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Preface and Acknowledgements

Public Policv: Issues and Analyses, prepared from selected panel discussions and papers presented during the 14th
Annual Forum in Mayv. 1974, presents analvtical approaches — if not solutions — to the Iinperatives 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 yvear: Carnegie Commission, Committee for Economic Development, National Board of
Graduaté Education, National Council of Independent Cnlleges and Universities, Newman Report, and the Natlonal
Commission on the Fmam ing ot Postsecondary Education.

While last vear's Imperati\ es are not solwd the interdisciplinary research employed by members of the Association
shows promise for the vear ahead. 1 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 rieed 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. Jdmes R. Montgomery. Robert } Parden, Marvin W. Peterson Gloria D. Scott and Gary Stock skillfully
critiqued the contributed papers.

T'am especially vrateful 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
tignre 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 by the whims of a group of gods and
goddesses. whose motivations and actions were as
irratioral 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
g0 hetter.

Mohammed led his followers to believe in the
will of Allah, over which thev 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 can be found in other
human responses to the world. Our Hindu bretheren
todayv 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 hy 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. I have o 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

" pxplanations 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-

Harold Howé I, Ford Foundation

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 Wildavsky'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 doggedlv trving to base its

~actionson rationality, such a view is not reallv accept-
able It is contrary to the spirit of science that has in- -

creasingly dominated our thinking, Somehow we have
to find accommedation ‘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
vonsider, :
In the remaiinder of these remarks I want to offer
4 tew comments that are generally related to this broad
_problem of the gap between the policy analyst and
planner on the onte hand and the implementer, political
leader. administrator on the other. Within the bounds

of the problem T inciude the tendency of the practioners’

of policy science to develop their own’ mystique and the
parallel tendency ot politicians and gdniinistrators to
act as if theyv understood it. Nothing confers status like
seeling to be a padticipant in the newest and niost
fashionable mvsteries!

It is only fair to tell vou lhal these observations
come from a nreiudiced viewpoint. I can lay no caim
to having pepetrated the depths of any social science

disaipling — leave dl()Il(‘ what- are now being called- .

“the policy sciences.” I come at this subject from one
side — that of a persnn whose responsibility it has
"been to decide what to do and to try to get it done,
alwavs with a sense that it would have effects and
usudllv with hopes about what those effects might be,

JIn the course of mv experience [ have employed plan-.

ners and evaluators. bought computers. set up manage-
ment information systems. and listened to a great
deal of talk [ did not understand at all regarding such
matters as cost benefit analvsis. svstems analvsis, pro-
gram budgeting. management by objectives, social indi-
cators, game theory, computer sitnulatiou. and various
other modern counterparts of lhe ancient chicken en-
trails. - _

In the course of these experiences, | have en-

“countered a large nuinber of persons who shared my
Among them have been state and citv .

perplexities.
officials responsible for education planning, governors
of states. mavors, congressmen and senators, state
legislators, heads of federal and state departments and
agencies, college and universit presidents, officials of

. foreign governments ranging from prime ministers to

lesser bureaucrats. and a verv large number of intelli-
gent. well-informed. reasonabily well educated citizens
in various walks of life who are not directly responsible
for actions and policy except in their roles as citizens,
which they care about and want to discharge effectively,
[ feel quite certain that were this group of assorted per-
sons [ have listed assembled in one place and asked to
give some answers to questions like the following their

Q
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responses would rauge across- a wide spectrum as
would their confidence in them: :

— What is cost benefit analysis, and can it help
ine 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 from 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-
tumr, 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

and decision making that we are discussing here, but
also about the scientific validity of the sclutions to
human problems ti.at 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 Virginia. In that
seat of learning, the Federal Mass Transportation Ad-
ministration has expended some $57 million » inter-
connect the three campuses of the state ur .versity
with a computer controlled electric transit line 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 realin 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 to'buy individi... golf carts for,

students and professors in the hope tl.at some use can
be made of the two mile concrete “gu1dewav" 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 ou - problems, as should the San Francisco
subway the the Concorde airplane — that magnificent
machine that wi.l get a person across the Atlantic in
about half the tine for ten times the cost.

"knowledge, not just about the new tools of planning .
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Of course planners can’t be held responsible
for technological failure — that belongs to the engi-
neers. But thev might be expected to ask some 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 planners: and policy
analysts, those who are trving to foresee the outcomes
of new departures using scarce resources, are no more
equipped to deal with the engineers than the adminis-
traturs, 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 inevitablv 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. It's encugh
to make one nervous about that future! )

But before vou 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 atfairs. While I can't presume to give you an
authoritative picture of the current scene, I can give you
some impressions. Thev add up to the view that there
is more common-gense in the worlds of planning and
policy studies today than there was a few vears 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 generallv. 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
working.

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
file that categorized all his appropriations in traditional
fashion, the way the Congress acted on them, while
talking learnedly to Bureau of the Budget officials

PR Y
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HEW tried to bury this report

advantaged children by

Harold Howe II

- [

“about the new cross cutting categories found .in the

PPBS svsteni. .

This charade was not hard to play, and 1 for
one rather enjoyved it. Every once in a while it provided
a valuable insight. For example, by using the PPBS
categories”’HEW found out how nuch it was doing in
the area of early childhood educaiion —- something it

might never have known through the standard rubric of /

the appropriations procedure.

I recall also during the same vears the delivefy
to the Con sress of what was reported.to be the largest
scale, social science study that had ever 'been doge. It
was called Equality of Educational’ Opportunityy/it cost
close to $3,000,000; and it was planned and/ 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 9ffects of various
school factors on learning. . /

There have been various al{egations made that
Because one interpre-
tation of its findings might cast,a shadow on the useful-
ness of Federal efforts tb_d(;sé:gregate the schools and
on parallel efforts to imprg4e the opportunities of dis-
umping more Federal funds
into the schools. 1 dod't think that these allegations
are correct, although/l am quite willing to agree that
there was considerable hanky panky in HEW about
the writing of the summary report., Part of this came
about because/few people could understand what the
sav and how it arrived at its conclusions; -
part of it developed because various parties in HEW,
realizing that the suinmary was the only part of the
docu){ent anyone in a policy deciding position would
or £ould 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. 1 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, Chicego, and other universities in a
private meeting without the press and asked them to
advise me on one question; “What should the Federal
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Goverment do that was different from what it was
doin}g as a result of the Coleman findings?”

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 vou probably know. this
research evolved in the form of a vear long seminar at
Harvard chaired by Patrick Movnihan. The seminar
resulte.d in a book by Moynihan and Mosteller review-
ing the methodology and the findings.

I shall add t8 this tale only one point. It is that
the most useful statement I know about the so called
“Coleman Report” was ‘written bv Gerald Grant, a
newspaperman who has turned social scientist. We
need more like him. In the Harvard Education Review
of February 1972 vou will find his review of the book
bv Movnihan and Mosteller. Here is a quotation from
it: e :

What we have after five vears 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
reanalvsis of the Coleman data. gives little
cause for optimism about the capability of
social science to provide very clear guidance

to policv 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 analvsis tend to be much exaggerated in
their significance when theyv 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 Sociaty 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 dene. 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
taunched in numerous cities oniyv to flounder in the
morass of politics and bureaucracy. Vast new energies

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

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 that 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 likelv to hold that distinction for a long time.

_ Realism About What isPosﬁble

Yet in spite of this ballooning of activities and
institutions, I believe that we are headirg 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 analysic are
being quite hard headed and realistic about what’s
possible. In the December 28, 1973 issue of Science,
Aaron Wildaviky, Dean of the Graduate School of
Public Policy ai 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 assessment is estab-
lished by mandate of Congress; management
by objectives is enshrined in the Office of
Management and Budget; research on social
indicators ‘grows apaece; 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 n:echanisms for bene-
fiting from their own mistakes.

This statement by Dean Wildavsky 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 Wildavsky 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
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mll give vou some of the flavor:

The view from the top is éxhilerating. Dl-
.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. Hb-z)

" Qur 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)

Ano@her sobering account hy 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
heln of the latest theoretical techniquer.” Let me quote
again to give somne sense of thls political scientist's
reserv atlons

" 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 rot scientific in the com-
monly accepted sense. Unfortunately, these
are political questions, such as ‘What should
the goals of the city be?’ ‘What- should poli-
ticians do about them?' ‘o 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 lamerd. (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
vou the word from the mountain, and then
.8et out before they have to get any of the
consequences of what they are going to do

i

v
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. 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
ihe 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 Wildavsky and others like them
are, not complete skeptics about using social science
and its new tools of analysis to help flgure 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 1972, 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 developed are methods for aiding

- this disciplinary. development, not for such
externally imposed irritants as the evaluauon
of public policies. .

‘As clinching evndence 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 ycu with the thoughts of
Norman G. Anderson, Professor of Science and Manage-
merit 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.
thorotfghness- and originality.” The report gréw frori
the discovery that a large city's symphony orchestra
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was not eost-effective — a problem that was studied
by an independent investigator from a government
agency. 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 time:,The fault is partly in®the
choice of musis. Using a simple computer
program, it was possible to score musical
programs tor degree of involvement for
vach player and to choose programs on this
basis. This has resulted in a Musician Partici-
pation Tmprovement 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 ewdence of
* modern technology and of modern manage-
ment principles it our &rchestras. The pic-
.wlo clearly needs to be redesigned. and no

i—.w dltempls appear to have been made to im-

prove violin design since the last century.
However. the most immediate improvements
- are to be had by applying modern ‘manage-
ment expertise te orchestral direction: '
There is one specialty that appears to
- be inshort supply, however, and that there-
" fore demands a_high salary, which contri-
. . butes greatly to cost. This specialty is con-
: ducting. f 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
‘areé no good tests on this vocation. Training
programs whould therefore be encouraged
and‘should teach the essentials in this field
once thev have been catalogued. That will
take sume time, however. For the present,
we need new and innovative soluticus such
as the one I propose here. Time-motion and
- eve-movement studies confirm ‘my obser-
vation tFat conductors are able to fix visually
different performers at precnsel(’ defined
times and then make sweeping gestures in
their direction. In a previous study, I found
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
nbject’in that plaver’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,

.

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 vears. 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, suggestmgv'
that either could serve as the other. -
If any further evidence is needed that the hlgh

" 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-
catiro a real shift in values. As evidence of such a
shii. 1 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 amohng 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 scnence will solve our
problems for us.

- Lest this discussion give the 1mpressxon tAhat g
am against social scientists, or good managemen& prac-
tice, or thoughtful and systematic - analysis ;0f 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 tifhe, I join the skeptics (whom I

have quoted) from the world of social science in the
belief that these dlsmplmes 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 :ight
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 or the United
States Congressi lend themselves to-ultimate resolution
by social science analvses. :

One way to describe this state of atfairs is to
say that we are continuing to follow the irrational ele-
ments that are so strong among us. Such a-judgermnent
implies that some combination of emotional feeling and
philosophical or religious belief . is more -significant
in" human affairs than reasoned positions based on
fact. Another wav to characterize the situation is to
sav that ‘the socdial sciences are in their infancy. that
theyv aren't really readv to act as the determminants of
what we should do 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. T take the position that

the larger the issue the more likelv it is to be loaded
~with value considerations in which social science will
“not be'at honre. Whether or not the

Federal Government
should provide "major funding for the support of
public  and private schools and colleges in the United
States s a very broad guestion that is heavilvy value
laden. To some degree. attempts to answer the question
can beilluminated by evidence produged by econ-
omists, political stientists and others. Biit the ultimate
political decision that had to be 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
ot other more explicit,' more detailed. and somewhat
less value laden issues that lend themselves in mgnfh-
cant wavs to exploration by social scientists-and that
ought not to be«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 thev do so at their peril and some-
times with negative results and more unforseen prob-
lems than are necessary .

This is Aot an effort to ‘sav that the pr()per

_ place of social scientists is'in dealing with the insigni-

ficant issues. That is clearlv not true. Very -large
aquestions about our tax svstem, for examplé. can best

be illuminated by the work of economists. But the value -

guestions 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 Svstem.
This should not deter the economists. It should just
make them simultaneously more argumentative and

- more humble.

Most of vou work in colleges and universities

EA
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and vou are trving 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 monev to such
elaborate possibilities as creating computer simulations
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-
Iy crosses vour horizons every dav. Economic analvsis
may identifv a small grecup 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 universitv-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 distipction even if Talcott Parsons and hlS-

descendents were removed from their number. -

By way of copstructive 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 nothmg more
than an audience of other social scientists, no one from
outside that realm can legitimately complain. Bui such
studies should be mostly those that are concerned
more with the development of the discipline than with
promoting changes in pplicy or in the use of public.

- resources. .

s 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 (rénslator who can ac-
cutdately and sensibly turn it into a document that
communicates with lavmen. 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 thev 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

supported by the Ford Foundation entitled Exploring
Energy Choices. T 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

»

O
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set of cor. vlex. interrelated issues in a fashion that will-

the recent publication by the Energy Policy Project

assist a large number of people to think about them
more rationally. .

There is another side Qb this discussion, and
I wouldn't be surprised if it wag on the minds of some
of you. It is, perhaps, reasonable to ask whether poli-
ticians and administratdrsr.an_d_ college presidents and
other functionaries who ci#oices you want to illuminate -
and whose management you.want to improve shouldn’t

- learn something about the policy sciences and about

15

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.

e
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Peter P. Muirhead

THE CHANGING FEDERAL ROLE IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Peter P. Muirhead, 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 vour 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 yeu 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

vou forget  where 1 work, I must also add that“the»v
‘executive 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 vears 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
mgajor new dimensions of Federal concern and broad

new relationships with postsecondary institutions. It

mav very well be that this legislation will provide

. an affirmative answer to one vital question: Can the

Federal government contribute significantly to helping
our postsécondary institutions become more effective
in attaining national educétion 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

‘impact of the Federal interest on such important na-

tional objectives as access, choice and opportunity

but that at the same time pgovide 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 ort institutions cannot be ascer-
tained because the budget requests seeking to trans-

. natlonal strategy for hlgher education.

- it is historic in other major respects.

late some of its important authorizations into appro-
priaiions 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, 1 woulq like to review brelﬂy the hlgh-
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 pames worked
very hard to produre ,

Second, I would like to explore W1th 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

s

" 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. provides
authority for an unprecedenied 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 taw provides that dl(l to students enrolled
in postsecondary institutions be expanded and re-
directed to assure that every student be eligible for a
combination of federal grants, work opportunities-and
loans sufticient to make up the difference between
their college costs and what their families are able
to contribute. These provisions are aimed at closing
the cost gap tor low 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 th~ Congress
includes $1.8 billion for student aid — an increase of
million over EY 1974, Translated into much
more jmportant statistics. this means that about 4
million students will receive "assistance during the
1475-76 “college vear.as compared with 2.7 million
receiving assistance this vear,

The Congress also endorsed a new federal role
in egcowraging and t(u.xhtdtmg reform andsinnovation
thraughout postsecondary education. The Fund for the

~Imiprovenmient 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. abilitiss. and interest of the incoming students.
The budgel 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 opportunity torall.

A New Research Effort -

.In establishing the Nationai 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
health budget and 10 percent of our defense budget.
The expectation was expressed that NIE, when fully
developed, would be an important element in the na-
tion's educational svstem, 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

presidentiallv-appointed director and a distinguished.

national research council. Its mission is to undertake a
svstematic national effort to make education more
effective at ail 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-

Qo
I

pensatory programs to developing broader and more
5
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-university.

percent of our

sensitive measurements of learning and ways to em- -

plov 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
' Congress has affirmed the
Institute and the purposes envisioned for it,

As you consider vour agenda of priorities for
institutional research, I would suggest that vou con-
sider ways in which yvou 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 aml.onhes i the
law does not begin to describe their significance. Nor

" does .a recitation of their potential fundmg levels,

estimated to total somewhere between $18 and $20
billion. Here a word of caution is in order: the gap
between funds authorized and funds appropriated is
almost destined to be verv large,, particularly in the
initial stages of implementing new legislation and in
the face of the many other pressing priorities facmg
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. legistation — equal
educational opportunity, institutional reform and re-
search to make education move effective’ are now in
place and are being given priority consideration in the

President’'s FY 1975 budget requests now before the B

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 enricht our lives
and strengthen our society will also be in place.

What more is there to be said of the significance
of the hew law? What of 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
implicaiiong of a technical change in the law making
half-time students, and students'in vocational or pro-
prietary” postsecondarv institutions, equally eligible
for all higher education student aid provigions. 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

taxpayvmers would help pick up the tab. At the same
time, a working man attending college at night, or a

.

need for the -
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high sehool graduadte tinding it necessary to enroll less
than tull time or preterring to learn an honest trade at
a business school or sonie other less than collegiate,
level, had to make it on his own without federal
assistance. In petrospect. it is hard to describe this as
sound national policy, and the change is eminently
desirable. :

What will be the effect of this new policy as well
as providing aid directly to students? Hopefully they
will be able to ‘make sounder career choices. h()pvtull\
this will medan a strengthened sense of purpose in all
postsecondary students, whatever kind ot institutions
and their programs, and therein lies the real challenge
tor improving postsecondary education.

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

. diversity throughout the total structure of postsecon-

darv education. To introduce institutional reforms
«h-sn,ned to expand individual ()pp()rtumtu's tor enter-
m;, and reentering institutions and pursumu programs
of study tailored to individual needs. Clearlvithe design
here is to effect tar mare 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
d\dlldhl(' in d[)[)[‘()pl‘ldt(’ forms to public and private
agend 1es

ﬂ\n\\‘. the new act (l(ms not solve all of our
problems. In fact, it creates some. The new act contains
some pittalls which could. with insufficient attention,

“lead to the-imposition of unwanted controls on the

education communitv. The so-called “bailout™ provi-
sion for institutions in critical financial distyess is a
case in point. for it invites the Federal government to
establish standards bv which the Federal government
could decide which institutions should survive, and
which should be allowed to die. . “@

But such a potential danger should be w arning
enough. Its very existence should serve to alert the
community against unwanted inroads on
academic freedom. Undue federal control is unlikely
to ‘ocour as long as the aCademic community is.deter-,
mined to resist it and our record in that regard is a good
one.

We rieed 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.

Peter P. Muirhead

outside the office of education — in detense, 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 recogunizes. 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-han'd?dly as pos-
sible. A policy that is being replicated in a variety. of
wayvs in 36 states. A lack of personal tunds has been

effectivelv removed as a reason for anvone to be denied

whatever level of postsecondary education they may
be qualified to seek. The need for federal support and
encouragement of insitutional research has been recog-
nized and present budget requests. although far from
ddequate underscore thg importance of the priorities

to the nation's welfare.

~

I opened these remarks by underscoring the
“timeliness of vour working session in relation to the
federal budgettary and legislative process.” It is also
an opportune time for vou to be about the business of
contributing to better understanding of national-priori-
ties — because we now have on stream, as vou know,

fewer than six major feports by eminent national

groups — each making a worthy contribution to that
disqussion. T refer, of course,
Carnegie Commission. committee for Economic Devel-
opment, National Board of Graduate Education, Na-
tional Council of Independent Colleges and Univer-
sities, the Newmah Report anl the. National Com-
rmssmn on Financing OfP()stsecondar\ Education.

"On this score, I would hope, that in addition
to carrving forward vour exeinplary role of adding to
the storehouse of knowledge, that your priorities would
also include an analvsis of the recommendations in
these reports and how well they
objectives for postsecondary education identiffed in
the national commission on financing of postsecondary
gducation report — objectives’ which were implieity

‘or explicitly in agreement in each of the reports.

Finally. while wearing vour A.LR. policy hats
you have been instrumental in helpmg to build a
healthier higher education enterprise. In _vourpapaclt_v
as acknowledged leaders in higher education I would

hope that vou would insist on a voice in implementing -

this landmark legislation and to 'maintain watchful
oversight of the way jn which its provisions are carried
out. The extent teo which it realized its vast potential
will depend not only -on the executive and legislative
hranches of the Federal government, but even more
so on the higher education community itself.
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CAN WE GET MORE FROM HIGHER EI)UCATION FOR OUR MONEY?

Most of us in institutional research have spent
a goad part of the last several vears 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
inetficiency 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 theyv do.

The repeated assumption by the working bees
“ovutside the higher education beehive geems .to be thal
the academic

it, thev cannot respond with a simple opposing assump-
tion that higher education is different from industry
and is etficient in its own context. The key question 15
Can we reasonablv and reelistically expect to get mote
trom higher education for. our money? Institutional
researchers are probably the right target for this ques-
tion. If we have spent ir share of our recent
pmhwslmml lives grap pln\')u'th the problem and we
- cannot afswer the question, then who can? If any
group should have the necegsary insights then insti-
tutional researchers should. s

* However, like the doctoral student in the middle
ot a dissertation, I now wish I had selected another
topic. My reasons are the same as the doctoral student’s.

To get the subject down to manageable size, it is
necessary to cqncentrate on only a few of the most
important aspects. Then in the course of analvzing
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 svstems of pertinent phenomena - which
cannot possibly be covered -adequately. In short, I find
it impossible to excise this question from othér search-
ing questions about the universe, and needless to say
I find it erquallv impossible to analvze the universe.

So. again like the coctoral student, I have written
something which leaves ample room for
bv others.”

drones on the inside could do a lot
better if thev would only get down to work and apply’
some of the efficiency methods and measures of the -
wsutside world. If educators are to be objective about -

‘investigation «
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" finally “we”

Donald C. Lelong, University of Michigan

oy
To know whether or not we can get more from
higher education for our money, one mast first know
who “we’ are, and then ask, more of what? — and
finally ask, whose monev? “We,” collectively, include
at least students and parents, Federal, state and local
government decision makers, private benefactors, and
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 mcre educa-
tional services. ' » ’
~ According to Alexander Astin's most recent
survey, students most frequently want to develop

_greater self understanding and an adequate philoéo'phy

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 forit: s
_ Faculties want protectlon from interference in
the pursuit of 4ruth 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
facdlty living stdndards in the face of accelerating
mfla\\lon
. Collectively the Federal, state, “and local
triumyjrate of governmental officials -expects higher

" education to supply the skilled manpower which will

ensure hational econoniic growth and national security.
Government at all levels looks to higher education for
help in \he sofution 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 cannot survive.
- As a matter of social justice, government looks to higher

éducation to help implement its objective of mass
higher education -— or more accurately, universal
access to post-secondary education. And finally, govern-
ment officials’ express more vociferously than others
the desire to get more from higher education for tht
money.
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Educators have long been, frustrated by the
difficulty of satistving. their many and diverse constit-
uencies. Suffice it to sav here that a dramatic break-
through. which would permi' us to serve all for less,
is simplyv not in sight. If higher education continues
its commitment to satisfving all the demands. of the
collective “we."” then the public can expect an increas-
ing fraction of its income to be devoted to higher
sducation. Nevertheless, the answer to the original
question almost has to be. “Yes, we can get more from
the resources devoted to higher education,” because
in virtuallyv every complex human institution there
are wayvs to improve performance, even if only mod-
estly. The trickis to find the wavs and implement
them. Recent literature on the subject is replete with
recommendations. Ten which are frequentl\ cited are
these:

1. Emphasize a varietv of t’ducational opti'ons for
hmgh schoel graduates. and encourage those who
don't reallv want to be in colleg,t, not to go, or to
- leave.
Increase the retention rate among student's who
do want the college experierice and can pr()ﬁt from
it.
3. Do more and bette.r»;manpower planning;:

[

then

match academic program enrollments to antici- .

pated needs for skiled manpower.
Accelerate and integrate instructional curricula.
3. Develop more consortium agreements and ()ther
torms of inter-institutional cooperation.
6, .\Lcelerate the development and use of educational
ur informclti(mal technology.
Adopt a vear-round (alendar to make better use
of physical plant. '
8. Make faculty members teach
“back into the classroom.”
9. (ltilize economies of scale and other analvtical
concepts to. arrive at more optlmdl levels of opera-
tion.
Allocate more of the resources of hlgher educaticn
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

more: put them

these four are of more than average interest to insti- -

tutinnal researchers.
1. The allocation of more resources directly to stu-
den'zs rather than to institutions.

te

more.

3. The use of analvtical touls
optimal lev els of operation.

4. The acceleration and integration of academic
programs. ‘

to arrive at more

The ‘prospect of making faculty mﬁmbers tea(h)

e

Donald C. Lelong

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.
his address to this Association last vear, Howard Bowen
stated that his particular scheme, **. . .~derives in part
from the economist’s iraditional love affair with the
market as an allocator of resources.”? 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 highes
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¢¢ 3 If cost effectiveness is defined in terms of
response to student priorities, then a shift of at least
some governmental fuhding from payment to insti-
tutions to payment to students is in grder.

_ Unfortunately, plans which would fund students
(who in turn would fund .institutifns) are ‘often
challenged not .on their own merits, but on_giounds
that such plans would increase student fees. Most oppo-

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 that 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 seekii, 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-

In’

4

. nents of increased - fees accompanied by increased

A

cent policy statement adopted ﬁy 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 uition without relief.
Already existing pledges of aid”to help low-income
students are woefully underfunded.”* 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 sngmﬁ-
cautly, in the internal distribution of resources. Ample

™ . 13
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evidence suguests that individuals learn in ditferent.

wavs and that even a single mdividual does not learn
all subjects in the same wav. Yet the undergraduate
Bras virtuallyv no good means of getting an academic
department or college to use the instructional methods
which do the job best for him or her. For example,
the student has no wav of distributing his tuition so
that he can get high-cost tutorial help in contemporary
poetin, which he finds ditficult, in exchange ftor a
fow-cost. large lecture in mathematics which he finds
easy. 1 academic departments were to offer varving
amounts of personalized attention, ditfferentially priced,
then the learners could distribute their fee monies in
a manner which would bring torth a better institutional
response to their learning styles. The learner could
got a great deal of help in one subject and pursue
another almost independently. There would be sub-
stantiallv more incentive than there is now for the

academic department to allocate faculty” and dther

instructional resources to their most productive use.
This departmental management technique, known as
internal” pricing. is currestly. employved in large indus-
trial corporations. Although the obstacles (o successful

implementation in an academic environmert are formi-

dable. to sav the least, the potential benefits are also
areat. For a provocative analvsis of the possibilities of
internal pricing, I urge vou to read. “Internal Pricing
Within the Universitv: A Conference Report™ edited
by David Breneman and published by the University
ot Galitornia»

Putting Professors " Back into the Classroom™

“ Turning to the prospects of more faculty teach-
iy, a rash ol recent measures has sought to ensure
that we get more for our money out of college and
university tacuities. During the last several years.

legislation in the States of Florida. Michigan, Ohio

and Washingtun has specified faculty teaching loads.
Similar legislation was passed in the State' of New York
but vetoed by the "Governor. The clear implication
is that college and university facalty members do not
do as much teaching as thev shguld, and accompanying
that implication is an apparently widespread belief

that professors have a relatively soft life. Thev only -~

work mifie months a vear, and while theyv are working
they are onlv in the classroom a few hours per week.
In spite of the fact that an occasional professer does
not earn his monev. the proposition that we shall get

more cost-effective education by putting faculty mem-’

bers into the classroom more hours per wesk is largely
misguided and ermonenus. ‘

First. tur thuse who are willing to examine it,

thare is overwhelming evidence that professors work

rqually long or longer hours than their professional

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 comies 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 bv more .objective time. studies. To give just
one example. a study by the National Academy of
Sciences indicates that scientists emploved in academic

institutions consistently worked about five hours more,
-per week than did scientists in non-acadeniic jobs.t

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
given additional classes_to teach. he or she does not
spend proportionately more time on instruction but
nierely distributes a slightly greater amount of time
among more classes and mor e students. If this evidence

- is*supported by further investigation, institutional Tre-

searchers might then conclude that imposing increased
course loads upon faculty actually results in their
devioting less time and attention to instruction on a
per-student basis, This, 1 believe, is contrary to the
intent of the state legislators. who have enacted laws
specifving teaching loads.”

Actually, clock-hour teaching loads in this
country’s major doctoral-degree- gxammg_, and research
universities have declined substantially during the last
10 vears ar so. One of the Carneg_,le Commission reports
estimates ‘that median classroom hours per week for
faculties in these umversmes have declined from about
15 to 7, or by about 53¢ 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 infermation 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 faculties in post-
Sputnik vears. 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 universitics and colleges,
{defined to exclude the major research and dectoral
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
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‘ Proposals run the gamut,

about 387 . In two-vear

week, or
colleges, the relative decline is even less — from an

1~ hours per
average of 1712 to about 14%2 classroom hours per
week. or approximmatelv 17 So there does appear to
he a rather abvious. inverse relationship between the
time a professor spends in the classroom and his obli-
sations to graduate justruction and research.

These observations with respect to faculty teach-

iny loads are not'meant to deny some cogent arguments '

which can 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 theé same
reledse time trom classroom obligations for the sake
of research. Nor should all, or even most, institutions
of hizher education include graduate instruction and
basic researclf among their primary goals and objec-

tives. Those goals, adopted toe often by too many
institutions. promise to encourage misallocation of

taculty energies in a costly and ineffective manner.
On ‘the other hand. it's ecrroneous and mis-
teading to think that. as a general proposition, we can

gel more in total out.of higher education by requiring

-(l)”(“’t‘ and university faculties to spend .more time
in the classroom. Most of them already work as hard
and spend as many or more hours on the job as do
other contributing members of our society, Given the
environment in which théy work, professors

of their time. and forcing them to spend more of it in
formal instruction might well result in dctud]l\ reduc-
ing the }n-r-stu(lent time they devote to the instructional
part of their jobs. '

¢

Optima! Levels of Operation

An()lhvr of the 10 recommen(latlons which is
receiving growing attention is that concerning adjust-
ments ‘in: size to attain optimal levels of operation.
from adjusting the size of
entire institutions. to adjusting individual class sizes.
Many institutions are too small to be efficient, so the
reasoning goes. and we could get more for bur money
if -thev were to enroll more students.
cost of providing some of the essential services, such
as librarv and student services, the president’s office.
dIl(l the athletic program could be spread over greater
numbers at less cost to each. At the same time. larger
warollments would justifv a greater variety of services
at acceptable cost levels. There is increasing evidence
that this argument has merit. and we in institutional
tesearch 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

.

are’
probably the best judges of the proper distribution

That “way the

[\

Donald C. Lelong

on the subject reported by the Carnegie Commission,
cost per fulldime-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®
statement could be made with respect to most curri-
cular sequences and degree programs,

Analvsis 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-
quirements and cost effects of altering input and output

variables of &'given department or degree program.

