishing the credibility, of the multiple regression
technique proved to be no problem because of its
reliability in identifying anomalous cases. To clarify
its limitations was perhaps more, difficult. One limi-
tation reeol;nized in this type of approach was that
it could measure gr9up patterns much more precisely
than individual cases. It also did not take into account
some imPortant-faculty attributes that enter into .sala-
ries. Teacher evaluations, for example, could not be
incorporated into the model because of the high con-
fidentiality placed on these ratings.

In We second year of salary research each dean
was furnished with the study. It was positively re-
ceived because (a) the market factor for each
was taken into account, (b) a comparison of school,
salary structuring patterns could be made with the
institution as a whole, and (c) the equation could Ike
easily understood. The report forwarded to each aca-
demic dean contained an appendix' identifying the
high and low residuals on a departmental basis. High
residuals were set forth in the first category separated
by sex and indicating (a) -name, (b) rank, (c) actual
salary and (d), predicted salary. Minorities were in-
dicated by an asterisk. The same data was detailed
for the low resid ial category. A few problem areas
were pinpointed by this format style in a dramatic
fashion. Departments were included in this appendix
even though they represented only one sex, highlight-
ing the extremities in salaries irrespective of the sex.
factor. The names of faculty members who have at
some time in the past been administrators at this
institution consistently appeared In the high residual
male category.

In the third year the technique was used to
assist the administration in analyzing a tentative budget
and served the purpose of a monitoring tool. The effi-
ciency of this statistical monitoring activity :ctas-
demonstrated in 'that a small staff required less than
an eight hour day using a: remote terminal and a
comprehensive data bank:

Data'orf the faculty is updated annually. Addi-
tional variables have been subsequently incorporated
into the model including institution and year of high-
est degree, years between degrees, research and publi-
calions.

This research has been generally accepted by
decision makers and its use has been clearly evidenced

.7.5
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t.. temi,t,t1 :foils taken. It has also focused on the
to ,.corcist r are in the recruitment pattern so

ilat status of vinen %vitt continue to rise, to
nts,n that and t3ci.nurkty facility will continue
to. equitably in salary comparison %vial non-

,ut% males, Anil 0:) to docuitient personnel ?natters
tude.ikittai tai uit iileinhers to siipport their relative

Documentation tiled in the Office of the
it?leet e Action shmvs that there kvas

.1 sit' ut salary discrimination in
it .r.erag-; the total faculty or any individual
to!

Summary I Implications
Th. \piesses the view of the authors

e !cdl or multiple regression technique
t,ro..1,1.s read. -.et of information that can be incor-

1-3'4,i de 1,tott making. It is d too, that thii%'
alhale tisqd with ymisdom.

The case study presented reflects the endeavors-
ot one institution to quantify some of the variables that
enter into salary matters. Since the prevailing atmos-
phere on campuses varies widely, the approach used
in analyzing salaries must be attuned to the local.'
situation, Furthermore, it is doubtful that public and
governmental interest in salary matters will wane.
The. Katz (19731 article focused on the issues by
concluding "instead of the present arbitraty and chaotic
process of rewarding professors, a more equitable
system could be instituted (p. 477)." In academic
circles, salary variables have often been cloaked in
secrecy- or surrounded by an air of vagueness. Con,-
sequently, the process of openly clarifying salary
structuring patterns will in the long run strengthen
academe, attesting to the belief that "an ounce of
administration prevention is worth a pound of law
suit cures,
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PUBLIC EXPECTATIONS AND THE REWARD SYSTEM FOR COLLEGE FACULTY: AN EXPLORATORY
STUDY OF SALARY INCREASES AND EVALUATION OF SELECTED PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES

The ...:,Aneral public views college faculty its pri-
:;a1'11. teachers. While this is probably ep-
prof rcdtr i,er most tivo-year and four-year college
faculty. it is less SI) for university faculty. The latter, in
keepinv, with the three broad functions associated with
uni".ersities teaching. research and creative activity,
public service devote considerable time to profes-
sional duties other than classroom teaching. There has
hoon considerable comment by the public in recent
\, ears indicating belief that activities other than teaching
occup'. an excesso;eamount of university: faculty time.
Without ifebath2, the accuracy.of such comments. the
question next raised-is -why is this so?" Those members
of academe who agree with this point of view usually
repl that the reward system faa ! igher education ap-
parently favors not teachins; but research (including
puidipation:. and service (including administration as
Well as public service!. This conflict in role and reward
experienced by the professor has been debated fre-
Tientk. A brief but provocative discussion on the issue
appeared recently in the University College Quarterly
:Brown. 19) "4.

An exploratory study of the faculty salary in-
, reases proposed by college deans and chairpersons
for the year 1.9;2773 was condttcteif at a large state uni-
%ersity. Analysis of variance. numerous descriptive
statistics, and several measures of r el at ionships . were
applied to the data. was to concentrate on
interpretations whin might he operationalized in a
decision-making context. The relationship measures
will be emphasized in this paper in order to delimit
scope. A major matter of interest was the extent to
which recommended sidary increases were reflections
of perforthance evaluations made by chairpersons and
'leans Were large merit increases for teaching matched
to. high evaluations of teaching effectiveness? Did a
-given evaluation score for research earn inure increase

',than the same score for teaching? Were high evaluations
for .service recognize') by corresponding increases or
was service performed -out of the faculty member's
hide"? --The purpose of the study was to answer these
and similar types of. questions,. search for possible im-
proved approkiches to accountability, evaluation, and ,

reward, and establish a base for further research.

T, Welyne Keene, University of Sou th Florida

Procedures
This discussion will emphasize correlational

analyses involving evaluation ratings and salary in-
crease Workload assignment, though a related issue,
will he considered only as necessary for clarity or
perspective.'

A salary increase proposal form was submitted
for faculty members chairpersons to deans thence
to the office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs.
The forms included data (in addition to such items' as
sex, rank, tenured or non-:tenured, initial year of em-
ployment at the institution, and the like) as follows:

1. Recommended -merit increase amounts for (a)
teaching, (b) research and creative activity, and
(c) service (professional, university, public).

2. Recommended adjustment increase amounts
for (a) promotion and (b) correction of possible
inequities due to such factors as sex, minority,
rank disparity, and the like.

3. Chairperson's. evaluation (5 poirif scale: 1-lowest
to 5-highest) of (a) teaching effectiveness, (b) re-
search and. creative- activity, (c) advising, (d)
service,.and (e) overall quality.

4. Workload assignment in percerftages for the
previous year for (a) teaching (graduate; under-
graduate), (b) research and creative activity,
(c) advising, and (d) service.

Twelve-month faculty, part-time faculty, faculty
who had submitted resignations; and rankS other than
professor, associate professor, assistant professor, in-
structor, and lecturer were excluded. The remainder,
6.35 full-time 9-month faculty, 'were the subjects of the
study.

Results
Table -1 is the basic matrix of PearSon r correla-

tions of the variables discusSed in this paper. A point
that should be mentioned is that most of the, correlation
coefficients were statistically significant at the- .001
level, a few at .01, and only 2. at the .05 level. To save
space, the .01 and .001 level notations are combined.
The result is unimportant, since the statistical signifi-
cance is not practically significant due to the size of
N (Snedecbr, 1956).
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Table 1

CORRELATION MATRIX ON FACULTY SALARY INCREASE VARIABLES

Evalua- Evalua-
Increase Increase Increase Lion tion
Teaching Re,search Service Teaching Research

Evalua-
Lion

Service

Evaluation
Overall
Quality

Assign- Assign- Assign-
ment ment ment

Teaching Research Service

Increase
Teaching

Increase
research 27**

Increase
Service 24** 10**

Evaluation
Teaching 40** -03 16**

Evaluation
Research 24** 49** 15** 32**

Evaluation
Service 27** -03 40** 49** 40**

Evaluation
Overall
Quality 42** Iv** 30** 73** 68** 67**

Assignment
Teaching 12** -14** -12** -02 -06 -08 -05

Assignment
Research 07 53** -05 -03 32** -10* 12** -13**

Assignment
Service 03 00 34** 11** 1 1 * 28** 22** -13** 02

I )1, to,I ti

(:rreldtion 11PH.1. F'f'11 salary increke:. for teach-
ing arid-evaluation of teaching !tertian' ante is present
but ord.). moderate. .40. It is interesting to note that
the correlation between teaching increas;, ;And
evaluation is higher. though only slightly SO, -4" .42.
There drip from these levels between
teaching int 11-!ciSf.1 and (ler variables to + .27 and

.2,4 to. Ser's lt,P and re$earch evaluations to virtually
no association with the wisignment variables. The higher
k.)rrelations between te'aching, incrdase and teaching

evaluation are e\pecte..i. or certainly. hoped tor. The
Similar highe. Ite.el of 1.4arplation with overall quality
suggests that the raters tended in associate overall
quality with teach performance.

The cure 1.ition between increase for research
and oy almat.on. it research iiPrformance is moderate.
-- .49 The correlations between research increase and

other variables are lc v, with one exception. Correla-
tions between research increase and teaching and ser-
vice evaluations are both .03, indicating virtually no
association. Overall quality evaluation is a different
matter. While considerably less than the teaching in-
crease - quality correlation, it is present to a slight
degree + .23. Noteworthy is the correlation between
resea.ah increase and research assignment, + .53,
which is higher than the correlation between research
increase and research evaluation. This suggests the
po-sibility that in research the chairpersons tended to
recommend increases based on assignment rather than
performance evaluation.

Increase for service and evaluation of service are
moderately correlated, + .40; Correlations between
service increase and other evaluation variables range
from + 15 for research to + .30 for overall quality.



'This plat es service about halfway between teaching
old research t .42 and .23 respectively) so tar as
t Ilrreldtion coefficients between those increases and
0% erail qualitv eVaillatiCIIIS are concerned. It is apparent
that co ..rall quality is more closely associated with
teat hint than with research and service so tar ati.sill'ary
increases are concerned. The correlations between
servic e increase and the assignment variables ranged.
trout 12 for teaching to - .34 for service. The fairly
ikis t orrelations between service increase and service
ablation .ind assignment .40 and .34) suggest

'hat the chairpersons were confounding evaluation and
ratings when recommending salary increases

bir lee
SerVIC IS a category ot professional activity that

remains vague and ill-detined in higher education. It
means different .things to different people even when
.ci.picrently uniform definitions are provided. The range
it correlation coefficient values between service in-

crease and evaluation, overall quality, and assignment
is smaller than for either of the other two categories of
auk it ------- teaching and research. The ranges are + .30
!o t- .40 for service. -- .12 to 4.- .40 for teaching, and

2.; to iur research. This implies a need to
study carefully the use of service as a category in deter-
tninin4 .salary increases and evaluating performance.

It ii interesting to note the correlations among
the el altlatIMIS themselves. The coefficients among the
difterent t ategories are about as high as between salary

rease and corresponding exalt .ition. The correla-
tions between overall quality evaluation and teaching,
research. and service evaluations are high + .73,

.h8ind -- .67. These coefficients are considerably
to4her than the. correlations between overall quality.
evaluation and salary increase for teaching. research.
and servi. Note that evaluations were scaled. ordinal
data t 1. 2. 1 4. 5. NA-not applicable) while increase
and assignment were,. for practical purposes, conti-
nuous data of wide range. This circumstance is known
to affect some statistics; leading to misinterpretation.
It should be mentioned, however. that Spearrnan's
rank -order correlation, a non-parametric statistic, led
essentially to the same results as the Pearson r statistic
in this study

Other Considerations
Table 2' contains frequency data of association

with respect to salary increase and evaluation score
for teaching. research. and service. The evaluation
s.ore. -not applicable" is excluded from the data
,ind computations.. The data in Table 2 permits
.additional analyses of association. It provides added
perspective to the Pearson r correlations in Table
1. It should be pointed out that the grouping of-

Eid

T. I.Voynit Keene

salary increases into intervals I71 Table 2 was not used
in the Pearson r computations of Table 1. The I, earson r
computations were based on exact increase figures for
each individual, including zero "increase." A total of
73 individuals did not receive increases either for teach-
ing, research, or service, a fact not evident in Table 2.
The difference between the 6:35 faculty. in the study and
the N values is due to the requirement of matchtA pairs'
in Table 2. The latter excludes those who received a
"not applicable" evaluation score, even if an increase
I,vas proposed.

The pattern of "piling up" of frequencies in
Table 2 helps explain the general lad( of high correla-
tions between activity ci tegory and evaluation. The
associations appear to tand tom rd curvilinear rela-
ticnship rather than the linear re:ation measured by
Pearson r. Further pAalyses of these apparently non-
linear relationships are needed. The small number of
evaluation values compared to the range of salary in-
crease introduces problems with respect to the para-
metric statistical procedures usually employed. Distri-
bution-free statistics would seem- to be a promising area
of exploration for association patterns experienced
with the variauks such as those in this study (Siegel,
1956).

The teaching categ' ry in Table 2 contains 65
Who received no increase. Of these 24, or 37 %, were
evaluated above average (evaluation scores 4 and 5).
Corresponding figures for research and service are 27,
or 17%, and 43, or 31%. In other words, it is in teaching
that the highest percentage of the zero-in..rease group
received above-average evaluations.

The explanation of above - average evaluation
matched by zero increase is not obvious. This would
.seem particularly true in teaching, if indeed teaching
enjoys top priority in the reward system. The approach
just used would indicate that research enjoys top
priority, since the lowest percentage of zero increase
for above-average evaluations occurred in research.
Part of the explanation involves the ralativA size of
increase in the three categories of activity. his is sug-
gested in Table 2 by referring to the salary increase
interval columns and corresponding N. A more direct
explanation is provided by Table 3, . which indicates
comparative institutional emphasis in salary resource
allocations.

It is clear that major emphasis was placed on
increase for teaching. Of the combined mean increase
for teaching, research, and service 58% was devoted to
teaching. Research and service account for and
18% respectively. The category Other consists mainly of
"equity" or affirmative action adjustments for female
faculty. It also includes some mat faculty who for
various reasons had "fallen behind" their peers in
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Table 2
FREQUENCY OF SALARY INCREASE BY INCREMENT

INTERVAL AND PERFORMANCE EVALUATION: TEACHING, RESEARCH, AND SERVICE

Incr.:
Eval.

0 - 200- 400-
199 399 1 599

600-
799

800-7
999

1,000-
1,199

1,200-
1,399

1,400-
1,599

1,600-
1,799 _ N (

5 16 57 57 30 4 3 1 168 28.6
4 27 109 79 12 1 2 230 - 39.1
3 42 79 28 3 152 25.9
2 19 13 2 34 5.8
1 3 1

. 4 0.7
N 107 239

r
I

166 45 5 5 0 1 0 588
28.2 7.7 0.9 0.9 0 0.2 0 100.018.2 44.0

Incr.:
Bal.

0 - 200- 400-
199 399 599

r

600-
799

800-
999

1,000-
1,199

_

1,200-
1,399

1,400-
1,599

1,600-
1,799 N ((

5 38 49 16 9 5 117 22.5
4 90 36 13 4 1 1 145 27.8
3 . 109 21 3 2 1 136 23.1
2 76 5 81 15.5
1 40 2 42 8.1

N 353, 113 32 15 6 2 0 0 0 521

67.8 21.7 6.1 1 2.9 1.2 0.4 100.0
1

Incr.:
Eval.

$
0 -

199
200-
399 #

400-
599

i

1 600-
, 799

800-
999

1,000-
1,199

1,200-
1,399

1,400-
1,599

1,600 -
1,799 N ('

5 100 36. 5 J 143 27.0
4 136 36 4 176 33.2
3 110 10 120 22.6
2 55 1 56 10.6
1 35 35 6.6
N 436 82 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 530

82.3 15.5 1.9 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 100701

i These increases are presented separately
son e they 1,4:e re based not on the performance evalua-
tions but on special proLedures. TlIkw remainder is for
promotion adaistments. A relatively small number of
promotions were awarded, 'thus their mean amount is
a small portion of the $413.

The Other increases were taken "off the top" of
the institution's faculty salary increase allocation and

represent a substantial part, 43%, of the $959 overall
increase. This was due to a policy decision to move
with,,speed to correct any inequities which were deter-
mined by special studies to exist. In the future a much
smaller portion of the salary increases is likely to be in
such special categories. This should permit increasingly
meaningful analyses of monetary reward as compared
to evaluative criteria of faculty performance in the
various categories of professional activity.
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rabio 3
FACULTY SALARY INCREASES BY ACTIVITY CATEGORY

Category Mean Range

Teaching .$317 $0 - 1,500

Re.eaah 133 0 -1,400
Service 96 0 - 1,000
Other 413* 0 - 5.,197

Total $959 '$0 - 5,197

n

Pnmarilo lor ipotv ariw,tments. See leXt lor explanation.

. Summary and Recommendations
exploratory study of salary increase proposals

for tYiTi faculty Was COIldUCt ed at a state
university. The study was based on data contained in
salary increase pr.iposal forms which included (1) re-
u mmended merit increase amounts for teaching, re;

search and c remit e activity. and service; (2) recom-
'mended adjustment increase amounts for promotion
and inequity correction; 131 chairperson's evaluation
ot teachnig t`tteCti.y research and creative activity,
advising. service, and overall quality:. (4) percentage
workload assignment in teaching. research, advising,
and sert. ice. Assignment analyses are excluded from
this report in order to delinxii scope

Correlational analysis' was applied to the two
tam tors. evaluation and salary increase in three cate-
gories ot activity -- teaching. research, and service.
The correlations summarized here are Pearson r. Posi-
tit moderate correlation i :4- .40) was found between
tea( hint; increase and teaching evaluation and between
teaching increase arid overall quality evaluation
Siightiv higher Positive. correlation was found between
research increase arid research evaluation ( + .49).
'['here was higher correlation between research increase
and research assignment .53) than between increase
and evaluation I -r .49), The correlation between service
increase and service evaluation was moderate (+ .40).
and between service increase and overall quality evalu-
ation, the figure was .30. In general, correlations were
present arid positive. but only to .moderate degree.

A two-way contingency table of evaluation scores
and salary increase intervals suggested that the relation-
ship between these two variables was curvilinear rather
than rectilinear, This indicates the need to explore other
measures of relationship between evaluation and salary
increases if such measures are to have value for plan-
ning and decision-making.

Notwithstanding the lack of wide differences in
correlation among the teaching. research. and service
Nariables..the mean merit salary increases for the typi-
cal faculty 'member in these three categories were signi-

ticantly different -- $317 for teaching, $133 for research.
and $96 for service. The differences are a reflection of
institutional policy which mandated greater recogni-
tion of teaching in awarding increases. This mandate
operated despite evaluation scores and helps explain
lower increases in research and service despite high
evaluations in those two categories. Approximately
43%. or $413 of the overall typical increase of $959 was
for "off-the-top" adjustments for affirmative action
(mainly for female faculty) ani promotion increases,

It is recommended that extensive research (in-
cluding non-parametric and curvilinear techniques)
be conducted in the area of faculty performance evalua-
tibn methods as related to the faculty accountability and
reward system. Particular attention should be given to
evaluation methods which involve scaling and weights.
Provision should be made for evaluation scales or
devices on which equivalencies can be established
among various programs or discipline areas. In addi-
tion a second dimension, weighting, should be provided
for the different categories and sub-categories of profes-
sional activity teaching, research, public and insti-
tutional service, advising, professional development
'and renewal, and the like. This is needed so:that faculty
from different organizational units can be compared on
a standardized basis while maintaining different ei..-
phases among the several categories.

This discussion has concentrated on monetary
reward. Other types of reward, hnwevar, are involved.
These include promotion, retention, tenure, type of
assignment, and the like. Opportunities for equitable
professional advancement and development depend
on reliable and hopefully uniform systems of evalua-
tion and reward. We must develop and continuously
evaluate such systems in order to conduct effective
planning, achieve equitable resource allocation, and
function productively. Only when higher education
demonstrates and interprets progress toward such
goals can the public be convinced that resources in
higher education are being critically examined and
used in the best interests of public policy.
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THE TUNNEL AT THE END OF' THE LIGHT
TF:NtRE QUOTES AND THEIR IMPACT ON FACULTY STAFFING PATTERNS

pilicy debate is under vay con-
; ,o-ning a.:,((itlic tenure in colleges and universities.
The play of iehate inkolyes a different set of characters
and ditn;rent themes than did earlier attacks by the
1.1 publy on this special privilege of academics. Today
legislalw.s. trustees, administrators. senior and junior
tat :th. as well as women and ethnic groups are all
-.pressing riti, ism of tenure. Some argue that tenure
is ma a sufficient defense of the academic freedom of
Tumor tat- tilts; that tenure is unnecessary- given the
pers,,nal protections now afforded faculty- by the
oorts and collctis.0 bargaining agreement,: that tenure

:titles rather than encourages flexibility and innova-
tion. Unfortunately the public debate on these issues
has been largely rhetorical and self-serving.

The Most authoritatit, e voice, and thus far the
;rost influential, has been that 'of the Commission on
Academic l'enure in Higher -Education (.1973), spun-
or41 by the American AssoCiation of University Pro-
fessors (AAUR and the Association of American Col -
le nos While concluding that academic tenure is "funda-
mental in the organization of faculty service in Ameri-
can higher education (p. 23). the commission -recom-
mended that colleges and universities develop. policies
iirniting the proportion of tenured faculty to between
one-hail and two-thirds the total full-time faculty
(p. :101. While the commission's report represented an
overview- of the tenure problem and the suggested
limitations on tenure came as part of a recommenda-
tion on staffing plans, discussion of the issue has been
:plickly subsumed under the label "tenure quota.", A
possible outcome of the current public debate is a
dramatic mirtailment in the opptirtunity of junior
faculty to gain tenure: What was awarded easily in the
;ast two decades may he given grudgingly in the future.

In an effort to clarify one -issue in this debate,
I will examine tenure quotas and their influence on
faculty staffing patterns. I will propose a "tenure pros-
pect ratio'' as an alternative means of achieving. the
goals sought by a tenure quota and I will conclude with
a .restatement of certain critical issues in an effort to
advance the debate.

David D. Dill, Richmond College

Tenure Quotas
There are a variety of policies described as

tenure quotas. I ant using the term to refer to a policy
which fixes at a moment in time the maximum per-
centage of faculty tenurable at all levels of an institu-
tion. The justifications for this policy are that an abso-
lute control on tenure will give the institution the
flexibility needed for allocating finamial resources
and will, more importantly, guarantee institutional
innovation and vitality through the infusion of young
faculty. While the relationship between a tenure quota
and financial resources has received soul:. attention
from Freeman and Rossmeier (1973) there has been
limited discussion of its influence on institutional.
vitality.

In order to explicate this relationship, I intro-
duce a simple "two-step" model of faculty flow (fur
models of related interest see Furnis (1973), Hopkins.
(1972); LaSalle (1972), and "Projected Faculty Profiles
1973-1993" (1973) ). The model consists of ten variables
defined as follows:

ti = initial appointments to nontenured
faculty
= probationary period for nontenured

faculty
nontenured faculty terminated

f4 = resignations and mortalities among
nontenured faculty

t10 = nontenured faculty granted tenure
121 = initial appointments to tenured

faculty
1.22 = period in tenure of tenured faculty
fps -= tenured faculty terminated
124 = retirements among tenured faculty
(25 -7-- resignations and mortalities among

tenured faCulty
Institutional policy can influence each of these

variables with the exception of. the rate of mortality
and more than a few administrators have fantasized
about making this a policy, at least in selected in-
stances. In reality. however, not all the remaining
variables may be specified independently of each other.

bJ



TENURE QUOTAS

Figure 1

A TWO-STATE MODEL OF FACULTY FLOW

Initial
Appointments (1.:)) Faculty Terminated (f.a)

TENURE Retirements (124)

Faculty Granted
PERIOD (122) Resignations and

Tenure (1I2 Mortalities (fN)

Initial Faculty
Appointments 01

PROBATIONARY Terminated go

PERIOD (12) Resignations and
Mortalities (fA)

Given a condition of equilibrium the specification cif
some of the policies forecloses the possibility of specify-
ing all the iithers.

I7tilizing the model. I will examine the effect
of a ti \M tenure quota of fifty percent on a mythical
'institution called Macro -t :. Macro-LT is in equilibrium:
consequently the number of faculty flowing into the
institution equal the number departing. The university
has d tenure probationary period of five years, an av-
erage period in tenure of thirty years. a faculty whose
length of service is equally distributed and a policy
that all new tenure appointments will conic from the
nontenured ranks. he: that there will be no appoint-
ments of outside senior faculty to the tenured staff.
With a faculty 61 log, tenure quota of .50 produces
ten. new nontenure appointments per year, and an
average of 1.6 appointments to tenure, equal to the
number of retirements. Asa consequence the prospect
for tenure of d single cohort of entering faculty is

-extraordinarily small, approximately 16 percent. If
the institution were in the bleaker, but more typical,
situation of 'declining enrollments, and p,erisisted with
its tenure quota. there would be no tenure appointments
until enrollment stabilized.

,A tenure quota thus poses serious difficulties
for those responsible for planning and staffing policies.
thie aspect of this is the difficulty of sustaining quali-
tative Judgments in appointment and tenure decisions
once a numerical quota has been established. A depart-
ment composed predominantly of senior faculty which
is above the quota and in most need of the infusion of
young faculty may become sloppy in its recruiting
practices because turnover is guaranteed. in the case
of a department below the quota, particularly a new
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department, the impulse to tenure everyone may be
irresistable and a reasonable pace of tenure decisions
impossible to determine. Should an institution not have
faculty evenly distributed by age, and few do, the
oscillating character of retirements and their differential
impart on succeeding cohorts of faculty will create
additional burdens.

More significantly, a tenure quota may undercut
rather than attain the goal of institutional vitality and
innovation. An institution which can offer incoming
faculty only dim prospects for tenure may have diffi-
culty recruiting high quality faculty. I am aware, of
course, that the current market is extraordinarily
favorable for recruiting and that the most prestigious
graduate institutions have, traditionally followed just
such a policy without detriment to their quality. None-
theless, most institutions, particularly teaching-oriented
institutions, will be unab.e to match the environment
and research support which the prestigious universities
provide; and it is at least arguable that the current
generations of graduate students will be more security
conscious than their predecessors. A second factor is
the contribution of young faculty to the institution, and
their responsiveness to its needs. The vitality and inno-
vation which new faculty will contribute may be
highly dependent not only on the ability of the person
but on their willingness to commit themselves to the
institution. If prospects for tenure are low and if the
market is poor, nontenured faculty may understandably
shirk 'committee and administrative assignments and
even teaching in order to concentrate on publishing,
attendance at conferences and other means of maxi-
mizing their visibility. The net result to the institution
may be quite the opposite of the innovation and vitality
expected.



Tenure Prospect Ratio
Given the desire to insure cl measure of insti-

tutonal innovation and vitality. a tenure-limiting
polio which takes account of a -tenure prospect
ratio- could be a more effective means of control than
a straight tenure quota. As used here a tenure prospect
ratio refers to the probability that an initial appointee
will gain tenuricat the end Of the probationary period.

In order to. properly identify this quantity, we
should relate the tenure prospect ratio (TPR) to the
proportion of tenured to nontenured faculty the
tenure quota IQ}.

taw
TPR 1/T P/T tint

If we let P he the probationary period in years and T
the career period from tenure to retirement, and if we
assume for purposes of calculation that nontenured
facultt are evenly distributed within P and tenured
faculty within T, then the. number of faculty eligible for
tenure in a given year is.nt/P where nt is the number of
nontenured faculty. The number of faculty retiring in a
,riven t ear is t/T where t is the number of tenured
faculty. The tenure prospect ratio in a steady state
situation (i.e. tenure only on a replacement basis)
therefore, would be computed as follows:

(21 TPR = PIT Q/(1-Q)

Table 1 illuStrates the effect on a tenure prospect
ratio (TPRi. the number of initial appointments, and the
average retirements per year lifferent tenure ,quotas
IQ} at Macro-If.

As the table indicates. even a tenure quota of
50 percent provides a very low tenure prospect ratio,
f1.6 percent) fur in entering .aculty member. It is not

David D. Dill

until the tenure quota rises above two-thirds that the
TPR becomes attractive enough to be a positive force
in terms of recruiting new faculty .or motivating existing
nontenured faculty. Admittedly the higher tenure
quota also lowers the number of initial appointments
per year. But as was emphasized earlier, the contribu-
tion toward institutional vitality of new faculty may
be as dependent upon their quality and commitment as
Upon their actual numbers.

Personnel Planning and the Tenure Prospect Ratio
A major advantage of a tenure prospect ratio is

the predictability and control which it canbring to the
tenure award process, characteristics unreachable with
a tenure quota alone. I have discussed the difficulties
in applying a fixed tenure quota on two departments
at Macro-U, one above the quota, one below, By con-
trast. Figure 2 illustrates a situation in which a policy
decision has been made at Macro-U to insure each
probationary faculty member at least' a 40 percent
prospect of gaining tenure; Given three depart-
ments. each with a different percenta'7- of tenured
faculty. the effect of utilizing a tenure prospect
ratio over time is to converge on a common per-
centage of 70.5. Furthermore, the department
which is 80 percent tenured achieVes the average
without suffering a lengthy period during which no
probationary faculty could gain tenure: and the de-,
partments below the average would gradually acquire
tenured faculty at a predictable rate.

While this model has enormous benefits for
planners, in the real world such predictability is. diffi-
cult- to sustain. A tenure prospect ratio, like a tenure
quota, will be sensitive to fluctuations in retirements.
Given the rapid growth of most institutions during
the 1960's an institution is likely to 'have a hi-modal
disttibution of faculty which will not produce an

Table 1
TENURE PROSPECT RATIO AS A FUNCTION

OF SELECTED TENURE QUOTAS

TENURE
PROSPECT

RATIO
TENURE INITIAL NON 'ENURED

QUOTAS APPOINTMENTS FACULTY
TENURED
FCULTY

AVERAGE
RETIREMENT

PER YEAR

.04 .20 16 80 20 .66

.11 .40 12 60 40 1.33

.16 .50 10 50 50 1.66

.25 .60 8 40 Ii0 2.00

.66 .80 4 20 80 2.66
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figure 2
IMPACT, AS A FUNCTION OF TIME, OF A
CONSTANT TENURE PROSPECT RATIO

ON PROPORTION OF TENURED FACULTY.
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en (1,,vi. of retirements. Furthermore, a tenure pros-
t wiil he sensitive to patterns of institutional

.--;rowth or constriction. rapidly growing institution
,.an atford to Ignore the issue. c..t least in the short-run,
w hilt, an institution whose budget has been slashed 50
per,:ent ina', no he c.apable of the luxury of tenuring
%olinger facility. For the great bulk of institutions in
between. however, a tenure prospect ratio may have
merit. In these institutions it may be possible to
re,..katnine e..k.istirr2, policies toward increasing the
tenure prospect ratio tor E.,1(.11. 1,,literillg faculty member.

Expanding the Tenure Prospect Ratio
In addition to manipulating the overall propor-

tion of tenured facult, there are several other variables
which ted% be examined in an attempt to increase the
tenure prosper' ritio. A re-analysis of Figure 1 suggests
three critical areas of institutional policy making; (1) the
are, r period of tenured faculty: (2) initial appoint-

ments to the tenured faculty; arid (3) probationary .

period for nonteruirecl faculty.
Large numbers of institutions have been reexam-.

itting their retirement policies in an effort to open
opportunities I r appointing and tenuring younger
faculty- as well as lowering overall personnel costs.
Generally this has entailed lowering the mandatory

retirement age, e.g. from 70 to 65,. or creating oppor-
tunities for early retirement. Assuming a system that is
in equilibrium. au increase in the average number of
retirements per year increases the tenure prospect
ratip.

The effect of outside appointments to tenure,
again in a situation of equilibrium, is to lower the
number of tenure slots. Given an institutional commit-
meat to increasing the tenure prospect ratio, a policy
might be promulgated eliminating such appointments,
or more reasonably, permitting them in new programs
but lirniting them in established departments.

Less obvious, as an intervening variable, is the
effect of the probationary period. The maximum pro-.
bationary period . permitted before a tenure decision
must be made under AAUP guidelines is seven years.
But, as reported by the Commission on Academic
Tenure, only a minority of 'institutions 37.6 per-
cent have established a seven year maximum (p. 61),
Of the institutions surveyed the median maximum
probationary period was six years. Extension 'of the .

probationary period to a maximum of seven years was
a basic recommendation of the commission on the
grounds of strengthening .the pattern of professional
development and the quality of the institution. Length-
ening the probationary period also has the effect of
increasing the tenure prospect ratio.. Table indicates
the impact on the tenure prospect ratio of various
probationary periods at Macro-U. While extending
the probationary period will tend fo increase the
tenure prospect ratio, it will also as the table indi-
cates. act as a further control on the number of
initial appointments.

Clearly the tenure prospect ratio is not a cure-
all for the staffing problems of Universities and colleges,
but given the current reality of, a glutted faculty market
and a need for institutional vitality it is, I -believe, a
more humane and relevant solution than a fixed
tenure quota.

The Tenure Debate
As I stated at the outset the public debate on

the nature of academic tenure has been obscure. In this
analysis I have tried to clarify one aspect of the
debate by examining the effects of a tenure quota,
introducing the concept of a tenure prospect ratio and
suggesting their implications for innovation and insti-
tutional vitality. In my final remarks I would like to
define some of the remaining questions in such a
manner as to encourage constructive analysis and
investigation.

Question 1: Can academic tenure he defended as
a support to academic freedom when it fails to protect
nontenured faculty:
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Table 2
TENURE PROSPECT RATIO AS A FUNCTION

OF SELECTED PROBATIONARY PERIODS

TENURE
PROSPECT

RATI
PROBATIONARY

PERIOD
TENURE

QUOTAS
INITIAL

APPOINTMENTS

.09 3 .50 16.6

.16 5 .50 10.0

.25 7 .50 7.1

At present the institutions of academic freedom
and tenure supposedk protect faculty members from
hi,ippropriate exertises of lay power and [Him unwar-
rented peer pp...SUN'. A substantial flaw in this argil-
:11.'1n IS that nontenured tilt:1111A tV110 !MIN' injeit creative
and thought-orovoking ideas into the academy are not
rittordel these protections. Those of us who have been
,lik.olVetl in ller cannel decisions can testify to the.
sten...ler thread- separating negative decisions proinul-
,oted because fit a failure to meet respected standards.

t teat4lin2, ;mil scholarship. and those promulgated
. ause it a tatlur to adhere to departmental ortho-

doxies..
Questi,,ti 2.! liave union grievance procedures

And , i, it tourt rulings inacle tenure obsolet
The medieval scholarly guilds constructed a

protettive barrier of privilege and rights in order to
prevent la: control of their activities. Until very re-
ittm14.. Americ an judicial authorities took it similar
.iet.v. and rotused h¶ review personnel decisions made
in institutions of higher education. This has now
thanged. l'odav ;1 !acuity member may seek redress
can d variety of issues from outside arbitrators under
tollectiye bargaining, agreements. human rights com-
missions, and state and federal courts. Some -public
spokesmen now perceive little distinction between the
legal rights and privileges of academics and those of
the lay public. Mel; have questioned whether these
legal protections are not alone sufficient to secure
acailenutfreedoni.

Question 3: What is the relationship between
institutional innovation and the presence Of young
fat ility?

-Some thdrge that universities resemble old-age
homes in width tenured faculty whose interests and
knowledge are tlearly irrelevant NY contemporary needs
block the opportunity for hiring younger faculty. There
is the tlear assumption that sensitivity to new develop-
ments in the field. interest in innovation. and creative
thinking are the exclusive domain of a recently grad-
uated Ph.D. One need not wholly refute this argument

to recognize the validity of a recent report on academic
tenure at Harvard. After examining the history of
intellectual and curricular innovation-at the university.
the -committee concluded that most of these experi-
mental changes derived from the thinking and energy
Of tenured faculty members (Commission on Academic
Tenure, (1973), p. 18). All of which is to say that we
need to know more about innovation and change in
universities.

Question 4: Is there still a distinction between
job security for facility members in the form of tenure
and the job security available to civil servants. and loco-
motive firemen?

A traditional rationale for the societal attack on
academic tenure generally interpreted as lifelong
appointment was its uniqueness. As I examine the
reality of life in New York City I am less impressed
with this argument. For example, according to state
legislation creating their positions the secretaries in the
City University of New York may gain "tenure" which
is not subject to fiscal ability, In other words, if the
budget of the university were suddenly cut 50 percent,
no nt enu red end tenured faculty could be legally
dropped, but all tenured secretaries would be retained.
This is what we term "preserving the university."

The issue of job security as raised'here is as
much political reality as a question for investigation.
But examining the implications for the university of
defining tenure similarly to the -larger society may be
instructive to the tenure debate. I believe we could
thereby gain significant insight into those aspects of
academic life, if any, which are still maintained by the
institution of academic tenure.

I have raised these questions,not because I am
convinced of their correctness indeed as you will
note they conflict to a certain degree but because I
believe they much more accurately portray issues
critical to the dehatdlltan those frequently heard. To the
extent that these questions, or ones similar to them,
can be affirmed or denied, to that extent we would be
closer to resolving the current public debate on tenure.
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TUITION POLICY AND MARKET ANALYSIS

The (liscussior s. research and proclamations
concerning tuition levels in postsecondary education
have reached fever pitch in recent months. Spurred
on by the reports of -The, Carnegie Commission on
Higher Education) The Committee for Economic Devel-
opment.2 and the National Commission on the Fi-
nancing of Postsecondary Education,3 the public, the
Congress, state governments. and public institution
boards of control have raised many questions relative
to appropriate' tuition lev-els. As a result, many public
postsecondary institutions are now facing the prospect
clf increasing the Student's share of the cost of educa-
tion through higher tuition charges.

Throughout the debates on tuition rates the
concepts of educational costs, fair share burdens in
paying for education, public/private benefits from
educAon and educational accessibility have been
promoted as the rationales for both increasing tuitions
as well as maintaining present tuition levels. This paper
will attempt to focus on tuition policy and marketplace
conditions for one unit ersity and outline some of the
practical implications which increased tuitions may
have on the retention of present ,;students and the
attraction of prospective students.