Actually the age-old questions about appropriate_
class size focus on just one facet, perhaps the most
crucidl facet, of the optlmum -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 dverage class size than,jo any of the other
factors making up direct cost. The reason is easily
discernible. Variation among class sizes fromn depart-
ment to department and college te 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 10 as
a means of getting more instructional service for the
institufional dollar. Nor.would he propose,, with grow-
ing faculty unionization, that professors spend more
hours per week in the classroom. However he might

the average number of students per class by only
two or three. That has typically been the least painful
way to reduce teaching 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 51gmﬁcant rela-
tionship exists between the number of students in the

#lass and performance on examinations on the subject

matter. Nevertheless psychologist William McKeachie,
in what is perhaps the most comprehensive review of
all such studies; drew three basi¢ conclusions: (1) 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 to be superior when problem-solving capacity
and . changes in attitude were used as the mde\( of
learning.®
~Une of the promising features of 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 studenis fec! about the cost-effectiveness of large
and small classes in terms of their own ability to learn
from them. We might find that they disagree quite
radicallv with wur predominant modes of instruction
and even our over-all allocation of instructional re-
sources. While manv attempts have been made to
evaluate the effect of large and small classes on student
learming. these studies have typically ignored the
relationship of learning effectiveness to cost. and much
still remains to be discovered about that relationship.
In anv event, the essential task remains that of finding
- the vptimal scale of operation, whether it's an -insti-
tution, a program. department, or class. If the solution
doosn’t take both the cost and effect sxdes 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. theré is nevertheless the strong possxblht\
that some universities have far exceeded the scale
most conducive to optimal use "of resources. There
appears to be less hard data to support the accusation
of over-expansion.
persilasive. nevertheless. As a college or university
‘grows, it tends to take on-neyobligations and new
objectives which proliferate it programs and under-
mine not only the quantitative advantages but also
the qualitative advantages of doing a limited number
of substantial things well. Not onlv in universities but
‘in- all organizations, as the number of functions grows
<0 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.
trative control become confused:and muddled. Organi-
- zational complexity runs bevond the capacity of any

group of iop executives to comprehend it, and the.
institution suffers from lack of clearly artitulated direc-

tinn and process. The dinosaur’s cumbersome body out-
grew the capacity of his cerebral communications svs-
tem to cope -with it. and this inndte limitation applies
not onlv to big government and the big (()rp()rdtlon but
to the big universitv as welk

Another explanation of the declmm;, effective--

ness -of oveggrown institutions is advanced by Johrl
Galbraith in his most recent hook.! Professor Galbraith
claims that as institutions increase in size and in power
thev tend to turn inward serving themselyes instead

«
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but some of the arguments are

Comimunication and adminis- -

of the society they were created to serve. The accretion
of additional resources can be accomplished maore
easily by exerting power and influence and by using
connectians 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 eof
justifications: based on more and better edutational
service. . v

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 proposed
and some implemented, to accelerate ‘and integrate
curricular “programs. Distinction between the two
terms is ambiguous, because most curricular modifica-

“lions 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 feduce costs if, and the conditibnal

word is important, if that mtegranon 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 vear of substantial material covered in hlgh

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-vear bachelor’s

and the Ph.D. respectively. From the student’s view-
point, such acteleration can reduce costs dramatically.

“‘Not only is it likely t6" 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 meember of the labor force.
"Similar ciaims ‘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 oiferings holds promise.

~ So far, the evidence indicates that integrated *
and accelerated curricula can gut costs, but that'is only

.




learning-experience? To the extent that second-time-
around courses and learning experiences do not inipart
greater  depth of understanding. thev probably do
represent relatively unproductive use of educational
energies. 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

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 under;.,radudte and
medical school training in five to seven years versus
the traditional eight.!t Perhaps vour reaction is simi-
lar to mine — of all the programs in which we might
experiment with acceleration. prudence suggests this
as vne of the last. Frankly, when it comes to my family
phxsm‘ul I'd rather have a slow learner than a
tive-year wonder. *

Acceleration of the medical school program,

or any other academic program must be based either

_ on the proposition that students can ahd will increase.

L the sspeed with uhl(h thev acquire skills and absorb

- knowledge. or that sume of what they are now learmnﬂ

is not worth the cost of teaching it to them. If neither

of these propositions holds, then acceleration” of -pro-

grams represents merelv an attempt to cut €osts 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
secondarv attentien 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 msututlonal researcher. The fate of future
ueneratmnc is almost certainly miore education rather
than iess. This is the Tnstor\ of our society and its

are already the product of accelerated secondary edu-
cation. Both our high school and college age groups
seem to be nnder 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 ta which the whole process can be Lompd(ted
and accelerated even further should be closely exam-
t ined lest we uo too far in the name of efflcilencv.

s
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halt of the equation. What about the product — the

certainly . limit to the rate at which human beings

prospect for the future, Many of today’s college students .

. 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- -

tation the three pound human brain can. absorb in
aday.a month,- or a year.

Conclusmns ' ‘

So mug:h for mtegratlon and acceleration of
instructional curricula. Forty minutes is barely ade-
quate even to scratch the surface of these issues, but
1 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 Bowgn s
. address last year, an inherent difficulty resides in

allegations about efficnency 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
compromlses, it is hard to understand; it fully pleases
no one; it is likely to change through gradual evolution,
not through radical departures.!?

Nevertheless, 1 believe some useful gene\allza—

tions can be made about the four recommendations

discussed. First, the reallocation of a portion ofygovern-
ment funding from Institutional support to direct

“student. suppert holds the promise 'of more effective

resaurce 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
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.

bureancrativ. regulation which is ‘not capable of re

Returning to the o‘rig,inal Question, the answer
allocating faculty resources in any meaningful wav. ° still has to be: Yes, wgwan get more from the resources
Finally, the poteatial effects of integrating and accelera- devoted to higher education. In virtually every complex
ting academic programs defv easy diagnosis. While institution there are ways to improve performance,
some programs night, be made more cost-effective

Through persistent,
others would merelv' be devalied, vielding a zero or
negative et benelit.

often frustrating analy51s, we in
institutionat researcli are beginning to find them.
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PANEL DISCUSSION ON THE RECGMMENDATIONS OF THE
NATIONAL COMMISSION ON THE FINANCING OF POSTSECONDARY
EDUCATION: THE POLITICAL AND THE ANALYTICAL

FRED TAYLOR: May  .ave vour attention, please.

_ Our evening session features one of the most
interesting topics that we have had during this meeting.
Probably mo topi¢ is of ‘more interest to us at this
puint than the Hnancing of postsecondarv- education.
and we do lm\e bv having the ineeting here, the

" advantage of hd\ms., aeople whu have worked very
. 11’)5&‘1\
. worked with and on the Commission that sp(msored

and particularly three sentlemen who have
‘ms study.

The Clairman who will chair the panel to-
nizht is Vice-Chancellar ot Vanderbilt Universitv. He

“has had experience with' NCHEMS, with various gther |

groups, and he is still very active in the association
at WICHE. ! am going to present him and he will
present to vou the other panel members. '

At this time it gives me great pleasure to present
to vou Mr. Ceorge Kaludis of Vanderbilt Unjversity.
George. [Applduse.) : -
GEORGE KALUDIS (Vice-Chancellor for Operations
and Fiscal Planning, Vanderbiit 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 sure it's going too well. (Laughter,) Ladies and
gentleme...
that the vears 1973 and ¢ were not the best for Greeks
in Washington. (Laughtery Eirst of all, Secretary of
Commerce Pete Peterson rgn afoul of the Administta-
tion. Secondly. Vice President Agnew ran afoul of his
past. And finally. Brademas and Kdludis were ap-

pointed to the National Commission on the Financing ”

of Posisecondary Education. Tn true equal-opportunity
form. however, we allowed some names like Lawrence
and Weathersby to slip in somehow.” For 14 moiths
the Conmimission 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 plaved important
roles in the conception, work, and’. outputs of the
gmup. In a time when one tends to be cvnical about

in the rvav of introduction, I should say.

Fred ). Taylor, University of Arkansas
Iniversity

George Kaludis, Vanderbilt T
Juhn Brademas, U.S. House of Representatives
‘George Wt'athe'xsln Harvard University

the state of the national government, I was strongly
impressed by the energy and ability of the Comunis-
siou’s Congressional members,

Congressman John Brademas of Ii.Jiana’s Third
District served on the Conference Committee which
spawned the Coinmission. 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-termi Congressmnan with 15 vears of
service on the Education and Labor Comiittee, Chair-
man of the Select $ubcommittee 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 ¢ { accumulated pmb €ins.
George Weathersby, however, bit the bullet and became
the Commission’s Associate Director and Director of
Research. He had already been guardantezd a chal-

lenging vear as a White House Fellow but consented.

to serve the Commission, v ]
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 comypiled an impressive track
record as a member of the NCHEMS Technical Council,
as Director of the Ford ‘?esearch Program in University
'Admlmstratlon at the Urn'versity of California, and now
serves as a lecturer on education at Harvard's Graduate
School of Educatnon Two very qualified people..
, Conoressman 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

n : _
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such a dvnamie duo but will try to make some contri-
butiwn. We will take questions and comments at the
concliusion of our remarks. And might I sayv we did try

* to wet Dave Cowens and Kareem Abdul-Jabbar to be

here with us tonight but thev had another engagerent.

~John. would vou please start. ’
JOHN BRADEMAS (U. 8. House of Representatives,
Indianal: Thqnk vou very much, George.

At the outset. let me sav how grdtmedl am to

have bLeen presented to vou b_\ myv friend George
Kahudis. [ am pleased for two reasons. First, without
anv question,
persons in shaping the work of the Commission and
drew on his own experience at Vanderbilt and else-

where in contributing significantlv to the final product,
Second, I am delighted because. as the Greeks sav, we

are patriotes. And, while 1 appreciate George's obser-
vations with respect to some. of the fortunes of our
Helledic compatriots in this city over the last vear, as
one ot the tew original members of the White House
Enemies list — {Laughter.)] — 1 think vou ought to
know that so tar as I am cencerned. and speaking as
the Dean of the Greek Bloc in the Congress of the
United States — {Laughter.) — Spiro Agnew 15 a Turk!
{Laughter; applause.)

[ am going to try to offer some contribution to
the discussion today from the perspective of.a prac-
ticing politician. Indeed. as [ remarked at dinner
tonight, I began my dav by voting at six o ‘clock in
Indiana in the primary, and then gumg off to Gate <

t the South Bend Bendix Plant to shake hands with
some of mv brothers of the United Auto Workers for
tralt an hour before getting on the airplane back here.
So I am a politician, but also a legislator who has been
sitting on that Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives with chief responsibility for writing edu-
cation legislation.

Let me sav 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, Tiot all of which
affected postsecondary education. Some provided for
the establishment of the National Institute of Education,
in which I have a deep interest and which I think is
directlv relevant to vur discussion tonight, and others
provided "the Basic, Opportunity Grants program -and
the weneral institutional aid program, making this
legislation a really significant advance in the field of
higher sducation in the United States.

“ But I think that for eur purposes here tonight,

and 1 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

Q

S

George was one of the most influential .

v

¢

Postsecondary Eduncation will be seen to be as impor- .

~tant as anything else that our Commlttee did.

- Education. And nbw here is our Report of the Natiofal

And I only offer as an aside the observation
that in the lgst several months and the last few vears
we have seen th¢ publication of a variety of reports
from a number of ¢ommissions — the Newman Com-
mission Repert, 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

Commission on Financi ng Postsecondary Education.

In my judgment the National Commission report’

is not at all at odds. with the other reports but is, rather,
represeatative of a different thrust in seeking to under-
stand ‘he role of poslsecondar\' education in the United
States.

" The Comn'hssmn recall,

vou will was a 17-

member commission, 13 .appointed by the Presiden,

four from Congress, two from the House, two from the
Senate, one of each Party.

Now,
the answer is fairly straightforward. Members of Con-

* gress who worked closely on the Omnibus Education

Amendments of 1972 felt enormouslv 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 thé 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 itlie failure of the American academic community

.to pay sufficient serious intellectual attention to' the

ecenomics 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 collegés and universities are
in deep distress. But-when our Cofnmittee- in the
House of Representatives attempted to find a deﬁnition
of “financial distress”
inquiries fell on stony ground because there are too
few commonly accepted standards of economics in

highér education. And, while simply 1o 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 publig monies are-

concerned, in the continued 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

i

¢

laws that Congress ought to pass to help-postsecondary
education in this ceuntry. Rather we set for outselves
what in my view was a far more formidable and im-

J

why the National Commission?- I th'nk-

or even of “financial need ur
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portant .task, that of detveloping an analvtical frame-
work within which all those who have any. responsi-

- bility for making decisions about financing postsecon-

"dary education — Congressmen, Senators, governors,
state legislators, administrators — can more soundly.

more rationallyv, if you will, make their judgments.

In short, we attemapted to build an intellectual gonstruct’

for looking at®postsecondary education and to do so
from first principles. So this was hard work.

The first thing we had to do was evolte qdeﬁm-
tiun of pustsecondary education. We agreed, after a
time, un what from our point of view should be the
objectives of postsec.ondar\ 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 Research Director 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 1 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 0b]ectnes, we then
had to describe the operation of current patterng 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 rditerate, 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 vur 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 -analvtical 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 found in discussing this matter — and
inaccurately, charge the authors of such admonitions

Taylor, Kaludis, Brademas and Weathersby

with wantirig to quantify evervthing in sight. We- did
not recommend applyving 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 our Commission did not suggest
that we can measure all the problens of American
postsecondary education with a ruler or a computer. and
then read the printouts to know what we ought to.do.
We proceeded, rather, on this assumption, that with®
respect- to shaping policies to support the institutions

‘that advance and incarnate reason in the American

society, we require a more systematic, a more rational,
if vou will, effort to apply reason.

One of the 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

" fying glass over tax inequities,

for more accurate data and more reasoned analyses
from higher-¢ducation .people. Says Andringa: *Did
the intellectual community which first held- the magni-
industrial polluters,
excessive defense expenditures and racial discrimi-
nation believe their own canipus strongholds’ would_
forever excape similar scrutiny?”

I hope that you will not assume that the two
Georges and I*and 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 sav 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, 1 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 amonnt of the public

“support it receives, partlcularly from our natlonal

government. :

~ And, while the case for adequate support for our
schools and colleges and universities may be self-
evident to you and me, I think you would agree, to put
the point as gently as possible, that not evervone shares
that falth :
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And. theretore, Mr. Chairman and ladies and
sentiemen, 1 my vinw, we need, if we are to justity
increased expenditures on education in this country at
every level. the most thoughttul. the most reasoned,
the most honest analvees and the most telling argu-
~ments  and  evidence about education that we can
muster. And it is to provide a framework for making
such judugments about the financing of postsecondary
edincation that our Commission labored nu;,htll\ for
a dittle oveaa vedr v

a

KALUDIS: Thank vou, Congressman.
Georye.
GEORGE WEATHE RSB\ (Graduate School
cation, Harvard Universitv)y: Thank vou.:George.
[ would like to tollow John Brademas® example
and be briet and succinct. Unfortunately, he kept

of Edu-

he who speaks tirst. I

[ came © Washington in the fall of 72 as a
White House Fellow and was tirst assigned to the State
Department. which was not quite as lively as it tends to
be now. After being there about a month, t1e Secretaty
of State, a gentleman vou all remember, Mr, — um —
talk to me? I said. I'd love to. I arrived, he said, "I've
sity of Calitornia. I'd like to ask vou a question. Why
didn’t myv daught&r get tenure?” (Laughter.) And I said,
Gee. I reallv: don't know: I didn't know vou had a
daughter and [ didn't know she was at Berkelev. (I
saw that [ hadn't done myv homework properly.) He
said. “That's all right, I've got an assignment for vou
that I think will reallv fit into vour training. I would
like vou to be the chief staft member on the Cabinet
C ommitree to Combat Tvrmnsm (Laughter.)

" I don't know if he thnught being at Berkelev had

some special skills invalved for doing that. (Laughter)

Mavbe the fact that our office was just a stone'’s
throw from the Berkelev campus ‘?md something to do
with it. { Laughter.}

[ would like to note both a difference in the pace
ot activity between. the Department of State and the

Commission and a difterence in the level of intellectual

activity. largelv stimulated by john Brademas and
“others. that brought about what for a vear of my life
was one of the most impressive. stimulating and
exciting times. Living in a pressure c()oke I had a
tealing 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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adding items to mv list. Mavbe that is the prerogative of

read vour biography and [ see vou're from the Univer--

urn - Rogers -— (Laughter,) — said Why don’t you come

e

“that this is veryv 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 dec'sion from the beginning to construct
a process.

Don Leonard, the Chairflan of the Commission
and not a person who has been intimately involved in
education. used an analogy that 1 found very amusing
later, that is. a kevboard. We were trying to designsa
piano kevboard on which many different tunes would
be plaved: instead of trying to write a national anthem,
we were trving to design a kevboard. And that turned
out to be a pretty good analogy to what we ended up

doing: putting together both a framework that would -

enable individuals — vou, 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 ihe_ appropriate

policies ought to be. That was a very exciting process
to be involved in.

We reclly shouldn't oversell the process 1tself
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 gel labeled and cast in computer
code, thev take on a life all their own, which is often
wholly inappropriate. What we were tryving to do was
just to ¢odify logic, and nothing more than that.

The ten steps of the process that John alluded to.
1 will condense down to several fewer than ten. But
they began with the question of objectives. Instead of
Leginning 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 easv 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 somethmg

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 $¢ billion.
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Fightv per cent errors ever in OMB are a bit unusual.
Prior fu our analvsis, theros just was no notion of the
size uf the system.

One “gan’t  deal \vith 185 or 390 individual
tederal programs. plus all 30 state programs and the
variery thiat exists there. Consequentiv, we developed
a classification svstem on financing. establishing cate-
poites of delivery mechanisms -and recipients, creating
a vocabularlv and a coding structure that enabled us
to put all of these various financing programs into a
coinmon tramework.

Then we asked. How do these two paral'el paths
intersect?” That sounds like a contradiction .n terms.
but we were concerned with the interrelationship
between the kind of decisions that states, the federal

“aovernment, private sources. institutions, and students

make in the provision of financial resources and the
rz.'sulting“‘;i(:(;nmplishmvnt of objectives.

It was at that point that we drew upon ‘a very
large data base that was compiled. a set of research
that had been done, of which many of you have been
a part. into how institutions and incividuals respond
tu various kinds of financial conditions. and from these
data and research findings to trv to estimate. as best
we were able to, what the impact of different kinds ox
financing mechanisms would be on the measures; that
would describe whether or not our objectives would,
Lie attatned: : ‘

We were concerned with providing more infor-
mation that .would be a basis for judgement, not. a
process tu replace the kind of important political
judgment and intuitive judgment that are essential at

ivery level, at the state. at the federal, at the program, -

at the institution. at the individual level..

We were trving to put together a structure that
interrelate in a simple and undersldndablv
Anancing - decisions, institutional decisions,

A
would
fashion

student dedisions, and to trace through-what would be

the fplications in terms of the attainment of objectives.
The resulfs that are reported in our Report
{Finanring Postsecondary Edication in the United

IStates) and in the staff reports that are now in press

tocus almost exclusivelv in the quantitative terms on
student objectives, :
This. again, was a conscious decision, not indi-
catifig that the institutional objectiveés were not im-
portant: in fact. very explicitly indicating they are

enqually important. But we are into“a dilemma. One is

the question 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 acgeptable whichk describes the extent’

of student choice than data which describe the extent

3

?

Tuavlor, Kaludis, Brademas and Weathersby

of mshtutmudl 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. but with full
awareness of the existence and importance of insti-
tutional objectives. )
N 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 veryv beginning that that probably would not be the
most effective thing forthe Commission to do. ‘

1 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 educatlon
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 larger 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 vears 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 thatsituation.

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
1969 while while we were concerned about 1977 and
1980. )

In addition, we examined five oihep altérnatives
that ranged from increased tuition to zero tuition in
public lower division, from more institutional support

. A

30 : . ' " 23




ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FINANCING |

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 lav out i1 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 dlfferent
methods of delivering funds. :

These analyses occupy about 40 pages and a
number of tables. [ won't try to summarize them Here.
I will be happy to respond to questions, if vou would
like. But the two key parts of the analysis were that

we used a common set of measures and a common level -

of funa.ag to see what difference it mad® to deliver
moneyv in different ways. .

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 di.tress 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 redch 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 grants, a program, as you
know, which has been expanded greatly 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 student grant program. This analysis I think, may
be one of the major (.')ntrtbuttons of the Commission’s
studyv.

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 vear. 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.

v

= . 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 questlon 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 currentlv proposed
levels in legislation.

This - result does not argue that institutional

" supplements of greater amounts would not be bene-

ficial. I think all of \s who are now in institutions
realize that discretionury funds are beneficial. Our
analysis indicated how much of the additional amount
would be absorbed in the additional cost associated

- with the grant stlmulated increase in student enroll-

ment.

Let me summarize by saying two thihgs. 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.,and 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 pestsecondary 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




" state.

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 redhzed throughout- this process that
there was a multiple dialectic operating — federal/
private/public, student/institution, differential

‘pricing/nondifferential pricing. You can make the list
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as long as you want to.

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

Thirdly, and something that I have regeived
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
factors.

Contrary to what has been said so far, some
would sav 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 editoi of that magazine.
jum ped to that conclusion in his editorial on the work
of the Commission. He has since been disabused of that
notion. : .

It is altogether too eaSv. in my view, to sweep

the problems of financing postsecondary education -

under the rug of cost per stud-:nt by level, by dlsc1plme
More about that tater.

Another major fault of the Commnssnon s work
—— and remember 1 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
ﬁnanual support for students — parental contribution
as it relates to the 1mp11cat10ns “of the 18-year- old
majority.

Similarlv, we did not give enough emphasls to
the related question of the expanding use of credit,

doans, to finance student costs.

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

On the other hand, the Commnssnon Report .
represents a new direction. From the beginning, as
stated. the Commission believed that one failsafe
contribution of the effort would bera synthesis of in--
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formation about postsecondary education. I consider
that such a synthesis was accomplished and proudes
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 oplmon
by unit cost data. i

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
vou 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 publlsh

A second and, I must admit, unexpected syn-
thesizing effect has bcen 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 shorttun
solution not addressing the larger issues of national
objectives, pluralistic support, institutional and pra-
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 institation displayed.a high cost per student.

The matter of umiform cost procedures was a

trying one. Some had almost blind insistence for such
procedures and they seemed oblivious, in my view, to
the limited utlllty 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 1 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 . methodology, a svstem originally labeled as
appropriate — and which [ partivipated in — as

approprigte for internal institutional management and |

voluntary exchange among institutions and most cer-
tainly not as a4 cornerstone for national policy.
Neévertheless — all this personal bias in place —
~the Congress had instructed the Commission to make
recommendations on cost procedurés. The Commission

would have been derelict in its responsibility if it had -

not made such recommendations based on the present

state of the art. >

I am p}eawd with the response made by
Commissioner.Ottina to the Congress on the subject of
uniform cost standards. He had a statutorv responsi-
bilitv tu do so. and [ believe he thoughttully stated that
unit cost data per student by level ‘and by discipline
would produce a tendency for institutional fianagement
decisions, to be made at a central level, perhaps the
tederal level. in#is view and mine: and I think in the
view of mv 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
finahcing mechanism is based on that tvpe of approach.
money per student, then the unit cost type dpproach
mav be verv appropriate.

The abjective of the analvtical effort was to
suggest a direction for postsecondaryv policy -analysis.
The alternatives studied, which George mentioned,
were not an exhaustive list but did cever the spectrum
between full public funding and firll private funding..

As we worked. the political climate for con-
sideration of alternatives changed drasticallv. Newman,
the Committee on' Economic Development, and the
Carnegie Commission reported with major recommen-
dations about financing. The latter two especially, with
proposals to increase tuition at public institutions.
gencrated an anxiety about the forthcoming report of
the National Cominission. 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
Educatinn released a position paper supporting low
tuition. .

It is mv 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 Iow tuition. Very simple. narrow, and
verv highly qualified. .

4
v
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matters involved in the Report.

"

v

- 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
vou read them.

As | close, I don't wish .to leave vou 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
the-most pleasurable things that I had to do.

We all know: that there were controversial
If we talked till the
end of the world, we probably would not agree on all
of them. I had the pleasure and still cherish 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 thev may-wish to before we go further
John.

BRAT)EMAS: 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

-making policy.

[ 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, if 'you
will, the decisionmakers and the thinkers. The poli-
ticians have to know more about what 'you are doing in
vour world as educational researchers in particular.
I have already “discussed -this need in terms of the
particular subject of our discussion here tonight, but

1 could make the same Point with respect tc 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
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 Com-

“mission that George and George and I have been dis-

cussing, namely, the problem of getting our hands on
the right formula for distributing general institutional
dld 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 examining 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’

“volleague Congressman Al Quie, Republican of Minne-

. v




sota. and I got together on an amendment that we
put .in the House version of: the Elementary and
Secondarv  Education Bill that authorizes several
million dollars for a study-of compensatory education
in this country. not onlv Title [ but state programs of
compensatory education,

A third example of what I regard as the need
for more linkages between the public policynmakers. on
the one hand. and the thinkers and the practitioners
ot education. on.the other, is in the held of educatl(m
of handicapped children.

[ have introduced a bill with &euat()r Harrison
Williams ‘ot New Jersev, the purpose of which .is to

provide federal funds to states to enable states to reim-

burse local school districts for tup to 75 per cent of the

excess Cost ot educating handicapped children over -

non-handicapped c¢hildren. This Ieglslauon is occa-
sivned by the confluence. of three factors: one, that
the experts tell .us that it costs up to twice as much to
educate handicapped a¢ non-handicapped children;
two. about 40 per cent ot the handicapped children in
this country don't get the special education appropriate
to their needs that thev should have; anfd three. courts
across the country are now ruling that handicapped
children have a constitutional:right to an education.

When vou put those three factors together, you
have a verv serious problem in this country. And 1
think we have the political steamn perhaps to pass a
bill. .
But my question is not a political question:
myv question is an intellectual question; my question
is a knowledge question. My question is, for example.
How do vou calculate “excess cost” for the various
kinds of handicapped children who must be educated?

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

This question. voé see, is analogous to the

* Title I problem and to the general ipstitutional aid

problem. and these are three instances of knowledge
problems that have the most profound implications

" for public policv in the real world. Either the thinkers

U‘
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haven’'t been thinking enough about these problems or,
if thev 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 from you.

I make this comment in order that you should
appreciate that from my point of view. vou, the people
who are concerned about research, have an infinitely
more important ard crucial role to pIaV in the countr&
than I think perhdps you yourselves realize. It is in
large part because { don’t think we think enough about
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what it is we do that T was so strong an a(h()(,ate 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;
what is right.”

Well, to oversimplify. I am in the doing busmess
and vou're in the knowing business. Yet obviously you
have to do and 1 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 you.

- (Applause.)

KALUDIS: George.

WEATHERSBY: John is.alwaf impossible to follow.

There ought to be a rule in Washington that he goes
last. (Laughter.)
Let me just share with’ youw some factual mfor-

“mation that you might like to know and that is not easy
to find out.

One of them is that the Commlsmon assembled

a large data base, and that data base is still available

to people who would like to use it. Vlrtuall\ all the
files are open. It is currently being maintained in Santa

"Monice. It will soon, in the next several months, be

transferred to Washington and be available on a time
share system, where you dial in and the only caost 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 Edpcation 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 mvestment that is.

Also there is a series of student mformatlon
files. A Student Resource Survey file from four states
is available. Six state scholarship comm‘ssmns 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 vears 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

: 27
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it is available to the general public. [ thuu,,ht vou might

like to know about that.

A second question is that of statf reports. You
have a copy of the tinal report, the red and white one.
If vou haven't. if vou will drop us a note we will get

“itto'vou

There are several thmg,s coming out in the next
severdl weeks: First of all, another staff report on the
analvtical 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 analvtical framework for
state financing studizs: We have written this report in
some detatl to make’it more useful to yvou; the computer
srogram and user documentation are readll\ available,
it vou would like to use that. =

There are staft reports on a number of issues
that (,eurue Kaludis mentioned that were not covered
in the final report: the financial implications of. the
18-vear-old majority and using student income versus
familv 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 adcrue to families by income group
and tvpe of institution. and then a report of our own

noncollegiate survey of public, proprietary, and private .

nonprofit noncollegiate institutions! the first natiorial
probability sample that included financing.

That is the collection of items that are curréntly
important and that soon will be available. In addition,

there is the report that George Kaludis mentioned on -

(Note being handed to
looks like vou're

the 385 federal programs.
Congressman Brademas. John. it
- getting vour good news.

© BRADEMAS: Actording to this, with 134 out of 334

- precincts. T have 81 per cent ot the vote in my primary.
"I have to find out who that 19 per cent is.
+{Laughter.)
WEATHEPSBY: If thev '‘are not disadvantaged now,
thev will be soon. (Laughter.)

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

That's all.

KALUDIS: Questions or comments. ‘ o
PROFESSOR PASCHA HUSSAIN (New Mexico State
Uniwersity. Las: Cruces, New Mexico): | have a few
short questions. One for the Congressman.

o

C

You mentioned that this study is the beginning

- and not the end. Can vou tell me what you had in

mind for the future? Will it 'be an extension of what

you have done or will it be greater depth to what you-
hdve done, or would it be a combination.of 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 s0, 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

1 affect financing of higher education? And can you take

off vour official hat and give me your frank opinions?
I won't quote you. (Laughter.) .
KALUDIS: If yvou didn't hear it, the first question, for
‘Congressman Brademas, was that if the Commission,
the work of the Commlsslon is the beginning, what is
the end?

BRADEMAS: [ would make two responses to that
question, two brief responses.

In a specific way | would like to see a good.
deal more dialogue go on across the United States on a
periodic basis on the general sgb;e(,t matter of the
Comumission’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 resgonsi-
bility in the PSE field, administrators, particularly
researchers and analysts 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, permanent‘
enterprlse .

So, if you want an answer to the question of
what happens now, [ would have to throw it right back
to vou and say, “That all depends on vou.” Funda-
mentally, what I hope happens is thought, which is
what you ought to be engaged in. :
KALUDIS: Thank you, John.
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The second question related to the objectives,
actualls
by the Commission and whether we had done anv

rating as to the impact or relative effect of thesé <

objectives. :

Is that correct. Pascha?
PROF. HUSSAIN: Yes.
WEATHERSBY: That is the simplest one. The answer
is nu. {Laushter )
RALUDIS: You can't get off that easily. (Laughter.)
WEATHERSBY: You ask a straightforward question
and vou get a straightforward answer. .

No. In fact. 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

s

more specificallv detined in terms of measures and

criteria. and if vou start weighing objectives it will
give predominant weight to what is measurable, and
vou end up funding what yvou can measure rather than
funding what vou think is_importart. I think that was
realized and people set that,aside.

Part of it. though. is that at this stage of the game
we weren't trving to do any optimal control or optimal
sstimation approaches to federal planning. What we
were trving to do was.to sav ~“Here is a vocabulary for
thinking about objectives.” When vou listened to the
debate and talked with people around Washihgton a
vear and a half ‘ago.

tives and how vou would know if vou had attained
those objectives, and the vote was really, Are you in
favor of providing money to students or are you in
favor of providing moneyv to institutions? You might
“Well, what are vou'trving to accomplish?”* And
the answer was. 'l am trving to give money to students
And if
cou asked. “Well, why?", that was about where the
conversation would end.

_ I dun't know if John might want to comment on
that. ' -
But one of the things we were trving to do was
to dévelop a vocabulary for answering the question

“Why? What are vou trving to accomplish?” both with-
respect to the nature and quallt\ of the experience the
students mizht have is postsecondarv education and the
nature of quality of services that institutions might
offer.

. So we are really at a much more pnmltnp stage
than being able to formulate some formal objective
function. we are reallv at the stage of developing a
vocabulary, mot vet really tully measurable and cer-
tainlv not vet measured.

KALUDIS: The third question. which isn't so simple,
is'let vour hair down and actually say what vou think

the measurement of the objectives adopted’

vou didn't hear that Kind of talk-
“in very many quarters about what we meant by objec-
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the impact of thé Commission Report, and of anvihing
etse. I guess, for that matter. will be on the tinancing of
postsecondary educadtion.

Well, the first fact that we have to rvcog,mze is
that, what?, two, two.and a half vears ago, with the
beginning eligibility of a proprietary institution, or
studernts — better said, students at proprietary institu-
tions for federally insured loan program, began a —
I started to use the word “dilution,” but that is
pejorative, 1 didn't reallv mean to say that. But the

.SVTup 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. Weathersb\ has mentioned, we have
been in a period, a protracted, period, for the last few
vears of looking to the federal purse for the bailout,

The Commission Réport, many thought, or the
Commission itself. was put in place to disabuse people
of that notion. And. although [ didn't have that as a
prejudice to begin with, I believe we did, to some

gxtent, and 1 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. shrmkag,e of
institutions and unless we can do better in defining the
so-called new markets, the open universitv, 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 saving that we are all going to go to hell
very quicklv. 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 are 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 o
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 skv. And if this kind of dialogue
continues, 1 believe we will see a leveling off or, if
vou will, a bottoming out.