It seems paradoxical that .public universities
which were founded on the principle of widening
opportunities for postsecondary, education to all are
now less favored, and their policies criticized, when
this principle appears stronger than ever. What has
come under attack is institutional' financing policies,
especially the practice of providing subsidized low cost
tuitions to students.

Many plans for educational financing reform
'are being 'imposed. They may represent great chal-
lenges to the maintenance of public institution enroll-
ments. for Tuition policy as an economic tool, as noted
by Miller) Hoenack5 and Leslie and Johnson ,6 plays
an important pert in student college attendance choice:

The University of Iowa, Ile many other public
postsecondary' institutions,. is facing -great public and
legislative demand for an increase in student tuition
charges. As instructional costs rise. as state educated
students leave the state and as students are increasingly

Arthur L, Gillis, The University of Iowa

perceived as reaping the major benefits of high state
subsidies and low tuitions for their education, these
demands for higher tuition rates grow. The demands
have been fueled by the condensed reports appearing
in the popular press on the massive research projects
on postsecondary finance undertaken by The Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education, The Committee for
Economic Development, and The National Commission
on the Financing of Postsecondary Education.

In reacting to these pressures The University of
Iowa has undertaken a 'review of tuition rates to analyze
the possible effects of higher rates on student enroll-
ments. In ordq to forecast the implications of tuition
increases on its market performance the University
first had to ascertain its student market profile. Our
consideration of a student market profile included an
analysis of: .

1) Comparative college tuitions:
2) Recommended tuition increases.
3) Freshman admissions, enrollments and non-

enrollments.
4) Student ability to pay.
5) Availability of student aid.
6) Prospective student market.

The study of the c :onomics of 'higher education has
given increased emphasis to the laws of demand and
supply and the theory of the firm as they are .applied
to postsecondary education.7 Although the degtee of
applicability of these business-orieated theories is
debatable when used in the analysis of public educa-
tional institutions, they point out that the purchase of
education, at least irf part, is an economic decision and
tuition policies must be cognizant of the choices avail-
able to prospective students.

Comparative Tuitions and Costs
The three major commission reports (Carnegie

Commission, Committee for Economic Development,
National Commission on the, Financing of Postsec-
ondary Education) congidered the relative low level
of tuitions in public universities. The. Carnegie Report
recommends the raising of public college and univer-
sity tuition to one-third of institutional costs!' The
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Committee for Economic Development Report recom-
mends that tuition be raised to 50'.«A instructional
costs within five. years.9

At the present time The University of Iowa
ranks ninth in resident undergraduate tuition and
seventh in resident graduate tuition when compared
with. the major public universities in an eleven state
surrounding region (Table 1).

at Iowa would moderately affect undergraduate tuition
rates for freshmen and sophomores and could signifi-
cantly increase rates for juniors and seniors if tuition
were differentiated by level of enrollment. Recommen-
dations to increase tuitions to one-third or one-half
of costs would also mean at least a doubling of present
resident graduate tuitions at Iowa as well as at many
other public universities.

Table 1
COMPARISON OF TUITIONS AND MANDATORY FEES AMONG SELECTED

PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES IN ELEVEN STATE MIDWEST AREA
1973-1974

Institution

Undergraduate
Tuition Ranking

Graduate
Tuition Ranking

Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident

Michigan 1 1 1 1

Ohio. State 2 3 2 3
Michigan State 3 6 4 6
Purdue 4 5 6 7
Illinois 5 4 9 5
Indiana 6 8 8 8
Minnesota 7 7 3 4
Nebraska 8 9 14 12

IOWA 9 11 7 10
($620)_ ($1,350) ($710) ($1,450)

Wisconsin 10 2 5 2
Kansas 11 12 11 11
Missouri 12 10 12 9
North Dakota 13 13 13 14
South Dakota 14 14 10 13

(Mean Rates) ($589) ($1,550) ($708) ($1,665)

Interinstitutional tuition rate competition within this
area favors The University of Iowa. Tuition compari-
sons of this type have given rise to legislative demands
for tuition increases in Iowa. The amounts of proposed
increases have followed the reports by The Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education and The Committee
for Economic Development which recommend the
raising of public university tuitions. Whereas The
Carnegie Commission would differentiate tuition by
level of enrollment, The Committee for Economic
Development's recommendation is not adjusted to
student level. Application of these recommendations

Using comparative tuition information involving
similar institutions to establish tuition policy may be
shortsighted. The market analysis of tuition policy
suggests that the most meaningful tuition comparisons
involve institutional competitors.

Freshman Admissions and Enrollments
Competitive tuition rate comparisons may offer

some information relative to institutional market place-
ment, but these measures are only gross indicators for
tuition policy decisions. Student profiles -provide
greater insight for the formation of tuition policy. The'\
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major student populations which require study are the
prospective student pools, the present student body
and those admitted students who enroll elsewhere.
A number of tools are easily accessed to measure and
analyze these student groups.

In the midwest the American College Testing
Program Class Profile can be utilized to analyze pros-
pective freshman students. At Iowa it was found that
among students who indicated spme preference for the
I 'niversitv, but who ultimately enrolled elsewhere, most
enrolled in one of three areas: the low cost Iowa
community colleges: the, two other state, universities;
the largest private university in the state."' Noae of the
public university cohorts in the eleven state midwest
area represented major enrollment competition. Except
for the private university, the major in-state competitors
offered lower student cost educations,. The large pri-
vate .university primarily competed with Iowa for
students living in its immediate proximity. Its costs
could be ameliorated by living at home.

Another portion of the Class Profile data indi-
cated that the University was only enrolling 30' of the
prospective freshmen who indicated Iowa as their top
institutional preference. A review of admissions
records, illustrated in Table 2, fUrther indicated that
the University was enrolling about 70% of the total
number of freshmen admitted to.the University each
fall.

Prospective students may choose to attend other
schools for a range Of academic, geographic, or social
reasons. Tuition policy or institutional costs may have
onlylimited significance in many prospective students'
final determination of college, attendance. A University
analysis of "no shows" indicated that state of residence,,
relative preference for the University and two financial

Arthur L. Gillis

factors the need for aid to pay institutional costs and
the need for mid( to pay for the costs of attendance
were among the major differences between our en-
rollees and our "no showsl."11 Further analysis of the
non-attending group indicated that most enrolled in
other colleges or universities. The primary reason given
for their decision not to attend The. University of Iowa
was financial difficulty.

Student Ability ter Pay
While student costs may adversely affect some

prospective enrollments, increased costs may also
erode current enrollments. The National Commission
on the Financing of Postsecondary Education, comment-
ing on possible enrollment erosion due to increased
tuitions has estimated that for each increaSe of $100
in tuition, enrollments in public universities could be
reduced by 2.5% or more. Specifically, enrollment in
public universities would be reduced by approximately
3,1% for low income students ($7,500 or less), 1_2% for
middle income students ($7,500 - $15,000), and 0.7% for
high income students (over $15,000).12 Campbell and
Siegal,' in a study of the demand schedule for higher
education covering the period 1919-1964, found that
87ri of the variation in the demand for undergraduate
education could be explained by variations in income
and tuition charges. The price elasticity of demand was
statistically significant for their sample and had a
value of .440. This value suggests that a 10 increase
in tuition would result in a 4.4% decrease in demand
for higher education. Hoenack," in developingon opti-
mization model for the efficient,allocation of subsidies
to college students, set up an elasticity grid based upon
student family income, changes in costs of attending the
University of California and enrollment changes. Here,

Table 2

SUMMARY OF ADMITTED AND ENROLLED FRESHMEN
1969-1973

Year
1969 1970 1971 1972 1973

(1) Number Admitted 4,177 3,4a1 3,150 3,212, 3,714

(2) Number Enrolled 2,969 2,462 2,235. 2,1197 2,608

(3) Number of No Shows 1,208 969 915 1,015 1,106
(1 - 2)

(4)- Percent No Shows 29% 28% 29% 32% 30%
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Table 3

DISTRIBUTION OF FRESHMAN ENROLLMENTS, UNIVERSITY OF IOWA,
BY PARENTS' ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME

Income Range Distribution of Freshman Enrollments
1971 1972 1973

Less than $7,500 26% 24% 24%
$7,500.- $15,000 55% 48% 44%
Over $15,000 13% 21% 25%
Unknown 6% 7% 7%

.*Includes self-supporting students.
Source: ACT Class Protile Repprts, University of Iowa, 1973, 1972, 1971.

as in the National Commission and Campbell and
Siegal studies, an inverse relationship was found to
exist between enrollmentdemand and cost (price).

Table 3 portrays the mix in family adjusted groSs
income for freshmen at The University of Iowa. Based
upon the foregoing,studies, the evidence suggests that
tuition increases to one-third or one-half of institutional
costs at Iowa dollar increases in excess of $100 for most
student levels) may have a noticeable effect upon en-
rollments. Although many other factors may enhance
student persistence in the face of tuition increases, the
laws of supply and demand suggest that. the relation-
ship between disposable income and tuition charges
influence postsecondary enrollment demands.

Availability of Student Aid
There can be no doubt that student postsec-

ondary investment decisions are affected by the avail-
ability of student aid (Wilson and Mills,15 Pechman,18
Bowen17). Aid, however, is differentially available to
students based upon their defined need which rests
upon the determination of family size and income
level. An analysis of University of Iowa student loans,
grants and scholarships indicated that 6,287 students
received awards in 1973-74. This represents an award
distribution to over 31q of the total University full-
time student enrollment. Tuition increases would both
require present aided students to request additional aid
dollars as well as enlarge the total pools of aid appli-
cants and recipients.

Eligibility for grant aid or. even preferred loans
is based upon income level classifications. At Iowa,
like many other large public universities, the middle-
income class student predominates. Middle-class stu-
dents bear the major burden of tuition increases.
Relative to the inequities 'of tuition increase burdens
Leslie and Johnson found:

9
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Again, it would seem to be the middle-
income student and his family that would
experience an unjustifiably large amount of
the resulting economic distortion. That is, a
significantly larger number of qualified
middle-income students would be forced to
alter their behavior adversely regarding deci-
sions to enter or remain in public institutions
of higher education than students from other
income groups . . . . Most low-income stu-
dents presently enrolled in public institutions
are receiving substantial financial aid, either
in the form of grants or low-interest loans

. Put another way, the price elasticity for
low-income students is extremely low be-
cause (1) many low-income students are al-
ready dependent on financial assistance; and
(2) with the proposed expansion in grant and
loan programs, the economic question of
tuition increases for prospective row- income
students is eliminated altogether ....

As for the upper income student . .

in terms of actual attendance he is dispropor-
tionately represented relative to' students
from other income groups . . . . It is evident
. . . . that high-income students and their
families place a high value on, can, and are
willing to pay for educational services . . . .

By masonable elimination it appears that to
the extent that tuition increases result in
economic distortion, the middle-income stu-
dent and his family would experience an
unjustifiably disproportionate share of this
distortion. That is, the decline in enrollment
which would be expected to result from the
proposed tuition increases, in all likelihood,
would be made up largely of middle-income
students.18



Figure 1
TUITION POLICY MARKET ANALYSIS PYRAMID

Competitive Institution Ttitions

Analysis of Admitted "No-Show"
Students

Availability of Student Aid

. Ability to Pay Analysis of Enrolled Students

Analysis of Prospective Student Market

Prospective Student Market
Tuition policy must also consider prospective

Student population trends. A seven year trend analysis
portraying Iowa 12th grade enrollments. the total. num-
ber of freshmen entering Iowa colleges and the number
of freshmen entering The University of Iowa is illus-
trated in Table 4. Although Feldman and Hoenack have
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theorized that family incomes, labor market circum-
stances relative to pay rates and the rate of unemploy-
ment and tuition levels greatly affect prospective
student choice in attending or not attending public
universities, they have concluded:

To the extent that policy makers have explicit
objectives concerning enrollments from the
various student categories, knowledge of each
group's sensitivity of college enrollment to
tuition charges can be used to set prices for
college attendance in order to achieve the
stated objectives in an efficient manner . . . .

information about private demand for higher
education can enable the policy maker to ex-
plore the alternative sets of enrollments from
the various categories of students ... .19

Table 4 indicates a stabilization of Iowa 12th
grade enrollments (Column I) and a steady decrease in
the percentages of 12th grade enrollments entering
Iowa colleges (Column II). The decrease in absolute
numbers of entering freshmen in Iowa colleges illus-
trates a constricting market where supply exceeds
demand. Tuition policies should recognize this market-
place phenomena. In 1969, however, the most recent
year in which resident tuitions were increased at the
University, a year in which there was a drop in,
employment, grave concern about the Viet Nam war,
student demonstrations on college campuses and an
awakening social consciousness among young adults,
there was alto a decline in 500 freshman enrollments at
the University.

Table 4
FRESHMEN ENTERING ALL IOWA COLUGES
AND ENTERING THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA

Iowa Public & Private
12th Grade Enrollment

Year Number

II
Total Resident and

Nonresident Freshmen
Entering Iowa Colleges

As % of
Fall Number 12th Grade

Univ. of Iowa
Entering Freshmen

As % of
Total

Freshmen
As % of

Number 12th Grade

1966-67 47,587 1967 26,615 55.93 2,612 5.49 9.81

1967-68 _ 47,092 1968 26,382 55.09 2,675 5.59 10.14
1968-69 50,829 1969 27,560 54.22 2,969 5.85 10.79
1969-70 50,461 1970 25;853 51.23 2,462 4.88 9.53
1970-71 49,350 1971 24,439 49.52 2,235 4.53 9.15
1971-72 49,506 1972 21,951 44.34. 2,197 4.41 9.94
1972-73 49,558 1973 21,082 42.54 2,608 5.26 12.37
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A. companion study to the foregoing i 'cheated
a continuing shift away from Iowa postsecond ry insti-
tutions among prospective students. The perc nt of the
total population of high school graduates in Iowa
choosing Iowa colleges has dropped from43,9 r in 1970
to 36.5', in 1973. Table 5 illustrates this d cline and
how it has affected postsecondary educatioll in Iowa.
Each classificatidn of postSeCondary institUtions has
declined in its percentage of the total -0.oFoective
student market. This suggests the devaluing ui Iowa
postsecondary education as an investment choice. A

Table 5
POST HIGH SCHOOL ENROLLMENT OF

IOWA HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

Institutional Type

Percent of High School Graduates
Enrolled in Iowa Colleges & Universities

1970 1971 1972 1973

Public 4 Year 17.3'; 13.1';

Private 4 Year 7.7 8.0 7.6 7.2

Public Community 16.6 15.5 14.6 14.5
Colleges

(Area Schools)

°Private 2 Year 2.3 2.1 1.9 1.7

TOTAL 43.9',

(7.

movement toward increased tuition charges may cause
an acceleration of this market erosion. .

Conclusion
It is obvious that simple economic and market

considerations do not always or alone determine
choices. A survey of freshmen in 1973 at The Univer-
sity of Iowa indicated that availability of "a special
study program" was the single most important factor in
making a college choice. Financial considerations were
ranked lower.20 In a general sense it does not detract
from the value of a market analysis to admit that
choices of either the learner or society in supporting
public postsecondary education may derive from con-
siderations other than obvious 'or even subtle costs
which are measurable in dollars. A market analysis of
tuition policy (Figure 1) can provide presumptive infor-
mation relative to the effects, increased tuitions may
have on enrollments.

For each prospective or active student one
fundamental question is continually posed: Should he
begin or continue his postsecondary education? Society,
through its government, is faced with a similar ques-
tion: What level of financial and .other support should
be given to public postsecondary edtication?

The choice is inescapable. As a society and as
individuals we will never have enough resources to do
all the things that we might wish to do. We must
allocate our resources 'wisely among the alternative
ends that we seek. Given the relationship between
demand, supply and prices, it is possible that for an
educational institution there may be a price which
uses up consumer demand.
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INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH RESPONDS TO THE TUITION-FEE QUESTION

Gerald H. Gaither, The University of Tennessee, Knoxville

Higher education received generous support in
the -early sixties when society needed highly trained
manpower. The question of. tuition and fees received
little attention: more energy was devoted to the task of
attracting students from all sections of the country to
insure a good mix. In the late sixties, t iition rates began
to rise precipitously, and the broader topic of funding
higher education in this country began to receive major
attention.

In the seventies, most states began experiencing
an acute budget crisis which further exacerbated the
increase in tuition and fees. The philosophy of higher
education also shifted concomitantly over the issue of
who benefits from going to college. Historically, it has
been held that, in a democracy, it is society that benefits
most from, an educated citizenry, and therefore society
should largely bear the costs to reap such benefits.
Currently. however, there is a preValent philosophy that
it is the individual who benefits most from receiving a
college education, and, therefore, it is incumbent upon
him -to pay the total cost of his education. Consider the
recent recommendation by the Committee for EconOmic
Development: " ... because of the benefits- of education
to the individual, we consider it appropriate for stu-
dents and their families to pay as large a part of the
cost as they can, afford." The Committee proposes
raising current tuition rates to half the cost of instruc-
tion. This is similar to proposals put forward earlier
by the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education who
suggested that tuition be raised to one third the cost of
instruction. The Economic Development Committee's
figures would mean an average increase in tuition of
$292 per rear for the wealthiest third of American
familites. The Carnegie proposal would raise tuition
by about $21. (The Carnegie Commission based its
initial recommendations on the educational costs paid
by the "average" student in private and public higher
education a figure arrived at by dividing total FTE
'enrollment into net tuition rates. Net tuition, on which
the Commission based its recommendations; represents
gross tuition, minus all private and public subsidies
to individuals or institutions used for "instructional
purposes." Gross tuitions in many public institutions
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have already approximated one-third of instructional
costs).

Such groups also look to the federal government
for a more massive increase in aid to students. Their
emphasis is on more direct aid to individual students,
who could use these monies for public or private
schooling, and less aid to institutions. Such modifica-
tions are aimed at narrowing the increasing tuition
gap between public and private education and make
institutions compete for the tuition money and, there-
fore, become more sensitive to the needs of students.
One of the problems with this philosophy of individual
grants is that it is asking institutions to base tuition
rates on federal funds, whose current record for stabil-
ity and longevity is somewhat mercurial. Such pro-
posals for financing higher education through individ-
ual grants to students could lead also to increased
"body hunts" and false promises to students by
unethical members of the higher education community.
Competition for the "bounties" paid on students
would enhance the prospect fOr reduced quality of
education, particularly for institutions with acute finan-
cial problems.

Secondly, such proposals seem aimed at turning
higher education into a federal welfare program, and
it must be seriously questioned if this country needs
any more welfare programs. Furthermore, the concept
of individual grants instead of institutional subsidies
runs counter to the idea of state institutions open to
citizens at low cost. Such proposals could make re-
spectable what has heretofore been attributed to infla-
tion, and the idea of "free" higher education could be
buried forever. If legislatures do. accept such proposals
to raise tuition, there is little guarantee that legislators
will take the increased tuition and put it into student -
aid money. Furthermore, the attempt to ease the
financial crisis at private institutions by raising tuition
at public institutions is specious, There is little proof
that such efforts would result in more students for
private institutions, nor if that did occur that more
students would solve the problems of private institu-
tions. The fiscal problems of some private elite insti-
tutions are in large measure the result of drastic



Federal declines in funding research and graduate
education. Public universities have also experienced
these problems but not as . acutely, nor are they as
dependent on these funds.