The BOG prograni, if fully funded. as people
from institutions like my own will recognize, isn't that
much of a boon. The first vear, if vou will forgive me
for being parochial, the first year of the BOG program
meant $17,000 in scholarship money to Vanderbilt, and

we 88 o
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[ am sure there are other institutions in the crowd
where that kind of thing occurred. ,
[ canlt see that helping us a lot. [ can see it
helping ather kinds of institutions, and perhaps it will
allow a shitt of tunding from the Federal Government
— of state tunding to the Federal Government in
suppurt of students at perhaps two-vear comminity
‘colleges. with the prices raised in order to qualify for
higher grants and allow some state monev t be freed
) suppuort private-institution medical education and
pmtvssmndl education,
There is 2cing to be a chec kcrboardmg I think.
The monies arent going to be that much. different,
There will be fewer institutions of the kind that we
represent, and there will be another kind going after
a stice of the pie. which will make vour job and my job
a lot harder.
Are there onther quvstmns or comments?
A" MEMBER: Mv question is directed to the Con-
_gressman, ' ' '

It is increasingly more dittienlt to obtain infor-
mation about the population of hdn(h(app(,d and/or
disadvantaged: people, culturally or economically, or

whatever-have-vou. Now. if institutions have difficulty

getting that intormation and then. in turn, refuse to turn
it uver to researchers to trv to determine what the
needs  of these individuals are. it would be nrost
ditticult. then. to know what the total cost. including
the excess cost, would be. -
What 1s the Congress doing to make it possible
tor these. institutions, first. to get the data and then
ta give it to thuse who know what to do with it?
BRADEMAS: I'm-not sure that | necessarily accept or
reject the premise of vour plea. You asserted that it is
difticult to get the mk()rmdtl()n Why is it so difticult? |
MEMBER: Because —
BRADEMAS: We in Congress are not withholding it
trom vou, I hasten to'tell vou.

MEMBER: Apparently there are some legal vntdng,le— ‘

ments in trving to get — At least this is the case in
Wisconsin — in trving to get information about — in-

formation to determine what the population of the
handicapped individuals is. and institutions refuse to
classify them

BRADEMIS: If that is the case, I don't think vou need

necessardy repair to the Congress of the United States

to resolve that problem. You ought to be able to solve
that probiem within the vonlines-of the State of
Wisconsin. .

[ dan't think Congress has to pass a federal law
to make it possible for vou te find out data.
KALUDIS: The gentleman over here.
EDWARD H. LYELL {Colorado Commission on Higher
Education): [ would like to know, possibly. or most

RN

likely, from Dr. Weathersby, what work has been done
bv the Commission on looking at the elasticity of the
supply curve and using that with this unit* cost

Anformation in the way that they have the demand

curve.
WEATHERSBY The questlon was have we lonkeg at
the elasticitv of the supply curve with the unit cost
information and used that in conjunction with the
demand curve? '

That sounds like & simple question maybe, but
it is a complicated answer. Let me just give vou a brief

“one, and then if it is not satisfagtory, perhaps yvou could
".sec 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 institutidng
would -respond to various kinds of stimuli, maifily ~
financial. to increase their illingness to accept
students. :

The situation that most of us perceive, with
perhaps the exception of a number of elite colleges
that have cexcess demand, is thiat 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
some work. of estimating production functions, not
using unit cost technology. but using other types. ‘of *
technology, to try to get some idea at one stage of our
analysis of what the likely resource impact would be
of Lhdnges 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 satisfv you’ I will be happy to talk with
vou later.

v Isthat okay?
LYELL: Yes,
KALUDIS: Over here on the left.
A MEMBER: Many of us are especially concerned about
the 1ecommendation 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: I'll take part of it, and maybe Geor;,e will

take the rest.

A 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 suess 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 know” — And I know it has been
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improving — that thereis a matter of — a problem of
real time availabilitv ot intormation. Now. there is no
© pandced. and an independent 2gency would not neces-

“sarilv have a faster delivery time or progessing time
than NCES. But one of the notions that 'wenft around the
Commission at least was that there should be some
improvement in the real-time availability ,of infor-
mation. especially as represented by the needs ex-
pressed by our Congressional delegation.

‘ There are bits and pieces of. information that
are in our data base, the Commission's data 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 some independent
agency

The proposal is essentially moribund. T would
sav. unless sumebody in the Congress or the Adminis-
tration cares to do something about it.

I will let George fill in further because he is
certainly much more intimately involved with this.
WEATHERSBY: In the.Commissioner of Education's
reply, toftner 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 surpriss’to vou.

How it should differ falls out. I think..into three
areas. One is the question ot 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-
secondary educdtion is Social Security Survivors' Bene-
fits. NCES doesn't ask manv questions about that either.

And then vou get into areas of direct institu- .

tional support, largely through contracts and grants.
ansl voware into NSF and AEC and NASA and NIH and
NIMH. all of which are outside of the scope of the
‘data which NCES regularly collects.

. Then there is the question of the fiscal ()pera-
t’mm reports. Anv of vou who have to deal with those
know that these never get back to the program officers.

Therefore. there is a question of scope: the speci-
fi. scope of NCES. while technically and conceptually
anuch broader than éurrently administered, by the
nature of its organizational location and by the nature
of the political pressures breught upon it, is forced to
be narrow. One of the surprises that we brought to the
seene was the breadth of scope of postsecondary educa-
tion. There is no data collection. integration and
reporting agency that deals with that kind of sgope.

The second major area is the question of legality
© of access that George referred to. There is currentl\ a

_ 'I_‘aylon, Kaludis, Brademas and W&thersby

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 vou and I are involved with now. Thus, it is
technically illegal o exchange HEGIS data. Don't tell
anvbody; we’ll all get arrested. '

But that was the argument held up, not against - -

confidential data but abc t individual institutienal
data. This is-a requirement which probably came out of

.. conncern with the IRS that the only kmd 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, vou
find out that you just can’t do it. So one ofwthe
concerns is to create an agency that wouild 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 vou know, are not neutral. Data very much are
- tnsiguments of advocacy. The concern we had was

thal, 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 inore likely
to happen if thev were at a relatively high level of
visibilitv than if they were kept several levels down
within an executive agency.

So those are three reasoné that were presented
for-an independent data collection agency.

KALUDIS: 1 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 g0 much further than a groposal,
it is now difficult to sav.*
KALUDIS: Mr. Curry.
DENIS CURRY (Washington Counul on Higher Edu-
cationj: Not to at"all downgrade the efforts and results
of the Qommission — YourKg‘;)w what that means.
KALUDIS: It mean's you're going 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 posmon on how to- provide federal
assistance.

Now it seems more of a questions of whefher.”
Mavbe 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. mavbe EQG .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 knowing, in fact having very little knowledge
‘about, where the Federal Government is going. In fact,
we are doing all kinds 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 go belly-up. ‘o
KALUDIS: You will probably reinforce that decision.
CURRY: Yes. You know. it's real hasd 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 Gommission 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.  ~

" 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 — vou know, that you have pmbablv
faced in all of vour discussions.

~And. guite frankly, this is the thing that I was
most disappointed in in the report, is that it gave us -
at-the state level verv few clear guidelines.

And anv of vou, all of'vou 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?
KALLDIS.AALt&ally this is a commercial for Denis’s
program swhich will be later “on in the meeting.
{Laughter.)

This is done b\ other TV networks and other
media.

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

Whoever told vou that
expect certainty in this world? :

I think vou are completeiv wide of the mark —
and I am respnndmg very candidly and rather
brusquely, in order to make a point, obviously — when
vou charge this Commission with having failed to
solve vour essentially political problem. You're not.
talking about an intellectual problem; vou're talking
politics. :

vou had a right to
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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 perfectl) sound general institutional aid

program. The reason we don't have money for these . .

programs is-no fault of the Natifonal Commission on
Financing Postsecondary Education. It is becauce a
lot of people in this room, to be 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 gomg to cure the
kinds of problems that vou have just been raising,
which are very serious problems, I am the-first to agree,
is t0 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, afler” 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
eviscerating other student aid pmgrams .

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 havé been talking about, you are
going to haye a great opportunity 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

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 going.to 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 charge. And, further, the best
we can hope for, in my opinion, is one plea of the
Commission, as other ‘reports have also included, that
if directions cnange, let's let it off a little bit easier

-
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than we have before so that contingencv planning can

be done and so that if a<program has priority within a

state or within an mstmm()n resources might be pul

together to ke(,p it going.

I can’t see, in perpetuity, some (()mmltment for
‘work/study or for a Title III or whatever
program vou warnt to nwntmn And 1 don't think vou do
either,

TURRY: No. George. I have got to agree with vou on
that. Although the Morrill Act has stood for a long time.
KALUDIS: What percentage is it of your expenditures?
GURRY: 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 phasml(mn or phaseup, the

" hetter.

And. vou know. [ wasn't == I am not really here
taking shots. because I think there tis a lot of good
work that.was done. And mavbe I had ]ust better
sit down and shut up.

I\\[ UDIS: Okay. (Laughter.)
Yes, sir. The gentleman in the front here.

ROBERT CLARK (University of British Colunibia) As -

a Canadian 1 would fike to ask a question to Dr, Kaludis

and Dr. Weathersby, which I expect will be exercising

a numiber of people here. -

I am addressing this to vou in vour capacities
as individuals. not speaking on behalf of the Cgm-
mission.

Dr. Kaludis. vou said there are too many insti-
tutions of higher education in the United States. And
Dr. Weathershy agreed with that. That suggests that
there is likely to be a diminution in the number.

I would like to ask: Do you anticipate that this
dimimttion will be simply in terms-of the number of
private institutions or do ypu expect also a diminution
in the number of univ gsities public ones, public
univefsities? Do vou expect lo see a dlmmutlon in the
number of colleges?

Would vou comment on that general theme.
KALUDIS: I hope that the diminution will be of all
kinds. having a vested interest of mv ¢ wn.

We can see it — Although the Tennessee Legis-
lmture came. cloge to passing an inane act about
coeducational dormitories, they were wrestling with

~ the problem of overcapacity of institutions of higher

ERIC.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

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
anvway. There are community colleges in Tennessee

- that have dropped one-third or more in enrollment

over the last vear or so and are just not going to make
it if things continue that way.

- What T hope will happen — +nd there is cer-
tainly no guaranteé of this, in the Curry line — is that
public policvmakers will understand 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.

" Ithink 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 w111 be some, as [ 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. v
WEATHERSBY: | 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, Ard that is because I am even more ()f
a heretic than vou probably implied that I amn.

I think what is happening is not the coming

about of a steady state, which, for those of vou who -

study archeological phemomera, just precedes the Ice

Age. and by analogy maybe we should identify a few

dinosaurs.- But I don't think we are in a steady state
at all. I think we are in a rapidly growmg, expanding

" state in postsecondarv education.

To give you a couple of ideas, we were talking
about 2900 campuses and about another 7,000 in ‘the
noncollegiate sector. As you move outside of that-into
the adult communit¥, you are talking about-an addition-
al 6,000 institutions. '

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

. It is a long topic which 1 wouid be happy to
chat with you about. I have done some work in
sorting out the numbers in the last few years on that,
and, to just give vou 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
vear.

‘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 partticipation 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

AN
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worid, not_because it is changing as rapidlv as the
expansion trom 2900 to 10,000 to 78.000 implies, but
sunply hecause we are opening our eves and seeing
what s been going on in our institutions for a long,
long time. .

Tom. Crooks. who directs the adult programs at
Harvard has an enrothnent of over 5,000 students.
That is the same size as Harvard College. Harvard
doesn’t repart the additional 3.000 to anvbody because

nobody asks them for that number. Thev ask them |

thomisands of othier numbers. inctuding the unit cost of
tnbets. Thev don’t ask them about adults. That's
tascinating. It's abso wrong. in myv opinion. So I don't

agree with vour 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 vou who have questions that
vou 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 members for taking of their time to

provide us with this information on the important
study they have done. We do appreciate it. Thank vou
very much. |
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Caentlemen.
“the last General
ing’s Panel on the Recommendations of the Carnegie

PANEL DISCUSSION ON THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE"
CARNEGIE COMMISSION ON FINANCING HIGHER EDUCATION T

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

Commission on Financing of Higher Education con-

sists of Moderator Robert Hartman, President Paul™

Brazdon, 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 Univ emt\
of Massachusetts.

Dr. Hartman served on the staff of the Assis-
tant Secretarv for Planning and Evaluation at the De-
of Arts degree at Queens College iff New York City. Dr.
Hartman served as a teaching fellow at Harvard Univer-
sitv, receiving his Ph.D. in economics from this institu-
tion in 1964. He was a member of the economics faculty
until 1968 at Brandeis University.

Dr. Hartman he served on the staff of the Assis-
tant Secretarv 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
books. Dr. Hartman.

. ROBERT HARTMAN! One of the advantages of 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
13 minutes, after which we would like to leave as much
time as possible for questions and discussion,

The topit of the Panel, as vou know, is a discus-
sion of the recommendations of the Carnegie Commis-
sion on the future of higher education, and the members
of the panel were chosen in part because thev represent
ditferent perspectives: in looking at higher education,
and hopefulh we will generate some dlfferpn(.es of
opinion among then.

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 Harman, Brookings 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 éducation.

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 institudon.

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.)r 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 ¢runch, which has been
dramatized by the fact that a number of private institu-
tions have either given up, quit, gone public, or amal-
gamated wifh other institutions.

Some institutions that were running‘deficits have
now balanced their budgets and, as 1 sa¥®, there is a
certain amount of optimism that most of th"e private in-
stitutions have survived the crunch.

. But I agree with President McGill 0? Columbna
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 prnvatémstnLutnons
to balance our budgets and which were successful in-
cluded not only, external means — increase of funds

from foundations, alumni, and so on — but an.ghor-

mous reform within the institutions, economies of*all
kinds, even such mundane things as, instead of cleanr
ing faculty offices every day, we clean them twice a

week: instead of having the maids clean the dormitory.
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rooms. the students clean their own rooms, if and when

“thev doit. So, as McGill said about Columbia’s budget.

which was finally balanced after vears of deficits, there
is no more fat left in these budgets.

We are all convinced, I'think, that inflation and
the general escalation of costs, increases necessary in
_faculty salaries to meet inflation and living costs, will
" continue, We have increased our tuition in private in-
stitutions. especiallv the elite expensive institutions,
to a level where we feel that increases, which will
equally incredse costs, 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? { think most of us in private institutions
would agree that we cannot do that.

th a studv that [ made in 1964 I 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 verv difficult future. And [ think I have been vindi-
cated on that.

Before [ even publlshed my report, two of the
private institutions I was discussing had gone publxc.

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.

[ believe that most people are convinced that
the multiple svstem 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;
[ have been in countries where private institutions, up
till quite recently, were not allowed. And I think it is
verv unhealthy when ai! 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 will disappear and that the ones that survive
are going to do so by heroic economic measures and by
a great appeal to philanthropy, to foundations.

But I hlse believe that it is in the public interest
that both state'and federal governments help to preserve

" private educhtion. A lot of people seem to think that as

we propose ito 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 vou look at our budgets and the amount of
federal money that goes into them and that we are ask- -

I
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ing for, it is minimal, And [ 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. g

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

I think the states are experimenting w1th 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.

"1 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-
stitutiens in a givent 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 1 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 educatlon 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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and say

governors of the states to consider what is the responsi-
bilitv of the states now that the Federal Government
is withdrawing from graduate education.

I cannot s~e good graduate education as any-
thing except a national resource. a national responsi-

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 Faederal 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-
sion, state legislators are saving, “Why should we sup-
port a great-Ph.D. program in English when 80 per cent
of the Ph.D.’s leave the state and go somewhere else?”
I think it- would bé tragic if we began to contract the
graduate schools of this couptry to a’local or regional
service.

So I would argue that the Larnegxe 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, {o maintain private educa-
tion, healthy, quality. elitist, if you will — I am in
favor of having elitist institations. 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
that it should be done by such and such
methods. 1 thiuk 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-

buted. But I think the private institutions have a rlght’

to ask for a certain amount. a reasonable amount. of
public support in a variety of ways.

Thank vou very much. {(Applause.)
HARTMAN: Thank vou 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 positioh, 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 1 have attempted to write
out and see where we 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. 1 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 dlscussmn 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 Community Colleges” and the
recently-released “Supplemental Statement on the
Repbrt 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 resp(_)risi-
bilities entailed the acceptance of certain assumptions
regarding goals and desired outcomes of American
higher education. For community colleges, the several
recommendations contained ifi the report must be
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viewed in relationship to the accepted goals of access
and opportunity and their relationship to the suggested
outcomes of sodal justice and social effectiveness.

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

Because the (Commission saw one of the princi-
pal woals tor higher'education being access and oppor-
tunity tor all who could benefit from it, the Commis-
sior.’s recommendations can be generally categorized
into the following three major areas: Funding of stu
dents. preterabli' through targeted aid because of its less
regressive effect on opportunity for the economically
disadvantaged student: funding institutions: and fund-
ing special institutional programs for the financially
and educationallv disadvantaged student.

This third element is separated from the previous
two categories because of the accepted recognition, both
By institution§ attempting to serve large number of the
traditionallv non-college-bound students and the Com-
mission. of the position that increased access and op-,
portunity for large numbers of such studernts cannot

properlyv occur without funding of special student sup-
port and additional

instructibnal support program
eftorts bevond the traditional activities and programs of
higher education. .

For community colleges and four-vear institu-
tions seeking to provide increased access and opportu-

‘qity 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
anals 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 admnitting large numbers
of financially dlsad\antageo students, This financiak
reu)mmpnddtmn wiHl be increasingly important for all
institutions attempting to meet the additional expenses
associated. with institutional programs and special
etforts designed to provide for students who, with less
than adequate skills and background preparation, have
entered institutions of higher learning,

Similar to its general recommendations regard-
ing all higher education, the Commission’s recommen-
dations for comumunity 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 dewl()pment and opera-
tions.
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While it recognized the need to increase student
tuition in public four-vear institutions of higher educa-
tion to a level equal to one-third of the actual instruc- .
tional costs, the Commission reconmended the exemp-
tion of two-vear 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-
vear institutions should not be in.reased beyvond 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 opeh-access theme for two years of public-
supported education beyond high school will continue
to be heard in the future. This proposal will centinue to
surface in the future under the continuing push for
national funding of two years of education in the bank
bevond 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 thmkmg and in any succeedmg national policy
directions 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 postsechn-
dary educational institutions should be a cdoperative
responsibilitiv 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 if local governance and policy-making
responsibility is to be meaningful, it should be accom-
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panied by some substantial degree ot tinancial respon-
sibility.

I lett the State of Washington vesterday with a
number of major considerations being given to the

questions related ty the existence of a strong state

system of community colleges, with appointed boards
of trustees who don't have responsibility for raising
local revenues for the support of these institutions. A
sericus question has been raised relative to the policy
responsthility of local boards and whether or not these
community-based institutions can responsibly respond
to local cominurity education needs. : .

The Commission pointed out that in reviewing
the issue ot inancial mix between state and local fund-
g, state svstems should insure total appropriations for
operating expenses large encugh to permit the institu-
tions to tollow a policy of either no tuition or verv low
tuition.

Other specitic and signiticant recommendations
of the Carnegie Commission regardifig the over-all
funding and tfinancing of two-vear colleges are:

One — Federal provisions for institutional sup-
port for community colleges should be expanded,
Two — Barriers to access should be eliminated

throush expanded federal programs of student grants
and student loans.
Three — Federal construction grants and loans,

as well as startup dgrants. should be available to states.

starting new community colleges.

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

This tourth item and its importance were re-
lected upon in my earlier comments.

In summarizing my views of the report, “Who -

Pavs? 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 ds thev relate specificaliy to community
colleges are to be fully understood. : ..

These areas are: '

Fitst — The recommendations should be viewed
in respect to the full Comumission’s stance on the role
and mission of two-vear 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 be viewed as complementary statements on. finan-
cing public two-vear institations.

Secondly — Higher education access and oppor-
tunity should be viewed as essentiai to providing for
evervone in the nation who can benefit from higher
‘education the opportunity to participate in it. This is
recugnized by the Carnegie Commission as a shared
responsibility between federal, state and local govern-
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ments. 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 serying higher education. The dual issues

¥ of social justice and social effectiveness must be con-

sidered when viewing th(‘ over- d“ goals and outcomes
of higher education.

Fourthly — 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 occuar for the entire enter-
prise of higher education, public and private, if the
goals as outlined for any segment of higher education
afe 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 staff felt that in "’

light of the current national and state activities, the
issuance of a supplementary statenient 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
recommendation 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-yvear . postsecondary 1nst1tut10ns 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 corncerns 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 Cominission did not elaborate ex-
tensivelv on the manner in which private two-year
liberal arts colleges conld 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, pnvate
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four-vear institutions. At this point the future is not
brizht for anv except the extremely well endowed
priv dtt’ two-vear institutions.

© On student mix and quality prourdms 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

~uf minority and
entered institutions of higher education in the past
SIN \ edrs. - '

The 'maintenance of low or no- tumon direction
tor community colleges. coupled with rising tuition in
four-vear institutions and underfunding or inadequate
tederal and state student aid programns, as well as con-
tinued inflation and risihg cost-of-living factors. have
the direct result of shifting or moving low-income
students from four-vear institutions and toward com-
munityv colleges. This current phenomenon accompanied
bv a general lack of acknowledgment of the extra costs
involved in educating this financially disadvantaged
aroup. as well @s the increasing numnber of traditionally
non-college-soing  students entering the educational
mainstream. could make for an uncertain. future for

" two-vear 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 be addressed if-appropriate reésponses are to be
made by ol of higher education, and certainly by these
two-vear institutions. Most criticallv affected at this
time, in myv judgment, are the downtown inner-city
campuses of multi-unit community” college organiza-
tions ?

A brief rusp(mse on the proprietary institution.
It seems to me the Carnegie Commission did not ade-
quately address that question and it is one vet to be
dealt with fullv in terms bf their impact on two-vear
public institutions trving to protvide both functional
education and training. '

The final concern I see is that of the challenge of
providing “communitv-college education” versus “‘com-
munity colleges.”
the emphasis was upon building facilities for these two-
vear institutions, it is certain that the decade of the '70s
will most likelv tocus away from facilities and on edu-
r.ationdl pragrams, quallt\ programs and quality staff
1SSUes.

The financial mlpllcatmns “of these concerns are
arave 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
prinr to that he was a Vice President for Public Affairs

-
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disadvantaged students who have’

Much like the decade of the '60s when .

,

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’ of the small private 1isti-
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.

T

. Before -subsiding into that prescribed particularism,

however. I would like to try to cast a perspective cn
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 moerning's newspaper, you will see that
colleges and universities are among those that lag
behind the U. 8. 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 aud 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 imposed on
hisher education. What is not a good thing is to have
a shepticism. . in- part warranted. obscure from the
view ot 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 be even worse wonld 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
atternpting 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 opportnitv. The percentage, of high school
praduates going to college before World War [ 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
vears., almost a vear in college. Among persons aged

- 65 to 74, the median is 9.1 vears. just over a vear 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 populatior and to widen
so significantly the access routes to educational oppor-
tunitv. While making this massive effort, we have

" been creating a svstem of higher education described

verv well by President Martin Meyerson of the Univer-
sitv of Pennsvlvania, who said:

The student who wishes to deal with emer-
ging intellectual problems, not only of
narural sciences. but also of social and psy-
chological behavior, of linguistics, of medi-
cine. of econometrics. of the cultures of 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 rask 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
varving 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 women . at different stages
of life. Indeed, the vears ahead, whatever they may hold
for institutions pressed by high costs, limited resources,
and competition for students, are likely nevertheless to
be golden ones for students of all ages.

-
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Rather than subsidihg 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 I 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:

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 résources, without
superbly educated human beings. Techni-
cians and practical géniuses 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. Thé independent institutions are a valuable,
contributor to, and a vital component of, the post- -
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secondary svstem I have described and are partners in
public service with the tax-supported institutions.

In the supplement to the main report, the Cdrne-
gir Commission asks: “Are private institutions under
competitive pressure from public institutions?” The

Commission, answers in the affirmative, noting that -

among four-vear 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 growimg gap between the tuition charges of-~the
‘private institutions, where the student or his parents
pay a signiticant part of the cost, and those of the public
institutions. with substantial taxpayer tuitions subsidies,
urges three steps tor 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.-1 concur — but can't help wonder how
tuition costs can be slowed down with the impact of the
accelerated inflation on essential items from food,
celectricity, and fuel to frogs for the biology lab!

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

Under pressure of financial difficulties many
private universities are undergoing ampufa—
tion of this or that limb. St. Louis University
has abolished its engineering and dental
schools. The University of Pennsvlvania has
recently published a report telling three of its
component schools that, unless they can
balance their budgets within three vears, thev
mav face extinction. New York University,
oné 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 .

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 immung.
One thinks of Oxford and Cambridge, ancient
and laden with. traditions of independence,
but now relving 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 theinselves unique pheno-
mena of tremendous importance to the con-
tinuing vitality of our society. What we should
urge is support for a reasona’bly 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.

Thope that the states will act to diminish —
but not to eliminate — the steadily growing
gap between what it costs to attend a public -
instituttonn and what it costs’ to attend 'a
private college or university. The gap was.
on the average, about $500 in 1957. Next
vear 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.

Qo
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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 eventuallv take place. Without such a
decision. private institutions will disappear
one bv one or become subunits of state
svstems. If it reaches the point where Harvard,

4.9

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

- systemr 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?
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_student assistance.

. On the contrary, [ would sav that one suggestion
in the Carnegie Commission report has received atten-
tion almost to the exclusion of anything clse. That
feature, of course, is the propasal for a gradual rise in
tuition charges in public institutions. First came theé
wounded cries. then came the concerted moves within

- the educational associations to decry the proposais and

similar ones from other soyrces. . Then. lo and behold,

the Carnegie Commission trotted out a supplemental -

report, the most newsworthy feature of which proved

o he data demanstrating that the fuitions in public in-

stitutions are in fact closer to the Comnmission objectives
than had bheen originallv supposed. Somewhere in the
machinations of the wealthy, powerful, majority in post-
secondary education — the public sector with its back-
ing of the awesome taxing power of the state — the
presumed tocus an the problems of the private sector
disappedred. 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 be able to choose the educational ex-
perience appropriate to him or her, regardless of where
the person comes from in American society. Concep-
tuallv. 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. 1 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 nsed

by budget-cutters in public office as a way to slash the
appropriations for public institutidns, i.e.. raising the
tuitions without a corresponding
thereby reducing educational op-
portunity. ' o

Alternativelv, -then. the public is entitled to
know the per capita amount of the taxpaver tuition sub-
sidv 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
cduplicate 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

suppart for private institutions such-as those advanced
bv the Carnegie Commission and others.

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

&Lampus institution. was a struggling infant across town.

President Cole said: "The University is the wealthy in-

arrangement for
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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. {Applause.)

" 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
=l

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 knowledg,e 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 opportumt\ to join you. for a
longer time.

1 also want to acknowledge a reassociation with
my old friend Paul Bragdon. His eloquence is such that
sometimes vou 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 vou leap over thc other
volumes that make it the first five-foot shelf since the
Harvard Classics, $6 million in {ive vears, a structured
1mpressmn 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 report and the supplement. vou note that the
academnic 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.

[ am particularly sensitive to this situation be-
cansg ol a headline from the Boston Globe a vear earlier
when the Governor of Massachusetts, Francis Sargent,
was seeking to make unprecendented cuts in the budget
recommendations tor higher education. The inch-high
headline read: “Carnegie Hones Ax, Sargent Swings It.”
And there was asmaller headline just above w hl( h 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

saving that the Commission’s recommendations were
not necessarily applicable to a state which ranked 49th
in per capita support for public higher education.
{Langhter.)

‘And vet as [ read the “Who Pa\s? Who Benehts?
Who Should Pav?” again. and the final report. I can't
help but believe that the ax is still being honed, not

~onlv for public higher education. but for publlc and

private education.

. And [ didn't feel anv better 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
ttie middle class that can afford to pay more is a subsidy
of the middle class at the expense of the high-income
groups who pav mmch more in taxes and particularly
at the expense of low-income groups whose kids can't
afford to go to college.”

Latelv. as vou kpow, the Commission has been
indulging in some revision in the supplement that
Paul referred to. But this development appears to have

_escaped the attention of all but the educational trade

press.

The March supplement of the Commission staft
is actually a remarkable document for people presumed
to be familiar with cognitive approaches of thought. of

capacities tor analvsis. and academit respect for re-
liability.

The-17 per cent erroi to which the Commissior
staff vontesses is like the 18 minutes in lost tdpe time.
{Langhter.}

Let me just cite the numbers in the staff paper.
In Table 1 the Cummission said:
centage of edncational costs in public institutions met
biv tuition was just. 17 per cent. And. as Paul has indi-
cated. thev recommended that we shnuld go to 33 per
cent in ten years.

The actual 1973 per-

Now, the more recent and more precise infor-
mation is that that figure is at least 24 per cent. And if
vou adjust the ﬁgures to leavd dut the costs of graduate
and medical education, the average percentage of under-
graduate publi(, education costs paid by tuition is more
lnl\elv to be 27 ur 28 per cent.

That is not very far below the level the Comrms-
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 ofsthis sort 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 someé 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. ’

Isuppose I feel most strongly about the economic
dndl\sls and 1 take most vigorous exception to the
analogy that compares higher education, punlic or
private, to the railroad industry. It is dlstur‘ﬁmg 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 tve 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 identfified,
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 plurahtv. we are to keep
it afloat. .
. The Commission has its pets. It regards great
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research institutions as essential and it gavs small
private colleges are especially to be preserved. It asks
4n increase in tuition for public institutions and it calls
tor a4 moratorium on building.

But it is part and parcel of a broader conserva-
tive doctrine abroad in the land that is detrimental and
derozatory toward the capdcity of education.

It is caught up with that disease of galloping

Tenchsism that now affects the judgments of the poten-
ttal ot ordizary 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 far as edocation is concerned,

genes are what are important, familv back-
ground. Schulars are born, not made. In the pursuit of

“understanding and knowledge. you have il or.vou don't.

And that doctrine is deadty dangerous to institutions
which™ate, committed to the beliet that people, though
different. ¢an 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
ane s about in our-business. No hints of the Harvard
reports or the Columbia reports of a generation ago;
no review of general education or professional educa-
tion. Indeed. the Carnegie Foundation has just created

another five-vear studv to take up that analvsis, 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 @ member of the work-
ing force, as a citizen’ with the characteristics of our
present society, And that mav be the g.,redtest fallacy
and ditficulty of all.

Finallv. the net effect of these kinds (){ analyses,
these efforts at looking at our bungling past, of protest-
ing the rhetoric of popularism and the value of educa-

tion. is to make it moré difticult for private and public.

institutions of higher education to collaborate.”
It forces us as carnivores around the last water-
hole in a circling dance that cdn be destructive. :
We are trving very hard in Massachusetts to
avoid that kind of pattern. ‘We have proposed through

@ torum of public and private institutions, an Educa- -
tinnal 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 iristitutions. 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 readv to be accountable and that are

5P
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attractive to voung 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”
will ‘never occur reflects a free-ride cliche that ignores
the basics 9f how to, allocate cost of higher education,
how to putf more investment into higher education than
trips to th& Caribbean or snowmobiles, and ignores the
concept of mvestment 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 ppportunity through educatlon 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 onthe ignorant and degrading the rights
of citizens, but by ralsmg 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 thmk we should all be dis-
appointed.

: Thank vou. (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 frained 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 planmng system for higher

education because a lot of hard decisions didn't have
to be made because the nuinber 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 nrade 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 vou feel that the second process, which vou
implicitly seem 1o be endorsing. is the right one for an
era in which really very hard choices will have to be
made in higher education?