Concepts For Policy Evaluation
The remainder of this paper is addressed to a

number of questions, pointing out some of the more
compelling arguments against further increases in tui-
tion and fees. Tuition raises arc often based o% some
severe misapprehensions about the "true" costs of
higher education, resulting in 'detrimental effects to the
public universities and the states they serve.

A central objective of this paper is to explore
many of these long-range consequences that are still
not known in enough detail. While the following
comments are directed primarily at Tennessee, the
following conclusions are germane to a discussion of
tuition principles concerning the public universities of
any state. In the face of sg'eral serious challenges that
continue to confront higher education in the form of
increased tuition and fees, it is suggested that the
following arguments could be adapted by institutional
researchers to the particular needs of their differing
institutions and translated into the context of their
particular situation.

It is an important fact that many states "gain"
as much (or more) than they "lose" from the consider-
able migration of students across state lines, both
during and after these students earn their advanced
'degrees (Fenske, Scott and Carmody, 1972, 1974;
Steahr and Schmid, 1972). The broader implications of
such student migration extend beyond the relatively
narrow question. of volume. In examining the mobility
of youth, researchers should turn their. attention to the
results and consequences of this phenomenon. In New
Jersey. for example, which was slow to provide 'ade-
quate higher education for its citizens, there was in
1968 a net out-migration of 98,710 graduate and under-
graduate students. (Net out-migration is defined as the
number of out- migrants minus the number of in-
migrants). The total number of New Jersey student's
attending colleges and universities outside the state was
117,256 (Wade, 1970a, 1970b). A superficial examina-
tion of these figures suggest an economic windfall
for New Jersey taxpayers, many of whose children were
being subsidized in tax supported institutions in other
states. However. should not the harmful effects of
out-migration on the economy of such states be taken
into account? Many such out-migratory students do not
return to their home state after completing their train-
ing, thereby depriving the state of the social and
economic benefits of their education. A recent study
showed that approximatelvI, one fourth of 500 UniVer-
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sity of Michigan graduates who had originally come
from other states remained in Michigan, many of them
entering high income. professions (Fenske, 1972a, p.3).
A report made by the College Entrance Examination
Board at the request of The University of California
Regents in 1967 indicated that two thirds of the non-
resident students at the University became permanent
residents of California (Chambers, p.111).

Staying in school through the college years is
still financially rewarding for most students. Men with
four or more years of college, on. the average, can expect
to receive $758,000 in their lifetimes, according to the
Bureau of the Census (1974). This was $279,000 Nigher
than those who were high school graduates. Men who
finished high' school can expect lifetime earning of
about $479,000, or $135,000 more than men who only
finished elementary school (these figures are based on
estimated income, as of 1972, for men between 18 and
death who completed four or more years of college).
The economic contributions such highly educated man-
power provides could be a considerable asset in an
underdeveloped state. ThiS increase in earning capacity,
partially aided by university attendance, adds to the
human capital value of these people, both in terms of
talent and cost of inputs.

EConomic outputs are certainly not a full mea-
sure of the effects of higher education. The "non-
earning" or nonmarket components of the effects of
higher education are substantial and constitute some
of the More exciting research components of individuals
like Gary Becker and Robert Michaels. Underway are
such varied studies as the effect of education on the
stability of marriage, the efficient use of contraceptives,
child care, voter behavior and political participation,
and the benefits of education in making people more
efficient consumers. The current trend in higher educa-
tion to measure output solely in terms of input has
obvious shortcomings in these areas. However, these
nonmarket components offer significant private and
social benefits to a state, even when you adjust for the
exclusively monetary aspects of higher education. These
investments represent a remarkable return to most
states for the monies they provide for education.
Furthermore, it is more equitable and less self-defeating
to permit the student to pay a larger share of this cost
through some means of taxation at a later date when
he is better able to contribute. A comparable effort
at the federal level was the GI Bill, during the 'forties
and 'fifties. Over. the long haul, persons who benefited
have repaid the amount contributed many times over in.
Federal Income Tax.

Students make also a substantial economic
impact on a state's economy during the period in
which they are receiving their education. In general,
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it is the: more affluent students who migrate and. they.
in turn. contribute more to the local economy than do
resident students. Indications are that the nonresident
student 'spends. approximately $2,000 more per year
than does his resident peer (Chambers. p.110). A study
of Arizona's three state universities during the 1967-68

-School year revealed that out-of-state students added
almost $35 million to the 'economy of the state
{Learning. Escudero. and O'Neill. -1968). Nonresidents
of the Iniversity of Arizona spent almost two and a half
times as much on education as did Arizona. residents.
While representing slightly less than half of the full-
time enrollment. out-of-state students spent more in a
number of categories than did residents. Nonresidents
spent in total about six percent more for housing. five
percent more for transportation. '35 percent more for
recreation. and 13 percent more for clothing.

Proponents of higher tuition rates often neglect
the fact that a significant part of .expenditures on
education could more appropriately be classified as
pecuniary benefits to, rather than investment by the
state. A study of the direct and iiidirect economic
impact of The University of Tennessee, Knoxville stu-
dents iresident and non-resident) on the Knoxville
area in- 1971-72 revealed a total local impact of
579,126550 (Moore and'Erickson, 1973). These expen-
ditures represent only off-campus spending and, there-
fore. reflect more specifically the importance of uni-
versitx students to the economy of a community, such
as Knoxville.

There. is a certain amount of irony in the fact
that states spend large amounts to attract out-of-state
tourists who stay only a few days or weeks; yet. these
same states erect high financial harriers to nonresident

and resident students who, by living in the state
for an academic year. ostensibly:;.make a greater
economic impact than does the more transient tourist.
There is further irony in that many southern states
including Tennessee. make great- attempts to attract
industry from other parts of the country, but the
people who accompany the movement of indhstry are
discriminated against by their classification as non-
residents for educational purposes.

Needed: New Perspectives for Evaluating Public Policy
A 'comfortable. balance exists in some states

between in-migration and out-migration of the college
educated popUlation. particularly those with degrees
at the graduate level. Perhaps the best way of demon-
strating this is to look at the total migration patterns
of people with advanced degrees in a particular state
'rather than the more identifiable number of students
enrolled in the schools of that state. In the past, edu-
cational policy makers all too often have been con-
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corned only with the number of students, both resi-
dent and nonresident, who begin their college careers
within a particular state.

Too often only enumeration pr "head, count"
data serve as the basis. for considering such important
questions as tuition and' fee increases and nonresident
quotas. Specifically, more information is needed about
graduates (as opposed to degree candidates) to provide
-a basis on which to answer questions concerning actual
cost of education. Interpretive research literature deal-,
ing with such questions is relatively limited. Several
publications (cited above) are of limited assistance in
providing raw data and demonstrating the balance or
imbalance between in-migration and out migration of

. students. It is regrettable that so much attention has
been focused on initial in-migration to college, which
is so easily identifiable, and so little to the migratory
patterns over time. The dearth of literature on migra-
tory patterns indicates that most universities need to do
a better job of retaining more specific information on
what happens to their students after they take their
degree, for the data referred to above as valuable as
it is -.7 refers to states as whole entities.

\,,It would oe very useful for a univers:..y to be
able to",docum mt, not only the number of out-of-state
students enrolled but ,..4e whereabouts, occupation,
and income of its graduates, especially those who
accept employment in the state. Furthermore, the total
in-migration and out-migration of graduates, from what-
ever institution or state should be examined. A state
should consider the ,total movement of graduates in
and out of its boundaries. In many cases, this wow
allay --- or confirm suspicions that large amounts (
state money are being spent on "outsiders." This kind
of information could form the data base to more ob-
jectively answer arguments about legislative restrictions
of out-of-state students, increases in tuition, and the
like. It remains to point out how the impedence of the
migratory flow of students across state lines could
Work to the disadvantage of students, public uni-
versities, and the nation.

Education and the Mobile Society
Increasing mobility across state lines is becoming

a major social facet of our society. One-of five US heads
of families currently lives more than a thousand miles
from his birthplace. and half live more thane hundred
-miles from where they were born (Packard, p.vii).
According to estimates from the Bureau of Census,
about 18.7 percent of the March 1971 United States
population one yea' old and over had 'been living at'
a different address are yew' earlier (1972), Data tab-
ulated from the Cens'. s severely strains the concept
of educating persons ,iod then anticipating them not



moving from one place to another within the United
States. A clear relationship between education and
mobility is demonstrated.' by the Census data. Among
men 25 years old and older. high sc.wol graduates have
higher migration rates than men 1,vho had only com-
pleted elementary school. Rates of mobility for those

,i,vho had completed four or more years of college, in
turn. had higher migration rates than the other two
groups. Thus. identifying ."one's own" is becoming
more and inure

The problem of determining and retaining "one's
own" is further complicated by the fact that peak
Mobility rates occur among persons in their mid-
twenties the age when students have normally
finished their education and are in the process of
finding einployMent. The 12 month residential mobility
rate for persons 22 to 24 years old was 47.6 percent.
Persons who got married. during the one-year period
had an extremely high residential mobility rate of
83.0 percent. This high transcience has 'disturbing
implications for policy maker's. Who assume that a
stagnant population of students exists in their state.

The Sbuth has traditionally been an area of
out-migration. Overall, however, the region's migration

-picture has improved in recent Years. Miring the fifties
in Tennessee. for example. approximately 17 percent
of the -20-24 age category was lost due to net out -
migration. This had declined to about 12 percent during
the sixties.. and is projected to be about 9 percent
during the 1970's (Engels. 1974). Considerable money
and effort is being M'pended by the new Tennessee
DepartMent of Economic and Community Development
to reduce the out-migration rate for this group even
further. The upshOt of their efforts is greater retention
of the skills that can get the state moving and incomes
that have a more significant multiplier effect. An ad-
verse schedule of tuition rates would work in the
opposite direction.

Program Operation Under. Steady -State Conditions
'Many necessary graduate programs could not

be Operated economically (if at all) if they were re-
stricted largely to in-state students. In many states, the

'pool of undergraduate majors is neither large enough
nor sufficiently diverse to guarantee an adequate flow
of well-qualified students into certain graduate, pro-
grams. Of great help in illustrating this fact is the
United States Office Of Education publication, Earned
Degrees Conferred. According to this publication
(Hooper and Chandler, 1971). for example. only 235
undergraduate degrees were awarded in all fields of
agriculture during, the 1968-69 academic year at all
institutions in Tennessee. This figure represents an
uncomfortably small base for the thirteen M.S. and
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four Ph.D programs offered in The University of
Tennessee Institute of Agriculture.

The same situation exists in several other areas
in which the University offers doctoral degrees: within
the state during the same period, only two under-
graduate degrees in agricultural engineering were
awarded; only 32 in German, and only 16 in nuclear
engineering. Assuming that many of these graduates
did not choose to seek advanced degrees and that
others attended graduate schools outside the state, it is
relatively easy to conclude that the graduate programs
in these (and other) fields would have been in trouble if
they had to_depend primarily on the "feeder" schools
of the state for_entering graduate students. In an era
when many public investment projects are justified by
a benefit/cost ratio of slightly more than one to one,
the operation of these programs without nonresident
students would require too large an investment on too
few students in order to remain a viable program.
Some other- states are more fortunate in the diversity
and quality of undergraduate degree programs found
within their borders. but even the major public uni-
versities in these states are hard pressed to find a
sufficient number of competent in-state undergraduate
students to support some graduate programs needed
by the state.

Legislators and others may, of course, question
the necessity for programs which must attract non-
resident students in order to operate efficiently, What.
must be stressed in-theseinstnce-sis-thn-e-ed, particu-
larly in the technical areas, for graduates of such
programs (rather than degree candidates) within the
state. For-example, about. 50.% of-the Ph.D graduates
in nuclear engineering at The University of Tennessee,
Knoxville are employed currently 1974) by the Oak
Ridge National Laboratory and the Tennessee Valley
Authority. There is a symbiotic relationship between
higher education and a state, and the economic, societal
and intellectual benefits which accrue to a state by the
graduates of such needed programs could not occur
economically without the critical mass of nonresident
students.

The Southern Regional Echication Board has
recently called for the establishment of a "common
market" which would enable nonresident students to
attend unique or underutilized graduate.programs at
in-state rates. Additional proposals call for the sharing
of uncommon facilities within the region and making
institutions located near state borders available to
commuting students at in-state rates. This would pre-
vent state and regional needs from being muted by such
adverse economic influences as duplicating unneeded
programs and faculty.

I 0 .3
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Tuition Increases-Friend or Foe
The rationale for increasing tuition and fees is

usually stated in economic terms, However, it is often
overlooked that increases in tuition charges may
actually result in reduced financial support for an
institution. The University of Tennessee, Knoxville
continues to rank near the middle'of the listin of the
100 institutions throughout the nation that have re-
ceived the most federal funds in support of research
and development (FY73 research and training grants
and contracts processed amounted to $12,452,500 and
exceeded those for FY72 by about 30c't . At the present
rateLFY74 will surpass previous years). Universities are
normally granted such monies on the reputation of
their programs and personnel. Furthermore, the repu-
tation of such programs is no better than the national
record of its graduates. When Thomas Jefferson laid
the groundwork for the University of Virginia tie ad-
monished his fellow citizens that the institution must
be a strong national university if it was to be a strong
state university. This principle is s true today as it
was in Jefferson's time, and moreso i acquiring grants,
contracts, and awards. The opport recruit
first-rate graduates and undergraduates from all over
the country to enc:hance such a reputation should not
be circumscribed by punitive fee schedules. The fund-
ing opportunities of an institution would suffer from
such restrictions.

A closely related matter is the actual effect on an
institution of increases in tuition. The apparent result
of such increases is additional income for the state's
system of higher education. Such is true to some degree
but ,,tuition and fee increases are near the point of
diminishing returns. College attendance is a wide-
spread concern of parents in the face of constantly
increasing costs required for higher education. The
seriousness. of the problem in the southern states is
sharpened by the fact that median family income is
$8,075 or 84.2 percent of the national average ($9,586)
and costs to attend college take a greater percentage of
the family income than is the case in many state out-
side the Southern region. The median family income
in Tennessee (1970) was $7,446, which fell below the
national and South, average for the same period, com-
pounds the problem of edUcational costs for students
and parents in this state. It is possible that parental
income is stretched to the breaking point in this regard.

olinernation,,a1 students, especially many with an average
family annual income of $1,000 to $2,000 per year,
also are finding American education to be a luKury.
By 1973 theannual increase in the number of inter-
national students in the United States has slowed to one
fifth the average of the 1960's (Exchange, 1974). All
of these figures Indicate that any increases in fees
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and/or tuition would cause, severe financial strain
on middle andolow income families. Such actions
have the overall effect of 'reducing free choice, of
low-cost college for students and can hardly be con-
sidered healthy for public higher education.

Of great significance, too, is the fact that signi-
ficant increases in the tuition charged out-of-state stu-
dents may produce a diminution of an institution's
resources. This is true, we believe, at The University of
Tennessee, Knoxville. A substantial majority of non-
resident graduate students a.t.,our institution, as they
do at most comprehensiveuniversities, hold some type
of fellowship or assistantship. All such appointments
carry stipends and payment of resident and nonresident
fees from a special account which the University must
establish from out-of-slate appropriations (There is
never a "waiver" of fees). Gonsequently, increases in
nonresident charges mean that assistantship's become
more expensive; requiring that a larger sum of money
be set aside for this purpose from state funds.

There is a wide variation among the states, but
normally tuition and fees cover only about one third
of the state Appropriations. Ttfition and fees collected
by The University of Tennessee, Knoxville are, con-
sidered a., part of the total appropriation made by the
state legislature. Increasing nonresident fees, then, can
produce 'a larger "deduct" representing tuition osten-
sibly charged out-of-state students. However, since
many of these students do not pay their own fees, the
net result could well be fewer actual dollars for the
University. In short, the real effect of such increases is
a shifting of a larger part of the costs of graduate edu-
cation, not to nonresident students, but to the institu-
tion itself. Furthermore, a *eduction in the number of
nonresident students not holding fellowships or assis-
tantships would result in the need for a larger state
appropriation since these students already pay a sub-
stantially higher fee:

There are other economic arguments against the
tendency to make students, particularly nonresident
students, "pay their own way," but I hate attempted to
concentrate on those 'arguments 'which are not well
understood generally by the; public.

.The Issue: Needs and Constraints
There is a genuine danger that higher tuition

and fees will act as an artificial tariff to block out
students from higher education. There is a certain
irony in the fact that, during 'the sixties, admission
requirements were high but tuition levels were rela-
tively low. Now, tuition and fee rates have accelerated
sharply, while open, admissions has become prevalent.
In the presence of such financial barriers to college,
opportunity is increasingly coming to depend more



' . on income than academic ability. If tuition rates are
raised any higher, then higher education could become
More sharply stratified along socioeconomic lines than
it is currently. For example, the National Commission
on the Financing of Postsecondary Education estimated
that a $100 increase intuition. would reduce enrollment
by approximately 3.1 percent among low income stu-
dents, followed by a decreasing impact on more affluent

"student,, However, because of insufficient aid,. higher
fees arid tuition will affect particularly the children of
the middle incume group.

The proposals of the Carnegie Commission and
the Council' for Economic Development are of great
current interest because, in one sense they are sug-
gestive of an idea that has caused considerable titilla-*
tion in the academic world: graduation of fees according
to income. Congressman John O'Hara, Chairman of the
Special House Committee on Education has labeled
such proposals "grandiose plans to aid thepoor with
the money of the middle class." Needless to say, such
plans may be susceptible to some criticism from middle-
income families having two or more children in college
at the same time. Furthermore, th'ere is an inequity in

iasking middle-class parents to p y fully the costs of
educating their own children, ye pay higher interest
rates and taxes to educate other pepple's children.

Public .higher education htas traditionally been
one of the instruments of soci4enlightenment and
mobility in this country. The elimination of this stimu-
lator of vertical mobility for the p', or and middle class
would untimately cost more to e state and nation
that society-picking up theo tab. Is principle of free
public education was establish d rather rorcefully
in the early republic by Thomas Je erson who regarded
the failure to develop our human resources as mor,e
costly than adequate financing of public education:
"Preach . . . a crusade against ignoraitce, establish and
improve the law for educating the _common people.
Let our countrymen know that the people alone can
protect us against these evils. and 'that the tax which
will be paid for this purpose is :not more than the
thousandth part of what will be paid to kings,
priests and nobles who will rise up among us if we
leave the people in ignorance," (Wattenbarger,
1971, p. 143). Current assertions reinforce this prin-
ciple, regarding ''universal access" as a basic right
rather than a privilege of each American citizen
who wants to exertise this option.

Tuition and the Financing of Higher Education
For public colleges and universities, the current

basic pattern of finance is what might be labeled the
'conglomerate model. Under this plan: cost is covered
by a mixture of loans, grants, gifts, student aid, public

Gerald H. Gaither

appropriations, and tuition. Central to the current
tuition-fee debate, therefore, is the question: Should the
conglomerate system veer toward higher tuition. to
cover the full cost of instruction or should institutions
receive mc:e monies from private gifts and public
appropriations, and, in either case, whether additional
aid should be mainly in the form of assistance to
individuals or institutions? The conglomerate system
of finance that now exists is immensely valuable:be-
cause it has not impaired the inner -direction of the
universities. The exaggeration of either position. could
be subversive to the freedom of the university, making
it more "other directed", possibly resulting in undue
influence on the advancement of knowledge. In the
case of full cost pricing, in which instruction would be
fully financed' by tuition, an institution could become
too oriented to the shifting whims of the student market;
services would have to be sold with the idea of re-
covering cost, promoting a compromise in institutional
integrity and quality. In the case of eiccessive public
appropriations, higher education could become im-
paired by the financial decisions of state agencies.
The freedom provided by the conglomerate approach
enables the university to seek and speak the truth.
Furthermore, it places responsibility for the success
of the institution squarely upon the university itself.
Therefore, the present framework should be preserved.
However, at present; spiraling tuition rates threaten this
delicate balance. What is critically needed are more
imaginative development programs to secure more
private support and individual gifts, and more direct

-college aid by the Federal government.
Some policy makers have argued that, with

tuition below the full cost of instruction, efficiency
would be promoted if the consumers of aservice paid
a price equal to the cost of the service. Under this
system, students would pay the full cost on instruction
through tuition and fees, just as a business would re-
ceive fees to pay for research at cost on a contract
basis. The institution would then, like a factory, be-
come a self-supporting enterprise and be valued in
terms of.its contribution to the gross national product.
The difficulty with this argument is that it belittles.the
vast enefits society receives from higher education.
Uni....sities have a long and solid tradition of immense
productivity in the true interest of society.

Conclusion
The optimal condition to be approached is

higher education for all who can profit from it, without
the further erection of financial barriers through in-
creased tuition and fees or impairment of institutional
flexibility. Ample support to institutions from federal
and state tax sources and philanthrophy to build such
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a system is the soundest investment we can make with
public funds. A higher tuition-fee structure has irre-
sistible appeal to hard-pressed politicians because it
would relieve the taxpayer from the increasing costs of
higher education. Therefore, it can be anticipated that
the issues raised in this paper will intensify with in-
creased financial exigency. Presumably, rational con-

sideration of the issues will affect the eventual out-
come and, in the final analysis, it will be the institu-
tional researcher that will be responsible for developing
a suitable response stratagem for higher education.
It is important that our profession convey to the
policy makers the consequences of their action so the
necessary choices can be made consciously and with
full knowledge of the situation.
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THE ALLOCATION OF PUBLICALLY CONTROLLED RESOURCES IN MISSOURI

Harold A. Hume, MiSsouri Commission on Higher Education
Joe L. Saupe, University of Missouri

The appropriation recommendation process that
has been employed by the Missouri Commission on
Higher. Education (MCHE) since 1965 has had a signi-
ficant influence on the allocation of resources among the
state supported institutions of higher education in
Missouri. A great deal of emphasis has been_ given
to student level in determining a budgetary recommen-
dation for a given institution because the procedure
used to develop the recommendation ,recognizes that
graduate education is inherently more expensive than
undergraduate education.

In the spring of 1972, the new executive secre-
tary of the MCHE indicated that the relatively gross
formula guidelines used to develop budgetary recom-
mendations needed refinement. Specifitally, he felt
that the appropriation recommendation process should
recognize the. fact that variables other than student
level, such as the nature of the academic program a
student is' pursuing, affect the cost of teaching students.
In accordance with this recognized need to refine
appropriation recommendation procedures. the MCHE
.established an Ad Hoc Formula Advisory Committee.
A Subcommittee on Definitions was charged with
identifying, classifying, and defining cost elements or
cost centers that might be utilized in th'e appropriation

'recommendation process. In fulfilling their charge, the
Subcommittee on Definitions called upon the expertise
of individuals from three types of institutions; the
Junior Colleges, the State, Universities, and the Uni-
versity of Missouri. A joint effort of these groups
led to the decision to adopt as cost centers the cate-

-r gories, of the National Center for Higher Education
Management Systems (NCHEMS) Program Classifica-
tion Structure (PCS).

At the same time the public institutions have
been concerned about equity in the resource allocation
process the private institutions have been experiencing
financial problems also.. The increasing cost of educa-
tion caused by inflation and other factors has forced
the private institutions to continually raise student
fees. The increases in student fees may have caused
some students to turn away, from the privat6' institu-
tions and toward the public institutions in an effort
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to keep the cost of a college education within the con-
straints of the family budget. The private institutions
have been seeking some form of state support as a
means of relief from their financial dilemma. The pri-
vate institutions have, therefore, been invited to parti-
cipate in the PCS implementation project in the interest
of accountability and the possibility of some form of
state support in the future.

Selection of NCHEMS Program Classification Structure
Because of the need for compatible financial

reporting that would allow recognition to be given to
student level and academic programs as appropriation'''.
recommendation procedures are revisea, the NCHEMS
Program Classification Structure (PCS) was selected
over alternative approaches for the following reasons:

The PCS represents a financial reporting sys-
tem all Missouri institutions could adopt,
thereby avoiding the difficulties thrived in
asking other institutions to change to a format
designed by any one institution.

-- The PCS is a national effort, has federal fund-
ing behind it, and is being adopted at the
federal level.
The PCS is activity oriented.
The PCS does not require a change in organi:
zational structure.
The PCS facilitates the exchange of data from
an interstate point of view.
The PCS provides a structure that is usable by
a subStantial variety of institutions with a
wide range of institutional objectives.
The PCS details expenditures associated with
instruction by academic discipline.
Why try to reinvent the; heel?

Shortly after the MCHE decided to accept the
recommendation from the Missouri institutions them-
selves to give consideration to the adoption of the
NCHEMS PCS, a Committee of Ten was formed. The
Committee of Ten, composed of representatives from
private institutions, small and large, as we4 as public
institutions ranging from the junior colleges to the
state universities to the University of Missouri, was
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I
established to guide an experimental implementation
of the NCHEMS PCS. Among other important activities
each institution represented on the Committee of Ten
transformed its own financial data from institutional
accounting formats to the PCS activity centers. In
accomplishing the first drafts of the crossover analysis,
each institution was on its own; that is, the NCHEMS
PCS Technical Report .No. 27, by Gulko (1972), was the
guiding light. Persdnnel within each institution inter.:
preted the definitions contained in the PCS in accor-

are when displayed in terms of the financial reporting
formats now in use within the several institutions
represented on the Committee. Table 1 displays
1971-72 general operating educational and gen-
eral expenditures for two major universities in
our State, Washington University and University of
Missouri-Columbia, in the two distinct formats. The
left hand portion of the image displays expenditures
according to traditional financial reporting groups. The
right hand portion displays expenditures in terms of

Table 1

FORMAT COMPARISONS
(Dollars in Thousands)

TRADITIQNAL FINANCIAL REPORTING PROGRAM CLASSIFICATION STRUCTURE
WU UMC WU UMC

Instr. & Dept. Research 524,878 1.0 Instr., Dept. Research, and $11,819 $21,471

Separately Budgeted Res. $10,162

Related Activities
2.0 Organized Research

_7

$10,128
Extension Service $ 5,188 3.0 Ext. & Continuing Educ. Activities $ 301 $ 4,427
Libraries 2,136 S 2.169 4.0 Academic Support

4.1 Libraries $ 2,10e $ 2,169
4.2 Museums & Galleries 30 76
4.3 Audio-Visual Services 712
4.4 ComputingSupport 207.' 2
4.5 Ancillary Support 182 1,059
4.6 Academic Administration & 1,538 2,248

Personnel Development
4.7 Course & Curriculum Development 2

Total Academic Support- $ 4,063 $ 6,268
Student Services 5 3,103 5.0 .Sludent Serviies

5.1 Social & Cultural Development $ 622 $ 352
5.2 Supplementary Educ. Service 8
5.3 Counseling & Career Guidance 262 431
5.4 Financial Aid 99 979
5.5 Student Support. 456 999

Operation & Maint. of S 3,814 S 7,954 Total Student Services $ 1,439 $ 2,769
PhySical Plant '6.0 Institutional Support

6.1 Executive Management $ 236 $ 560
6.2 Fiscal Operations 339 524

Administrative & Gen. $ 3,843 S 3,692 6.3 General Administrative Services 754 1,125
6.4 Logistical Services 510 2,325

Organized Activities S 173 6.5 Physical Plant Operations 3,547 7,109
6.6 Faculty & Staff Services 263
6.7 Community Relations 684 440

Total Institutional Support $ 6,333 $12,083
Independent Operations (S 13)

Total 523,922 S57,146 Total $23,922 557,146

dance with their own understanding of them. A few
general observations I serve to explain the general
attitude of the Comm' tee of Ten concerning data
whic4 resulted from t e first attempts at the crossover
analysis.

Results from the Initial Crossover Analysis
First, the Committee feels that financial data

are more compatible from one, institution to another
when displayed in the PCS nomenclature than they
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the PCS nomenclature. According to this set of data
Washington University's educational and general ex-
penditures were a little more than 40% of the Univer-
sity of Missouri-Columbia's educational and general
expenditures. According to traditional finahcial report-
ing groups, Washington University spent more for ad-
ministrative and general expenditures than did the Uni-
versity of Missouri-Columbia: $3.8 compared to $3.7
million. When one views the data in terms of the PCS

format, however, quite a different impression results.

'.1



For example, these data indicate that Washington
University spent a little more than 40% as much as
the 'University of Missouri-Columbia did for executive
management, for fiscal operations about 65%; for general
administrative expenditures a little more than 65% , and
for logistical services only a little more than 20';i . Table
2 displays the same set of data in terms of percent of
total 'educational and general expenditures for each
institution. According to the traditional financial report-
ing format, Washington University spent 58.3% of total
educational and general expenditures for instruction
and departmental research while the University of
Missouri-Columbia spent 43.5% of total educational and
general expenditures for this same category, a differ-
ence of 14.8'; . PCS data indicate the compaiable
figures to he 49.4% for Washington University and
37.6'; for University of Missouri-Columbia, a differ-
ence of 11.8% . We would like'to think the narrowing
of the' gap, 14.8% to 11.8ri , is an indicator that the
data are a little more compatible when reported in
terms of the PCS than they were in terms of the
traditional financial reporting groups. We can say with
some degree of positiveness that we are no worse-''off

TRADITIONAL FINANCIAL REPORTING

Hume and Saupe

than we were before and we have good reason to
believe that the data are a great deal more compatible
when reported in terms of the PCS. Keep in mind that
personnel within each, institution Were on their own;
that is, had no guidance other than the PCS manual
itself.

The second point is that the Committee of Ten
feels that refinements to the first drafts of the crossover
analysis can be made that will make financial data
much more compatible from one institution to another.
One of the real values of the first crossover efforts was
the identification of procedures that need clarification
and amplification. The Committee of Ten has en-
deavored to refine procedures by developing a supple-
ment to the PCS.

Missouri Supplement to the PCS
The supplement has been designed with Missou-

ri institutions in mind. Its purpose is to identify the
needs of Missouri institutions and to provide the gui-
dance necessary to make implementation of the
NCHEMS PCS more effective. The supplement is not
intended to contradict the PCS; instead, its intent is

Table 2
FORMAT COMPARISONS

PROGRAM CLASSIFICATION STRUCTURE
WU UMC

Instr. & Dept. Research 58.3 43.5".
'Separately Budgeted Res. 17.8",

Extension Service 9.I".,
Libraries 3.8

Student Services 5.4%

Operation & Maint. of 16.0' 13.9%

Physical Plant

Administrative & Gen. 16.1",, 6.5'

Organized Activities .7%
s>.

WU UMC -
1.0, Instr., Dept. Research, and Related Activities 49.4% 37.6%

2.0 Organized Research 17.7%

3.0 Ext. & Continuing Educ. Activities \ 7.7%

4.0 Academic Support
4.1 Libraries 8.8% 3.8%
4.2 Museums & Galleries
4.3 Audio- Visual Services
4.4 Computi9g Support
4.5 Ancillary.Support
4.6 Academic Administiation &

Personnel Development
4.7 Course & Curriculum Development

Total Academic Support
5.0 Student Services

5.1 Social & Cultural Development
5.2 Supplementary Educ. Service
5.3 Counseling ..& Career Guidance
5.4 financialAid
5.5 Student Support

.1 .1

1.2
.9
.8 1.9

6.4 3.9

17.0°'o 10.9%

2.6% .6%

1.1 .8
.4 1.7

1.9 1.7

Total Student Services 6.0% 1...
6.0 Institutional Support

6.1 Executive Management 1.0% 1.0%
6.2 Fiscal Operations
6.3 General Administrative Services
6.4 Logistical Services
6.5 Physical Plant Operations
16.6 Faculty & Staff Services
6.7 Community Relations

1.4
3.2 2.0
2.1 4.1

14.8 12.5
1.1

2.8 .8
:.. Total Institutional Support 26.4% 21.3%

Independent Operations ' ( .1)
Total 100.0". 100.0". Total 100.0% 100.0%

112 105



ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES

to clarify and amplify in order that Missouri institu-
tions night complete a financial format that will
provide compatible data. Data reported in this format
will facilitate the recognition of student levels and
academic programs as a part of the appropriation
recommendation process. Thus, the procedural refine-
ments developed in this manual will serve to highlight
and simplify the implementation of the PCS for
Missouri's higher education institutions.

In 'addition to the utilization of the NCHEMS
PCS as resource material, College and University
Business Administration (1968) by the American Coun-
cil on Education, The Audits of Colleges and Uni-
versities (1973) by the American Institute of Certified
Public Accountants, Inc., as well as other. NCHEMS
publications, were used. Specifically, portions of the
Missouri manual have been extracted directly from a
draft of a field review edition of NCHEMS Information
Exchange Procedures' Manual by Renkiewicz and Top-
ping -(1973). Other portions..of the manual rely heavily
upon, Information Exchange Procedures (IEP).. As a
matter of fact one might view the Missouri manual as
a welding together of the PCS and the best guidance
that can be secured from NCHEMS at this time on IEP.

The set of cost centers or activity centers as
the term is used in the Missouri manual and the,
NCHEMS IEP project are a modification of- those con
twined in the PCS as Table 3 below indicates. For the
Missouri project PCS .:activity .centers 1.1, 1.2, 1,3,
and 1.4 have been collapsed into a single activity cen-.'
ter. 1.5 Instruction,. Departmental Research, and Re-
lated Activities. The primary reason for the exception
has to do 'with the fact ,that the accounting systems
of Missouri institutions dO not in themselves identify
pure instructional expenditures as the term instruction
is defined in the PCS. The. NCHEMS definition of
instruction does not include many, activities that have
traditionally been labeled as teaching activities as well
as, other activities such as departmental research. that-
are a part of Instruction and Departmental Research,
a functional category used to categorize expenditures
in most accounting systems associated with institutions
of higher education in Missouri. The 1 =.5.xxxx PCS
activity center has, been established and will function-
as a holding account. 'A detailed analysis such as a
faculty activity analysis, a faculty assignment analysis,
or a combination Of the two will be required in order
that pure instructional expenditures as defined in..the
PCS can be associated with activity centers 1.1, 1.2, 1.3.
and 1.4. The same type of'analysis will serve to identify
the portion of Instruction, Departmental Research, and
Related Activities that should be identified with other
PCS activity centers such as Research, Course and
Curriculum -Development, and Sumilementary Educa-
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tional Service. For example, according to the PCS
remedial teaching activities are a part of PCS activity
center 5.2, Supplementary Educational. Service. The
expenditures associated with the 1.5 activity center will
eventually be distributed to all or an appropriate
combination of cost centers 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, and other
applicable support activity centers. When this is done
activity center 1.5 will zero out. Such a practice will
require information supplementary to institutional
accounting systems; therefore, the Committee of Ten
is recommending the temporary 1.5 activity center to
be used in completing the display format or pages 12
and 13 for fiscal 1972-73 and 1973-74. The double
asterisks that can be seen on the Table will serve to
identify the additions to the PCS that NCHEMS is
proposing for purposes of their IEP and CFP. projects.
These additional activity centers have been adopted in
the Missouri manual.

Mapping Conventions Section of the Missouri Manual
A very important part of the manual is the

Mapping conventions section: The mapping conven-
tions have been prepared to aid the user in making the
crossover from the institutional chart of accounts to the
PCS activiiy .centers. While the conventions are not
to be interpreted as representing standard crossover
procedures, they are intended to be applicable to a
wide range of institutions with differing organizational
structures. NCHEMS staff and the Committee of Ten
have found that standard crossover procedures are
very difficult if not impossible to develop because of
the various ways in which institutions are currently
maintaining their accounting data. By explicitly de-
fining the endpoints of the crossover procedure (i.e., the
PCS activity centers together with the kinds and types
of expenditures that are to be charged to each activity
center), it is hoped that institutions can array, their
accounting data into a format that will represent com-
patible data for each institution:

The following comments, will serve to explain
how these mapping conventions might be used and
interpreted. Table 2 in the manual, reproduced below
in Figure 1 and Figure 2, assumes that each institir-
tion is composed of operational units (departments).
It is further assumed that each of the departments can
be identified in terms of primary purpose with some
one of the several types of departments listed in the
Figures under Type of Department'. DefinitiOns for
each of the types of departments are in keeping 1/Vith
NCHEMS definitions for their primary mission. For
example, if the primary purpose of a department is to
teach courses -offered for credit in meeting specific

____IirmaLcurricular-requirernents-InErdinrrowYid. a par:-
ticular postsecondary degree or certificate .granted by

11
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Table 3
PCS ACTIVITY CENTERS

CODE TITLE CODE TITLE

1.5.xxxx

2.1.xxxx

Instruction, Departmental Research
& Related Activities
(Delineated to Discipline Level)
Institutes & Research Centers
(Delineated to Discipline Level)

5.1.7100
5.1.7200
5.2.xxxx

Student Development
Intercollegiate Athletics
Supplementary Educational
Service for Students
(Delineated to Discipline Level)

2.2.xxxx Individual or Project Research 5.3 Counseling & Career Guidance
(Delineated to Discipline Level) SA Student Financial Aid. Admin.

1.1.xxxx Community Education 5.5 Student Support
(Delineated to Discipline Level) 6.1 Executive Management

3.2 Community Service . 6.2 Fiscal Operations

3.3 Cooperative Extension Service 6.3 General Administrative Services

"3.4 Patient Service 6.4 Logistical Services

3.5 Specialized Training Programs 6.5 Physical Plant Oper. & Maint.

4.1 Library 6.6 Faculty and Staff Services

4.2
4.3

Museums and Galleries
AudioiVisual Services

6.7
6.9.8500

Giimmunity Relations
Calculated Use Charge for Bldgs.