©WOOD: I have summarized, Bob, pr()babl\ too qmckl\

Q

“demand situation right now.

“ther awav? How

the Educational Opportunity Program plan that we are

Arving to develop in Massachusetts.

It is .a mixture actually of the market and lhv
planning, rational allocation. approach.
And [ guess 1 would just sav two things about

'llw basic concepts and then add one other dimension.

My reservation about a complete “let the stu-

dems vote with their feet” is that after ten years of

consumerisni. and an analvsis of man as the economic

rational calculator of pleasure and pain, I am somewhat
reluctant to let teenage consumers in present secondart
education vote these choices on inadequate informa-
tion and with their hands held only by those sterling
fizures ot educational guidance counselors.

[ am nout sure that. left alone. that comes out te
rational results. : ' )

So I bélieve that. along with that has got to be
a much heavier emphasis on rational planning in the
higher education communitv. And [ think-that is what
this Association is mostly about. and this is clearly the
kind of tradeoft that we are sceking jn private and
public education in Massachusetts.

The third thing I would say, that ties in more
with the
pretty good tix on our traditional market, and 1 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 verv fuzzy, squishy kind of
And a lot depends on what
the product is, which gets me back l() the issue of the
competent American.

And so in that area I think that is probably the
only wau one gets out of a decade of restriction and re-
allocation of incredasingly scarce resources.

HARTMAN: Yes.

PROF. PASCHA HUSSAIN: Father Henle, I think vou
talked in support of governmental funding. greater
governmental tunding. Would vou agree that there is a
point or a line or a threshold bevond which this will
adversely atfect the institutions' local autonomy. indi-
viduality and academic freedom? And! if so. how far is
this line from where we are? How can we push it fur-
can we counfer its adverse effects?
Would you comment? .
HENLE: I think I said that, while I believed that we
should have more state and federal aid tor 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-

0
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lation 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 private support, so that we will
have a balance of sources on which we depend. And I
believe this is the source of liberty.'If yvou depend on
many different sources, no one-source is going to com-
mand vou..The alumni can’'t command you, or the
foundations can’t command you, the government can't
control vou. ’ ‘

In addition to that, however, I betieve both for
the public and pri\'fale sector, the old cliche— the old
cliches are generally true — that the prige of liberty is
eternal vigilance. | 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. .

[ have said that some day when I retire and can
speak freely, [ 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

-broke. 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. [ would feel that that is too much.
Now, vou say where is the line? 25 per cent? 20 per cent?

But [ agree with vou. 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
relv 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.
[ know that many presidents of universities, as soon as
somebady 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




ERI

T W

o

-generallv.

. rather than being in what I would say Is r

"HARTMAN: Yes. sir.

'least two major concerns that I had when the Iounda-

tion itself. the Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching. suggested, Dr. Wood. its second approach at

‘the Council ¢n Policv Studies.

I had conversations with the Carnegie people
and the issue there. they recognized, wag one of form

-versus substance, which is part of the undergirding

issue here today in terms of the Carnegie repaorts.

In the earlv reports there was a basic question,
it seems to we, for institutional researchers. I am step-
ping outside now ‘the perspective from just comniunity
colleges that I dried to present. A kind of lethary and
inertia seemed to have grasped higher education nation-
allv in the decade of the '60s. If the commission did
nothing more than to stimulate the questions, the right-

tul questions, in myv best judgment. this should be cen-

tral to the concerns of those-of vou in institutional
ar:alvsis 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
it seems to me that the stimulating role of
anyv foundation work ought to be to raise the questions
and not necessarily to provide the ansivers.
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. T would be one to sav that “the answers will =

never come out of the questions of f()undatmn under- .

takings.

The questmn is. can the issues l‘te 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,
reallv a rather
parodfial. defensive position, whether|it has been the
private four-vear institutions. whethef|it has been the
community colleges in search of an idenfity, whether it

has been the large state public university that felt that .

they were impeccable?

It seems to me that the role of stimulation to .

create honest self-evaluation about igne’'s goals and
purposes and missions and, in fact{ outcomes, is a

_worthwhile role and mission for sumeone to play in the
larger societv today as we grapple w
~ WOOD: I would subscribe both to

th these issues.
he honesty and
integrity and the real dose of realism that the Commis-
sion in its manv reports gave to us all. It is just that
after 1 have had one hucket of cold wéter on my head,
Idon't need 32 more coming down. (Laughter.)

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?

- , 5

4

-

MR. WOOD: Yes. In the propesal as it is now being
vresented, 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 'abo_ut by what we call a public-
private forum, which is composed of 16 presidents,
equally divided, and a non-vot'mg 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 private -
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: 1 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 explie-
itly, do vou 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, [ am afrald 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 tuiticn.

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 te 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 publi¢ 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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public collvae g part of g public university and a

private colieae witl not be that ditferent. And there are
stdtes s g matter of tuct, where the actual cost would
bee hiesher in the public syvstem than in many of the
private volleaes But that is not reflected in the charges.

So I think the pownt of view tfrom the perspective

ar tine private sector is to mdke the costs more. nearly.

Are

akin to the gqetual costs and to give the student the op-
pornts tu pay the extra money if he chooses to go to
Hervated rather than i branch of the state university. It
to eheunate the ditterential, it is to make it
AT wWeT, ’ . o
HENLE: I think that analos,. of-the (d(hlla( has several
talse assumptions i o -

The ditference between a private institution and
o public institytion is not the ditterence between poverty

EES TR 4

ot between middle class and the wealthy

>

aind funun
leass :

In the public Ainsfitution the state -is alreadyv
noderwriting g barge-amount of the cost of the student.
It the stadent is going to be supported by the state at a
prIL dte institution. it seems that it should underwrite
~canething somewhere proportionate to the total under-
writing ot the student in the public institution.

It there 15 a ditterential ot cost of edueation —
edgeation. aow, not tuition - at Georgetown  as
upposed to a4 public institution and some of this was
fue to the fact that Georgetown provides some services
o cuialin or something that public institutions do not
provide, T would not argue that that sh()uld be. under-
written by scholarship aid. v

But it seems to me that vou have lo take into
acenun! that af the state is supporting education, when
a4 student aaes to a public institution, he needs scholar-
sitp ard tor humself. but at the same time the state is
alteads paving a large part of the bill for his education.

It hie goes to a privale jostitution and the state
woatits to support his education there, then vou have a
ditferent kind ot bill. But vou have to compare the two
tills, total bills. and not just the difference in tuition.
HARTMAN: It I can comment on that a little bit, it
seanis toome that once we get into student aid related
ta tatal costs or to total charges, it is inevitable that,
at the state or federal leyel, whéerever this was
Aot the question will arise at some point as to what
Aowable cnsts and which are necessarv costs,

'lit.‘lt"l:‘

whit i1 nnes carrespond to tastes for high living and so

1

iy

on. and that that would be very disruptive of whatever
Jindependence is left for private higher education.

So. paradexicatly, I think that private institu-
tions would be advantaged by a svstem in which their

students or they themselves received subsidies from

governments that were based, in effec!, on flat amounts.
For example, a [)I‘l\'dt(' 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
tor private institutions, simply on the
run independence, even though they might get maore if
the subsidy were related to their actual costs.

[ find it verv hard to-get that point across, to
persuade private institutions that they would benefit
from such a system. But it seems to me that that is the
casc. ’ ’
HENLE: Well, I can tell you one pm ate institution that
accepts that. (Laughter.) E
HARTMAN: Yes.

A MEMBER: Dr. Wood, you antmned that you didn't
have enough data to answer those “questions fully.

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

Let me revise and amend my remarks on that
general subject.

What [ hope for, to go baek to the Moderator's
comments, is a ‘mixed package of institutional and
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 [
just feel in my position the need to have a lot more

than we have operated on. Mv 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 gat'to gy up by several
quantum leaps if we are going to be able to really come
to some judgment on these matters. .

HARTMAN: [ would like to announce 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.

grounds of tong- -
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ACADEMIC PRODUCTIVITY AND INS' TITUTIONAL-LEVEL THEORY:
UNOBTRUSIVE MEASURES FORT HP UNDER-COMPUTERIZED INSTITUTION*

.

‘The public forum po’ American higher education

is fooded withe the argot of the businessman, the
etticiency expert and the systems  analyst. Like the
1920% arena ot American built school-education, stri-
dent voices are rising with panaceas that came from the
business/industrial model.  Much over reaction s

setting in. goaded by financial stress. Indeed, presidents

of some of our most prestigious universities are ex-
changing the wnrd “education” for the more limited
term “‘training.”

As is the case of American business, mduslr\.
and labor todav. so gods the one .financial rub for
Amverican higher” education. viz.,
demic productivity is a. new term, having a techno-
cratic ‘Ting. But it is a good one for our purposes,
There is no doubt that all would agree that academic
productivity needs to be at a high rate, excellent in
qualitv. diverse in character and reasonable in cost.
Much  “bad-mouthed”  discussion, especially among
faculty groups. is being heard on the topic of academic
productivity. particularly in relation to faculty agcount-
ability. . -
Academic productivity has not been adequatelv

conceptualized in holistic universitv terms. And more .

importantly. the following question must be asked:
When institutions do not have sophisticated manage-
ment information svstem (MIS). how can theyv effec tive-
Iv manage their })r()bles related to academic produc-
- Hxity?-Theugh an MIS is not necessary, conceptualized
data are required. Current vear-operations and- multi-
vear university planning require a rational means to
aunide end monitor the iustitution’s academic produc-
tivity 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 Universitv is conceived to be a whole
integrated entitv. one that is best described as an open

svstem (Counelis. 1971). And for this svstem to operate .

effectively. cvbernetic realitv-testing must obtain. Cy-
bernetic. realitv-testing is exemplified in this pursuit

productivity, Aca-

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; RnMeEnM, 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 D_vlan Thomas’
papers.
(3) Pubh( 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
s time for this civil role, and materials (M)
could be the area of civic responsibility
carried by the committee chaired by 'Pro-
fessor Y. i
Simplifving, 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 obtaired, given particu-
lar materials (M) found in the results (R), (Greenberg,
14973).
All material and social output/input systems
are inefficient to a certain degree. Qutput never equals
input in any quantitative sense. Therefore, P = R/E <

1, that is academic productivity (P) is always less then .
Having defined academic

1, or less than perfect.

3 ‘ _
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productivi’s by nuorous proposition and operational
ter s, peraiit the olaboration of the ided in university
areds  of  Hoance, anstruction, research and  public
SeTVi b

H

Financial Indicators

Tu evaluate our university audits systematically
in thye absence of computerized records and technical
Iterature in the teld. the need arose tor “benchmarks™
‘o indditators” peculiar o the university as-a not-for-
profit educational snterprise {Henke, 1966). In Decem-
ber 1973, the Ottice of Institutional Studies completed
a stude that eanumerated o numbaer of finantial indi-
cators. extrapolating them tor the FY 1968-1969 to
FY 107241973 andits (Counelis and Rizzo. 1972). Com-
parability of the charts ot accounts among the several
audits was achieved by redlassitving all areas in accord

Center. tfor Higher Education Management Svstems
(Goddard. Martin and Romney, 1973) and Scheps and
Davidson's Accounting for Gollege and Universities for
those aspects of private universitv management not
covered by the NCHEMS work (Scheps and Davidson,
1970}, Though it is true that a five vear time series of
comparable financial categories gives important trend
insights, the need for some  limited output/input
measures is significant. Chart No, 1 illostrates a few
output/input measures of interest and significance,
particularly the ratio of income and expenditures to
FFE 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 mecasures’
on .a practical non-reactive research problem in the

with those categories developed at Boulder's National field of university management (Webb; et al., 19686).

Chart No. 1 ot
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 2,610 - 2,689
C. Expense FTE Student 2,088 2,367 2,654 2,717 2,805 ;
D. Net Income (Expense)/FTE Student ($61) ($294) ($230) ($107) ($116)
E. Percent of Program Expenditures
to Total Expenditures .
Primary:: A . ’
Instruction 38.9% 39.9%%, 43.5% 42.0% 42.9% .
Research ‘ 13.0% 124 11.6% 10.2% - 8.7%
Sub Totat g Al 5199 52.3% 55.1% .| 52.2% | 51.6%
Support: . - -
Academic : 7.3% 8.99% 9.7% 9.1% 8.3%
Student Services . 8.0%% 6.3% 2.49%, 5.1% 4.5% -
tnstitutional Support 12.7% 14.6% 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% 100%
F.  Percent Expenditure of Educational :
Administration to Instruction 5.7% 9.3% 7.9% 7.8% 7.2%
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Instructional Effort
Faculty workluads and the
university enterprise have been tough nuts.
cattse of economic nedessities. the whole issue of
faculty instruction is coming under review. Over the
last two vears. the Oftice of Institutional Studies has
atternpted 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-
versities have ~omplicated staffing formulae based upon
vourse classitications (Goodwin, 1970). None of these
approaches,suited our needs at the University of San
Franc 15( o
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 nuimber of faculty:
{21+he number of courses and . »ctions: (3) the number
of students: (4} the number of _ourse-units taught as
distinguished from SCH generated in those courses:
{31 the number ot faculty contact hours per week:
b} the number of students in contact with faculty
"ser 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
tollege 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.
4 provides a series of -instructional effort measures
based upon the output/input model of academic pro-
ductivity. There are.ten such instructional effort mea-
sures in Chart No. 3: {1} the number of courses/faculty:
{21 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 df'facult}' 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

efficiency ot the
And be-

upon the educational/administrative problem being
solved. ‘one of these output/finput ratios would be
appropriate.

Of particular interest as to the issue of ;,ettmv
" 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 secrviced

James Steve Counelis

instructionally per week to the number of faculty
instructional contact hours per week is the average
number of students serviced in terins of a single faculty
contact hour in instruction. Thus, lectures, discussion.
_laboratories, field work, seminars, athletics and all
tvpes of non-standard instructional formats can be
given the common base of faculty contact hours per
week. [n-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 vielding ‘unobtrusive measures’ of great
utility (Webb, et al., 1966),

FTE Faculty

The definition and emplrluzatlon 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 dlscussmn (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 vear. For purposes of a statistical standard at which
a FTE faculty could be defined, 606 SCH/academic
vear was defined and calculated as follows: (1) 4
courses (@ 3 SCH/course with an average class size of
25 students = 300 SCH/semester; (2) 300 SCH X 2
semesters = 600 SCH/academic vear. 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 “polmcal equivalency”
formulae are introduced.

ERIC S -
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ACADEMIC PRODUCTIVITY

. Chart No. 2 : -
. THE UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO BASIC INSTRUCTIONAL EFFORT

DATA, UNDERGRADUATE, GRADUATE AND PROFESSIONAL, FALL 1973

COURSE | FACULTY STUDEMTS’
. UNITS | CONTACT| CONTACTS
' COLLEGE'SCHOOL/ FACULTY | COURSES [STUDENTS | TAUGHT | HOURS/ | WITH
DEPARTMENT (N) (N) (N) N) WEEK | FACULTY/WEEK
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 Arts/Music 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

“tncludes Anthropology, Social Welfare and Ethnic Studies




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

James Steve Counelis,

~

’ Chart No. 3 *
THE UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, BASIC MEASURE OF INSTRUCTIONAL EFFORT,
' UNDERGRADUATE, GRADUATE, PROFESSIONAL, FALL 1973
.- Eu |, 252
- w 172 - wn @ | WO
35| 55| oF |EUzElEEca| 2E | o |EEEE) 2RSS (2353
=2 =] =D DESD|R27Z] B2 5o [2523] 8220 |akgT
COLLEGE SCHOOL 3% |5%| 3% (952%|552%| 58 |35 (2888 535¢ [23cz
DEPARTMENT vl Es s = ROoTwR 03] & “ "0z [»YES
. o &) e b=
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Arts: “ i .
© . Communication Arts 3.6 | 389 | 10.1 10.3 148.1 13.6 2.8 2.9 41.1 14.4
Economics 2.7 | 923 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 29 54.2 - | 18.6
Fine Arts Music 20 | 253 5.7 5.7 | 75.7 | 12.7 2.8 2.8 37.8 134
Government 2.7 47.3 6.8 6.8 140.6 | 17.6 " 2.5, 25 | 523 20.6
History 25 | 337 6.0 6.0 99.7 13.6 24 24 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 53 | 70.7 14.0 14.0 178.0 | 13.3 2.6 26 33.4 12,7
Language;Classics 39 !37.6 | 126 12.6 | 129.5 9.6 3.2 3.2 33.1 10.3 .
Military Science 2.0 | 249 5.3 5.6 56.0 | 12.3 2.6 2.8 28.0 10.1
_ Philosophy 28 | 98.3 8.4 8.4 | 3234 | 349 3.0 3.0 | 115.0- | 38.3
Physical Education 31 1355 { 55 73 | 118.2 | 115 1.8 2.4 38.4 16.2
Psychology 31 | 79.7 | 4.4 54 | 2394 | 254 | 14 | 1.7 | 76.2 | 44.7
-Sociqlogy’ 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 | 204 3.1 31 61.2 19.5
Whole College 2.8 | 50.1 7.4 7.6 | 153.6 . 17.9 2.6 2.7 54.9 20,2
Business Administration 23 | 609 65 6.7 177.2 | 26.4 2.8 29 76.9 26.4
Education 21 27.2 5.2 12.4 | 2234 12.8- 24 . 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 29 63.1 22,1
Science 1.3 16.3 3.6 4.2 49.5 13.0 29 3.3 39.6 11.9
Whole College 14 [225 | 40 | 41 | 216|166 | 3.0 | 30 | 529 | 174
Law: 1_.(9 100.1 5.2 5.2 305.9 | 53.7 28 | 28 164.3 58.4
Nursing: 1.3 | 25.0 59 14.9 246.5 186 | 4.4 11.1 183.4 16.6
Science: : . N .
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 27 | 718 26.7
Computer Science 6.9 | 82.2 14 124 1699 | 119 1.4 1.8 | 24.7 13.7
Mathematics 4.1 98.1 2.6 11.6 251.6 .| 23.9 26 | 28 61.2 21.8
Physical Science 1.0 | 20.3 3.0 3.0 63.7 | 20.3 3.0 3.0 1 63.7 21.2
Physics 34 | 973 1.9 9.0 2734 | 28.4 1.9 2.6 79.8 30.4
Whole College 4.5 | 86.0 1.8, 12.9 262.8 19.2 1.8 27 1 587 | 21.5
Total University 2.4 | 48.1 , 6.3 7.9 168.2 | 19.8 2.6 3.3 69.2 21.2 i
“Indudes Anthropology, Social Welfare, Ethnic Studi_:es
) _ 53
£ M
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ACADEMIC FRODUCTIVITY

The susgestivn is made here to provide some
biasing epovalenoy weight that would reflect at the

least the contact hour instructional effort ot taculty tor.

all Courses of record. Chart No. 4 provides Fall 1973

data through which the.U/H ratio is used to bias the
standard of 600 SCH for one FTE facuity. 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 ‘ AUMBER
. COLLEGE SCHOOL . SCH - | NUMBER | NUMBER "UH U/H NUMBER OF| OF FTE

BY DEPARTMENT FY 1973- SCH (U) | FACULTY RATIO RATIO VARIABLE | FACULTY
1975 TAUGHT | CONTACT| COL. 3 —~ X FTE FACULTY| (¢ 600 SCH

v BUDGET | FALL 1973|HOURS (H)] COL. 4 | 600 SCH [FY 1974-1975]FY 1974-75

1 2 3 -4 5 6 7 8 ’

Business .

Administration: F, Sp 1 12,677 234 242 967 580 21.86 21.13
Education: F, Sp 6,400 © 220 482 .456 274 23.36 10.67
Evening College: F, Sp, Su 16,300 - 488 502 .972 583 - 28.13 27.33
Intersession 2,138 . 487 487 -1.000 600 3.56 3.56
Lavw: 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 ‘ 584 98.02* 95.41

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

Economics ’ . 3,595 L 7 57 1.000 600 5.99 5.99

English ) 7,132 "224 224 1.000 600 11.89 © 11.89

Government 4,1 17 109 109 | 1.000 600 6.80 " 6.86

History 4,059 138 - 138 1.000 600 6.77 6.77

Humanities . 232 9 -9 1.000 600 i 39 .39

tnierdisdiplinary 1,218 42 42 1.000 ¢ 600 © 203 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 - n 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 19’8 308 .643 386 18.93 - 12,18

Chemistry 4,077 74 148. 500 300 13.59 ) 6.80

Computer Science | 2,114 84 12 .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

"Rounding causes error in totals

Q }
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coltart noursiweek for those taught conrses. Hence,
the straight lecture/discussion tormated courses would
remain B0 SCH because the course units. equal the
nuniber of faculty contact hours/week. such as is the
case for English and historv. However. the number of
contact hours in the lgboratory sciences or intermship
programs in education. and nursing are higher in
absolute numbers than the course credit for the course.
The U/H ratio proportionally biases the standard ot
not) SCH in relationship to the number of faculty con-

tact hours which exceed the number of Carnegie units

credited tor a course. See nursing, education. one of
the sciences, and even some of the Arts departments for
sprotic dramiatic examplesin Coluinn 6 ot Chart No. 4.

“Chart No. 4 presents a comparison in Columns
7 and 8 of the two concepts of FTE faculty in terms of
SCH for the FY 1974-1475 budget. Column 7 provides
the variable FTE faculty and Column 8 provides the
fixed FTE faculty «w 600 SCH. Hopefully. the notion
of the departmentally variable FTE faculty will be
used. this concept reflecting numerically with more
fidelity the instructional pattern inherent in a particular
departiment or school. Of course, the annual recalcula-
bilitv of the variable  FTE faculty U/H ratio provides
a vear-to-vear equivalency ‘without politics and hard
Jfeelings. Again, unobtrusive measures' provided a non-
reactive research question with a reasonable answer.
siven the reliabilitv ot the manua¥ records (Webb, et al.,
19661

Academic Productivity Beyond the Classroom

In Fall 1973, a computerized faculty survey was
miade to determine the extent and nature of academic
productivity outside of classroom-related instruction.
This survev had certain categories used tor informa-
tional cross check. A 52,6 return was obtained. The
sexual distribution of the respondees was almost pre-
ciselv that »f the faculty population: and the profes-
surial rank distribution for the first four ranks was
slightlv 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 and service activities. The eleven categories. given
below. are deliberately wide and comprehensis > 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 (hooks. journal papers,
patentsi: ‘ : )

B. Papers given at professional/learn-
el suciety meetings: pure. applied. action
research: : '

James Steve Counelis

C. Creative works: published in writ-
teu form, displaved or performed:

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

E. Other scholarly publications: ex-
tended critical bibliographies, book reviews. .

audio-visual materials, instructional ma-
terials:

F. Lav-oriented publications;

G. Lavsoriented public appearances

and training group;
H. Service to government. church and
civic groups: ’
1. Service
societies:
J. Universitv-connected service: com-
mittees. administrative roles. etc.:
K. Consultantships: gratis or con-
tractual. ) i
‘This list was circulated to several knowledgeable facul-
ty and administrators prior to use. Even at that one
item was inadverte.mly left out. which “item was.
attendance at  meetings. of professional/learned
societies. ’ » '

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) sefvice to government. church and civic groups
(15.6 ): (3) service to professional/learned societies
(14.47 ): "(4) published scholarship (12.77:). And if
one added the A, B, E, and I categories. the total
of 449 purely academic citations occurs that is approxi-
mately 417¢ . 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
onlv occur randomly once in.a hundred tinies.

Chart No. 6 maps out for the University of
San Francisco the scope of her faculty’s extra-instruc-
tional productivity. This understanding of academic
productivity needs more study. and- systematization
into professional guild (heory. 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

to  professionalflearned
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Chart No. 5
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO FACULTY SURVEY,
SCHOLARSHIP/PUBLIC SERVICE ACTIVITIES, FY 1972-1973

ACADEMICRANK | A | B {c |[D | E | F |G |H |1 |} X UL
Professor 52 ] 33 .2 1 19 6 10 38 ) 45] 81 | 20 307.] 27.8
Associate Professor 34| 16 4 1 29 25 20 i 53 23 61 8 274 | 24.8
Assistant Professor 33 16 6 4 154' 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 5113 101 9.1
Total 141 | 76 | 18 18 73 | 43 69 | 173 | 159 | 265 ﬂ 1106 | 100
Proportional Distribution 127 |1 69 116 [1.6 |66 | 3.9 | 6.2 [156 [14.4 | 24.0| 6.5 | 100
Calculated Chi-square = 162.90 - - Chi-square (40 df, .01) = 66.‘77

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 universitv trustees. administration, foundations
and governmental funding units, as well as accrediting
assohiations can most adequately be shown a full
viabie display of facultv productivity in the extra-
instructional areas. Conceptually and pragmatically, the
tool is here tor such accountability demonstration by
the faculty that is so much nnder efficiency pressures

“of vur dav. :

Conclusion ) .

v Academic productivity is a generalized notion.
Emprically, it'is a measurement in terms of an output/
input modef. For this writer. this concept of academic
productivity is a type of institutional-level theory
concerned with monitoring one aspect of the univer-

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 dala, 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 thev have shared their expertise, insights and

- feelings with great generosity. And of those, I number

sity. Be it in finandal indicaters. the measurement of

nstructional etfort. the calculation of FTE facultv. or
finding vut the character of the facultv extra-instruc-
fional services. the notion of academic productivity has
generic applicabilitv. Hopefully, this generic idea of
academic productivity and the several specific examples
described in this paper will be useful to others. Also:
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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,

T '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
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Mrs. Fran Nishiguchi, secretary, I write a word of
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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 im-
purtant role in improving the much neglected area of
curricalim evatuation and management which is prob-
ably the ared where higher education is least account-
able. An otfice ot institutional research can provide a

~continuous low of historical. analvtical, and prognostic
data concerning curriculim: 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
decisinns. While accountability. has become a byword
in higher education administration, its meaning is not
vet entirely clear {Peterson, 1970) but the implication it

holds for measurement against some set of criteria or

standards and the need tor balancing inputs and out-
puts is quite clear.

Curriculum is only one part of the curricular-
wistructional svstem. @ primary subsvstem in the total
svsten of higher education. It is an accepted fact that
one cannot malage o svstemn by managing one element
of that svstem. Juseph Axlerod {1968) recognized this

svstem ronstruct. and pointed out that curricula change

invoiving onlv one element of the curricular-instruc-
tional subsvstem all too trequentlv does not “take.
- The interrelationships and interdependencies of the
elements mest be considered. We cannot arbitrarily
add or delaete courses. schedule offerings. or establish
degree requirements. Curriculum must be managed in
the constract of the curriculdar-instructional subsvstem.
We must also be accountable in this same context.
' Swinerton and Maier {1972, p. 285) suggest that
Uit is necessarv to institute an accountability design
which tflows from faculty, departinents. colleges, and
divisions up to the top in order to take leadership in
Celiminating  inettfective  and  inefficient educational
pulicies, prograwmws. and procedures.” Management of
the carrienlar-instructional environment must.therefore
be ¢ coordinated team eftort. \
Approach ‘
ldentity ing, descriptive, historical and analytical
mnformation relating to curriculum are of little value for
management decisions unless there is some standard
against which to measure- whether the performance

Fred H. Wise and A. A. Sterns, University of Georgia

, ‘
reported represents an improvement or deterioration
ot past performance. It should be noted here that
detected variances may or may not represent ineffi-
ciencies, or ineffectiveness. Renkiewicz -and Topping
(1973) point out that **Comparisons must be pursued to
the point of undersianding 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

s

cost accountants call “current standards™ (Benninger,
1470). Benninger goes on to say current standards
“serve merely as a standard for a certain period and
under cenain/mrc,limstances.” In the proposed applica-®
tion of standards to curriculum, we interpret “certain
circumstanmces™ to medn political realities of require-
ments eminating from the various constituencies of the
university, such as the accreditors, the governing bodies,
the ad ministration, 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, implied standards 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:"
hoard 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 continue to pursue intended
goals in an efficient and effective manner.

Methodology ,
Most institutions of higher education have in-
formation subsystemns operational and a few have what
might be called management information systems (MIS).
Mature information systems provide information rele-
vant to specilic decisions and this is the objective of the
methodology described here, Developments have been
concentrated in four areas: Course Contribution Matrix
(CCM), Standard Curriculum (STACUM), Input Stan-

Q
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dard Cost {INSTAC) and Course Objectives [nventory
1COTL In each area we are attempting to provide de-
scriptive, historical, prognostic and analytical informa-
tion relevant to curriculum management decisions.
Further. throush analvtical processes “current stan-
dards™ implicit in the above information are being
ferreted out to serve as reference points for evaluation
ot variations trom the standards. Information produced
by the four subsystems named above provide a body of
information tound  useful by curriculum decision
nmakers at the (lmlplmv. (0“&‘“&‘ and umwrsm wide
levels. :

Course Contribution Matrix (CCM)

One of the basic analvtical tools for program
prurriculum) “definition is the Course Contribution
Matrix. Since the course is the basic input to instruc-
tional activity. the interconnecting link between input
anid vutput can be established only by the identification
ot the contributions of each course to the output cate-
gory. The CCM provides the necessary link between the
varivus activities and the degree-major output.

The matrin itself is relatively simple and is
similar in structure to the Induced Work Load Matrix
developed by NCHEMS. However, the CCM software,
unlike the [WLM. is quite different as is the output. The
identity of the individual course in the CCM is care-
tmllv maintained for analvtical purposes. A matrix is
built for each discipline and displavs the production of
each course by level of instruction and its contribution
to each student level within each degrec-major. Sum-
mary reports are produced by the computer by sum-
ming the vectors of the matrix and tormatting the vut-
put such that maximum utility is gained for review and
decision making,

Qutput of the CCM has heen tfound useful in
monitoring the sequence in which students take courses
in analvzing course enrollment make up in terms ()f
degree-majors, and- in developing productionfutility
data for wach course. Service courses can be qul(klv
identiied and there aré 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 resourcés.

Standard Curriculum (STACUM) :

The curriculum content can vary widely from
student to student”within a degree-major program. In-
formation concerning the extent of thig variation and
. a description of the “stahdard” course content of a

degree-major program is now available using a soft-.

Wise and Sterns

ware package we call STACUM. STACUM analyzes
graduated students’ academic records and classifies
courses according to the percentages of students who
took the course while 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 program 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™

it 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-inajor
programs. Obviously, percentages could vary 4mong
institutions. ' .

Apprmumatel\ 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 niay 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 largé number of courses have been identified
as not Standard or Standard Option for any degree-
major program. This beconies 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
idertify why courses are classifird 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 DMAR
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 (lNSTAC) ' .
The “current” budget is the basis for developmg,

Input Standard Costs (INSTAC). “'‘Current standards”

are inherent in the data and can be made explicit
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MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM V

through analysis. Suppose tor 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 Y percent for “non-personnel”
cost. Variances trom 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 or bad. Each variance must be analyzed
and evalyated on its own merit.
To simplity INSTAC methodology, a common
denominator must be identified to quantify personnel
assignments. Florida and Georgia, for example, have
introduced in their State svstems an Equivalent Teacher
Contact Hour {ETCH) standard. At the University of
Georgia the standard is 60 ETCH for fiscal vear appoint-
ments, and 45 ETCH for academic vear appointments
il FTE - 60 ETCH1. Dollars can be related to the ETCH
just as thev are to the FTE. If a professor teaches three
3-hour courses a quarter, then he is inputting 15 ETCH.
One tourth 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 cost by using the ETCH as tne basis for dis-
tnbution uf departimental overhead. The cost of an indi-
vidual course will vary trom 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 relativel\' stable when viewed in
d larger time trame.

* The wpst.in terms of (l()lldre par student credit
hour {(SCHj for an individual course :an be useful in
comparing a course against
caution should be taken when compariag 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

“standard” cost ot

.-

instruction at that particular level.