4.4
4.5.xxxx

Computing Support
Ancillary Support

"6.9.8600
*6.9.8700

Rental Charge fur Buildings
Calculated Use Charge for Equip.

c (Delineated to.Discipline Level) *6.9.8800 Rental Charge for Equipment

4.6..xxxx Academic Administration and 7.0 Independent Operations
Personnel Development *8.1 Scholarships

4.7.xxxx Course and Curriculum Development *8.2 Fellowships
9.0 Hospitals

A modification to the UP and CFP activity centers for the Missouri Project.
Additions to PCS for purposes of information exchange Procedures and Cost Finding Principles. -7

fsJot applicable to the Missouri Project.

the institution, the department is an instructional
department. Similar definitions have been developed
for each type of department. In this suggested cross-
ovover procedure it is assumed each institution can
identify departments by types. After the' departments
have been identified by types, the institution should
then determine he primary intent of' each account
Within each type of department. An instructional de-
partment may have more than one type of account
associated with it. The mapping conventions, Table 2,
suggest that an instructional department might have
instructional accounts, research accounts, training grant
accounts or academic administration and personnel
development accounts associated with it. Again defini-
tions'for the different types of accounts are in keeping
with the .N.TCHEMS definitions for programs and/or
subprograms. If the account is an instructional account,
the table indicates that certain kinds and types of
expenditures charged to the account are to be associated
with PCS activity center 1.5.xxxx1nstruction, Depart-
mental. Research, and Related Activities, by HEGIS
discipline, The . "V's indicate that the appropriate
HEGIS discipline is to be associated with each account.
Please note that the table .Eisgegs_that_onlycartain-------=-tpliongef irdi account for somo,of the direct

---k-in-d3--diireXpenditures are to be associated costs (the kinds and types of 'expenditures that are to
with PCS activity center 1.5 as direct costs.,The insti- be assigned directly to all instructional activity centers)
tutions may be able to use their object classes to make in a central account serving either the entire institution

a distinction between expenditures that are to, be
restricted to a specific PCS activity center. At any rate
the direct, expenditures or the expenditures to be
assigned directly to all instructional PCS activity
centers include and are limited to the following: faculty
compensation, other staff compensation, and supplies
and services expenditures. Incidentally, these terms are
defined in the glossary of the manual. It is. most
important to note that certain accounts may contain

-other expenditures that are restricted to specific actiSity
centers. The mapping conventions. Suggest that certain
object classes:' or classes or expenditures are to be
restricted to specific 'aCtivity centers and as a matter of
fact are rather specific as to which activity .center
such expenditures should be associated. For example,
if the instruction account has academic computing
support' charged to. it, these expenditures should not be
associated with the 1.5 cost center; rather they should
be associated with PCS .activity center 4.4 Academic
Computing Services. It is hoped that institutions will
be able to, identify those expenditures that are to be
restricted to specific PCS activity centers through their
object class or expense class categosies._

4. 1114 107



ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES

Figure 1

TYPE OF DEPARTMENT ACCOUNTING DATA BY OBJECT CLASS PCS ACTIVITY CENTER REMARKS

Instructional
departments all
academic opera-
tional units the
primary purpose of
which is Co teach
courses offered for
credit in meeting
specified formal
curricular require-
ments leading
toward a particular
postsecondary
degree or certifi-
cate granted by
the institution.
(Examples include
but are not limited
to: Accounting,
Chemistry, Engi-
neering, Library
Science, etc. For addi-
tional examples see
Appendix C.

Instructional accounts accounts the pri-
mary purpose of which is to kind activities
associated with teaching courses offered
for credit in meetings specified formal
curricular requirements leading toward a
particular postsecondary degree or certificate
granted by the institution.

Object classes or classes of expenditures
that are to be assigned directly to all
Instructional PCS activity centers
Faculty compensation
Other staff compensation-- if the

compensation is for effort in direct
support of the faculty or a depart-

' mental chairperson.
Supplies and services expenditures. if

the principal use of the supplies and
services is to provide direct support
to the faculty or a departmental'
chairperson.

1.5.xxxx Instruction,
Departmental
Research &
Related Activities,
by HEGIS
discipline

'or an aggregate of operational units within the insti-
tutions. If such is the case these expenditures should
be prorated to all PCS activity centers to which a
service is rendered in order that the data will be
compatible from one institution to another. Any criteria
may be used' to make the proration that will cause the
apportionment to apriroximate actual usage. Ideas on
how to handle these central accounts Are set forth
on pages 46, 47, and 48 of the mapping conventions: '-

A glossary containing definitions of terms that
are used throughout the manual is included as Appen-
dix A. A list of activity centers of the Program Classi-
.fication Structure (PCS) that are recommended for use
in the Information Exchange Procedurei project and
modified for the Missouri project is.included as Appen-
dix B. The HEGIS Taxonomy is included as Appendix
C. Answers lotypicaLquestions---tiratare-frWrentry--
ftiiiT to NCHEMS staff and the Committee of Ten
during implementation of the crossover prticedures are
included as Appendix D. Users of the manual will
want to familiarize themselves with this section prior

. to working with the mapping conventions. Many of
'these questions and 'answers were extracted directly
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from a draft, for preliminary review only, of a field
review edition of NCHEMS Information Exchange
Procedures. Because of their relevance to this project,
however, they have been incorporated into this manual. .

This manual has been accepted and is now
being published by .the MCHE. The State 'Division of
Budget has accepted the PCS principle and budget
request forms for 1974-75 and 1975-76 do incorporate
the PCS. organization. Because . their forms call for
"base year" income and expenditure. data they will,
in effect, produce conipatible financial reporting data
for Missouri public institutions.

With the acceptance of the manual by the MCHE
and the PCS'oncept by the State Division of Budget,
we believe we are down the road toward common

financial reporting in Missouri.
This accomplishment provides the basis for

the Committee of Ten to move forward on the develop-
ment of resource allocation recommendation proce-
dures the concern that initiated the activAk that
has been 'described in this paPer and the !Abram that
has recently been formally handed, to the Committee.
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Figure 2

TYPE OF DEPARTMENT ACC UNTING DATA BY OBJECT CLASS PCS ACTIVITY CENTER REMARKS

See Figure 1 Objet classes or classes of expenditures
that are to be restricted to a specific
PCS activity center

Administrative/supppil,compensation
Oilier staff compensation if the

compensation is.for -effort in direct
support of an acadeniic administrator
other than deparlinental chairpersons.

Supplies and service exp-inditures if
the principal use of the supplies and
services is to Provide direct support
to an academic administrator other
than departwntal chairpersons.

Library Services
Audio/Visual Servkei
Academic Computing Services
Administrative Data Processing
Purchasing and Storage Materials
Transportation Services
Utilities
Building Maintenance
Ground Maintenance
Custodial Services
Building Rental
Equipment Rental

4.6.xxxx Academic
Administration
and Personnel
Development, by
HEGIS discipline

4.1
4.3
4.4
6.3
6.4
6.4
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.5
6.9.8600
6.9.8800

nI

Over the next several months the Committee will
take what it has learned to date and will develop
"formulas" for use by the MCHE in recommending
state appropriation amounts to the Legislators and the
-Governor.

Perhaps if we are lucky, or as a Missouri
Baptist preacher might put it, if the good Lord is
tvilling` and the creeks don't rise, we can return to
next year's forum and report upon the success of this
effort.

The Audits of Colleges and Universities, New York: AmeriCan Institute of Certified Public Accountants, Inc., 1973.

College.and University Business Administration, Washington, D.C.: AmericaneCouncil on Education, 1968.

Gulko. Warren W. program Classification -Structure., Boulder, Colciado: Western Interstate Commission for Higher Educ.a-

tion. 1972.

Renkiewicz, Nancy K., and Topping, James R. Information Exchange Procedures Manual (Field Review Edition), Boulder,
Colorado; Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, 1973. -
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ACADEMIC PROGRAM ANALYSIS FOR BUDGETING

Bernard S. Sheehan and Marvin G. Michaels, The University of Calgary

-I

During the last decade the challenge of univer.:-
situ budgeting was to meet the expanding expectations
of an ever-increasing number of students and pro-
feSsors. Since total budgets were growing, there was
flexibility to overcome errors made in previous years
and still satisfy changing demands. In the early years of
the 70's, student enrollments stopped growing; and
institutional revenue from governments leveled off.
Moreover, total costs continue to escalate while insti-
tutions, staffed for expansiOn, find little flexibility to
meet changing circumstances. Consequently, the univer-
sity budgetinkprocegs is becoming more critical to the
short-range effective use of resources, to the attainment
of institutional objectives, and in some cases, to sur-
-yival. As a result; there is an increasing emphasis on
analytical approaches to university'.-management in
general and to budgeting in particular.

This paper describes a procedure for,transform-
ing an institution's normal fiduciary line-item budget

` -into a program format during the budget formulation
process. The transformation permits participants at all
levels in the budget forinuletion process to work with
the familiar line-item budget necessary for day-to-day
operations and control as well as a format which asso-
ciates anticipated academic programs and outputs with
budgeted resources. Resources may be expressed as
total dollars by various expenditure categories and also
in natural dimensions such as numbers of academic
staff. volumes in the library, or square feet.

Use of the proposed met dology encourages the
gradual introduction of program 'budgeting notions
without simultaneous threat to established ways. Tht.th,
it stironlates evolution of a more analytical approach to
,budgeting" at a pace likely to be acceptable to internal
cirr'nmstanc:es at most institutions. Also, the paper in-
cludes a sample -case application. Minimum cost of
implementation is 'accomplished by using software
aVailaLleiroM the National Center for Higher Education
Management Systems (NC:HEMS).

Transformation Procedure
Transformation of an institutional line-item bud-

get into a program formalmay be considered in three

I i'b

1.'7

phases. These are: development of a framework for
program analysis, synthesis, of budgeted program re-
sources from line-item allotations, and, finally, assign-
ment of budgeted program resources to specific anti-
cipated institutional outputs.

Framework for Program Analysis
Budget units and institutional programs are

identified in this phase. Each budget unit is associated
with one or more programs on the basis that line-item
budget allocations -will support activities which will
contribute to these programs. Therefore, the essential
components of the framework are the institutional
organizational structure, a suitable, program classifica-
tion structure, anti the planned or budgeted relationship
between the elements in each structure.

Budget units are identified -from institutional
budget documents kr the appropriate budget year.
Normally, btidget units (usually organizational depart-
ments) appear as major line-items in such financial files.
The program classification structure (PCS) permits
systematic organization of institutional programs and
orders various,scomponents of programs lint() a logical
and consistent hierarchy. The most widely used PCS

:is that developed by NCHEMS.' The budget unit/
program matrix shown in Figure 1 indicates the deci-
sions that must' be made to link budget units to
programs. This matrix is an aggregate summary. The
level of detail of departmental and program activity
analysis necessary to determine relationships varies
from department to department, The level of disaggre-
gation depends on the specific information the ultimate
program font-lets must provide and on campUs organi-
zation, programs, and the PCS.

Program,Resouice Synthesis
The object of the second phase is to distribute

or assign each line-item allocation to the appropriate
program or program ,element planned for .the budget
year. Detailed assignment of budget unit resources to
programs depends on the circumstances of each appli-
cation on each campus, However, the basic principle for
such assignment is that budget unit resources support

*.z
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Figure 1

BUDGET UNIT/PROGRAM MATRIX

PRIMARY PROGRAMS
AND SUBPROGRAMS

SUPPORT PROGRAMS AND SUBPROGRAMS

1.0

°uc-Instr
Lion

2.0
Organ-

ized
Research

3.0
Public

Ser-
vice

4.0

Academic
Support

5.0

Student
Services

6.0

Institutional
Support

SAMPLE
ORGANIZATIONAL/.
BUDGET UNITS .
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Archaeology X X

Biology X X

Business. X X

Graduate Studies X X, X

Physical Education

Evening Credit.

Summer Session

Computing Services X .

Stude Counselling X

President's Office X ,

Controller's Office X

activities which contribute to certain programs. Thus;
resources should flow to programs in proportion to the
contribution which deparfmental activities make to
those programs. -

Possible distribution algorithms to assign re-
sources are those used in university program costing
procedures referred to by Miller (1964) , with one
practical complication. The proposed transformation
is not for historical years but for tidget years. Thus,
the contribution of departments to programs cannot be
measured but must be estimated, Such estimates can be
based on the projection of histdrical statistics such as
student enrollment and faculty work-load patterns
and on the judicious extension of campus experien,ce.

Debate during the budget- formulation process
on the appropriateness of distributions provides a use-`
ful means for examining specific budget requests. It
permits budget officers to make an objective determina-
tion of the likely contributions which specific resources

113
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may make to programs of varying priority and thus
come to a judgment on specific budget requests, . Further,
such debate, promotes the evolution of collateral
systems and procklures useful to a more analytical-
approach to planning and budgeting.at all institutional
levels. .

Output SyntheWs
`Primary programs are those whose Constituent

activities contribute directly to the accomplishment of
institutional goals and objectives.- Support programs'
assist primary programs butfare-considered not to have
outputs.2 Thus, this third phase includes a two-stage
reassignment of resources. Resources assigned to sup-
port programs in the second phase are reassigned_ to
primary programs and, finally, resources assigned to
primary programs are associated with outputs or out-
put proxies.
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The basis of reassignment is the extent support.
prOgrams contribute to primary programs and the ex-
tent primary pCograms contribute to their several
outpdts: Figure 2 illustrates a method for organizing
the numerous decisions whiCh must be taken to exe
cute the reassignments. The figure identifies the pro-
gram or subprogram from which resources are re-

assigned (source), the resources reassigned (commod-
ity), the program or output to which resources are
assigned (recipient), and the rationale for the assign-
ment (basis). There are endless varieties of program
formats which display program and output resources.
Figures 3, 4, and a illustrate several formats which are
useful during the budget formulation process.

Figure 2
SAMPLE RESOURCE ASSIGNMENTS

- ASSIGNMENT SOUR( E
ASSIGNMENT
COMMODITY ASSIGNMENT RECIPIENT ASSIGNMENT BASIS

Program Resource Synthesis
t. Line-item budget

2. Line item budget

Output Synthesis: Support Programs
Reassignment to Primary Programs
t. Libraries (PCS 4.1)

2. computing Support"
(PCS 4.4)

3. Executh;e Manage-
ment (PCS 6.t)

Output Synthesis: Primary Programs
Reassignment to Output Proxies
t. Primary 'subprogram

General Academic
Instruction (PCS t. t)

ZPrimary subprogram
General Academic
Instruction (PCS 1.1)

3: Primary subprogram
General Academic
Instruction (PCS t.1)

1
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Teaching department
academic FTE

-
Teaching department
support salaries

Operating expenses

Operating expenses,

Operating expenses

Direct academic salaries
assigned to instruction
levels

Direct academic salaries
assigned to graduate
supervision levels by
discipline

Direct operating expenses
of Student Support
(PCS 5.4)

Discipline instruction levels/
graduate supervision General
Academic Instruction (PCS 1.1)

Discipline instruction levels/
graduate supervision General
Academic Instruction (PCS1.1)

Subprograms and Activity
levels (instruction levels/grad-
uate supervision) of Instruc-
lion (PCS 1.0)

All primary programs and
subprograms

All primary programs and
subprograms

Student academic programs

Graduate student academic
programs

'

Student academic programs

Projection of historical
faculty work load distribu-
tions

Direct academic'S4aries

Direct academic salaries in
primary program Instruc-
Ilion (PCS 1.0) by subpro-
gram and activity level

Projected usage of depart=
ments contributing to pri-
mary programs and sub-
programs

Direct academic salaries of
primary programs and sub-
programs

Weekly student hours per
ICLM

Full-time graduate stu-
dents by discipline

Full-time and pad-time
studeng

_



Figure 3
SAMPLE RESOURCES BY PROGRAM

BUDGET YEAR 1973/74

ACADEMIC ACADEMIC
PROGRAM CLASSIFICATION STRUCTURE FTE SALARIES

1,0 INSTRUCTION

1.1 General Academic Instruction

'1.1.1 Arts and Science

RESOURCES

.SUPPORT
SALARIES

Sheehan and Michaels

OTHER TOTAL
EXPENSES RESOURCES

1.1.1.1 Anthropology
1.1.1.1.1 Junior Instruction 4.2 63,900 $ 9,100 S 7,100 $ 80,100
1.1.1.1.2 Senior Instruction 4,5 67,600 9,600 7,500 84,700

1.1.1.1.3 Graduate Instruction 1.8 27,100 3,800 3,000 . 33,900

.1.1.1.1.4 Graduate Sitpervision
(MastersiLower Doctoral) 1.4 20,600 3,700 3,100 27,400

1.1.1.1.5 Graduate Supervision
(Lipper Doctoral)

Subtotal Anthropology - 1.1.9 $179,191 $26,200 $20,700 $226,100 '
1.1.1.2 Archaeology .

1.1.1.2.1 Junior Instruction
1.1.1.2.2. Senior Instruction
1.1.1.2.3 Graduate Instruction

1.1.1.3 Biology

1.1.2 Business

TOTAL GENERAL ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION 776.1 $14,235,200 $3,037,110 $2,545,800 $19,818,100

1.2 Special Session.

TOTAL INSTRUCTION

2.Q ORGANIZED RESEARCH

Sample Case: University of Calgary Budget Year 1973/74
Practical implementation of the' transformation

procedures involves numerous options on the detailed
methods and techniques used to. accomplish each{
phase. The selection of tools and procedures will
depend on the institutional data base; the inventory
of hardware, software, and experienced people avail-
able for the job; and: the specific use to Which informa
tion generated will be put. The transformation is illus-
trated by an application made at The University of
Calgary for the budget year 1973/74.3
Framework for Program Analysis

.,The purpose of this phase is to relate the
university's organizational components or departments,
as characterized by budget units in the university's.
1973/74 line-item budget, -to programs defined and
systematized by the program classification 'structure.
The PCS is essentially that developed by NCHEMS.4
Figure 1 shows the P.CS aggregated to the subprogram
level and illustrates relationships between programs
and typical budget units in The University of Calgary
line-item budget.

Since in this example the subprogram General
Academic Instruction (PCS 1.1) was treated in, detail,
the level of disaggregation used is illustrated as f6llows:

1.0

1.1

Instruction Program The Instruc-
tion Program consists of all formal
educational activities in which a stu-
dent engages to earn credit toward a
degree or certification at the university.

General Academic Instruction This
subprogram includes those instruction-
al program elements operating during
the budget year that are part of a for-
mal degree or certificate curricultim
and are managed by regular academic
departments.

Teaching Faculty or School 1.1.1
Arts and Science, 1.1.2 Business, 1.1.3'
Education, and so on.
Teaching Department 1.1.1.1 An-
thropology, 1.1.1,2 Biology, 1.1.3.2
Educational Administration, and so on.
Teaching Activity 1.1.n.m.1 junior
instruction, 1.1.n.m.2 senior instruc-
tion, 1.1.n.m.3 graduate instruction,
1.1.n.m.4 graduate supervision masters
and lower doctoral, 1.1.n.m.54graduate.
supervision upper doctoral.
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Figure 4
RESOURCE ASSIGNMENT SUMMARY BY PRIMARY PROGRAM

BUDGET YEAR 1973/74
($'000)

2.0 ORGANIZED
1.0 INSTRUCTION - RESEARCH 3.0 PUBLIC SERVICE

1.1 1.2 1.3 2.1
General Special Extension Institutes/

Academic Session (For Credit) Centers

2.2 3.1

Individual Community
Or Project Education

3.2
Community

Service

Acader.iic Salaries $14,235 $406 5138 $ 93 S $407 22
Support Salaries 3,037 36 207 33_
Supp lieS and OtherExpenses 2,546 121 52 19 (404) 67

PRIMARY PROGRAM
RESOURCES 519,818 $527 $240 $129 $19 $210 $122

SUPPORT PROGRAMRESOURCE ASSIGNMENT TO PRIMARY PROGRAMS

4.0 ACADEMIC SUPPORT

4.1 Libraries 2,200 $ 63 $ 29 $ $ $-
4.2 Museums and Galleries - 23
4.3 Audio Visual 244 7 3
4.4 Computing Services, 926 5 5 12
4.5 Ancillary Support 303'
4.6 Academic Administration 701 5 20

S.0 STUDENT SERVICES

5.1 Social and Cultural 57 2 1

5.2 Counselling and Career .299 9 4
5.3 Financial Aid
5.4 Student Support 321 9 4

6.0 INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT

6.1 Executive Management 717 20 9 5 21 1

6.2 Fiscal Operations 388 11 5 3 11 1

6.3 Administrative Services 1,257 36 17 8 36 2
6.4 Logistical Services 772 22 10 5 22 1

6.5 Physical Plant 3,557 101 47 23 102 5
6.6 Fculty,Stall Services 645 18 9 4 18 1

COmmunity Services 246 7 3 2 7

SUPPORT PROGRAM .
RESOURCES $13,419 $330 $151 $ 59 5 t $249 $ 36

PRIMARY AND SUPPORT
RESOURCES $33,237 $857 $391 $187 $19 $459 $157

Program Resource Synthesis

The objective of this phase is to assign resources
to programs by distributing the resources of each bud-
get unit to program activities undertaken by these
units. Practically, the assignment is accomplished by
replacing X's in Figure V with resource magnitudes in
appropriate dimensions. This distribution process can
be thought of as filling a large matrix defined by the
PCS disaggregated to the necessary level and the line
items further hroken, down into each resource category
of interest. In the sample case the matrix is 250 line
items by 250 program and subprogram categories.' The

114
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resources identified for each budget unit are total,...
-academic salaries,total suppoTt salaries, total supplies
and other expenses, net operating expense (sum of
three previous) and total academic full-time equiva-
lent (FTE) inIteaching departments only.

Because of the sheer volpme of the detail, it is
not possible to present here the baSis for each assign-
ment of resources. However, a few examples will be
given. Consider the academic salary resource for those
budget units which contribute to General Academic
Instruction (PCS 1.1). In the sample case, this resource
(exclusive of salaries for faculty on leave) was assigned6
to Teaching Activity (PCS 1.1.n.m.k) on the basis of

1-1
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Figure 5
SAMPLE RESOURCE EXPENDITURES BY

GENERAL ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION PROGRAM (PCS 1.1)
PER OUTPUT CATEGORY

BUDGET YEAR 1973/74

Faculty/ Numi./e4

Degree! Full/ Student.. .7 of
Wor Part Level Stuclenis

RESOURCES BUDGETED

Primary Program
Resources

Total Resources
(Primacy +

Support)
Academic

FTE

Amount
(5'000)

Per
Cent

Amount
($'000)

Per
Cent

AS BA SS F Upper 193 16.4 $ 323 1.63 $ 547 1.65

AS BSC F Upper 1,375 116.6 2,522 12.73 4,098 12.33

BUSINESS F Upper 541 29.3 577 2,91 1,147 3.45

ED BED F Lower 329 19.9 401 2.02 763 2.30

FA BMUS F Upper 96 13.4 244 1.23 365 1,10

NURSING F Upper 1,10 16.1 256 1.29 390 1.18

PHYS ED F Upper 180 '14.2 290 1.46 487 1.47

GS HU F Mstr 51 13.0 254 1.2$ 387 .

GS NS F U Doc 124 ' 17.2 401 2:02 . .

GS SOWK F Mstr 73 10.6 209 1.05

V I Y V V V V V V

BUSINESS P Lower, 24 0.4 '
ENGINEER P Upper 72 3.8

GS SS P Mstr 46 2.9

GS ENGG P Mstr 43 5.0 a

V V

TOTAL ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION 776.1 519',818 . 100.00 $33,233 100.00

*AS (Arts and Science), BA (Bachelor of Arts), SS (Social Sciences),
Education), GS (Graduate Studies), FA, (Fine Arts), etc.

time distribution data projected for the budget year by
considering faculty time distribution data gathered in
previous years and other factors including proposed
changes in departmental staffing. Support salaries of
the same budget units are assigned to teaching activity
levels based on the assignment of direct academic
salaries.

At the end of this phase, all line-item resources
have been assigned to appropriate programs as illus-
trated by Figure 3. Before going on to the next step,
it should be noted that these intermediary results can
be important because they indicate the "direct" re-.

...sources assigned to primary programs.. For purposes
of budget discussions, such figures tend to show greater
variation among resources assigned to instructional
programs than final figures which include associated
support and overhead type resources. The addition of
these latter resources tends to smosith differences. Thus,
separate consideration of the two components of the
total assignment may give those making priority and
allocation decisions useful insights into the resourceh.rs.
flow implications of proposed budget allocations.

At

Sheehan and Michaels

Resources Budgeted
Per Student

Academic
.,FIVor

Primary Total
Program Resources

0.08 $1,670 $2,840
0:08., 1,830 2,980
0:05 1,070
0.06
0.14

.

°

BSC (Bachelor of Science), ED ( Education),, BED (Bachelor of

Output Synthesis
In this final phase, support program resources

are reassigned to primary prdgrams. Primary program
resources are then associated with outputs. Figure 2
gives examples of the rationale for these reassignments
of resources. Figures 4 and 5 show typical results to
this point. The sample case emphasizes General Aca-
demic Instruction (PCS 1.1) and all other primary sub-
prbgrcams are treated at their highest level of aggrega-
tion, that is, the output and the subprogram are taken
as identical. However, outputs connected with PCS 1.1
are treated in considerable detail as evidenced by b,
Figure 5.

The assignment of resources from subprogram
PCS 1.1 to output falls into two general categories.
Some resources are assigned on the basis of student
participation in particiilm courses (using weekly stu-
dent hours- WSH), while other resources are assigned
on the basis of student general association with a
student academic program (Using student head count).
Figure 2 gives typical examples of the assignment
basis for several resources and outputs. Assignment

22
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on the basis of student head count requires only
an estimate Of student enrolments in all output
categories in the budget year. However, resource
assignment on the basis of WSH requires the num-
ber of WSH anticipated in each discipline and level,
by students in each faculty or,,`SChool, degree, major,
and level that is. in each 6utput category.

ReassignMent of program resources to specific
output categories on the basis of WSW is performed
by the induced course load matrix (ICLM) of the Re-
source Requirements Prediction Model 1.6 (RRPM 1.6)
developed 'by NCHEMS. The program resources re-
assigned by the ICLM are those predicted by the model,
whereas the program resources to be reassigned by the
transformation are those contained in the university
budget. The "short method" of using RRPM 1.6, as
described in Clark. Huff, Haight, and Collard (1973),
offers a simple and practical method of substituting
budget resources for predicted resources and so take
advantage of the RRPM 1.6 software for the reassign-
ment of budgeted resources to output categories. The
RRPM input for the short method includes productivity
ratios -which "convert WSH taught to FTE faculty re-
quired. The FTE faculty are a basis for determining
other resource requireinents. Since budget resources
are known, it is necessary only to calculate and td in-
'put suitable productivity ratios such that predicted
resource requirements equal given budget resources.
Therefore, when planned or budgeted student enrol-
ment distribution is inputted, RRPM 1.6 will yield bud-
geted costs per student academic program.

Use of RRPM 1.6 software has a number of other
advantages. The software permits automatic handling
and assignment of resources other than PCS 1.1 General
Academic Instruction. and it provides numerous alter-
native outputs and a systematic input format. Also,
since RRPM 1.6 is a long-range planning model, it is
capable of automatically estirnating resource requite-
ments for years beyond the budget year. The predic-
tions may be based on institutional policies inherent in
the budget or any others to be studied. The ICLM used
in the sample case consists of, about 15,000 elements
which specify the relationship between programs and
instructional disciplines or departments. Elements are
ratios showing the average number of WSH generated
in each discipline and course level by ,a student at
each level.in each student academic program. As indi-
cated by Haight and Manning (1972), an historical
ICLM can be produced by the ICLM generator which
uses information from the institution's student and-
course (timetable) files as input, In order to build an
ICLM for the budget year, appropriately modified
current year student and course files were used as
input to the generator.
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The distribution of resources from primary
programs to outputs via the ICLM can be calculated
and displayed separately for each type of resource
(academic FTE, academic salaries, support salaries,
etc.) and for each source of resources (subprogram
level sources). In the sample case, direct resources
from General Academic Instruction (PCS 1.1) were
analyzed separately for academic FTE, academic sal-
aries, support salaries and supplies and other expenses
requiring four runs of RRPM 1.6. The indirect resource
assignments from support 'programs which were re-
assigned on the WSH basis were grouped into one
computer run .8

Conclusion
The proposed methodology transforms an insti-

tutional line-item budget into formats which associate
budgeted resources( with programs and 'anticipated
outputs. The use of readily available software permits
minimum cost implementation. Since the transforma-
tion can be automated, it is possible to generate trans-
formations of the latest version of the evolving budget
as required at any stage in the budget formulation
process. This timely availability of budget information
in program and output oriented formats encourages
an analytical approach to institutional budgeting and
planning.

Since program formats should be discussed
along with the line-item budget and related data, tradi-
tional budget procedures are not threatened directly.
Use of the transformation may lead to the introduction
of further systems and procedures associated with pro-
gram budgeting. For example, the use of 1/4.Program
formats for departmental budget requests may pro-
mote more departmental study of the relationship
between resources and outputs. Moreover, the matey
possible intermediary outputs can yield information
and raise questions appropriate to budget priority and
allocation determinations. TheSe include the relative
(and absolute) support of each academic program pro-
vided by each "teaching and each suPport department
and the budgeted contribution, by department and even
by resource category, to each output unit, e.g. each
student by suitable :category. In summary, the infor-
mation contained in the program formats offers a
second perspective on resource allocation issues. Thus,
the 'important benafits to be sought from use of the
transformation 'ere new and helpful insights into the
perplexing problems of university budgeting.

The authors wish to express their appreciation
to Margaret Reti, Barbara Serediak, and Alec Tebbutt
of the Office of Institutional Research, The University
of Calgary, for their continuing assistance through all
phases of the study reported.
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software and standards.

2Discussion of the complex notion of "output" from educational activities is beyond the scope of this paper. The reader
interested in a state-of-the-art treatment of the subject is referred to Micek and Wallhaus (1973).

'For a more detailed treatment see Office of InstitUtionalResearch (1973a, 1973b).
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to programs via a crossover that allows allocations based on input .percentages. It also allocates support program resources to
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INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH IN HIGHER EDUCA'T'ION:
DIFFERENT PROBLEMS; DIFFERENT PRIORITIES?

Given recent social. political, and educational
developments and the financial situation which now
confronts American higher education, a growing num-
ber of Colleges and universities are expressing serious
concern over institutional mission and viability. Within
this context, many questions are being raised about the
role and nature of institutional research in this milieu.

These questions have been addressed by several
practitioners. Saupe and Montgomery (1970) attempted
to define the parameters and purposes of institutional
research and Dressel et al. (1971) developed a com-
pendium _ of perspectives on institutional research
projects and directions. In .terms of personnel engaged
in institutional research:activities, Glenny (1971) stated
individuals involved in analytical studies of this nature
can at times contribute significantly to the shaping of
policy or the resolution of problems and are, in many
respects, the "anonymous leaders" of higher education.

Some would question, however, whether these
particular perspectives on the stature, direction, and
import of institutional research have any empirical
referent when compared to the professional responsi-
bilities as reported directly by institutional research
personnel. That is, what, priority do these individuals
actually place on various job responsibilities commonly
associated with institutional research offices? Tincher
(1970) reported that members of the Association for
Institutional Research (AIR) rated Pplanning and coor-
dination" as being their most important actual responsi-
bility. "Studies of students" was ranked second in
importar:_e, while relatively little emphasis was placed
on studies involving "space utilization," "curriculum"
and "teaching." Furthermore; Tincher reported no
substantive variation in actual priorities when insti-
tutional research personnel were classified according
to various institutional types. -

However, higher education has changed dramat-
ically'since this earlier study which was actually con-
ducted in 11969. Static and declining enrollments,
worsening financial conditions;, the evolution of com-
puter-based planning models, questions concerning
accountability/cost-effectiveness, collective-bargaining,
etc. have worked to change the climate of American
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-higher education. Thus, if one is concerned about the
nature of institutional research in this new area, it is
important to determine the degree to which actual in-
stitutional research priorities have shifted since the

earlier period of Tincher's study. Moreover, for differ-
ent types of instittitionssome of the problems noted
above are more urgent than at others. If institutional
research personnel are attempting to respond to these
different problems, it is conceivable that the priority of
these activities may now show more variation' across
institutions than before.

While these concerns constitute a primary focus,
this paper goes beyond a replication of Tincher's study
and seeks to determine the degree of disparity between
the perceived and preferred priorities of institutional
researchers. Results from this area of investigation
may shed light on what these professionals believe they
should be doing and, indirectly, may provide some
insights on the "responsiveness" of institutional re-
search personnel to the new pressing problems of
American higher education.

The Study
A questionnaire was distributed to all members

of AIR (N= 1048) in the spring of 1973.
The instrument included:

1. Ten demographic /background items pertain-
ing to the respondents and their institutions;'

2. The Job .Descriptive Index, a standardized
measure of five dimensions of job satisfaction
used previously in business and industry
(Smith et al., 1969);2

3. Eight areas of job responsibility associated
with institutional research offices (Tincher,
1970).

A total of 706 (67%) usable questionnaires were,
returned for analysis. For this study, respondents were
classified according to institutional type: private col-
leges or universities (N= 166); public colleges or uni-
versities (N= 357), and community colleges (N= 113).
In terms of the eight job responsibility areas, respon-
dents were asked to rank-order these areas from one



to eight (1= highest priority) on both an "is" (per-
ceived) and "should be" (preforred) basis.

The initial analysis focused only on the top-
ranked job responsibility as perceived by institutional
research personnel in 1969 (Tincher, 197Q) and our
results in 1973. Irrespective of institutional affiliation,
have there been substantial shifts in the actual (per-
ceived) priorities of various job responsibility areas?
Table 1 presents the proportion of AIR members in
1969 and 1973 who ranked any given job responsibility
as itaving the highest priority (e.g. a ranking of "1").

Table 1

MAJOR EMPHASIS OF ACTUAL JOB RESPONSIBILITIES
FOR INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCHERS

Job
Responsibility

1973 Survey 1969 Survey'
(N =706) (N =669)

Planning & Coordination 22.5% 27.8 q
Budget & Finance 19.7% 10.0%
Studies of Students 19.5% 16:1%
Organizational Studies 10.2% 4.5%
Faculty Studies 7.5% 9.7%
Data Systems & Computers 6.4% 5.8%
Curriculum Studies 3.3% 3.1%
Space Utilization 2.1% 3.1%
Other 5.8% 8.1%
No Response 3.0% 11.7%

'From Tincher, W. A. (1970), "A Study of the Members of the
Association for Institutional Research."

Some similarities are apparent across the two
surveys. For example, curriculum studies and analyses
of space utilization have relatively low perceived
priority in both the 1969 and 1973 surveys. Planning
and coordination activities were ranked the highest
in both years, although in absolute terms, there was a
5.3r-r decrease from 1969 to 1973 in the number of
AIR members who ranked this responsibility as having
the highest priority. However, there was a substantial
increase (9.7'f) in the number of respondents ranking
budget and finance as their highest responsibility area.
This may be related to the decreased priority noted
above for planning and coordination activities. Organ-
izational studies showed an apparent increase in per-
ceived priority (up 5.7 c/r ), studies of students gained
somewhat (up 3.4 el ), while studies of faculty declined
slightly in terms of its high priority ranking (down
2.2 e'r ).
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The second set oT analysis attempted to deter-
mine the amount of variation which existed in the
perceived. (is) and preferred (should be) priorities of
institutional research personnel across the three
college/university settings. In'addition, an attempt was
made to identify the degree of disparity which existed
between the perceived and preferred priorities of insti-
tutional research personnel in each of the three insti-
tutional groupings.3 Figure 1 presents the percentage
of respondents who "perceived" each of the eight: job
responsibilities as having high priority. The results
suggest the relative amount of emphasis which insti-
tutional research pers9nnel in these three types of
colleges and universities place on the eight job respon-
sibility areas.

For example, respondents in private, four-year
colleges and universities were characterized- primarily
by their relatively greater emphasis on activities in the
areas of planning-coordination and budget-finances.
They tended. to devote proportionately less emphasis
than their colleagues on organizational studies. Those
institutional research personnel in public, four-year
colleges and universities were distinguished from their
colleagues primarily by their tendency to spend rela-
tively more time on studies of faculty, space utilization,
and data systems. In addition, they placed relatively
less emphasis on planning-coordination activities, stud-
ies of students, and curriculum studies. Finally, com-
munity college institutional researchers were charac-
terized primarily by their greater emphasis on studies
of students and curriculum studies. They tended to
place relatively less emphasis than their colleague's on
activities associated with budget-finances, data systems,
and space utilization. In terms 9f the perceived priori.
ties of the job responsibility areas, there appeared to be
a rather well differentiated pattern in which each
institutional group had two or three dominant areas
of activity. From this pattern, one might conclude that
there appeared to be some "uniqueness" to the high
priority activities of institutional research personnel in
these three types of institutions.

Figure 2 presents the percentage of respondents
in each of the three institutional groups who preferred
that each of the same eight job responsibility areas
have a "high" priority at his or her institution. The
results suggest the relative amount of emphasis which
institutional research personnel in these three types of
colleges and universities believe should be placed on
the eight responsibility areas.

Inspection of Figure 2 reveals that there were
no distinguishing features for institutional research
personnel in private institutions in comparison to the
other two groups. The relative importance which they
attached to six of the responsibility areas fell between
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PERCEIVED "HIGH" PRIORITY JOB RESPONSIBILITIES
OF INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCHERS CATEGORIZED BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION
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the preferred importance ascribed to these areas by
their peers in public institutions and community col- ,

leges. Their preferred ranking of data system responsi-
bilities was only very slightly above that of their
colleagues in public institutions and their preferred
ranking of space utilization studies was only minimally
below that of their peers in community colleges. Insti-
tutional researchers in public institutions were charac-
terized primarily by their higher preferred rankings of
activities related to budget-finances and organizational
studies and their lower preferred ranking of curricula
studies. Institutional research personnel in community
colleges were distinguished from their colleagues pri-
marily by their relatively greater preference for studies
of students and curricula and their relatively lower
preferefice for activities associated with budget-
finances. Again, there was some "distinctiveness"
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across the preferred priorities of respondents in these
three institutional groups with most variation occurring
in the areas of budget and finance, studies of students,
curricula, and to .a lesser degree, organizational studies.