_ Curricular-instructional  subsvstem  managers
wilt be most interested in the controllable variables
which affect cost variations from standards. Some of
the factors are faculty rank mix, student faculty ratio,
number of sections. class size. frequency ot offering and

o

itself over time. Much -

‘standards”

type of instruction. The dean or departinent head must
be provided information about the current value of
these variables and eventually the (apdblllt\ to simu-
late alternative courses of action.

Course Obiectives Inventory {(COI)

To “manage” the curricular-instructional sub-
svstem more efficiently and effectively there must be-
precise statements of goals and ob]ectnes Institutional

‘goals statements tend to be ambiguous, elusive, and

abstract. As pointed out by McMurrin (1973), “They
(ifistitutional 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-
structianal level are seldom stated. If we are to be held
accountable, then we need to know what we are to be
accountable for. i

A Course Objectives Inventory must become part

“of the master file for each course. The facultv 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 séreening
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 inv estigation of
possible overlap and (luph(‘atlon even across depart-
ments and schools.

Summary

Mature information s»stems prcmde 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-
instructipnal 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 standdrds and therefore an effort is
made to make implied standards explicit as *‘carrent
through analysis thus providing reference

points for decisions.!
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EVALUATING NONTRADITIONAL STUDIES:

IMPLICATIONS FOR PUBLIC POLICY

David CllI‘llh. Governors State University

l)m id Laird, Minnesota Higher Education Coordinating Commission
Jerome Wartgow, Colorado Commission on Higher Education

The Lite stuve of cducation in recent vears has
hounded with «allenees to traditional institutions and
metitnds ot instruction The calls tor extensive reforims
tiate been seglen and trom many quarters. Social critics
aridd analvsts cite profonnd changes in our society as the
teats uf these messages, and numerous policy groups
Crmtuinge to arsue that those institutions which are un
abiie ar unwilling to capture this opportunity to reformn
atd svperiment will become either moribund or at least
Bee sertoushy threotened, .

There is a4 widespread call for innovation in
vroarams of stady . the methods of instruction: and the
seants by which academic credit mav be awarded for
wntraditional work. There is also the insistence that
wats must be tound to mest the postsecondary educa-
tian needs of substantial portions of the soctety histori-
by escluded from traditional advanced learning op-
portunities. There are contimuing demands for certifv-
i and validating learning which has been acquired in
Wavs other than the traditional on-campus process.

A number of recent attempts have been made to
detine non-traditional as it applies to educational
prourams, anstitutions, and  activities. The National
Cozmission on Non-Traditional Study applied two
working Jetinitions in the earlv phases of their deliber-
ations, The tirst was simple and broad: "a group of
chamanng educational patterns caused by the changing
neends and opportunities of society” {Gould and Cross.
472, 193 The second was more specific but vet encom-
passing: “a set ot fearning experiences free of skills or
attainments extending his personal. intellectual. esthe-
te, or vocational development”™ {Gould et al.. p.. 45).
Either or both of these definitions have.a pleasant ring
t thiein, bat ard ndt very helptul in making distinctions

tar es gluative or policy purposes. Howard Bowen pro-

visded o more workable definition in his paper on
financang non-traditional studies when he included un-
vomventional modes of instruction. programs designed
empertally tor non-traditional students. nonconventional
st heduling, evalnation and accrediting of experiential
learning, and nop-credit educational activities asso-
ciated with existing institutions {Bowen. 1973).
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The attempts to define non-traditional to date
appear to leave out one extremely important factor;
that of the comparison with the previous nonns of the
institution or agehcy fostering the program or activity.
Therefore, it may -be argued that the most workable

definitions will be those which are institutionally based

and which prgvide relative comparisons with other
modes of teac hmg.,. accrediting, and learning. For the
purpose of thig paper the following definition 1. 1s been
used as a g.,undé Non-traditional study may include any
program or activity which departs from previous norms
of an éducational institution or agency, or is reflective

of an experimédntal or adventurous attitude when con-
sidered within its institutional context. In other words,
what is innovative and non-traditional at Old Siwash
mav be quite traditional at a place such as Antioch.

Historical Perspective

Those familiar wiia 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-time students through its
Commission on Extension Courses since 1913. Other
institufions including the University of Qklahoma,
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 vears to offer instruction at the collegiate level to

- thousands of students. The creation of Great Britain's

Open University of 1959, however. more than anv gther
single event, galvanized American interest in external
degrees, continuing education for adults, and the educa-
tional Hotential of applied technology (Nelson, 1972,
p. 11).

In assessing this recent surge of interest in non-
traditional studies, one anaiys' attributed it to three
specific hopes: :
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the hope ot ettecting econonies higher
education

the hope of serving new stndent clientele

the hope of interjecting genuine innovation
mto hivher education throngh new curri-
vala,, the ‘-media. and other instructional

technology . (Nelson, 1902, p.o 11

These levelopments have attracted significarit
natinonal attention and more than likely have raised the

expectations and aspirations of a substantial portion of

the pupulation. Numerous groups have been sanctioned
to assess Hee tutnre of non-traditional studies and pro-
tessional »ducators’ meetings of the past three vears
have invariably tined part of their programs to this
Arvi. :

In their Report on Higher Education, the Newnian
Task Foree clearly stated the challenges as thev oh-
servesd them: ' '

We:believe it is fime for a ditferent approach
to making higher education more available
and more stimulating for those peaple un-
able to attend a college tull-tinie.

What is needed 1s not just gradual extension
and expansion of the present form of conti-
nuing education, but new  strnctural ap-
proaches 1 parallel. We proposethat the
resources tor education provided as a pack-
aze by the college {formal instruction, read-
inz.- libraries. examinations. degrees, etc.)
be provided to the community as separate
serviees il order that individuals and groups
can tind their own wayv to an education..

It separate urganizations are established that
provide the traditional mnctions of the col-
leae directlv te the community, individuals
can tashion and legitimize their own pro-
granis. )

s
While at tirst g!,‘lan(:y the functions of a college
sepm inseparable, closer examination would
indicate that their separation is not only
pussible, but would have advautages. For
instance, colleges in America now mono- -
polize the function of -giving examinations
and providing degrees. We propose that
equivalency enaminations be developed so
that individuals can receive credit for skills
and knowledge acquired in a variety of wavs.
We hirther propose that new degree -granting
institutions be established which could nnt

Curtis, Laird and Wuartgow

only administer these examinations but also
grant college degrees. (Newman, 1971, pp.
68-691

Following a study of over a vear’s duration, the
Commission ¢n Non-Traditional Study has released a
summary of recommendations which were printed in
the February 5. 1973, issue of the Chronicle of Higher
Education, and included the following:

1) The findamental recommendation of this
report is clear. The oft-stated 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 schoo! 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 sh()uld

make every effort to meet the academic needs
of the additional numbers and new types of
students. If existing colleges feel thal they
cannot take on such responsibilities, they
should welcome, even encourage, the growth
* of new institutions either of a tollegiate sort
or of some new model.
4) State legislatures which have not already
done so should enact legistation and set up
the necessary administrative machinery aimed
at guaranteeing an acceptable level of quallty
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. (Illich, 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 Présent Situation

Within recent vears a number of states and many
institutions have recorded their determination to'expand
accessibility to post-secondary education and to change
‘in non-traditional directions. Many of the changes have
heen consistent with the recommendations of the better
kn\ wn national studies and reports In some quarters
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these alterations have become legitimized simply be-
cause they were contained in one or more ot the presti-
gious reports, and herein lies one of the problems. The
istitication and tegitimacy tor these alerations and in-
novations should sot be that “Carnegie recommended
it 7 Rather the justiication tor what is accomplished
tor nett in the naine of innovation should be that the
changes make good educational sense — logically and
empirically. It is certainly legitimate to ask what evi-
vdenve sustities Jdoing things ditterently.

At the present time most institutions with inno-
vative compionents are assessing these components by
vdarious medns most of them within traditional rubrics.
These are hasieaily internal svaluations and difficulties
i techniques or evidenoe may be ironed out in time.
However there 1s another tvpe of situation. In some of
the new. innovative, non-raditional institutions, there

is neither the cushion ot Hme nor predominant tradi-

tional programs to protect them from the challenges of
fogitinaie inquiry from students. parents. legislators.
buduet analysts, and various other publics. These insti-
Hittons are under-greater pressure to justifyv their exis-
teace and their difterent wavs of doing things. Many of
these institutions were established with a mandate or
“commitinent to evaluate and assess to a greater extent
than in traditional institutions. These institutions fre-
gquently acknoiviedge that since thev are serving a dif-
terent  clientele.  different methods of  instruction.

dedivery. assessment, and evaluation must be applied. .

There are same, however. who would prefer the aura of
non-traditional status but yet when being evaluated,
wouald choose to hide behind traditional criteria and
standards

Traditional criteria and standards do not appear
to meet the needs in evalualing non-traditional institd-
tions. more over. the evidence produced through tradi-
Monal mieans has not satistied the critics. The funda-
mental question remains - do the differences make a

ditference. and it they do, how might these differences.

be assessed?

Given the variations in strugture, form. and
clientele which oceur in non-traditional institutions and
programs. additional components of variations of this

<

madel could be adopted for local situations. However,

the basic model should include five categories: Accessi-
bihites Flexibality, Personalization, Svnthesis. and Effi-
cary nb Resournes

Accessibility , :

Many ot the new and 1nnovative institutions
Wele Created | in part, to answer criticisms s‘upzh as the
tollowing troms the Newman Report:

By long tradition, American colleges and uni-
= verstties discriminate against those who are

a "(
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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 continning 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
sanie 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,
nfarried, and those with diversified work and life
patterns) attending the new 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 model 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 indi-,
cator of the lack of diversity. )

The M :wman Report pointed out quite correctly
that nearly all 2.500 institutions have adopted the same
mode of teaching and learning. Nearly all strive to per-
forin 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 (N\ewman. 1971, p. 12).
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It seems important. therefore. that one compo-
nent of an assessment model for non-traditional institn-
tinns be concerned with the extent to which they pro-
vide alternatives to the general patterns. The questions
which must be addressed are:

111 Are we providing educational experiences that are
tlexible in teris of time, content and process?

{27 Are entrance requirements and admissions proce-
Jdures designed to be flexible, thus:allowing the
educationallv disenfranchised to enterthe programs?

4} Are there tlexible attendance procedures — Ingress
and Egress Flexibilitv?

{41 Is there texibility provided for designing individual
prograni- related to the individual's educational
goals?

t5) Are there flexible learning modes?

Personalization

Any mumber of critics of hl;,hvr education em-
phasize the lack of “personalization”
rause of student dissatistaction. It is axiomatic that the
new volleges must be more responsive to needs of indi-
vidual students. In 1970, Sol Linowitz, Chairman of the
Special Commutter 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 dissatistaction with the Multiver-
sitv and ats 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 tvpe of student with diverse back-
arounds and goals’requires a type of educational pro-
gram with diverse options and objectives. Consequently,
vne component of an evaluation model for the non-

-traditional institutions must come to grips with the

problem of persunalization and individualization. Evi-
dence must be presented to show that opportunities for
development of personalization programs goes beyond
college catalogue rhetoric. That ewdvm,e may be derived
from answers to the following:

11} Are the educational programs. procedures and en-

vironment humane?

121 Do the advisement pr()(vdures provide for close

personal interactions?
33 Are the educational experiences mdnlduall\ satis-
tving?
i4) Is self- determination of programs to meet individual
goals eyvident?

Synthesis
What is a college degree? Some cynics maintain
that it onlv indicates time served. Certainly there is no

(

ds a contributing -
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Curtis, Luird and Wartgow

standard, other than time served or units
achieved, which allows one to idei tify the product. The
range of knowledge and abilities among degree holders
is tremendous, and- who would deny that some high
school sophomores can outperform some 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 conuact 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 be 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
or too harmful (for whatever reasons) to the edu- o

costly,
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? ’

For what prior experiences should credit be gwen?
Formal education? Work? Life? '

What does the student really know?

Has the student acquired the skills necessary to
succeed in life? )

(2)
(3)
(4)

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 dffectiveness.” The conclud-
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NONTRADIT IONAL STUDIES

ing pdase of that report is representative ot much of the
current iterature:

We have found that institutions under finan-
cial pressure often respond only by cutting
expenditures in the easiest wavs, rather than
bv making choices according to the relative
merits of academic programs or the most cost-
+ttective approaches to teaching.

It 15 apparent that with multimillion dollar
budgets and a growing questioning by the
public. higher education can no longer afford .
the-Tuxury of avoiding consideration of how
etfectivelv it uses its resources. How can skill
in resource utilization become a factor in the -
svstem of academic rewards? The challeng-
ing intellectual task of tinding more effective
learning patterns by better utilization of re-
sources must bhecome a legitimate campus
concern {Newman. 1971, p, 86).

Thus.one component of an evaluation model for
the non-traditional institutions must provide informa-

tion on the extent to which such institutions are effi- -

cientlv utilizing resources, reducing waste, and elimi-

nating obsolete practices. Evaluators must be prepared

.y

to search for answers to the following:
1 Are we ettectivelv identifving and utilizing resources
for accomplishing our mission and achieving our
goal?
i2y Can we provide the same (or better) quality educa-
tion tor less money? Less time?

Some General Considerations and Conclusions

As illustrated by this model, the traditional
evaluative eftorts 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 requirgments and
ot experiences. the student has no adequate
basts for choice of the programn, and neither
the student nor the faculty has any concep-
tion of what benefits in the way of cognitive
and atfective growth of significance in li’m-,r‘
lite wili emerge from the experience.

Notwithstanding the fact that most traditional
institutions are subject to the same indictment. the

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

burden of proof more frequently is upon thé 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 atceptable 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 mvolve scrutiny
ot the verifiable cousequences 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 lmplles 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 attemptmg
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 considers the establishment of criteria ot satistac-

tinn or expectaney would have some basis for measuring |

the unpact ot the new institution. We fear though that
such oriteria would be seen as necessary but not suf-
Hirent ’

Same sense that the pendulum effect in higher
edutadation is now working to counter the recent inno-
vative trends. If that is true, then the honevmoon for

Curtis, Laird and Wartgow

the new patterns and experiments will soon be over.
It new evaluative criteria and techaiques, are not devel-
oped and Tefined, judgment will be made according to
the traditional approach—that 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/EFFECTIVENESS INQUIRY
FOR NONTRADITIONAL INSTITUTIONS*

A distine! aspect of public policy toward higher
education i the past few vears is the idea of more for
less maore adults, more women, nore ethnic mix, more
curricular optinns, mare effectiveness, but all for less
cost {Smith, 1971 An initial response of the educa-
hanal community was to try obtaining more' from tra-
ditional structures Examples of these efforts are the
Mdssive managenal programs of the National Center for
Higher Educatinn Management Svstems - NCHEMS) and
the Open Admissions Program of the Citv University
ot New York where intusion of thousands of new stu-
dents has been accomplished without comparable bud-
unt ncreases. Recently, however, another approach to
shtaining more tor less has emerged in several parts of
the rountry: the creation of new. nontraditional ‘insti-
tutions of hisher tearning. Studving their cost/eftfective-
ness - whether they really achieve more for less — is
an explicit challenge for institutional research.

Costieffectiveness analvsis is needed in nearly
all institutions but especially so at nontraditional public
“collears. like Fmpire State College (ESC). These insti-
tutions are primarily supported with tax monies and
therefore must account for their expenditures. While
this is a mandate shared by all public agencies. experi-
mental rolleges attract special attention because thev
are highiv visible to a publy. nor known for supporting
Large-seale innovation in use of tax monies. In addition.
many such colleges, including Empire State, wére
founded with a stated more for less mandate. It wonld
be naive to assume that cost/effectiveness studies are
pasy a4t traditional  institutions.  Cost/effectiveness
analvsis is a4 primative art though much progeess is
nnderwav in identifving costs associated with various
prouran elements. Manyv papers at recent AIR Forums
have reviewed these efforts. However, the major weak.-
Hesses in most costfettectiveness analysis lies on the
pffectiveness side. .

Richard Perrv. then President of AIR, charged
tue o ears ago atthe Miami, Fiorida Forum:

Institutional research has ignored for the
most part serious attempts at the evaluation
uf academit, prograws, their processes, their -

A. Paul Bradley, Jr., Empire State College

arientalions, 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.

‘number of credits produced, number of degrees granted,

and the like. None of these proxies is adequate. The
aim of a three-vear 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 vear of the
studv at" ESC and has asked us to identify other insti-
tutions — both traditional and' nontraditional -—— inter-
ested in varving levels of partnership in future vears.
We have identified several and are now working out
the details of their involvement which ranges from a
modest conunitment 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 dégree on the basis of documented prior
formal or non-formal learning: the statewide “‘cempus”
(over 20 locations) as opposed to a single location; and
the use of personalized learning contracts develaped
bv a student and faculty mentor which utilize the
exisling 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 come to Empire to pursue a bache-
lor's degree concentrating 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 gmount of advanced standing. The
personalized contracts might  utilize work-study.
courses at another 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.

s Qr("')
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The Value-Added Problem

The abvious wav to look at educational eftective-
ness of a collese or university is to look as do we for
“vahte added what did a student gain from attendance
at a particular wstitution? According to this approach,
an educational process that moved o student from the
third quartile of high schoal achievement to the second
quartile of college-graduate  achievement would be
doing well-while the college accepting students only
tfreon the top 10 percent of high school achievement
and maintaining them at that level is accomplishing
leos tBaiderston, 19705, Hartnett {1973) suggests that
this view winch assimes that educational institutions
dre  potentialls powertul  change-agents capable of
having unpact on ail who attend mav be “downright

naive " Too much apparent cognitive “change™ can be

explainted in terms of general mental ability, socio-
economic. status, and other background factors. For
example. companng the entrance Scholastic Aptitude
Test scores with exit Gradudte Record Exam scores
will not alone provide.evidence of growth. Correlation
between the two, scores is simply too high because, for
understandable  monetary  and  conceptual  reasons,
standardized tests are constructed to be applicable to
naly By pes ot institutions and curricnla.

“One way for the researcher to get out of this
dilemma is to develop tests geared to specific courses
or programs of study, Such measurements make inter-

A. Paul Bradley, [r.

dent learning and development, faculty professional
and. personal  development, program development,
ntilization of learning resources, institutional impact
of the comnunity, administrative efficiency, and deci-
sion-making. However, until now we have concentrated
our efforts on finding appropriate wavs to look at
student growth and development, For reasons of space

limiitation, 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 vears later.
However, our strategy does not merelv 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
Invertory (SBI), a fairlv 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 iutensive study. The sub-sample students will

“institutional comparisons ditficult though several col- immediately take a standarized test — ‘probably an
leges could agree to use the same instruments, However, Area - Test from the Educational Testing Service's
this approach is still narrow. Thus, in order to assess Undergraduate Program (UP) — and will be inter-
ditterential impacts of colleges. Hartnett suggests use viewed.. . ?
of multiple criteria: social conscience, heightened The process part of the strategy calls for addi-
awareness, various kinds of appreciation, attitudes and tional survey and interview checks on studeut progress.
values, citizenship, and moral sensitivity. Measurement For example, the Student Experience Questionnaire
of these dimensions while a problem is not iinpossible. asks for a student's reaction to the contract inode of
Another complimentary step {s to use multiple means learning, the mentor, the assessment of prior learning
of evaluation. Sieber (1973, p. 1337) in calling for use process, and similar iten's, We will do content analysis
of field and survev techniques points out that use of ou certain students’ learning contracts, partfolios for
a combination of methods "produces a distinctly new advanced standing, and papers. An Attrition Question-
stvle of investigation.” Webb, et al., similarly suggests naire is available for thuse who drop-out, .

hasing complicated research on “which set of methods
will be best™ 11966, pp. 174-531. The ESC Cost/Effective-
ness Studyv uses both the Hartnett and the Sieber and
Webb  approaches: multiple critedia and  multiple
techninues.

The Research Design

The basic research question of the £SC Cost/
Effectiveness Studv is what kinds of students change
in what kinds ot wavs tollowing what kinds of learning
experiences mediated by what kinds of institutional
arrangements and at what costs? To answer the ques-
tion, we will study manv dimensions of the College: stu-

Upon graduation the students will fill-out a
Program Comnpletion 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 survev focusing on
later tangible outcemes 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

ERIC | . _ ' ' , _ , ' 8
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COST EFFECTIVENESS

ettt etiess s acheved when their needs and objec-
tives are et The needs dand objectives are summarized
tnto et majoer vutcome areas: substantive knowledge:
cornmuatne ation skills: other cognitive developmental.
persatal. accapational, public services, and unanti-

cipated cutonmes (Flauge 1),

Figure 1
A RESEARCH STRATEGY
FOR EXAMINING STUDENT DEVELOP

Program Qultomes

Substantiee knowted::e
General
SYpeati
Communicrtton Shabls
Other Cagmnive

Comprehension, Analvsis, Synthe-

sis Bvafuatron, Appldatian
Developmental
‘Interpersonal Competence
Awarencss. Openness,

Clantyving Purposes seli-Reliance,

Means of Measurement
standardized tests

Moentor ratings
Student ratings
External exanniners
Contenl analysis
Interviews
Mentors
Students
Student Biographical Inventory
Student Experience Questionnaire
Programy Completion Questionnaire

Seit-understanding, Understand-
i ol Others, SeliXConsistendy
Personal
Satistaction
Desire to Continde Education
Lite Objecthives
Odutupational
Puhlr Service
L manticpated

Graduate Follow-Up Questionnaire

Standards ot Comparison

Test norms tor similar types ot
msfitutions

Academic standards in appropriate
tields tused by ESC mentors and
or external examiners)

Student objedtives

Student growth and change in
relation to ESCY educatianal
ubjedtives

Comparisons with cooperating.

institutions
P sshanes Orbiva e Beafte o measorcment stisdards of compaosan. and tnung
st fre oabo e 2l e bt are ey ulable tromothe 180 (O8hce o Rescardhs & Evaluation.

The multiple methods ot evaluating the multiple
Lrtteria tor eifectiveness are also shown on Figure 1
as are some elerments of the design: program outcoryes.,
weans of measurement, and standards of comparison,
Ra‘her than detail each part of the table, the remainder
o the paper will concentrate on two uncommon evalua-
tive technbpies that are usable at other institutions.

Two Uncommon Research Techniques

Meoth (1973 b 1244 suggests that “costfetfec-
froentess attalisis is dspalitative'judgement made about
Ve pelationship of costs to outcomes,” The least expen-
sive pragrams feading to desired outcomes is then the
mst costiettective. Yet two problems remain: (1) how
dees ule identify the costs associated with a particular
’ and 120 how does one measure
autcomes Thig next section reviews how we will cepe
wath blentification of individual student costs. and with
aire W to ook tor outcomes; content analyvsis,

Stadent o i arann

A Gost Model, The cost model will resemble

other models in at least four wavs; 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 model and
most others. First, the ESC model was developed as a
supplement to the effectiveness framework. That is,
cost is treated wmerely as a compoueut of effectiveness.
Second, the ESC model is triggered by the individual
student’s experience rather than by some
{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. v

The first step in the costing process is to take a
student’s learning contract file and 1o extract several
pertinent items of information: learning center (loca-
tion). contract number. amount of credit, dates, mentor,
arca of study, and tyvpe(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 cach location and
based on average mentor salarv and fringes for the

location, center overhead {(which includes administra-

tion expenses and certain direct costs like rent), genoral
overhead (which includes the College Coordinating
Center costs), auxiliary enterprises, debt service, capital
outlav, and endowment costs. Step three is to accumu-
late these costs for each contract. Additional analyvses
include adding costs of several learning contracts to-
gether to determine the student's total program costs,
taking the total program costs of all studenis at a given
center, and acquiring the tetal costs of all students in
a given 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 eomparisons
can be made. This conversion factor assumes that a
full-time student at a traditional college studies 15
weeks carrving 15 hours per week to earn 15 student
tredit hours.

Content Analvsis. 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’ studen! studving in non-standardized

areas, this technique mav turi out to be the only effec-
tive means of looking comparativelv at the cognitive
outcomes of studyving at different institutions.

derivative




A. Paul Bradley, Jr.

CContent analvsis ts amy technique for making One potential criticism of our use of content
mteretoes b sustematically and objectively identityving analvsis is that the project staff could be subject to
specitied Characteristics ot messdages™ (Holsti. 1968, bias. We hope’to negate this possibility by using an
;. bl Berelson. int a dlassic paper an the subjedt esternal board of examiners to read and comment on
cradddentitied 1T swavs to use congent analvsis, both the quality of the papers and the analvses. The
Inctuded are traving the development ot scholarship, external board will also increase the reliability of the
auditing commuanication content against abjectives, and content analvsts (Holsti, 1968). .
determining attitudes and values ot conunnnicators. Though content analvsis is an uncommon tech-
Stuch topics relate to our multiple effectiveness criteria nique in institutional research, it is often used effec-
aind are part of the rattonale for using content analy sis. tively in other fields. It will be especiallv usetul to us

Here s an example ot how we will use this in our examination of the learning process at ESC. We
technigque The Research and Evaluation staft will hope to develop procedures that are relatively simple

' AninZe secctal fvpes of qvademic documents tor a and inexpensive so that others can use the technique
student i loding earning contracts, faculty mentor in.assessing effectiveness at their institutions.
evaltations. amwd pofolins tor advanced  standing, ‘

These analuses will be supplemented by interviews., Final Observations .

The content anahvses will utilize o pre-set coding The staft of the Office of Rescarch and Evalua-
seiome to determine the student’s prowress on the “tion recognizes the awesome requirements of the
outvome dimensions hishlishted in Figure 1:analvsis, cost/etfectiveness studv. -Perhaps it will prove impos-
sunthiesis. communication. et Ratings can then be. sible. but institutional research must not avoid the
analvzed according to both the standards of the content challenge of studving substantive effectiveness. Thus,
atvalvzers and the personal doals aud objectives of the in succeeding vears, we expect to present several major
students as pdentiied on the Student Biographical In- reports about the costs and effectiveness of ESC and its
ventart . By doing this over time tor a student. aspects cooperating institutions. We are confident, that our
ot arowth and change can be wdentited. By doing this broad scale research design and uncommon techniques
for wans stadents evidence of fnstitutional effective- will contribute much to an understanding of whether
ness o fack théreof can be accninulated. nontraditional institutions truly achieve more for less.

© This paber repurts on Developmg CostEtfectiveness Models tor Postsecondary Education.” a project partially funded
he HEW Fund tor the Improvemoent of Postsecondany Education, The Project Diredtor is Ernest G, Palala. Signiticant contribu-
! : : . . !
sttt faper aere alvo made by Tinothy Lehmann. Director ot Program Evaluation, and Richard Debus. Cost Analyst. -

1y

Saiderston Fob o Thinkina aboat the outpats ot higher education. The outputs of hlf,’h(‘r education: their sdentitication,
et gdf et ateon Boulder Cologado: Western Interstate Commission tor Higher Education, 1970,

C Berelson DB Content analvais. Chapter 13, Handhook of soaal psvchology, Vol. |, Gardner Lindzey (Ed.. Cambridge,
Mg busets Adddhison Wedley Publishine Co. 1954 . :

Sraghey AP e and Palola |G The insttutional research imperative at empire state college, in Tomorrow's imperatives
tban pronesedigs ap the 13th annga! toram redited by Robert Coper Assodiation tor Institutional Research, 1073, '

Hartmett ROT Evaluation acenuntabiliv, and a consideration ot some of the problems of assessing college impacts, “Re-
search entorandum Princeton. New Jersev: Bducational Testing Servicoe, 1971,

Fioist O ROContent analvas. Handbook of sacial psvehology, Vo Il Gardner Lindzey and Elliot Aronson (Eds.1. Cambridge,
. Moo Basetts Addison Wesdey Publishing Co. Tong, . .

Mecth U R valineadiomon tor iess money. San Franasco: Jossey-Bass. 1974,

Srocwedirn o b Pk g forgm Chittord T Stewart CBd L Association tor Institutional Research, 1072,

Pore & RO Institutiondd resedrch: aital torce in higher education, Retormation and reallocation i higher oducation:
8

Sieher S ) Thesniegration of neldwork and survey methods. Amertcan journal of sounlogy, Vol 78 No. b, May, 1973,

s ST N tor fess Bioher oo ation s new pronty o Unneraal tieher education: costs and bepetits, Amoencan
oG G b due ation, joT : )
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SALARY PREDICTION TECHNIQUE — A TOOL FOR AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

A

Jumes E. Prather and Glynton 'Smith, Georgia State University

Academe having long used a subjective evalua-
fion svstemn for its salary structuring patterns, now
finds itself in o position of attempting to justity salaries
in an objective manner. Discrimination claims have

erupted across the country stressing the legal as well as

the moral need for institutions to make good faith
eitorts to substantiate the “equal employvment oppor-
tunity * slogan. Dr. Bernice Sandler (1973). the noted
feminist in higher education has said:
Statistics can be used to document

a pattern ot discrimination. Statistics can be

used as prima facie evidence of discrimina-

tion. The courts have not hesitated to use

statistics "as a measure of compliance and as

a measure of discrimination. (p. 7)

Hicher Education Guidelines (1872) provide
flexibility in allowing an institution to use any effective
means of undertaking a salary analysis of its employvees
as lung as it serves the purpose of determining whether
women o minorities are being paid lower wages for
performing the same or essentially the same duties.
While status coinmissions have been appointed” on

mdny campuses to delve into possible salary discrim- .

ination aguinst women and minority faculty, the task

was  pertormed by a two-member institutional re-

search team in the case study presented. »
This paper attermpts to review the methodology

of facultv salarv analvses and presents a case study of -

the tvpe emploved in assessing the compensation to the
teaching facultv of a universitv. 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 méthods used to determine if a svstematic
bias exists in salaries of males compared to females,
and minoritv groups compared to others, have only
recently been developed as practical tools. The linear
rindel oromaltiple regression analvsis has heen widelv
emploved to determine it sex or race were systemat-
icaily related to salary. The works of Loeb and Ferber
{19711, Wilson {1471}, Astin and Bayer (1972} and

F,

)

¢

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 outlmpd 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 fo: 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
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comparison is used. there would” be an
assumption that the difterence 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 anv explanation or justification
which he might bvlww existed for saldr\
differentials.

3. It there are no taculty colleagues
with whom meaningful salary comparisons
van be made. the salarv of the woman being
considered  would be compared with the
salary that would be otfered to a recruit with
stmlar qualitications,-assuming the position
were new or unifilled. The salary which
would be ottered to such a candidate having
those quahh( ations to fill that position would
be taken as the salarv to be used for com-
parison with the woman’s current salary,

In our opinion, the emotional viheaval 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
halance after parity has been reached.

Thus. the prediction technique emerges as hav-
iy 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

not to sav 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 mayv appear to be counter-intuitive, but re-
cent research has shown this method to work well in
certain tvpes of situations. This point is made strongly
by Dawes and Corrigan (1974) who examined the use
of linear regression models in an attempt to bripg
light to the subjective versus statistical model of deci-
sion making. They address the question of whether the

hinear 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 mayv give some
weight to the belief that the dinear model can do as good
a“iob ar better in diagnostics or prediction than can
human judgment. They note a series of studies showing
dactuarial or statistical studies to result in better pre-
diction than expert judgment. Dawes and Corrigan
explain this phenomenon ln quotmg from Goldberg
{1970].

()

J

Prather and Smith

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
strategv (p. 423)7 . .
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.

Y 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 analvtical 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 treism
(p. 289)." The. use of rank to predict salary was also
reviewed by Reagan and Mavnard (1974) following
the rationale that “rank tends-to 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
paving 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

includedsas 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 quantifving many of the important determinants of
faculty salaries and promotions (p. 476)." 'On the other
hand, LaBay and Foster (1973) take exception to the
techniqiie 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
is considerable evidence to- suggest that the multiple
regression approach is inappropriate for an institutional
analvsis 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

73

“there _
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SALARY PREDICTION

out relative to multiple regression are eqnallv as appli-
cable to the Bavesnan technique. The extensive nse
ot the lnear model will undonbtedly continue until
atiottior statistical techuigque clearly thows superior
resuits in application

Case Study .