Figures 3, 4, and 5 present the disparity between
the perceived and preferred priorities of institutional
research personnel in each of the three types of colleges
and universities. Figure 3 presents the results for those
in private institutions. Institutional research personnel
in these institutions indicated a considerably higher
preference for curricula, studies than was presently
given this area of responiibility and preferred to be less
involved in activities in the area of budget-finances and
space utilization. Their colleagues in public institutions
indicated several fairly broad disparities between their
perceived and preferred priorities (See Figure 4).
Primarily, institutional researchers in public institu-
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Figure 2
PREFERRED "HIGH" PRIORITY JOB RESPONSIBILITIES

OF INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCHERS CATEGORIZED BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION
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tions would prefer greater involvement in planning-
coordination activities and organizational studies. They
tended to prefer less involveinent in studies of faculty
and activities in the areas of data systems and space
utilization. Inspection of Figure 5 reveals that insti-
tutional research personnel in community colleges
indicated the least disparity between their perceived
and preferred priorities. The only noticeable discre-
pancy for this group was in the area of curricula
studies in which they indicated a desire for greater
involvement.' In sum, the disparity between perceived
and preferred priorities appeared to be the greatei't
for institutional research personnel in public institu-
tions (5 areas of disparity) with less disparity for
individuals at private institutions (3 areas) and com-
munity colleges (1 area).
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Discussion
Based on an analysis of the top-ranked job

responsibilities of AIR members (see Table 1), budget
and finance activities and organizational studies are
currently receiving a higher priority than was fqund in
the 1969 survey.. Since many institutions are faced
with even more difficult financial problems than in 1969
(related in part to static or declining enrollments and
increased competition for available resources), it is
reasonable to expect that individuals involved in analy-
sis of "ihstitutional functioning" would attach 'greater
significance to budget and finance activities in 1973
than was true four years earlier. Moreover, although
many post-secondary institutions have peaked in terms
of student ,enrollments, these institutions (especially
public institutions) have continued to become more
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complex organizations structurally and functionally,
and it is not surprising that a higher top- ranked

,priority was placed on organizational studies-in 1973
than in 1969.. Many writers have expressed the view-
point that colleges and universities are impersonal
students are "processed" through their education, the
spirit of "community" on campus (although college
catalogs proffer otherwise) is more myth than reality
thus, the complex organization and size of certain
institutions may now be posing more urgent problems
to those faculty and administrators concerned abotit
the efficiency as well as the "humaneness" of insti-
tutions of higher learning.

Looking at jot, responsibilities irrespective of
institutional type has its limitations, however. Not only
do the "actual" and "preferred" priorities vary by
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institutional setting (Figures 1 ,& 2), so does the degree
of disparity between perceived and preferred priorities
as reported-by institutional research personnel in the
19,73 survey (Figures 3-5). In many respects, this
further confirms the uniqueness of post-secondary
institutions .various types of institutions have dif-
ferent mission, purposes, and constituencies but
beyond that, this information suggests that institu-
tional research activity (its role, the satisfaction derived
from it, etc.) may be noticeably different at various
colleges and universities.

For example, institutional research personnel at
private institutions perceive that moderately high
priority is currently attached to budget and finance
responsibilities, although they Would prefer that less
emphasis be placed on such activities. In addition,
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Figure 4
DISCREPANCY BETWEEN PERCEIVED & PREFERRED "HIGH" PRIORITIES:

INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCHERS IN PUBLIC INSMUTIONS (N = 357)
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institutional researchers at public institutions would
prefer that less priority be attached to studies of
faculty, space utilization, and data .systems. With the
rise of public state-wide commissions, collective bar-
gaining, reduced capital funding, etc., many more
requests are being made for just these types of studies,
although respondents at these institutions may not
derive great satisfaction from their evolving responsi-
bilities, in these particular areas.

On the otherhand, individuals at private insti-
tutions would prefer to place more priority on curri-
culum studies (as is the case with individuals at
community colleges), and individuals of public insti-
tutions would prefer that more priority be placed on
organizational studies and planning/coordination
activities.
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Beyond descriptive purposes, the data reported
in this study may have implications for establishing
a conceptual framework for judging how satisfied
institutional research personnel are with their pro-
fessional position and responsibilities. That is, it has
been observed that individuals at community colleges
have the most congruence between their perceived and
preferred job responsibilities while individuals at
public institutions report .the least congruence between
"what is"- and "what should be" in terms of job

responsibilities. Given a congruence/incongruence
model; are institutional research personnel at commu-
nity colleges relatively more satisfied with their position
than individuals at private' and public colleges and
universities?. Are the correlates of job satisfaCtion
different for individuals at these different types of,

..
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DISCREPANCY BETWEEN PERCEIVED & PREFERRED "HIGH" PRIORITIES:

INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCHERS IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES (N = 113)

lan-
Coord.

Budget Students Faculty Organi-
zation

institutions? Moreover, in what ways can institutional
research beconie more satisfying to individuals engaged
in such activity?

These questions may be fruitful areas of investi-
gation and could be related to the attraction and
retention of institutional research professionals in the
field. of higher education and indirectly, the attractive-
ness of membership in a professional society such as

:

The research reported here may also identify
areas in which "developmental" activities may find
support among institutional researchers. For example,
individuals at community colleges attached the highest
priority among all institutional groups to studies of
students, and they (like their .colleagues at private
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institutions) reported that more priority should be
Placed on curriculum studies. Respondents at public
institutions felt that more priority should be placed
on planning/coordination activities and organizational
studies. It is conceivable, therefore, that topical work-
ships aimed specifically at these target groups
may be of interest to individuals who wish to become
more Involved (or 'who wish to become more compe-
tent) irk these particular domains of institutional
research activity.

Given the results of this study, one may con-
clude that: various facets of:institutional research have
different priorities (on both an actual and preferred
basis) at different types of institutions. Thus the ob-
served variation in job responsibilities (especially the



preferred priorities) maybe an indirect indication "That
AIR professionals are "responsive" to the divergent
problems and issues facing very different types of
post-secondary institutions. More importantly, how-
ever, the degree to which these individuals are effective

Morstain and Smart

in developing a framework for understanding and
solving these problems could be a determining factor in
shaping the role and purpose of higher education in the
years ahead.

'See the AIR Newsletter (April, '1974) for a summary of the results from this aspeCt of the study.

See J. Smart and B. Morstain. Assessment of job satisfaction among college administrators. Research in Higher Education,
1974, lin press/ for results from this aspect of the study.

3For these analyses, "high priority' was defined as a ranking of 1, 2, or 3. In effect, the rankings were trichotomized into
"medium,' franking or 4-6) and "low" priority (7 or more). For easier iriteipretabilit), only "high" priority rankings are

presented in this study.
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ALTERNATIVE CHOICES IN PREPARING
FUTURE INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH PROFESSIONALS

4.

Are institutional researchers prepared to meet
the challenges which will confront them? During a
panel discussion, two contempoiary philosophical and
methodological training procedures, were examined:

,Marvin Peterson, from the University of Michigan,
approaches preparation in a global, conceptual manner
to .produce a researcher who was concerned with total
institutional change. F. Craig Johnson, from Florida
State_University. on the other hand, bases his program

;,on the philosdphv that the effective researcher is
taught institutional research rather than taught about
institutional research. Subsequently, reactions were
presented bN. Joseph Sutton, as a university practitioner.
William Sluemaker, representing small, liberal arts
coileges. and myself. as a community college research6r.
The following summarizes the preientationS by pro-
fessors Peterson and Johnson and the responses.

Five basic principles form the foundation of
Professor Peterson's concept of institutional research:

1) The primary role or function of institutional
research in an institution or agency is adap-
tive: the concern is to assist the total
institution in constantly changing toward a
More effective state.

2) Institutional research is, a process and not
merely a position or person.

3) The perspective of institutional research is
the total institution: a policy or planning
perspective.

4) '-tstitutional research must provide a- corn-
; nation of breadth: and depth bcith in con-- I skills and research methods.

5) Institutional research has many potential
constituency and administrative office rela-
tionships which it must manage.

Thus, Peterson has established broad 'parameters
to encompass the divergent roles ,nstitutional research
will fulfill. Additionally, he emphasizes the creation of
divergent analytic skills or methods and a conceptual
framework of sufficient breadth to allow for flexibility.
Such a researcher would understand change dynamics
and be capable of assessing institutional effectiveness.
He would, hoWever, not confine his efforts to measure-,
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ment of institutional efficiency or cost effectiveness but
also could place the college goals within social, politi-
cal, economic, and educational reality.

Since Peterson perceives the institutional' re-
search process as an interface between data and deci-
sions, the researcher should have expertise in data
analysis, statistical techniques and research design.
A more significant contribution, however, is the Per-
son's ability to turn broad questions of institutional
structure and functioning into researchable questions
and vice versa. As a corollary to phrasing clearer
questions, such an individual could -identify better
data sources upon which to base sound management
decisions.

Because he views the college as dynamic, it
follows that his concept of institutional research is a
non-repetitive process. Thus, the researcher would
strive to analyze and implement a MIS but would
institutionalize the reports so that they become "rou-
tine" within other college domains rather than in the
institutional research offices. This professional general-
ist would focus on major questions of institutional
direction, long-range strategies, and interinstitutional
comparisons as well as begin to' address those deci-
sicus which have traditionally had the greatest impact
on the college but received the least analysis.

Finally, Peterson recognizes the growing trend
toward political implications of internal decisions and
increasing pressure to make the institutional research
office accountable to an ever-increasing number of
constituencies. Therefore, the research officer needs to
understand and appreciate the approaches of the econ-
omist, psychologist, management scientist, politician,
etc., if he is to conceptualize the complex human
organization classified higher education.

Based upon the principles cited above,Peterson
has. organized his training .program around several
benchmarks. First, students from many academic disci-
plines or professional schools are individually assessed
against a list of broad skills including organizational
analysis, research methods and statistics. The purpose
of this initial evaluation is to identify specific charac-
teristieS of the learner. Such assessment defines short



cuts tailoring each program to the person's needs
rather than vice versa. Subsequently, five broad areas
are stressed in a concentrated two-year program beyond
a strong master's degree which included some research
or statistical 'background. First, there are some higher
education courses which develop conceptual and
analytic approaches to organizational and administra-
tive behavior, finance, and 'state coordination to provide
the total institutional perspective. Also inchioded are
elet.tives on students, faculty, curriculum planning
and assessment and a seminar cm "Institutional Re-
search and Planning." Second, the prospective re-
searcher is encouraged to seek a cognate (non-Educa-
tion) background to provide an interdisciplinary focus.
Especially emphasized are professional areas of busi-
ness, economics, public administration, policy studies,
operations research, et.al. Third,"the student must be
thoroughly grouhded in research design and statistics
but with attention to qualitative as well as quantitive
data collection and analysis approaches. Along with
this. opportunity isprovided for 'hands on" experience
with large-scale, computer-based data systems. Fourth,
an internship in an institutional research office or
administrative Office involved in large-scale studies of
higher education allows the student to compare theory
with reality. Finally, the preliminary exam which
requires the student to conceptualize and analyze a
problem in higher education with application to a
specific setting and the -dissertation produces an insti-
tutional researcher who can evolve with the field or
move ,;into a top administrative role in a college o'r-

university.
Professor Johnson. proposed, however, that the

training he approached from a different tack. Stressing
the impact of individuals such as Mager, Saupe and
'Brunner upon his thinking, Johnson stressed that a real
difference exists between learning institutional research
and learning about institutional research. He feels that
the latter is utilized in teaching college administrators
to be aware of the implications of institutional re-
search for their support. However, the goal of the
former is to have students apply existing knowledge
and skills to solve institutional problems. This involves
data collection within a single institution, analysis of
that data relating it to institutional purposes, and
writing course report§ for decision makers. He empha-
sizes the single institution as interinstitutional compari-
sons fall within the purvue of higher education. His
definition of institutional research does not include
training objectives from specific .subject matter, i.e.,
statistics, computer science, higher education, etc.,
although it is vital that the student develop marketable
skills in these areas. It also does not include philosophi-
coalodUcational bases for institutional Te-
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search since they should emerge from the tasks which
the student confronts.

The methodology employed throughout the pro-
gram is to present the student with a series of problem-
solving exercises. These exercises are expressed as
competency-based instructional objectives expressed
in popular educational jargon. The student draws on
his own background and skills to salve the situation
while the instructor remains available to assist the
student. Subsequently, they jointly discuss the sub-
stance of the exercise as well as its broader research
questions and implications. Thus, the primary goal is
to get the student to know how to do institutional
research and, secondarily, to teach him 'something .,

,about institutional research.
Lest the implication be left that a programmed

robot was to be produced, Johnson pointed out that
some of the critical attributes of top caliber researchers
are matters of innate talent. Such things as identifying
fruitful hypotheses, sensitivity to human needs and
frailities, relating findings to the problem, order pri-
orities, forming reasonable value judgments, incorpor-
ating a professional code of ethics within himself, etc.,
are nurtured but their growth potential must be avail-
able. Thus, talented individuals are selected and trained
in specific. skills. The program uses structured tasks
to appraise how far along each person istoward being
ready to do institutional research.

At this point, it is appropriate to call attention
to some of the similarities and differences between
the respective programs. First, the goal of each program
is to prepare a highly competent, sophisticated individ-
ual who can be relied upon to assist decision-makers
in post-secondary education to make more reasoned
and prudent decisions. Second, they both emphasize
that the perSon embarking upon a career in institutional
research either have or develop extensive knowledge
in a cognate area other than education. Especially areas
of economics, public administration, business, public
policy analysis, and finance are stressed since the
day-to-day institutional research operations are center-
ing more 'on such things as cost effective analysis,
program budgeting, needs assessment, etc. Third, both
programs stress that the researcher have a fundamental
grounding in statistics and research design, although
Peterson has his students take specific coursework,
while Johnson feels these skills should emerge within
the student as he confronts specific tasks. This same
means to an end is employed by both to prepare the
student to become aware of the philosophical, social,
and educational evolution of institutional research to
the present state of the art. Fourth, it appears that
Peterson tends to view institutional research primarily
as an art undergirded with a body of technical skills
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while Johnson seems to view institutional research as
an. assemblege of sophisticated skills that is supple-
mented with a sensitivity to the human portion of the
equations. Fifth, although" the positions seem to differ
with regard to teaching institutional research versus
teaching about institutional research, even Peterson
acknowledges that coursework in higher education is
kept to a minimum because such classes tend to talk
about education rather than analyze education itself.
Thus. both seem to stress that there is a foundation
knowledge the researcher needs to have at his disposal
regardless of the way .he approaches the task. Sixth,
they both recognize the benefits of a "hands on"
experience of learning by. doing. Johnson makes this
the cornerstone of his program while Peterson requires
an internship of his students. Finally, both programs
appear to have built-in flexibility lo adjust or adapt
curriculum and training.requirements to the changing
nature and needs of higher education.

With all this similarity, there are some points
of divergence between their_ approaches. Peterson's
program seems to draw upon and adapt the program
more to the skills and needs of the incoming student
while Johnson has all of his students attempt a
common series of exercises based on experiences of
persons already practicing research. Second, Johnson's
progran produced more of a technical specialist 'while
Peterson prepares more of a generalist who approaches
the problem somewhat pragmatically. Finally, Peterson
tends to view institutional research more as a process
while Lohnson sees it as a procedure. The former views
the college or university as in a state of constant
flux and toe researcher must study it in motion while
the latter isolates stable, recurring relationships for
scrutiny.

These programs appear to have different philo-
sophical and methodological bases: How well- do they
work, in the day-to-d'ay duties researchers are asked
to perform? Joe Sutton felt several concrete points
needed to be made. First, he observed, persons shotild
be aware of the value systems that various groups on

'campus bring to a problem. These constraints help
bring perSpective convergeance to a problem even, if
they, don't help resolve y, Thus, the researcher needs
some political awareness to reach concensus among
all parties. Second, decision-maker; often ask.research-
ers to come up with today's answers yesterday. The
researcher has to carry out a "quick-and-dirty" study
that is^not so "dirty." He did not argue against experi-
mental design but the researcher must be able to handle
less than ideal conditions due p5 time and resources.
Third. the researcher often, comes up with lots of
answers; i.e.; 6 inches of computer printout:for which
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there are no defined problems. The researcher, has to
learn to give understandable meaning to data.

Finally, institutional research frequently gives
the least attention to the most important problems.
He cited a continuum of areas of study based on ease
of quantification as follows: Finance, Facilities, Staff,
Students, Programs and Purposes. Institutional research
tends to spend the bulk of its efforts and resources
analyzing finances and gives minimal attention to
purposes. Joe Sutton concluded by proposing that the
researcher begin to spend more time with purposes
and less with the security blanket of quantifiable data.

William Shoemaker postulated that the function
is changing to the ppint that classic preparation modes
no longer fit. The researcher needs to take more of a
systems approach to problem solving. First, he must
deal with comprehensive, detailed data related to insti-
tutional operations, analysis and planning. Second,
he must recognize the interactive nature of intrainsti-
tutional data and, third, the first two must be related
to the outcome or institutional goals.

A second point he stressed was the need to
be aware lof the on-campus psycho-socio-political
ramifications of MIS development. The "process" of
decision-making ',and planning is as important as the
derived information. .

Finally, he pointed out that external reporting
and interinstitutional comparisons will increase al-
though tfie ominous implications traditionally asso-
ciated with it need not occur. Thus, the researcher
needs to become an "extrainstitutional researcher" in
the sense of tieing . aware of general environmental
trends, evaluating cooperative relationships with other
colleges,, and monitoring the activity of state and
federal agencies.

The two-year community/junior colleges pre-
sented some unique problems for institutional research
personnel. Historically,.research endeavors have, with
a few notable exceptions, been carried out in a rela-
tively haphazard manner because the designated person
didn't have an operating budget, support staff, or
authority to initiate 'meaningful, studies. Additional
constraints included the "open-door" philosophy, ex-
treme student mobility, no real concensus on what
data was essential, a paucity of sophisticated computer-
based resource prediction models, an indirect bias
by other segments .of higher -..education `that two-year
colleges couldn't conduct meaningful institutional re-
search and, finally, a lack of institutional commitment
to utilize the results of research and MIS for making
sound administrative.decisions.

However, the Zeitquist of public demand for
predictability, measurability, accountability, and man-
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ageabilitN has modified the image from that of Bob
Cratchet with his green eyeshade and quill pen* to a
modern professional. Such a person needs a funda-
mental grounding in MIS systems design and analysis,
statistics, and a general working knowledge .of com-
puters. It is essential that the researcher at the two-year
college level be able to communicate with the staff at
their level of,background and interest. Initial fears of
the "time and 'motion man," "Chicken 'entrails an-
alyzer," or "walking computer" need t6.' be allayed.
Because institutional research has goals to (1) help
organize thp. college to achieve its Oats, (2) relate
institutiOnai goals with current reality, and (3) tie
plans for the future with-avowed purPdses, it is essen-
tial that the researcher have a broad awareness of the
state of higher education

Three areas for improving institutional research
at the two-year college level were made: First, commu-
nity colleges have to break out of a reactive mode of
problem solYing and incorporate a systematic planning
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'approachbased on empirical information. This includes
employment and formal recognition of the role and
purpose of institutional research within their, insti-
tution. Second, there is an urgent need for in-
service training in the form bf workshops, institutes,
seminars, conferences, etc., to upgrade the back-
ground of those current practitioners. Third, there
needs to be a closer degree and spirit of cooperation
between the university researcher and his two-year

- college counterpart on a professional colleague
basis. While some of the problems are idiosyncratic,
most are common to higher education and there is
little gained by having' each researcher reinvent the
wheel.

The theme of the whole session centered around
a comparison of 'two dominant methods for training
future personnel and focusing attention on. the role
similarities of the two-and four-year institutions. The
fact that the Association recognizes this concern and
"continues to address it in an open forum- is a hopeful
sign.
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