The total full-time teaching faculty was em-
ploved to produce a general multiple regression equa-
ten to predict salary on @ Y-moath equivalency -basis.
Fhe etticacy of this procedure was demonstrated by the
muitiple correlation coetficient (R)-of .89 with the 41
vartables atid their dollar weights as shown in Table 1.
A standard ertor ob estimate (SEE) was determined to
be S1610 Thus. it the predicted salary was within
$1.610 ot the actual salarv. it was t:lt that the person
ropresented o normdl case. Likewise, anvone outside

“the range of the standard error of estimate was con-

sidered to be g high or low residuel case. Table 2 sets
tortte the equation nsed to vield a predicted salary for
pacht facnity member using the coefficients . contained
in Table 1. i ' '

It should be noted that tae variable with the
stronzest weight was rank. All other variables appeared
to refine this very dose association of rank with salary.
Without the inclusion of rank in this analvsis. the
multiple R would have equaled 59. The justification
of rank as a variable was made conlingent upon an
analysis predicting rank itsel. This was done nsing
the multiple discriminant technique. a specialized form
of muitiple regression. The¥mettiod allowed prediction
of rank through @ posteriori probabilities. No svsteraatic
sex or racs bias was found with the renk prediction.
All salary prediciion materials incuded the caveast
that the veracity of the tindings was dependent upon
pach faenlty member's rank being independent of sexual
or racial characteristics. While this did not categorically
answer the question ot using rank as an independent
variabie, it did highlight the need for rank to be
included in reviews of faculty status.

The negative impact of vears of service shown in
Table 1 was consistent with nationwide trends. Faculty
baving mobility generally have the economic edge. At
this particular nniversity the rapid total growth and
matensive inurease in graduate offerings over the last
ive vears had contributed to the acquisition of more
tughiv  trained amd  widelv  experienced academic
parsonnel. v
To détermine if salary was related to either sex
or minority status. another mnltiple regression was
perburined with the same varfable plus sex and minority

“status as is shown in Table 3. This analysis resulted

in sex being entered at the 30th slep'uf the regression
and having no statistical weigat (F = 2.0}, Thus. sex

- Tablet1
. REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR TOTAL UNIVERSITY
N = 648
Regression
. Coefficient Standard Error
Variable (Dollars) of Estimate f - Ratin
Rank 2850 + 100 794.7
Degree . 330 . « 170 4.0
No. of Yrs. Employed | - 120 - 20 229
No. of Yrs. in Present Rank 140 + 30 17.7
Department Head 1940 v 280 46.7 .,
Department No. t 240 + 470 3
Department No. 2 610 + 645 .9
Department No. 3 400 + 790 o3
Department No. 4 1305 + 440 88
Department No. 5 - 490 - 470 1.1
Department No. 6 180 = 510 A
Depariment No. 7 410 + 390 11
Department No. 8 840 - + 460 3.4
Deapriment No. 9 210 + 610 A
Department No. 10 1290 + 430 9.1
Department No. 11 130 = 460 A
Department No. 12 - 410 - 460 .8
Department No. 13 - 850 + 590 2.1
Department No. 14 350 + 590 4
Department No. 15 t15 © 470 1
Department No. 16 ’ 1045 + 440 5.6
Department No. 17 310 ¢ 510 -4
Department No. 18 : 760 + 450 37.7
Department-No. 19 1970 « 420 21.5
Department Nn. 20 2240 ~ 510 19.1
Department No. 21 3130 + 510 38.2
Department No. 22 2490 | + 470 27.7
Departinent 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
Departrient No, 27 POV T/ W -t 500 ot g
Department No. 28 180 + 510 9
Department No. 29 650 * 410 2.6
Department No. 30 21320 + 640 11.0
Department No. 31 820 + 460 “ 3.1
Department No. 32 700 + 860 .7
Department No. 33 1140 * 540 4.5
Department No. 34 1220 + 640 3.6
Constant 6590 R - .B9
£(39.608) © 895 R¢ .79
SEE - 1610
Table 2

PREDICTION EQUATION FOR FACULTY SALARIES
(Based Upon Table 1)

>

Rank:

Professor $11,390 ]

Associate Professor 8,540 - §

Assistant Professor 5,700 B

Instructor 2,850
Degree:

Doctorate $ 1,000

Masters 660 = %

Bacheior and Others 330
Years Employed . $120 = §
Years in Present Rank x S 140 - §
Departmental Factnr [
Department Head $ 1,940 s
Base tor Constant) S 6,590
PREDICTED SALARY: $
Standard Error of Estimate ' $ +1,610




&

appeared: to- have no svstematic pattern of relation to
salary . The multiple R remained at 849 with or without
sex which sapported this finding. On the other hand.
rave was entered at step 29, lacking statistical weight.
Sepdrdate regressions were run for each individual
sthool, but these tables have not been included in the
intersst of brevity

Table 3
REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR TOTAL UNIVERS"EI'Y
N = 648 o
R} Final -
s Regression Standard Muitiple
Step Coefficient Errorof  Correlation (R)

Number  Vanabiv (Dollars) . Estimate _At Each Step

t Rark 2810 - 100 LA - NN
2 entHead oo 24P 28079
3 Department No. 4 1350 ¢ 450 .80
4 Department No. 10 o129 <430 .81
3 Department No. 273, 2500 - 420 .82
[} Department No. 18 2745 + 460 .83
- Department Na, 21 3080 + 320 .84
8 Ciepartment No. 22 2480 © 480 84
9 Department No. 19 1945 - 430 -85
1t Department Mo, 25 ° <y 2190 < 445 .86
LR} Department No. 20 Lo 2220 ¢ 320 .86
12 _ Department No. 24 2200 © - 535 .87
13 . No. ot Yes. Employed - 100 25 .87
14 No.oi Yrs.oin Present Rank 110 30 .87
13 Department No. 30 R ¥31/] + 660 .88
16 Department No. 16 1060 + 450 .88
17 Department No. 8 810 + 470 .a8
18 Department No. 12 440 + 470 .88
19 Department No. 33 ' 1120 © 550 .88
20 Department No. 31 - T8O o 470 .88
21 Departinent No. 29 ©o6%0- 410 .88
22 Department No. 26 1270 7 - 630 .88
23 Department No. 34 § 1180 + 655 .88
24 Highest Degree 340 + 170 .88
23 Department No. 13 910 - 600 .88
2h Department No. ™ 400 r 395 .89
1 Department No. 28 ’ 420 -+ 520 89
28 Department No. 2 800 : 670 .89
2 Race 350 + 350 .89
30 Sex : 290 + 200 .89
3 Department No. 1 420 - 490 .89
32 Department No. 27 * 470 < 600 .89
33 - Department No. 14 440 + 600 .89
3 Department No. 32 : 620 - 880 - .89
33 Department No. 3 350 - 810 .89
36 Department No. 15 90 + 473 .89
37 Department No. 17 290 © 520 .89
38 Department No. 9 . 230 + 623 .89
39 Department No. 6 . 190 - 520 .89
10 Department No. 3 130 + 47 19
41 Department No. 11 110 - 470 B3
{ nnstant 64995 R -89
Fi41,607 49 R "9
SEE - 1650

Application And Discussion

The primarv application of titis  prediction
tochnique which has been used for several vears, was
tu identdy abjectively fur the Director of Aftirmative
Action individual women or minorities whose salaries
appeared low by a comparison-with other faculty mem-

" bers. No nne outside the vice presideatial level was

Prather and Smith

informed of the prediction technique in the initial stage.
Caution was exercisad by the researchers in order to
(a}allow time to refine the technique, and (b) establish
both its * credibility and limitations with key ad-
ministrators.

The refinement was accomplished by using
departments as vafiables rather thait 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. Oné limi-
tation recognized in this type of approach was: that
it could measure group patterns much more precisely
than individual cases. It also did not take into account
's(mu' important-faculty attributes that enter into .sala-
“ries. Teacher evaluations, for example, could not be
incorporated into the model because of the high con-
ficlentiality placed on these ratings.

In the second vear of salary research each dean
was furnished with the study. It was positively re-
<eived because (a) the market factor for each discipline
was taken into account, {b) a comparison of school
salary s‘lruvlurin;, patterns could be made with the
institution ds a whole, and {c) the equation could e
casily 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, (¢ actual
salary and (d) predicted salary. Minorities were in-
dicated by an asterisk. .The same data was detailed
for the low residial category. A few problem areas
were pinpointed by this format style in a dramatic
fashion. Departmnents 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 dp[)(—‘dr(,d fn the high rwldual
male category.

In the third yvear the technique was used to
assist the administration in amalyzing a tentative budget
and served the purpose of a monitoring tool. The effi-
ciency of this statistical monitoring activity was.
demonstrated in «that a small staff required less than
an eight hour day using a-‘remote terminal and a
(()mpreh('mlve data bank.

Data on’ the faculty is updated annuallv Addi-

tional variables have been subsequently incorporated
“into the model including institution and year of high-

est degree, vears hvlm-vn dv;.,rvvs research and publi-
cations. .

This research has been generally accepted by
decision makers and its use has been clearly evidenced

~]
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SALARY PREDICTION .

teo ot penbe s Steps takenn It has also tocused on the
tare i the recruitment pattern so
vt e statas of women will continue to rise, {b) to
tisate that woinen and minority taculty will continue
ro tes treated euitably m salary comparison with non-
mainont mades, atdd o) to docwinent persannel atters
onandindual taculty wendbers to support their relative
<adins Documentation tiled in the Office of the
ihrector of Artitmiative Action shows that there ivas
Mot 4 e ernbie pattern of salary discrimination in
fertres af aserases tor the total faculty or any individual

1 -, -
=t ‘Hv.;L HE R ST A B =

Brerad a0 Do eXeriase

Summary = d Implications
Th.  naler espresses the view of the authors

st the Unear nodel or multiple regression technique
et ot mtormation that can be incor-
corgtedd ity decrston making [ is a too, that mayv be
v cennedy valuabie f ased with wisdom, .

\

pros des o read,

The case studv presented reflects the endeavors’
uf vne 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 analvzing salaries must be attuned to the local
situation. Furthermere, it is doubtful that public and
governmental imerest in salary matters will wane,
The Katz (1973) article focused on the issues by
concluding “instead of the present arbitraiy and chaotic
process of rewarding professors, a more equitable
svstemn could be instituted *(p. 477).” In academic
circles, salary variables have oftén been cloaked in
secrecy” or surrounded by an air of vagueness. Con-
sequently, the process of openly claritving salarv
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 zencral public views college faculty as pri-
wartty classreom teachers. While this is probably ap.
proj riale tor omost two-vear and  four-vear college
tacuity. 1t s less so tor university faculty, The latter, in
keeping with the three broad functions associated with
unis ersities - teaching, research and creative activity,
public servicr —— devote considerable time to profes-
sionat duties other than classroom tedaching, There has
beert considerable comment by the public in recent
vears indicating belief that activities other than teaching
meUps all exeessiye amount of university faculty time,
Without debating the accuracy of such comments. the
question next raised-is “whyv is this so?” Those members
of avademe who agree with this point of view usually
reply that the reward svstem in ! igher education ap-
parently tavors not teaching but research (including
publicationt” amd service {incleding administration as
well as public serviced, This contflict in role and reward
enperienced by the professor has been debated fre-
dquentiv. A briet bnt provocative disenssion on the issue
appedared recently in the University College Quurterly
iBrown. 19744, )

An exploratory studv of the faculty salarv in-
creases proposed by college deans and chairpersong
tor the vear 1972-73 was conducted at a large state nni-
versitv. Analvsis of variance. numerous descriptive
statistics, and several measures of relationships.-were
applied to the data. Th.: intent was to concentrate on
interpretations which might be operationalized in a
decision-making context. The relationship measures
will be emphasized in this paper in order to delimit
scope. A major matter ot interest was the extent to
which recommended salary increases were reflections
of performance evaluations made by chairpersons and

deans Were large merit increases for teaching matched

by high evaluations of teaching effectiveness? Did a
given evaluation score for resea’rr(;h earn qnore increase

“sthan the same score for teaching? Were high evaluations

tor service recognizerd by corresponding increases or
was service performed “out of the facultv member's
hide” The purpose of the study was to answer these
and similar tvpes of questions, search for possible in-
proved approaches to accountability, evaluation, and
reward. and establish a base torfurther research.

. T. Wavne vanu, University of South Florida

Procedures i

This discussion will emphasize correlational
analyses involving evaluation ratings and salarv in-
creases.” Workload assigniment, though a related issue,
will be considered onlv as necessary for clarity or
perspective.t .

A salary increase proposal form was submitted
for taculty members bv 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 vear of em--
ploviment at the institution, and the like) as follows:

1. Recommended -merit increase amounts for (a)

teachiug, (b) research and creative activity, and
{¢) service (professional, universitv, public).
Recommended adjustment increase amnounts
for {a) promotion and (b) correction of possible
inequities due to such factors as sex, minority,
rank disparity, and tiwe iike.

3. Chairperson’s evaluation (5 poin: scale: 1-lowest
to 5-highest) of (a) teaching effectiveness, (b) re-
search and creative activity, (¢} advising, (d)
service,.and (e) overall quality.

4. Workload assignment in percertages for the
previous vear 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
professar, associate professor, assistant professor, in-
structor, and lecturer were excluded. The remainder,
635 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 (Snedecor, 1958). ‘ ' :
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o

Table 1

CORRELATION MATRIX ON FACULTY-SALARY INCREASE VARIABLES

"

Increase Increase Increase  tion

Evalua- Evalua- Evalua- Evaluation Assign- Assign- Assign-
tion
Teaching Research Service Teaching Research Service

Overall ment ment ment
Quality Teaching Research Service

tion

Increase’
Teaching
Increase , ‘
Tesearch Prhd
Increase
Service 24%* 10**
tEvaluation
Teaching JO** -03 16**
Evaluation
Research 24xx 39+ 15%* 32%+
Evaluation L
Service Vinkehd -03 40** 49* * 40**
Evaluation
Overall
. Quality J2** A S 30** 73** 68** 67**
Assignment
Teaching 12%* 14 12 202 -06 -08 -05
AsQignment
Research 07 53*+* -05 -03 3= -10* 12+ -13**
Assignment ‘ a
Service 03 00 J4** 11%* 1T+ 28** 22%* -13** 02
Nooter Phecrmaly rmtted, N - ngn

e} [ C N

Correlation betweesn salary increa-. 10r teach-
ing and-evatuation of teaching pertornrance is present
but saly moderate. -~ 40, I s interesting to note that

" the correlation between teaching increase and yerall

evaluation is highier. though onlyv slishtly so, + 42,
There is a noticeable drgp trom these levels between
teaching iue reasa and nt'@‘r variables — to + 27 and
« 24 tos service and regearch evaluations to virtually
ne associgtion with the adsignment variables, The higher
voreelations between teaching incroase and teaching
eraitnation are expected. or certainly hoped for. The
similar highei Level of vorrelation with overall quality
suggbsts that the raters tended e associate overall
rprabity with tedach ng performance. ' _ .
The coration between increase for research
and »valration ot research pertormance is moderate.
+ 44 The correlations between research increase and

O
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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 considerablv less than the teaching in-
creasé - quality correlation, it is present to a slight
degree — + .23. Noteworthy is the correlation between
resedich 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.

L




This places service about hallway between teaching
Jaud research {42 and + 23 respectivelv) so far as
rorrelation coetticients between those increases and
overatl quality evaluations are concerned. It is apparent
that o erall quality is more closelv associated with
teaching than with research and service so far as salary

mrerpdases  are concerned. The correlations between

service incredse and the assignment variables ranged.

tredn 12 for teaching to -~ .34 for service. The fairly
Close correlations between service increase and service
evahitation and assiznment (- 40 and + .34) suggest
that the chairpersons were confounding evaluation and
asstamment vatings when recommending salary increases
tor service

Service 1s a category ot professional activity that
remains vague and ill-detined in higher education. It
means difterent things to ditferent people, even when
apparently unitorm definitions are provided. The range
ot correlation coetticient values between service in-
crease and evaluation, overall quality, and assigament
is smaller than tor either of the other two categories of
activity - teaching and research. The ranges are + .30
' 10 tor service, - .12 to + 40 for teaching, and
53 lor research. This implies a need to

e

23t .

“study carefullv the use of service as a category in deter-

mining salary increases and evaluating performance.

It is interesting to note the correlations among
the evaluations themselves. The coetficients among the
difterent a!cn.{urius are about as high as between salary
increase and corresponding eval ation. The correla-
tions between overall quality evaluation and teaching,

research, and service evaluations are high — + .73,

< b8, ard + 67 These coefficients are considerably
hisher than the correlations between overall quality

evaluation and salary increase for teaching. research. |

and servi. .. Note that evaluations were scaled ordinal

Cadata 11 2030 4. 5. NA-not applicable) while increase

'
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Camd asstenment were, for practical purposes, conti-.

nuous ddata ot wide range. This circumstance is known
to affect some- statistics: leading to misinterpretation.
It should be mentioned. however. that Spearman’s

rank-order correlation, @ non-parametric statistic, led

essentiallyv to the same results as the Pearson r statistic

Anthis studv 2

Other Considerations

Table 2 contains frequency data of association
with respect to salary increase and-evaluation score
tor teaching, research. and service. The evaluation
store. not applicable” s excluded from the data
ard  eomputations.. The data in. Table 2 permits
additional avalvses of association. It provides added
perspective to the Pearson r correlations in Table
1. It should be pointed out that the grouping of

S]

was proposed.

e T. Wayne Keene

salary increases into intervals in Table 2 was not used
in the Pearson r computations of Table 1. The Pearson 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 ditference between the 635 faculty in the study and
the N values is due to the requirement of matched pairs

“in Table 2. The latter excludes thase who received a

"not applicable” evaluation score, even if an increase

The pattern of “piling up’ of frequencies in
Table 2 helps explain the general lack of high correla-
tions between activity citegory and evaluation. The
associations appear to tand towerd curvilinear rela-
ticnship rather than the linear relation measured by
Pearson r. Further aaalyses 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-
hution-free statistics would seem to be a promising area
of exploration for association patterns experienced

with the variaules such as those in this studv (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).
C()rrtes;)()n(lin§ 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 abeve-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 relative size of
increase in the three categories of activity, " his is sug-
gested in Table 2 by referring to the salaiv 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 24% and

18% respectively. The category Other consists mainly of

v

“equity” or affirmative action adjustments for female
faculty. It also includes some mal faculty who for
various reasons had *‘fallen behind” their peers in
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SALARY INCREASES
. ' . ‘ Table 2 -
. FREQUENCY OF SALARY INCREASE BY INCREMENT .
INTERVAL AND PERFORMANCE EVALUATION: TEACHING, RESEARCH; AND SERVICE
, i , Teaching ‘
Incr.: 0 -, 200- | 400- ; 600- | 800- 1,000-]1,200- |1,300-] 1,600-
Eval. | 199 | 399 i 599 ' 799 | 999 (1,199 {1,399 1,599 |1,799 N “
. =~ $ . . : - . - P e S RENRERE
5 16 57! 57 30 4 3 1 168 | 28.6
4 27 | 109 | 79 12 1 2 230 [~ 39.1
3 2. 79 28 3 152 | 25.9
2 19, 13 2 : 34 5.8
1 30 1 B a| o7
N 1 107 | 239 ! 166 | a5 0 588 |
A N e : _
< | 182 40 | 282 7.7 0.9 09 0 0.2 100.0
Research -
- o dners o -6 - 200- | 400- | 600- | 800- 1,000- |1,200- |1,400- | 1,600-
‘Eval. -1 199 0 399 1 599 | 799 | 999 (1,199 |1,399 {1,599 1,799 N “t
co =~ . 3 . . B SUR S R R St St SR Bt
5 38 49 f 16 9 5 117 | 225
4 96 36 ' 13 . -4 1 1 145 | 27.8
3 109 210 3 2 1 136 | 25.1
2 76 5 | ! 81 | 15.5
1 40 2 | 42 8.1 ’
N 353.. 113 | 32 | 15| 6 0 521
Lo SRS S N RN W LY
. 67.8 = 217 | 6.1 2.9 | 1.2 0.4 0 0 100.0
il v
: Service ST
T~ . Incr: s 0 - © 200- ' 400- | 600- | 800- [1,000- [1,200- |1,400- |1,600-
Eval. ' ] 199 {399 | 599 | 799 | 999 1,199 11,399 41,599 1,799 N <
. = . % ] g oot EES BRI 1 e LU St —
5 100 36, 5 2| ! 143 | 27.0
4 136 © 36 4 ; | | 176 | 33.2
3 110 10 ! . 120 | 226
2 - 55 . A : : 56 | 10.6
1 35 C | 35 6.6
N a3 82 10 . 2 ' 0 0 530
v 823 | 155 . 1.9 | 0.4 | 0 0 100.0
_ H i | : .
salary fevel These in(:rv.zsvs are presented separately represent a substantial part, 43%, of the $959 overall

stece they were based not on the perforinance evalua- increase. This was due to a policy decision to move

tions but on special pm(.mlur('s.

The remainder is for

pramotion adjustments. A relatively small number of
promotions were awarded, thus thmr mean amount is
a smali portion of the ‘5413 :

The Other increases were taken “oft the top™ of
the institution’s faculty salarv increase allocation and

e

with,speed to correct any inequities which were deter-

~mined by special studies to exist. In the future a much

i

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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T. Wuyne Keene

Table 3
FACULTY SALARY INCREASES BY ACTIVITY CATEGORY

Category Mean Range

Teaching $317 ' ©$0-1,500
Recearch 133 0-1,400
Service 96 0-1,000
Other 413+ 0- 5,197
Total $959 '$0 - 5,197

~Noonls
*Primarily for “equity adjustments. See text lor explanation.

Summary and Recommendations

~An exploratory studv of salarv increase proposals
tor b3% nine-month faculty \\'ds'(;()xl(lll(:lz-(x al a state
amversity. The studv was based on data contained in
salary increase proposdl forms which included {1) re-
commended merit increase amounts for teaching, re-
search and creative activity, and service: {2) recom-
mended adjustment increase damounts for promotion
and 1mequity  correction: (3} chairperson’s evaluation
at teachiny etfectivensss, research and creative activity,
advising, service, and overall qualll\ (4) percentage
workload assignment in teaching, research, advising,
and service. Assignment analvses are excluded from
this report in order to delimidscope.

Correlational analvsis was applied to the two
tartors, evaluation and salary increase in three cate-
qories ot activity — teaching. research, and service.
The correlations summarized here are Pearson r. Posi-
rive moderate correlation (= 40) was found between
tear hinu increase and teaching evalnation and between
feqachung merease and overall quality evaluation {+ 42).
Situhtiv higher positive correlation was found between
research increase and research evaluation {+  .49).
There was higher correlation between research increase
and research assignment { + .33) than between increase
and evaluation { + 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 and positive. but only to moderate degree.

A twn-way contingency table of evaluation scores
and salarv increase intervals suggested that the relation-

ship between these two variables was curvilinear rather
thati rectilinear. This indicates the need to explore other

measures of relationship between evalnation 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
variables. the mean merit salary increases for the typi-

cal faculty member in these lhree categories were signi-

ficantly different -— $317 for teaching, $133 for research,
and $96 for service. The differences are a reflection of
institutional policy which mandated greater recogni-
tign of teaching in awarding increases. This mandate
operated despite evaluation scores and helps explam
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” adjustiments for- affirmative action
(inainly for female faculty) an1 promotion increases.

It is recommended that extensive research (in-
cluding non-parametric and curvilinear technigues)
be conducted in the area of faculty perfurmance evalua-
tion methods as related to the faculty accountability and .
reward system. Particular attention should be given to
evaluation nmethods 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 dlfferent €li.-
phdses among the several categories.

This discussion has concentrated on monetary
reward. Other types of reward, however, 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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Tearshiators.

THE TUNNEL AT THE END OF THE LIGHT, ,
TENURE QUOTES AND THEIR IMPACT ON FACULTY STAFFING PATTERNS

A o publie policoy debate ts under wav con-
oINS b tenure in colleges and aniversities.
Ihe plav of debate involves a ditferent set of characters
and ditferent themes than did earier attacks by the
o1t this special privilege of academics. Today

trustess . administrators. senior and junior
as well as women and ethnic groups are all

MY

Ly puble

tar ity

cxpressing ¢ ritioismoof temire, Some argne that tenure

15 not g suttidient defense of the academic freedom of
faculty: that tenire is nunnecessary given the
nersandl protections now  atforded  faculty by the
vonrts amed collective bargaining agreements; that tenure
stitles rather than encourages flexibilitv and innova-
tinn, Unfortunately the public debate on these issues
has been largely rhetorical and selt-serving,

The most authoritative voice, and thus far the
wost inthiential, has been that of the Conunission on
Academic Tenure 1n Higher Education (1973), spon-
sored by the American Association of University Pro-
fessors (AAUP; and the Association of American Col-
feaes While concluding that academic tenure is "funda-
mental i the oreanization of taculty service in Ameri-
can higher education™ {p. 23}, the commission recom-
mended that colleges and universities develop policies
limiting the,proportion of tenured faculty to between
one-halt and  two-thirds the total full-time faculty

unior

-1y 507 While the commission’s report represented an

agverview of the tenure problem uand the suggested
limmitations on tenure came as part of a recommenda-
tinn on staffing plans, discussion of the issue has been
quicklv subsumed under the label “tenure quota.”- A
passible outcome of the current public debate is a
dramatic. aurrtailment in the opportunity of junior
tacailty to gain tenire. What was awarded easilv in the
st two decades may be given grudgingly in the future.

In an affort to darifv 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 allernative means of achieving the
goals sought by a tenure quota and [ will conclude with
a restatement of u'rtam critical issues in an effort to
advance the debate.

. e

David D. Dill, Richmond College

o

Tenure Quotas

There are a variety of policies described as
tenure quotas. I am 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 ipstitu-
tion. The justifications for this policy are that an abso-
Jute control on tenure will give the institution the
flexibility needed for allecating financial resources
and will. more importantly, guarantee institutional.
innovation and vitality through the infusion of voung
faculty. While the relationship between a tenure quota
and financial resources has received som: 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 miodel consists of ten variables
defined as follows: _ .
appointments to

Iy = tditial nontenured
faculty

f2 = probationary period for nontenured
faculty

fs = wnontenured faculty terminated

fy = resignations and inortalities ‘amaong
aontenured faculty

ty» = noutenured facitlty granted tenure

fa; == initial appointments to tenured
faculty

fan = period in tenure of tenured faculty

fay = tenured faculty terminated

{24 = retirements among tenured faculty

fa = resignations and m()rtalmes among

tenured faculty

Institutional policy can influence each of these
variables with the exception of thé 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.

by

U



TENURE QUOTAS

Figure 1
A TWO-STATE MODEL OF FACULTY FLOW

“Initial
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Given a
some of the policies forecloses the possibility of specify-
ing all the others.

Utilizing the model. T will examine the effect
of a tixed tenure quota of fiftv percent on a mythical

institution called Macro-U. Macro-U is in equilibrium:

consequently the number of faculty flowing into the
institution equal the number departing. The university
has a tenure probationary period of five vears, an av-
erave pertod in tenure of thirty vears, a faculty whose
length of service is equally distributed and a policy
that all new tenure appointments will come from the
nontenured ranks. i.e. that there will be no appoint-
ments ot outside senior faculty to the tenured staff.

With a faculty of 100, tenure quota of .50 produces
ten. new nontenure appointments per vear, and an
average of 1.6 appointments to tenure, equal to the
number of retirements. As a consequence the prospect
for tenure of a single coliort of entering faculty is
extraordinarily small, approximately 16 percent. .If
the institution were in the bleaker. but more typical,
situation of ‘declining enrollments, and per'slsted with
its tenure quota there would be no tenure appointments
until enrollment stabilized.

A tenure quota thus poses serious difficulties

for those responsibile for planning and staffing policies.
One 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
voung facultv may become sloppy in its recruiting
practices because turnover is guaranteed. Tn the case
of a department below the quota, particularly a new

Q
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condition of equilibrium the specification of

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 -

impast on succeeding (ohorts 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 detrimnent 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
generatiors of graduate students will be rore security
conscious than their predecessors. A second factor is
the cantribution 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
nmay be quite the opposite of the mnovatlon and vitality
expected.
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Tenure Prospect Ratio

Given the desire to insure a measure of insti-
tutional innovation and vitalitv, a tenure-limiting
policy  which takes account of a “tenure prospect
ratio” could be a more effective means of control than
a straight {enure quota. As used here a tenure prospect
ratia refers to the probability that an initial appointee
will gain tenure at the end of the probationary period.

In order to. properly .identify this quantity, we
should relate the tenure prospect ratio (TPR) to the
proportion ot tenured to nontenured faculty — the
tenure quota 1Q}.

nt/P _
{iy+ TPR YT = PIT tnt
[t we let P be the probationarv period in vears and T
the career period from tenure to retirement, and if we
assume for purposes of calculation that nontenured
facultv are evenly distributed within P and tenured
taculty within T, then the number of faculty eligible for
tenure in 4 given vear is nt/P where nt is the number of
nontenured faculty. The number of faculty retiring in a

given vear is YT where t is the number ‘of tenured

faculty. The tenure prospect ratio in a steady state
situation (i.e. tenure only on a replacement  hasis)
thereture. would be computed as f()ll(m:s:

{2y TPR = PIT Q/(1-Q)

Table 1 illustrates the effect un a tenure prospect
ratio {TPRj, the number of initial appointments, and the
average retirements per vear ol Jifferent tenure quotas
) it Macro-17 ' : ' '

As the table indicates. even a tenure quota of
50 percent provides a verv low tenure prospect ratio
{16 percent] for a1 entering .aculty member. It is not

" nontenured faculty. Admittedly

David D. Dill

until the tenure quota rises above twa-thirds that the
TPR becomes attractive enough to be a positive force
in terms of recruiting new faculty or motivating existing
the higher tenure
quota also lowers the number of initial appointments -
per vear. But as was emphasized eatlier. 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 can-bring to the
tenure award process, characteristics unreachable with
a tenure quota alone. I have discussed the difficulties
in applving 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=- 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
quotz, 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 bi-modal .~

disttibution of faculty which will not produce an

Table 1

TENURE PROSPECT RATIO AS AJFUNCTION -
OF SELECTED TENURE QUOTAS

TENURE AVERAGE
PROSPECT TENURE . INITIAL NON “ENURED TENURED RETIREMENT
RATIO " QUOTAS - APPOINTMENTS  FACULTY FCULTY PER YEAR
.04 .20 16 80 20 .66
a1 .40 12 60 40 1.33
16 .50 ~ 10 50 - 50 1.66
.25 .60 8 40 50 2.00
.66 ' .80 4 20 , . B0 2.66
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even thiw of retirements. Furthermore, a tenure pros-
pect ratt will be sensitive to patterns of institutional
“rowth or constriction. A rapidlv growing institution
calt atturd to fgnore the issue, ot least in the short-run,
while an institntion whose budget has been slashed 50
pereent masy not be capable of the lnxury of tenuring
sounger faculty. For the great bulk of institutions in
hotween. however, a tenure prospect ratio mav have
merit. In institutions it mav be possible to
feevamine  ewasting policies toward  increasing  the
tentre prospct r.mn tor earh entering facultv member.

those

Expanding the I‘enure Prospect Ratio

In addition to manipulating the overall pmpnr-
tion of tenured faculty | there are several other variables
which mas be examined in an attempt to increase the
tentire prospect ratio. A re-analvsis of Figure 1 suggests
three critical areas of institntional poiicy making: (1) the
period of tenured facnlty: {2 initial appoint-
mients tao the tenured faculty; and (3} probatignarv
period for nontenured faculty. ‘

Large numbers of institutions have been reexam-

iy their retirement policies in an -effort to open
apportunities for appointing and tenuring vounger
tacultv as well as lowering overall personnel costs.
Generallv this has entailed lowering the mandatory

retirement age. e.g. from 70 to 65, or (redtm;, oppor-
tunities for earlv re tirement. Assuniing a svstem that is
o equilibrinm, an increase in the average number of

rptirenmnts per vear increases the tenure prospect -
ratip. : .
The etfect of outside appointments to tenure,
again in a situation of equilibrium, is to lower the
nnmber of tenure slots. Given an institutional conmit--
ment to increasing the tenure prospect ratio, a policy
might be promulgated eliminating such appointments,
or more reasonably, permitting them in new programs
but limiting them in established departments.

Less obvious, as an intervening variable, is the
effect of the probationary period. The maximum pro-
hationary period  permitted before a tenure decision

-nmst be made under AAUP guidelines is seven vears.

But. as reported by the Cominission on Academic
Tenure, only a minority of institutions — 37.6 per-
cent -— have established a seven year maximum (p. 61).
Of the institutions surveved the median maximum
probationary period was six vears. Extensionof the .
probationary period to a maxinmum of seven vears was
a basic recommniendation 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 2 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, auct as a further control on the number of
initial appointments. e

Clearly the tenure prospect ratio is not a cure-
all for the staffing problems of universities and cSlleges,
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 be defended as
a support to academic freedom when it f:nls to protect
n(mtvnured faculty:
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Table 2 -

TENURE PROSPECT RATIO AS A FUNCTION
OF SELECTED PROBATIONARY PERIODS

TENURE :
PROSPECT PROBATIONARY TENURE INITIAL ..
RATIO PERIOD QUOTAS APPOINTMENTS
. .09 : 3 50 16.6
.16 ' 5 .50 10.0
25 7 .50 - ’ 7.1

At present the institutions of academic tfreedom
and tenure supposediy protect faculty members from
indppropridate esercises of lav power and from unwar-
rented peer pressure. A substantial Qaw in this argu-
ment is that nontenured tacults who may injett creative
ared thouaht-provoking ideas into the academy are not
attorded these protections. Those of us who have been

mvolved in personnel decisions can testify to the

+ . a . .
sieder thread” separating negative decisions promnul-

Zatedd becanse of a failure to meet respected standards

ot teaching and scholarship. and those promulgated
bevause ot a failure to adhere to departmental ortho-
doxies.

Question 2: Have union grievance procedures
and il conrt rulings made tenure obsolet 7

The medieval scholarly pnilds constructed a
protective barrier of privilege and rights in order to
prevent las control of their activities. Until very re-
centls American judicial authorities took a similar
view. aiud eetused to review personnel decisions nmade
i institutions of higher education. This has now
changed. Todav a taculty member may seek redress
on 4 varetv of issues trom outside arbitrators under
collective bargaining agreements, human rights com-
misstons, and state and federal courts. Some -public

spokesmen now perceive little distinction between the -

legal rights and privileges of academics and those of
the lav public. They have questioned whether these
tegal protections are not alone sufficient to secure
acadewmtc freedom. .

Question 3 What is the relationship between
institutional innovation and the presence of voung
tac ulty? .

‘Somne charge that universities resemble old-age
homes in which tenured facultv whose interests and
knowledge are clearly irrelevant to contemporary needs
biock the opportunity for hiring vounger faculty. There
is the clear assnmption that sensitivity to new develop-
ments in the field. interest in innovation. and creative
thinking are the exclusive domain of a recently grad-
nated I"th. One need not whollyv refute this argument

9

1

i <

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 sav that we
need to know more about innovation and change in
universities.

Question 4: Is there still a distinction between
job security for faculty 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 [ examine the

reality of life in New York City 1 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,
nontenured and 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.
Bul 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
therebv 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 vou will
note they conflict to a certain degree — but because I
believe they much more accurately portray issues
critical to the debate than those frequently heard. To the
extent that these questions. or ones simifar 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 discussiors. 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 Cominittee for Economic Devel-
and the National Commission on the Fi-
nancing of ‘Postsecondary Education the public, the
Congress, state governments. and public institution
bouards of control have raised many questions relative
to appropriate tuition levels. As a result, many public
postsecondary institutions are now facing the prospect
of increasing the student’s share of the cost of educa-
“tion through higher tuition charges.

Throughout the debates on tu&hon rates the -
concepts of educativnal costs, fair share burdens in
paving for education, publig/private -benefits from
ndugation and educational accessibility have been
promaoted as the rationiales 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 university and owtline some of the
practical implications which increased tuitions may
have on the retention of present sstudents 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. -

Manv plans for educational financing reform
‘are being proposed. 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,! Heenack® and Leslie and Johnson, plays
an important part in student colleze attendance choice:

The University of Iowa, 1.ke 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 increasingl W

9o

Arthur E, Gillis, The University of lowa

-

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 prolects
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 Educatjon.
In reacting to these pressures The University of

Iowa has undertaken ateview of tuition rates to analyze
the possible effects of higher rates on student enroll-
ments. In order to forecast the implications of tuition
increases on its market performance the University
first had to ascertain its student market profile. Qur
consideration of a student market profile included an
analysis of: ~

1) Comparative college tuitions:

2) Recommended tuition increases.

3) F‘reshman admissions, enrollments and non-

enrollments. :

Student ability to pay.

5) Availability of student aid.

- 6) Prospective student market €
The study of the « :onomics of higher education has
given increased emphasis to the laws of demand and
supply and the thecry of the firm as they are applied
to postsecondary education.’ Although the degfee of
applicability of these business-orieated theeries is

4)

debatable when used in the analysis of public educa-
‘tional institutions, they point out that the purchase of

education, at least ixf'part, is an economic decision and
tnition poli¢ies 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) corxsk&ered the relative low level

of tuitions in public universities. The. Carnégie Report
recommends the raising of public college and univer-
sity toition to one-third of institutional costs* The

r
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Committee tor Economic Development Report recom-
mends that tuition be raised to' 507 of instructional
costs within five vears.?

At the present time The University of lowa
ranks ninth in resident undergraduate tuition and
severth in resident graduate tuition when comnpared
. with the major public universities in an eleven state
surrounding region {Table 1).

.

at lowa 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 enroliment. 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 lowa 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
. ' Undergraduate Graduate
Tuition Ranking " Tuition Ranking
Institution 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
Hlinois 5 4 9 5
Indiana -6 8 8 8
Minnesota 7 7 3 4
Nebraska 8 9 14 12
IOWA ' . 9 1 7 10
e e . .(8620)  _  ($1,350) - ($710) . ($1,450)
Wisconsin ,_ . 10 2 o 5 2
Kansas . - A 11 12 ' 1 11
Missouri . ) 12 10 12 9
North Dakota } - 13 13 o 13 o 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 lowa. Tuition compari-
sons of this type have given rise to legislative demands

for tuition increases in lowa, 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 enroliment,

student level. Application of these recommendations

The Committee for Economic
Development’s recommendation is not acjusted to

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 -
' ions. Student profiles -provide -,
greater insight for the formation of tuition policy. The™

9

tuition policy decisions.
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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
analvze these student groups. ‘

In the midwest the American College Testmg
Program Class Profile can be utilized -to analyze pros-
pectivé freshman students. ‘At Iowa it was found that
among students who indicated some preference for the
University, 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 universitv 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 lowa. for
students living in its immediate proximity. Its costs
could be ameliorated by living at home.

Another pertion of the Class Profile data indi-
cated that the University was only enrolling 30¢¢ of the

" prospective freshmen who indicated Towa as thetr 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 -
¢nly limited significance in many prospective students’
final determination of college, attendance. A University
analvsis of “no shows" indi¢ated 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 work to pay for the costs of attendance —

were among the major differences between our en-
rollees and our ‘‘no shows.”"! 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 lowa - .
was financial difficulty.

Student Ability to 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, enrollmeénts in public universities could be -
reduced by 2.5% or more. Specifically, enroliment in
public universities would be reduced by approximately
3.1% for low income students ($7,500 or less), 1. 2‘7( for
middle income students ($7,500 - $15,000), and 0.7 for,'

“ high_income students (over $15,000).'2 Campbell and

Slegal '3 in a study of the demand schedule for higher
education covering the period. 1919-1964, found that
87% 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 developing an 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 3,431 3,150 3,212 3,714
(2) Number Enrolled 2,969 2,462 2,235- 2,197" 2,608
(3) Number of No Shows _ 1,208 969 915 1,015 1,106
a-2 .
@) Percent No Shows 295 28% 29% . 32% 30%
Q 9 S "o
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Table3 |

DISTRIBUTION OF FRESHMAN ENROI.I.MENTS UNIVERSITY OF IOWA,
BY PARENTS' AD]USTED GROSS INCOME

L)

Income Range

Distribution of Freshman Enréllments’

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 Pronle Repnrts, University of lowa, 1973, 1972 1971.
as in 'thle. National Commission and Cambbell .and': . Again, it would seem to be the middle-

Siegal studies, an inverse relationship ‘was found to
exist between enrollment‘demand and cost (price).

~ Table 3 portrays the mix in family adjusted gross
income for freshmen at The University of Jowa. Based

upon the foregoing, studies, the evidence suggests that

tuition increases to one-third or one-half of institutional
costs at lowa {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 tuitior’ increases, the
laws of supply and demand suggest that.the relation-
ship between disposable income and :tuition charges
influence postsecondary enrollment demands. -

Availabihity 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,'* Pechman,!$
Bowen!?). 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 Jowa student loans,
grants and scholarships indicated that 6,287 students

received awards in 1973-74. This represents an award

distribution to over 31% 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 ald or. even preferred loaris
is based upon income level classifications. At lowa,

" like many other large publi¢ universities, the middle-

income class student predominates. Middle-class stu-
dents bear the major Burden of tuition increases.
Relative. to the mequltles of tuition increase burdens
' Leslle and Iohnson found:”

\)..l
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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 publig institutions
are receiving substantial ﬁnancnal aid, either
in the form of grants or low-mterest 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 prospectlve Tow-income

students is eliminated altogether . .
As for the upper income student Lo

" in terms of actual attendance he is dispropor-

tionately represented relative to students
from othet 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 reasonable 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
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Figure 1
TUITION POLICY MARKET ANALYSIS PYRAMID

/ .
L Competitive Institution I\{ilions\
. Analysis of Admitted “No-Show” \
Students .
] f Availability of Student Aid \

/ . Ability to Pay Analysis of Enrolled Students \
ya .- . .

Tuition policy must also consnder prospective
student population trends. A seven year trend analysis
portraving lowa 12th grade enrollments. the total num-
ber of freshmen entering lowa colleges and the number
of freshmen entering The University of lowa is illus-
trated in Table 4. AltHough Feldman and Hoenack have

Analysis of Prospective Student Market

Prospective Student Market-

Table 4

T Arthur L. Gillis

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 exphcnt
objectives concerning enrollments from "the
various student categories, knowledge of each
group’s sensitivity of college enrollment to
tuition charges can be used to.sét 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 enroliments from
the various categories of students . . . .1?

Table 4 indicates a stabilization of lowa 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 also a decline in 500 freshman enrollments at
the University. .

FRESHMEN ENTERING ALL IOWA COLLEGES
AND ENTERING THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA

Total Resident and < - Cod

" lowa Public & Private
12th Grade Enroliment

‘Nonresident Freshmen

Univ. of lowa | -
Entering Freshmen

Entering lowa Colleges

o As % of
C . As % of ~ As % of Total

Year Number Fall Number 12th Grade Number 12th Grade Freshmen
1966-67 47,587 - 1967 26,615 55.93 2,612 ' 5.49 9.81
1967-68 47,892 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 .41 9.94
1972-73 49,558 1973 21,082 42.54 2,608 '5.26 12.37
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A companion studv to the foregoing i/xdicated
a continuing shift away from lowa postsecondary insti-
tutions among prospective students. The perc:;-x‘lt of the
total population of high school graduates/in lowa

choosing [owa colleges has dropped from 43.9¢¢ in 1970 -

to 3657 in 1973. Table 5 illustrates this de¢cline and
in Iowa.
‘Each classification of postsecondary institiitions has
declined in its percentage of the ‘total jurosvective
student market. This suggests the devaluing o, lowa

pustsecondary education as an investment choice. A

. Table5 ’ .
POST HIGH SCHOOL ENROLLMENT OF
IOWA HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

9

movement toward increased tuition charges may cause
an acceleration of this market erosion.

Conclusion o
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 lowa indicated that availability of *“a special
study program” was the single most important factor in
making a college choice. Financial considerations were
ranked lower2Y 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-

Percent of High School Graduates’

- : . Enrolled in Jowa Colleges & Univérsities
Institutional Type " " % "

1970 1971 1972 1973

_ Public 4 Year 17.3% 15.4% 1387 1307
‘Private $ Year 77 8.0 7.6 7.2
Public Community 16.6 15.5 14.6 14.5

Colleges
(Area Schools)
- “Private 2 Year 23 2.1 19 1.7
TOTAL 43.9% 41077 37.97¢

36.5%

siderations other than obvious ‘or even subtle costs
which are measurable in doilars. 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 edication? ,

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 musi
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 Td THE TUITION-FEE QUESTION

Gerald H. Gaither, The University of Tennessee, Knoxville

Higher education received generous support in
the -early sixties when societv 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 ma}or
attention.

In the seventies, most states began experiencing

an acute budget crisi§ 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 largelv bear the costs to reap such benefits.
Currentlyv. 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 lﬂdl\ldlldl 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 vear 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 approxnmated one-thlrd 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 pf 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 meinbers 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 mére 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

financlal 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-

tiors. The fiscal problems of some private elite insti-
tutions are in large measure the result of drastic
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" ‘degrees (Fenske, 'Scott and Carmody,
Steahr and Schmid, 1972). The broader implications of -

Federal declines in funding research and graduate
education. Public universities have also "experienced
these problems.but not as.acutely., nor arg they 7as
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 are 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 defail. While the  following
comments are dirccted 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 several serious challenges that
continue to confront higher education in the form of
increased tuition and fees, it is suggested that the
following arguments couid be adapted by institutional
researchers to the particular needs of their differing
institutions and translated mto the context of their
particular situation.

It is an important fact that manv states “‘gain”
as much (or more) than they. “lose” from the consider-
able migration of students across state lines, hoth
during and after these students earn their advanced
1972, 1974;

&

such student migration extend beyond the relativeiy
narrow question. of volume. In examining the mobility

. of vouth. 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 t‘he" number of in-

migrants). The total number of New Jersey students”;
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 compieting their train- -

ing, thereby depriving the state of the social and
economic benefits of theirieducation. A recent study,
showed that approxlmatelv' 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 vears 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 higher
than those who were high school graduates. Men who
finished hlgh school can expect lifetime earninge of
about $479,000, or $135,000 mere 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 gapacity,

- partially ‘aided by university attendance, adds to the
human capital value .of these people, both in terms of

talent and cost of inputs.

Eg¢onomic. outputs are certainly not a full mea-
sure of jthe effects of higher education. The “non-
earning’! or nonmarket components of the effects of

higher educatlon 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
stablllty of marriage, the efficient use of contraceptives,
child dare, 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 -

exclusnvely monetary aspects of higher education. These
mvestments represent a remarkable return to most
states for the monies they provide for education.

Furthermore, it is more equitable and less self-defeating

to'p,ermict 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 durmg the period in
whieh they are receiving their educatlon In general,
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it 1s the more affluent students who migrate and. thev,
in turn. contribute more to the local econofuy than do

resident students. Indicaticns are that the nonresident

student spends approximately - $2,000 more per vear
- than does his resident peer {Chambers. p.110). A study
of Arizona’s three state universities during the 1967-68
school vear revealed that out-of-state students allded
almost $35 -million to the economy of the state
{Leaming, Escudero, and O'Neill. 1968). Nonresidents
of the University 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.
Pmp(ments 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 studv of the direct and indirect economic
impact of The University of Tennessee, Knoxville stu-
dents (resident and non- -resident) on the Knoxville
area “in. 1971-72 revealed a total local impact of

$79,126,550 {Moore and Erickson, 1973). These expen--

ditures represent only off-campus spending and, there-
fore. retlect more specifically the importance of uni-
versity students to the economv of a community, such
There-is a certain dmuqnt 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 barriers to nenresident
— and resident — students who, by living in the state
for an academic year. ostensibly-make a greater
gconomic impact than does the moré transient tourigt.
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 indistry 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 identifiablé number of students-

enrolled in the schools of that state. lu the past, edu-
cational policy makers all too often have been con-
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‘a basis on which to answer questions concerning actual

cerned only with the number of students, both resi-

dent and nonresident, who begin their college careers
within a partxcular state.

Too often only enumeration or ‘‘head (ount -

data serve as the basis, for considering such 1mp0rtant
questions as tuition and fee increases and nonrésident
quotas. Specifically, more information is needed about
graduates (as opposed to degree candidates) to provide

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

_from his birthplace. and half live more than &

been tocused 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 thev take their
degree. for the data referred to above — as valuable as
it 15'T refers to states as whole entities.

It would oe very useful for a universi.y to be
able to*docum :nt, not only the number of out-of-state

students enrolled but ..e 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 ou! of its boundaries. In many cases, this wou:
allay —- or con"ﬁrm—'suspicions that large amounts ¢
state money are being spent on “outsiders.” This kind
of information could form the data base to more ob-
jectivelv 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 etudents public uni-
versities, and the nduon

Education and the Mashile Seciety .
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
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 veai old and ever had been living at

Y

1

a different address oie year earlier (1972). Data tab-
ulated from the Cens's severely strains the concept
of ‘educating persons ind then anticipating them not




moving trom one place to en}othef within the United
States. A clear relationship between education and
mobility is demonstrated by the Census data. Among
men 25 vears old and older. high sc.100l graduates have
higher migration rates than men who had only com-

pleted elementarv school. Rates of mobility for those
.who had completed four or more vears of college, in
‘turn. had higher migration rates than the other two
groups. Thus. identifving “‘one’s own"” is becoming .

more and more diftcult.

The problem of determining and retammo “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
tinished their education and are in the process of
finding emplovment. The 12 month residential mobility
rate for persons 22 to 24 vears old was 47.6 percent.
Persons who got married during the one-vear penod
had an extremelv high residential “mobility rate of
83.0 percent. This high transcience has disturbing
implications for policy makers. who assume that a
stagnant population of students exists in their state.

The Souti has traditionally been an area of
out-migration. Overall, however, the region's migration
picture has improved in recent vears. During the fifties
in Tennessee. for example. approximately 17 percent
of the -20-24 age categorv 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 expended by tite new Tennessee .

Department of Economic ahd 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 direc tmn

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
nf well-qualified students into certain graduate pro-
wrams. 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 vear at all
institutions in Tennessee. ThlS figure represents an
unmmfortabl\ small base for ‘the thlrteen M.S. and

Gemld H. Guither

four Ph.D programs offered in The Umversntv of
Tennessee Institute of Agnculture '

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 enginzering 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 ouitside the state, it is.
relatively easy to conclude that the graduate programs
in these (and other) fields would have been in trouble if
thev had to-depend primarily on the “feeder” 'schools
of the state forentering 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 studeunts in order to remain a viable prograni.
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
b\ the state. :

Legislatoers 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 these instances is the need, particu-
“larly- in the technical areas, for graduates of such

programs (rather than degree candidates} within the

- state. For~example, about 509¢ ofe-the Ph.D graduates

in nuclear engineering at The University of Tennessee,
Knoxville are emploved 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, societa!
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 Education 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.
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TUITION-FEE QUESTION

Tuition Increases-Friend or Foe

The rationale for jncreasing 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 listing of the
100 institutions throughout the nation that have re-
ceived the most federal funds in support of research

(S

and development {FY73 research and training grants .

and contracts processed amounted to $12,452,500 and
exceeded those for FY72 by about 30 . At the present
rate ¥Y74 will surpass previous vears). 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(‘Thomés Jefferson laid
the groundwork for the University of Virginia he 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 gs true foday ‘as it
was in Jefferson’s time, and moreso Wgr‘ams,
contracts, and awards. The opportunity recruit
first-rate graduates and undergraduates from all over
the country to enchance such a reputation should not

be circumscribed by punitive fee schedules. The fund- |

ing dpportunities 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 reéturns. College attendance is ‘a wide-
spread concern of par-nts 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 states 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 lhis state. It is possible that parental
income is stretched to the breaking point in this regard.
ulntematior‘xsal students, especially many with an average
family anﬁlual income of $1,000 to $2,000 per year,
also are finding American education to be a luxury.
By 1973 the annual 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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andfor tuition would cause” severe financial strain
on middle and‘low 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 sty-
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 y)u‘r institution, as they
do at most comprehensive uhiversities, 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-state appropriations (There is
never a “waiver” of fees). Gonsequently, increases in

nonresident charges mean that assistantships 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 aboiit one third
“of the state :appropriations. Tuition 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 ownfees, 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, nonrésident 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 .smce 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 have 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 tuitian -

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, adiission

requirements were high but tuition levels were rela- .-

tively low. Now, tuitio 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

N
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“on income than academic ability. If tuition rates are

raised any higher, then higher education could become
mote 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 in tuition would reduce enrollment
by approximately 3.1 percent among low income stu-
dents, followed by a decreasing impact on more affluent
*students. However, because of insufficient did,. higher
fees ard tuition will affect. partlcularly 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 Ccmmittee on Education has labeled
such proposals *“‘grandiose plans to aid the.poor with
the money of the middle class.” Needless to say, such
plans may be susceptlble to some criticism from middle-
income families having two or more children in ¢ollege
al the same time. Furthermore, there is an inequity in
asking middle-class parents to pay fully the costs of
educating their own children, yvef pay higher interest
rates and taxes to educate other peg)ple's children.

‘Public higher education h;:s traditionally been

one of the instruments of socia}enlightenment and
mobility in this country. The ehm&natlon of this stimu-
lator of vertical mobility for the ppor and middle.class
would untimately cost more to the state and nation
that society-picking up the,tab. T
public education was establishgd rather -forcefully
in the early republic by Thumas Jefferson who regarded
the failure to develop our human resources as more
costly than adequate financing of public educatlon
“Preach . . . a crusade against ignoraftce, establish and

. improve the law for educating the common people.

Q
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Let our countrymen know that thé’ people alone can
protect us againstthese evils. and ‘that the tax which
will be paid for this purpose is inot 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 prnxleue — of each Amencan citizen

who w ants to exerdise this option,

a
-

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
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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 mcre monigs from private gifts and public
appropriations, and, in elther case, whether additional
aid should be mainly in the form of a$sistance (o
-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

" ber subversive to the freedom of the.university, making

it more “other directed”, possibly resulting in undue
influence on the advancemént 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 "excessive 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 a service 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
: 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 svstem is the soundest investment we can make with ~ sideration of the issues will affect the eventual out-
public funds. A higher tuition-fee structure has irre- ° come and, in the final analysis, it will be the institn-
sistible appeal to hard-pressed politicians because it tional researcher that will be responsible for developing
would relieve the taxpaver from the increasing costs of a suitable response stratagem for higher education.
. higher education. Therefore, it can be anticipated that It is important that our profession convey to the
the issues raised in this paper will intensify with in- policy makers the consequences of their aclion so the
creased financial exigency. Presumably, rational con- | necessary choices can be made conscxously and with

full knowledge of the 51tuat10n
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THE ALLOCATION OF PUBLICALLY CONTROLLED RESOURCES IN MISSOURI

«

Harold A. Hume, Missouri Commission on Higher Education

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-

used to develop the recommendation _recognizes that
graduate education is inherently more expensive tl"an
-undergraduate education. .

In the spring of 1972, thé new executive secre-

tary of the MCHE indicated that the relatively gross
formuia guidelines used to develop budgetary recom-
mendations needed - refinement. Specifically, he felt
that the appropriation recommendation process should

level, such as the nature of the academic program a
student is pursuing, affect the cost of teaching students.
In accordance with this recogmzed need to refine
- . -appropriation recommendation procedures the MCHE
';establlshed 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 om Definitions called upon the éxpertise
of individuals from three tvpes of institutions; the
Junior Colleges, the State Universitigs, and the Uni-

-~ pgories,of the National Center for Higher Education
Mapagement Systems {NCHEMS) Program Classifica-
tion Structure (PCS). .
_ i 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 'institutior‘xs to continually raise student
fees. The increases .in student fees may have caused
some students to turn away, from the pnvaté( institu-
tions and toward the. public institutions in -an effort

ERIC i
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dation for a given institution because the procedure.

" over alternative approaches for the following reasons:
recognize the. fact. that variables other than student

versity of Missouri. A joint effort of these groups .
-.led to the decision to adopt as cost centers the cate- -

Joe L. Saupe, University of Missouri

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 pgssibility 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 reviséd, the NCHEMS
Program Classification Structure (PCS) was- selected

— The PCS represents a financial reporting sys-
tem all Missouri institutions could adopt,
thereby avoiding the difficulties m}:olved 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, ahd is being adopted at the .
~ federal level. '
. — The PCS is activity oriented.

— The PCS does not require a chdnge in organi-

~ zational structure. -

" —The PCS facilitates the exchange of data from
an interstate pomt 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 wheel?

* 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 wel} as public
institutions ranging from the junior colleges to the
state universities to the University of Missouri, was

P
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; 1
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. Personnel within each institution inter-

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

preted the definitions contained in the PCS in accor- right hand portlon displays expendltures m terms of

Table 1
FORMAT COMPARISONS

(Dollars in Thousands) _
TRADITIQNAL FINANCIAL REPORTING PROGRAM CLASSIFICATION STRUCTURE '
Wy . uMC . . . wu UMC

tnstr. & Dept. Research

913,956 $24,878 1.0 Instr., Dept. Research, and. . $11,819 $21,471
. Related Activities
.
Separately Budgeted Res. $10,162 2.0 Organized Research ) $10,128
Extension Service $ 5,188 3.0 Exl. & Continuing Educ. Activities % 30 $ 4,427
Libraries $ 213  $2169 4.0 Academic Supporl :
4.1 Libraries _ $ 2,106 :§ 2,169
S . 4.2 Museums & Galleries ] 30 - ;78
: .. 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 Developmenl e : 2
. Total Academic Sum)orl L .3 4,063 $ 6,268 .
- Student Services $ 3,103 5.0.Student Services : o7 -
o ) . 5.1 Social & Cultwal Deve;lupmenl $ 622 $ 352 -
N . : 5.2 Supplementary Educ. Service ¢ ) 8
) B i 5.3 Counseling & Career Guidance 262 431
v 5.4 Financial Aid ) * - - 99 979 .
. 5.5 Student Support, = - . 456 999 -
Operation & Maint. of $ 3,814 $ 7,954 Total Student Services - $ 1,439 $ 2,769
Physical Plant - 6.0 Institutional Support ’
' 6.1 Executive Management . . s 236 $ 560
. . 6.2 Fiscal Operations . . . . 339 524
Administrative & Gen, $ 3,843 $ 3,692 6.3 Geperal Administrative Services . 754 1,125
: 6.4 Logistical Services , 510 2,325
Organized Activities . $ 173 6.5 Physical Plant Operalions 3,547 7,109
: : 6.6 Faculty & Staff S€rvices 263 ) :
6.7 Community Relations o 684 440
Total Institutional Support -$ 6,333 $12,083
Independent Operations s 33 <
N : Total 1$23,922 . $57,146 = Total T A $23,922 557,146

the PCS nomenclatur& Accordmg to thls 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 finaticial report-
ing groups, Washington University spent more for ad-

-dance with their own understanding of them. A few
general observations #ill serve to explain the general
attitude of the Commiftee of Ten concerning data

i+ whicly resulted from tige first attempts at the crossover
analysis.

?

"k
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Results from the Initial Crossover Analysis-

First, the Committee feels that financial- data
are more compatlble from one. institution to another
when displayed in the PCS nomenclature than they

\)' [T AL it e £

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

kformat, however, quite a different impression results, -




“University spent a little more than 40¢;

- of the gap, 14.8%

For example, these data indicate that Washington
as much as
the ‘University of Missouri-Columbia did for executive
management, for fiscal operations about 65¢ , for general
administrative expenditures a littie more than 65¢ , and
for logistical services only a little more than 20% . 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
gducational 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 14.87. PCS data indicate the comparable
figures to be 49.4¢¢ fotr Washington University and
37.6% for University of Missouri-Columbia, a differ-
ence of 11.8%7. We would like to think the narrowing
to 11.8%, 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

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. . v
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 e_fforts 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 desngned 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

Table2
FORMAT COMPARISONS
TRADITIONAL FINANCIAL REPORTING PROGRAM CLASSIFICATION STRUCTURE
o WU - uMC wuy umc -
Instr. & Dept. Research 58.3"." ‘43.5". 1.9 !nslv_.,. Dept. Research, and Related Activities w! 49.4% 37.6%
“Separately Budgeted Res. | 17.8", 2.0 Organized Research ! . 17.7%
Extension Service 9.1, 3.0 Ext. & Continuing Educ. Activities N 7.7%
Libraries 89°.  3.8" 4.0 Academic Support ) ' )
S o T 4.1 Libraries : : “©o 8.8% 3.8%
- . 42 Museums & Galleries . A oA
"~ 4.3 Audio-Visual Services B 1.2
4.4 Computing Support . T 9
4.5 Ancillary Support . 8 19
4.6 Academic Administration & ~ . 6.4 39
7, Personnel Development :
4.7 Course & Curriculum Development :
) . Total Academic Supporl S : 17.0% 10.9%
Student Services h 5.4, . 5.0 Student Services ' :
) . ’ 5.1 Social & Cultural Development 26% 6%
" < . . 5.2 Supplementary Educ. Service - e
. 5.3 Counseling & Career Guidance T 1.1 -8
™ o : 5.4_Financial Aid— . .. — b 4 ' 1.7
. - 5.5 Student Support E 19 1.7
Operation & Maint. of 16.0°. 13.9°,, Total Student Services : : © 6.0% 48%
Physical Plant ) ' 6.0 Institutional Support .
- . : - 6.1 Executive Management . : ' . 1.0% 1.0%
6.2 Fiscal Operations . : 1.4 -9
Administrative & Gen. 16.1°, 6.5% 6.3 General Administrative Services . . 3.2 20
) : : 6.4 Logistical Services i ) 2.1 B N
" Organized Activities 7% 6.5 Physical Plant Operations ) 14.8 - 125
. ) = . 6.6 Faculty & Staff Services 11
. 6.7 Commumly Relations - 2.8 ) 8
; _ Total Institutional Support ' 26.4% 21.3%
independent Operations " - - ( .1 )
. Total © . 100.0°. 100.0°. Total - 100.0% . 100.0%
1i2 '
) :
Q A 1 5 105

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-t




- ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES

to clarify and amplify in order that Missouri institu-
tions might 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, thé 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-
¢il 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 ex‘racted directly from a
draft of a fi¢ld review edition of NCHEMS Information
Exchange Procedures Manual by Renkiewicz and Top-
pinng (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 centérs or activity centers as
‘the term is used in the Missouri - manual and the
NCHEMS IEP project are a modification of those -con-
“tdined 1n the PCS as Table 3 below indicates. For the
Missouri project PCS sactivity centers 1.1, 1.2, 1.3,
and 1.4 have béen collapsed into a single activity cen-’
ter. 1.5 Instruction. Departmental Research. and Re- =
lated Activities. The primary reason for the exception
has 40 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 accountmg systems associated w1th 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 ___

Cumr:ulum B'evelorim'é’t and Su pﬁfementary 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. -

Mappmg Convennons 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 activity .centers. While the conventions are mot.
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
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 institue
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 wWith .
NCHEMS définitions for their primary mission. For

‘example, if the primary purpose of a department is to

teach courses offered for credit in meeting specific

_formal_curricular-requirements-teading toward a par- ¢

ticular postsecondary degree or certificate ‘granted by

3
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Table 3
PCS ACTIVITY CENTERS
CODE : TITLE CODE TITLE
*1.5.xxxx instruction, Departmental Research 5.1.7100 Student Development
& Related Activities 5.1.7200 Intercollegiate Athletics
(Delineated to Discipline Level) 5.2.xxxx Supplementary Educational .
2.1.x%x% Institutes & Research Centers Service for Students
. {Delineated to Discipline Level) (Delineated to Discipline Level)
2.2.xxxx Individual or Project Research 5.3 Counseling & Career Guidance o .
{Delineated te Discipline Level) 5.4 Student Financial Aid. Admin.
3 xxxx Commiunity Education 5.5 " Student Support
{Delineated to Discipiine Level) 6.1 . Executive Management
3.2 ' Community Service 6.2 Fiscal Operations
3.3 Cooperative Extension Serwce 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
1.2 © Museums and Galleries 6.7 . Community Relations B
4.3 Audio:Visual Services ++6.9.8500 - Calculated Use Charge for Bldgs eee
4.4 ‘ Computing Support | **6.9.8600 Rental Charge for Buildings .
4.5.x%x% Ancillary Support . **6.9.8700 Calculated Use Charge for Equip.***
' ¢ {Delineated te Discipline Level) **6.9.8800  Rental Charge for Equipment
4.6.xxxx Academic Administration and 7.0 m" Independent Operations
. Personnel Development N **8.1 Scholarships
4.7 xxxx Course and Curriculum Development **g.2 . Fellowships
' ) ’ o **9.0 -Hospitals

-

***Not applicable |o the Missouri Project. o

t‘he institution, the department is an instructional
department. Similar definitions have been developed
for each tvpe of department. In this suggested cross-
ovar procedure .t is assumed each institution can
identifv departments, by types. After the* departments
have been identified by types, the institution should
“then determine .the primary intent of each” account

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-

with the NCHEMS definitions for programs andfor
subprograms. If the account is 4n instructional account,
the table indicates that certain kinds and types of
expenditures charged to the account are to be-associated

mental Research. and Related Activities, by HEGIS
discipline. The.*“Xs indicate that the appropriate
HEGIS discipline is to be associated with each account,

w1th PCS actlvlty center 1.5 as direct costs., The insti-

tutions may be able to use their object classes to make
. ; !

.
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‘A modification to the TEP and CFP activity centers for the Missouri Project. )
**Additions to PCS for purposes of information exchange Procedures and Cost l'-mdmg Principles.

- compensation, other staff compensation, and supplies

within each type of department. An instructional de-

- centers. The mapping conventions .$uggest that certain =

tions for the different types of accounts are in keeping

_support.charged to:it, these expenditures should not be

with PCS activity center 1.5.xxxx‘lnstruct.jor;, Depart-
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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

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
“othei expenditures that are restricted to specific activity

-object classes~or classes of expenditures are to be
restricted to specific ‘activity centers and as a matter of
fact are rather -specific as ‘o which activity .center .
such expenditures should be associated. For example, *
if the instruction account has academic computing

associated with the 1.5 cost center; rather thev should
be associated with' PCS .activity center 4.4 Academic
Computing Sérvices. It is hopsad 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 categories. .Some—insti=————"""

' Please note that the table *wgggsts_lhal.ﬂn!;«ceuaiﬁwhonsmm‘et and account for some,of the direct

costs (the kinds and types of ‘expenditures that are to
be assigned directly to all instructional activity centers)

in.a central account serving either the entire institution
. ~ i ’ .
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Figure 1

TYPE OF DEPARTMENT

ACCOUNTING DATA BY OBJECT CLASS

PCS ACTIVITY CENTER REMARKS

" curricular require-

. toward a particular

_Appendix C}

Instructional
departments — all
academic opera-
tional units the
primary purpose of -
which is to teach
courses offered for
credit in meeting
specified format

granted by the institution.

ments leading "Faculty compensation
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 |,

*  mental chairperson.

chairperson.

Instructional accounts — accounts the pri-
mary purpose of which is to fund activities
associated with teaching courses offered

for credit in meetings specified formal
curricular requirements leading toward a
particular postsecondary degree or certificate

Object classes or classes of expenditures
that are to be assigned directly to all
Instructional PCS activity centers —

Other staff compensation — if the
compensation is for effort in direct
‘support of the faculty or a depart-

Supplies and services expenditures.— if
the principal use of the supplies and
services is to provide direct support
to the faculty or a departmental

1.5.xxxx Instruction,
Departmental
Research & . .
Related Activities,
by HEGIS
discipline

-

“or an aggregate of operational unité"?‘_within the.insti- -
“tutions. If such is the case these expenditures should
‘be prorated to all PCS activity centers to wbich 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 ap g roximate 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 man}lal 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 Procedures project and
modified for the Missouri project is.included as Appen-
dix B. The HEGIS Taxonomy is included as Appendix
- C. Answers_ to _typical questions—that—arefrequently

posed to - "NCHEMS staff and the Committee of Ten.

during implementation.of the crossover procedures 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 janswers were extracted directly

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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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 mcorporated 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. orgamzatlon Because . their forms call for
“base year’

,for Missouri public msmutlons

Wlth the acceptance of the manual by the MCHE "~

and the PCS’ @oncept by ‘the State Division of Budget,
we believe we dre down- the road' towatd common

————firraneial reporting in Missouri.

““This accomphshment provides the basis for

the Committee of Ten to move forward on the develop- -

ment of resource allocation recommendation proce-
dures — the concérn that initiated the activjjy that
has been -deseribed in this paper and the problem that

_ has recently been forrrvlally handed, to‘..the Committee.

wed L
L s

income and expenditure. data they will,
in effect, produce comipatible financial reportmg data'
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/ Figure 2

Hume and Saupe

TYPE OF DEPARTMENT-

ACC(#UNTING DATA BY OBJECT CLASS

PES ACTIVITY CENTER REMARKS

See Figure 1

Obije t classes or classes of expenditures
‘that are to be restricted to a specnilc
PCS activity center e
A mlmstratlve/support compensation
Other staff compensatlon - if the
.compensation is foreffort in direct
' support of an academic administrator

4.6.xxxx Academic
Administration
and Personnel
Development, by

“other than departmental chairpersons. HEGIS discipline
Supplies and services #xpenditures — if
the prmcnpal use of the supplies and :
services is to p:ovnde direct support =
to an academic administrator other
than deparfmemaT chalrpersons o
Library Services 7 " 4.1
Audio/Visual. Serwces 4.3
- Academic Computmg Services 4.4
Administrative Data Processing . 6.3
Purchasing and Storage Materials 6.4
Transportation Servuces 6.4
N ~ Utilities 6.5
Building Maintenance . 6.5
Ground Maintenance 6.5
. Custodial Services 6.5
Building Rental 6.9.8600 v
Equipment Rental '6.9.8800 L » .

Over the next several months the Committee will *
. take what it has learned to date and will develop
for use by the MCHE in.recommending
state appropriation amounts to the Legislators and the

- “formulas’

‘Governor. .

effort.

Perhaps if ‘'we are lucky, or as a Missouri
Bapttst preacher might put it,
_willing* and the creeks don’t rise. we can return to
- next year’s forum and report upon the success of this

if the good Lord is

.

-

The Aud:t:. of Colleges and Unlversmes New York: American Institute of Certlfled Publlc Accountants inc., 1973.

College. and Unijversity Business Administration, Washlngton D.C.: Amencan “Council on Education, 1968.

Gulko. Warren 'W. Program Classification Structure, Boulder Colorado Western lnterstate Commission for Higher Educa-

tion, 1972,

Renkiewicz, Nancy K., and Topptnf;
- ()lorado Western Interstate Commission for

Hogher Education, 1973.

C~e A~y

fames R. Information Exchange Procedures Manual (Field Review Edition), Boulder,
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7 get into a program format: may be considered in three

ACADEMIC PROGRAM ANALYSIS FOR BUDGETING

v

Bernard S. Sheehan and Marvin G. Michaels, The University of Calgary

During the last decade the challenge of univer-
sity 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 satisfv changing demands. In the early years of -
the 70's. student eprollments stopped growing;’ and

* institutional revenue from governments leveléd off.

Moreover, total costs continue to ‘escalate while insti- .
tutions, staffed for expansion, find little flexibility to
meet changing circumstances. Consequently, the univer-
" sity budgetu}:3 ‘process is bec.ommg more critical to the

short-range effective use of resources, to the attginment |

of institutional objectives, and in some casés, to sur-
_vival. As a result, there is_an pncreasing 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

4“' ~mto a program format during the budget’ formu]ation

process The transformation permits participants at all
"levels in the budget formulation process to work with
the familiar line-item hudget necessary for day-to-day
operations and contro} as well as a format which asso-
tiates anticipated academic programs and outputs with
budgeted resources. Resources may be expressed as
total dellars by various expenditure categories and also

-in natural dimensions such as numbers of academic

Se

staff. volumes in the library, or square feet.

Use of the proposed met! .dology encourages the .-
" gradual intreduction of program “budgeting notions

without simultaneous threat to established ways. Thus,
it smnulates evolition of a more analytical approach to
budgbtmg at a pace likely to be acceptable to internal
circumstances at most institutions. Also, the paper in-
cludes a sample -case app!ication. Minimum cost of
Jimplementation is ac‘(ompllshed by using software
availalle from the National Center for Higher Education
Management Systems (NCHEMS). -

Transformatmn Pmcedure
Transformation of an msmutlonal line-item bud-

\)‘)
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phases. These are: de»elopment of a framework for
program analysis, synthesis.’of budgeted program re-
sources from line-item allocations, and, finally, assign-
ment of budgeted program resources to specific anti-

. cipated institutional outputs.,

- Framework far Program Analysis :
Budget units and institutional - programs are
‘identified in thls 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

- companents of the framework are the institutional

organizational structure, a suitablé. program classifica-
‘tion structure, and the planned or budgeted relatlonshlp
between the elements in each structure.

Budget units are identified Trom institutional
budget documents four the appropriate budget year.
Normally, budget units {usually orgdnizational depart-
ments) appear as major line-itéms in such financial files.
The program classification structure {PCS) permits
systematic organization of institutional programs and
orders various.components of programns into a loglcal
and consistent hierarchy. The most w1dely used PCS -
:is” that developed by NCHEMS.l 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 formats must provide and on campus organi-
zation, programs, and the PCS.

Program Resource Synthesns

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 budgét unif 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
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N
Figure 1 ]
BUDGET UNIT/PROGRAM MATRIX N
PRIMARY PROGRAMS
N \
AND SUBPROGRAMS SUPPORT PROGRAMS AND SUBPROGRAMS
1.0 20 | 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0
. Organ-| Public : . L.
Instruc- | ized | Ser- Academic Student Institutional
tion Research vice- Support Services © | Support
i - = - -] &
S| &)t |8]8l=] lag |E s
212 o 2|38 |31E|8] ek |d =lalel. |8 |2 |5
, Sl 12| 2. 51218 |G|2|8]&lE3lie || RI5|E|F 3|z 2 |8
2 1208 a3l > el 5|2 SIZ2EEle (2|21 |TIE | &E(8ae-|2
25|85 cE2Ys8| Bl £ 2| 2| E|P|B|OEIELI X1 3 vie |=|xElE |7
k] » el =1 & J 21 = = = - e a. e
R R R R R S R R >4 2
R R - B T E = . =locl=z=|2 S| = 188 T|led=g
ORGANIZATIONAL/. [CE|SE|ZEIEQEE|C 10| 5| 2| 2|0 <|<§A0|00|&E | & | d |& |U» S |E£0]&EA] G
BUDGET UNITS el R LR I A N B B I e B -l e PR D R DR P R PR P PR P IR T
Archaeology X | ‘ X| ' x
Biology X X
Business- X X
Graduate Studies X X X, X
" Physical Education X ! XX A
Evening Credit X ‘ .
Summer Session X c
. Computing Services X N
Stude: Counselling ' N X A
President’s Office X )
Controller’s Office X

. G

-activities which (.ontrlbute to certain programs. Thus,

resources should- flow tg programs in proportion to the

contribution which ,deparfmental activities “make to

tho%e programs. -
Possible distribution algonthms 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 tdget years. Thus,

the contribution of departments to programs cannot be-

. measured but must be estimated. Such estimates can be’

based on the projection of historical statistics such as

student enrollment and faculty work-load patterns

and on the judicious extension of campus experience.
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 hkel} contributions w hlch specific resources

3
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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 procedures useful to-a more analytical-

approach to planning and budgeting.at all institutional
levels. : -

-

Output Synthesis ~ -

- ‘Primary programs are those whose constltuent

activities contribute directly to the accomplishment of

institutional goals and objectives.”Support programs’

assist primary programs but ‘are-considered not to have
outputs2 Thus, this third phase includes a two-stage
reassignment of resources, Resources assngned 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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ACADEMIC PROGRAM ANALYSIS

The basis of reassignment is the extent support .
programs contribute to primary programs and the ex-
tent primary programs contribute to their several
outpéts: 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 5 iilustrate several formats which are -

useful during the budget formulation process.

Ty

s

) 1

Q 2 = ;
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Figure 2 g
- " SAMPLE RESOURCE ASSIGNMENTS
ASSIGNMENT
ASSIGNMENT SOURCE COMMODITY _ ASSIGNMENT RECIPIENT + ASSIGNMENT BASIS
Program Resource Synthesis .
t. Line-item budget Teachin?; department Discipline instruction levels/ Projection of historical
N ) oL . academic FTE graduate supervision General © . faculty work load distribu-
: Academic Instruction (PCS 1.1) tions <
2. Line item budget ' ' Teaching department Discipline instruction levels/¥ ) Dir;zcl academic.'u‘luaries
. ‘ support salarités graduate supervision General BN
: Academic Instruction (PCS1.1) NG

Output Synthesis: Support Programs ™ = 1 \‘..A

Reassignment to Primacy Programs K v ) . . . :

t. Libraries (PCS 4.1) Operating expenses’ Subprogrg_ms and activity Direct academic salaries in

o levels (instruction levels/grad- . primary program instruc- N
uate supervision) of Ins({uo tion (PCS 1.0} by subpro-
liop (PCS 1.0) o 5 ) gram and activity level

2. Computing Supporl Operating expenses_ - ‘L, "All'primary programs and ' Projecied usage of depart:
(PCS 4.4) : . ; subprograms . ments contributing to pri-

: ’ ) L mary programs and sub-
/ programs

3. Executive Manage- Operating expenses / All primary programs and Direct academic salaries of

ment (PCS 6.1) : . .// subprograms : ' primary programs and sub-
. Do : 3 ; Y ’ 2 ~ programs

Output Synthesis: Primary Programs ! ’ L i . .

Reassignment to Output Proxies . - .

t. Primary subprogram Direct academic salaries Student academic programs . Weekly student hours per
General Academic . assigned to instruction g ICLM
instruction (PCS 1.1 : fevels )

2 Primary subprogram Direct academic salaries - Graduate student academic o Full-time graduate stu-
General Academic - assigned to graduate programs . dents by discipline
Instruction (PCS 1.1) supervision levels by R B !

discipline -
3. Primary subprogfam 3 Direct operating expenses Student academic programs ' " Full-time and pm -time
General Academic v of-Student Supporl sludenls
~Instruction (PCSt,1) - 2 (PCS 5.4) -

.
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‘Figure 3
SAMPLE RESOURCES BY PROGRAM
BUDGET YEAR 1973/74
] " RESOURCES
) ' : ACADEMIC  ACADEMIC . SUPPORT OTHER TOTAL
PROGRAM CLASSIFICATION STRUCTURE FTE SALARIES : SALARIES EXPENSES  RESOURCES
1.0 INSTRUCTION )
1.1 General Academic Instruction
1.1.1 Arts and Science
1.1.1.1 Anthropology ' ; : Y , .
IRARR Junior lnslrugli()n . 4.2 —8 63,900 $ 9,100 S 7,100 $ 80,100
“1.1.1.1.2 Senior Instruction o . 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
.1.1.1.1.5 Graduate Sapervision . . ' ‘
{(Mastersilower Doctorat) ) 1.4 20,600 . 3,700 3,100 27,400
1.1.1.1.5 Graduate Supervision . : :
(Upper Docloral) e R .- — -— —_ —_—
' Subtotal Anthropology - : 1.9 7 $179,191 $26,200 $20,700 $226,100 *

1.1.1.2 Archacology . .
1.1.1.2.1 junior Instruction . ) ) 2
1.1.1.2.2. Senior Instruction - . ' o .
1.1.1.23 Qraduale'lnslruclion .

1.1.1.3 Bio{ogy .

1.1.2 Business -

TOTAL GENERAL ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION ™~ - 776.1 $14,235,200 $3,037,110  $2,545,800 $19,818,100
1.2 Specml'Sessuon v - .
TOTAL INSTRUCTION 4
2.0 ORGANIZED RESEARCH AR N
3 o, ) _ .
Sample Case: University of Calgarv Budget Year 1973/74 1.0 - Instruchon Program -— The Instruc-
Practical implementation of the’transformation . * tion Program consists of all formal
procedures lmolves numerous options on the detailed. educational activities in which ‘a stu-
methods and techniques used to. accomplish each' N dent engages to earn credit toward a
phase. The selection of tools and procedures will degree or certification at the university.
- depenrd on' the msm_utrpnal data‘base; the inventory 11 *  General Academic Instructiorf — This
. of hardware, software, and experienced people avail- subprogram includes those instruction-

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.% :

al program elements operating during
the budget year that are part of a for- -
mal degree or cerfificate curriculum
and are managed by regular academlc

. Framework for Program Analysis . q
.The purpose of this phase is to relate. the ) epartments.
: university’s organizational components or departments, - 1.1.n " Teaching Faculty or School — 1.1.1
- as characterized by budget units in the university’s. . Arts and Science, 1.1.2 Business, 1.1. 3 .
1973/74 line-item budget, 'to programs defined and . Education, and so on.
“systematized ‘by the program classification structure. ‘1.1.n.m Teaching Department — 1. 1.1.1 An-
The PCS is essentially that developed by NCHEMS.4 thropology, 1.1.12 Biology, 1.1.3.2
- Figure 1 shows the PCS aggregated to the subprogram ' Educational Administration, and so on.
. ievel and illustrates relationships between programs 1.1.n.m.k  Teaching ‘Activity — 1.1.n.m.1 junior
and tvpical budget units in The University of Calgary ) instruction, 1.1.n.m.2 -senior instruc-
line-item budget. . ) tion, 1.1.n.m.3 graduate instruction, .
Since in this example the subprogram General . 1.1.n.m.4 graduate supervision masters
Academic Instruction (PCS 1.1) was treated in, detail, . and lower doctoral, 1.1.n.m.53graduate
the level of disaggregation used is illustrated as follows: supervision upper doctoral.
: . ' ' : . ' |
: 'y ‘ - |
E l{[lc : 14 , ) 113
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' ACADEMIC PROGRAM ANALYSIS

to programs by distributing the resources of each bud-

get unit to program activities undertaken by thesé’
units. Practically, the assignment is accomplished by
replacing X's in Figure ¥ with resource magnitudes in
approfriate 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 broken down into each resource category
+ of interest. In the sample case the matrix is 250 line
items by 250 program and subprogram categories.® The

"ERIC- - - . '12
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. Figure 4
i RESOURCE ASSIGNMENT SUMMARY BY PRIMARY PROGRAM
BUDGET YEAR 1973/74 i
($'000)
2.0 ORGANIZED . ,
1.0 INSTRUCTION . RESEARCH 3.0 PUBLIC SERVICE
SR 1.2 1.3 2. 2.2 3 3.2
General  Special Extension Institutes/ Individual Community . Community
‘Academic  Session (For Credit) Centers  Or Project  Education Service
Acaderiic Salaries $14,235 $406 $188 |, $ 93 ) $— $407 $ 22
Support Salaries 3,037 — — 36 —_ 207 - 33
Supplies and Other- Expcnses ) 2,546 121 52 — 19 (404) 67
" PRIMARY PROGRAM ) .
RESOURCES $19,818 $527 $240 $129 $19 - $210 $122
SUPPORTY PROG;!AM'RESOURCE ASSIGNMENT TO PRIMARY PROGRAMS
4.0 ACADEMIC SUPPORT ‘
4.1 Libraries $ 2,200 $ 63 $ 29 $— $ - $— $—
4.2 Museums and Galleries J— e — — —_ —_ 23
4.3 Audio Visual ) 244 7 3 — — : —
4.4 Computing Services: 926 5 — 5 — 12 —_
. 4.5 Andillary Support 303° — — — — —_ I —
. 4.6 Academic Administration 701 20, 9 5 —_ 20 1
5.0 STUDENT SERVICES - ) c
. . [N ”
5.1 Social and Cultural 57 2 1 — —_— — —
5.2 Counselling and Career 299 9 4 —_ —_ —_— _
5.3 Financial Aid -4 — — — —_ — —_
5.4 Student Support 321 l 9 . 4 _ — - _
6. 0 INSTITUTIONAL SUPPART . -
6 1 Executive Management 717 20 9 5 —_— 21 1
6.2 Fiscal Operations 388 1 5 3 — 1" 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 Faculty.Staff Services ! © 645 18 9. 4 — 18 1
6.7 Commum(y Services 246 7 3 2 —_ 7 —_
SUPPORT PROGRAM . B o ‘ _ .
RESOURCES $13,419 $330 $151 $ 59 S\;- - $249 . $ 36
'PRIMARY AND SUPPORT ¥ i
RESOURCES $33,237 $857 $391 $187 . $19 ' $459 $157
y . R
- Program Resource Synthesis resources identified for each budget unit are total.
) » ‘ . v ~academic salaries, total support salaries, total supplies
The objective of this phase is to assign resources

and” other expenses, net operating cxpense {sum of
three previous) and total academic full-time equiva-
lent (FTE) inteaching departments only.

Because of the sheer volsme’ of the detail, it is
not possnble 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 assigned®
to Teaching Activity (PCS 1.1.n.m.k) on the basis of
A ) . _ _

1

ol
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- Figure 5
SAMPI.I: '‘RESOURCE EXPENDITURES BY
. GENERAI. 'ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION PROGRAM (PCS 1.1)
: St PER OUTPUT CATEGORY S0
- ' : : BUDGET YEAR 1973/74 C
’ ) RESOURCES BUDGETED
' Total Resources '
o Primary Program (Primacy + Resources Budgeted
Faculty/ Numbaer Resources '~ Support) Per Student
Degree! Fulll  Student. ./ of - Academic Amount _ Per Amount Per Academic  Primary Total
Mrior? *  Part Level Students FTE ($'000)  Cent {$'000) _Cenl . _{JE_“- Program Resources
AS BA SS F  Upper 193 16.4 s 323 163 § 547 165 008  $1,670  $2,840
" AS BSC F  Upper 1,375 116.6 2,522 12.73 4,098 12.33 - 0.08 1,830 2,980
BUSINESS F  Upper 541 29.3 577 2,91 1,147 3.45 0.05 1,070 - .
ED BED F Lower . . 329 19.9 401 2,02 763 2.30 0.06 . .
FABMUS  F  Upper 96 13.4 244 1.23 365 110 0.14 .. .
NURSING F  Uppar 110 16,1 - 256 1.29 390 - 118 . ..
PHYS ED F Upper 180 14.2 290 1.46 487 147 . .
GS HU F o Mstr 51 13.0 254 128 . 387 . . " . e .
GS NS F  UDoc 124 17.2 . 401 202 .. e .
GSSOWK  F  Mstr 73 10.6 209 105 e : :
A\ Y Y Y Y N T ’ \ v | B | Y
" BUSINESS P . Lower 24 04" . . . . . . .
ENGINEER P Upper 72 3.8 . . . . . . .
G§ SS P Mstr 46 2.9 . . . . . . .
GS ENGG~ P Nistr 43 - 50 . .. S e . .
v \ N \ v L S \ \ \ v
TotAaL ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION 776.1 $19;818 . 100.00 $33,233 100.00 .

Educahon), GS (Graduate Studies), FA (Fine Arts), etc.

time distribution data projected for the budget year by
‘considering faculty time- distribution data gathered in
previous vears and other fa(.tors including proposed
changes in departmental ‘staffing. Support salaries of
the same budset units are assigned to teaching activity
levels based on the assngnment 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,

ERI
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it should be -noted that these intermediary restlts can
be important because they indicate the “direct” re-.

“sources assigned to ‘primarv 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 smeoth differences. Thus,’
separate consideration of the two components. of the

_total assignment may give those making priority and -

allocation decisions useful insights-into the resource
flow implications of proposed budget allocations.

12

*AS (Arts and Science), BA (Bachelor of Arts), SS (Social Sciences), BSC (Bachelor of Scnence), ED (Education), BED (Bachelov of

v &
Output Synthesns
In this final phase, support program resources
are ’feassngned to primary programs. 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-
. programs are treated at their highest level of aggrega-
tion, that is, the output ‘and the subprogram are taken
as identical, However, outputs cbnnected with PCS 1.1
are treated in consnderable detall as evidenced by
Figure 5.
The assngnment of resources’ from subprogram

PCS 1.1 to output falls -into two -general categories.

Some resourees are assigned on the basis of student
participation in pamculg 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. Assngnment o

2)
it .
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on the basis of student head count requires only
an estimate of student enrolments in -all output
tategories in the budget vear, However, resource
assignment on the basis of WSH requires the num-
ber of WSH anticipated in each discipline and level,
by students in each facult\ or‘school, degree, major,
and level— that is, in each Gutput categdry. .

Reassignment of program resources to specific
output categories on the basis of WSH? 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,
whiereas the program resources to be reassngned 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 softwyare 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 requirements. Since budget resources

are known, it is necessary only to calculate and to in-
put suitable productivity ratios such that predicted
resource requirements equal given budget resources.
Therefore, when planned or budgeted stadent enrol-
ment distribution is inputted, RRPM 1.6 will yleld bud-
geted costs per student academic program.

Use of RRPM 1.6 software has a number of other
advantages. The software permits automatic handlmg
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 automnratjcally estimiating resource require-
ments for vears bevond the budget year. The predic-
tions may be based on institutional policies inherent in
the budget or any others to be studied. The ICEM 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 aveiage 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 infermation from the institution’s student and-

course (timetable) files as input, In order to build an
ICLM for the budget vear, appropriately modified
current yéar student and course files were used as
input to the generator. - wo !

st

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’i 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.®

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 mstltutlonal 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 “program
formats for departmental budget requests may pro-
mote more departmental study of the relationship
between resources and outputs. Moreover, the mahy
possible intermediary outputs: can yield information
and raise questions appropriate to budget priority and
allocation determinations. These include the relafive
(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 bersfits to be sought from use of the
transfarmation “are 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 Instltutlonal Research The University
of Calgary for their continuing assistance through all
phases of the study reported :
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1See Gulko (19721, There are numerous advantages to choosing the NCHEMS PCS, since it is compatible with all NCHEMS
software and standards. . o E ‘

. *Discussion ot the comblex notion of “output’ from educational activities is beyond the scope of this paper. The readér
interested n a state-of-the-art treatment of the subject is referred to Micek and Wallhaus (1973). . . :

sEor a more detailed treatment see Office of Institutional Research (1973a, 1973b).

see Gulko (19721 For computational and display purposes, the NCHEMS PCS is abridged to ‘exclude components not
relevant to The University of Calgary or this application. Co.

o sThis is not a relatively large matrix for thesé calculations since the emphasis of the example is on subprogram General
\ DR

A adennc Instruction (PCS 1.1) and the other programs are handled at a higher level of aggregation.

v . o
8The disttbution was done using software develbped for The University of Calgary Cost Study. These academic program
cost studies. which have been reported for three years, are based on results of a faculty workload distribution questionnaire

- distributed annually as part of the Faculty Annual Report to the President: see Office of Institutional Research (1973c). The “Cost

" Public Administration, The University of Michigan, 1964.
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Finding Principles’ software developed by NCHEMS is an alternative. It has the facility for translating line-items from financial files,
to programs via a crossover that atlows allocations based on input percentages. It also allocates support program resources to
primary programs, primary subprograms, disciplines and.course levels. - : ’ :

*Weekly student hours (WSH1.are used instead of credit hours because The University of Calgary, like most Canadian
universities, does not operate on a credit system. WSH are student contact hours. )

*The computer installation used was an 1BM 360/50 operating under. HASP/05 Release 20.6. One run of the “short method”
of RRPM 1.6 (without the formatted file display RRPM 05) requlired on the average 104 K, 1 tape drive, 7 discs, 5.5 minutes €PU
time, and 15-20 minutes elapsed time. . T . v

- Clarke. David G., Hutt, Robert A., Ha'ight,' Michael J., and Collard, William . Introductian to the Resource Requirerhents g
Prediction Model 1.6. Technical Report 34A. Boulder, Colorado: Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, 1973.
. . : - . -~ i N ‘f
Gulko: Warren W. Program classification structure. Technical Report 27. Boulder, Colorado: Western interstate Commission
for Higher Education. 1972, ‘ : . - .
Hai%tct, Michael ., and Manning, Charles W. Induced course foad matrix generator: system documentation. Boulder,
Colorado: Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, 1972, . c

Micek, Sidney S., and Wallhaus. Robert A. An intraduction to_the identification and- uses_of higher education output
information. Technical Report 40. Boulder, Colorado: Western-nterstate Commission for Higher Education, 1973.- N

Miller. James L., Ir. State budgeting for higher education: the use of formulas and cost analysis. Ann Arbor: Institute of-
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INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH IN HIGHER EDUCATION

- DIFFERENT PROBLEMS; DIFFERENT PRIORITIES?

4

Given recent social, political, and educational
~da\velopmems and the financial situation which now
confronts American higher education, a growing num-
ber of colleges and universities are expressing serious
coficern over institutional mission and viability. Within
" this context, many questions are bemg 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 ocn inétitutilonal research
projects and directions. In terms of personnel engaged
in institutional research-activities, Glenny (1974) 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, whelth.er'these '

particular perspectives on the nature, 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 responsibiiities commonly
associated with. insti)tutional research offices? Tincher
(1970) reported that members of the Association for
Institutional Research (AIR) rated #planning and coor-
dination™ as being thejr most important actual responsi-
bility. “Studies of students” was ranked second in
importarze, 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 1969. 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 determinie the degreée to which actual in-
stltutlonal research priorities have shifted since the
“earlier period of Tmchervs study. Moreover, for differ-
ent types of instititions, some 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 vanatlon across
institutians-than before.

While these concerns constitute a primary focus,
this paper goes beyond a replication of Tincher's study

. and seeks to deterniine 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
msxghts on the ‘“responsiveness” of institutional re-
search personnel to the new pressing problems of
Amerlcan higher education.-

The Study

A questlonnalre was distributed to alI members
of AIR (N = 1048} in the spring of 1973. o e
The instrument included: .

1..Ten demographlc/background items pertain-
ing to the respondents and their mstltutlons 2

2. The Job Descriptive Index, a standardized
easure of five dimensions of job satisfaction
used previously in business and industry
(Smith et al., 1969);?

3. Eight areas of job responsibility assocnated

* 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=2357), and community colleges (N=113).
In teérms of the eight job responsibility ‘areas, respon-

‘dents were asked to rank-order these areas from one




“is" (per-

-

to eight (1=highest priority} on both an
ceived} and “should be’’ (prefi:rred) basis.

The initial analysis focused only on the top-
ranked job responsibility as perceived by institutional
research personnel in 1969 (Tincher, 1970) 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-having the highest priority (e.g. a ranking of *1").

Table 1
MA]OR EMPHASIS OF ACTUAL JOB RESPONSIBILITIES
FOR INSTITUTHONAL RESEARCHERS *

Job 1973 Survey 1969 Survey!

" Responsibility (N=706) (N=669)
Planning & Coordination  22.5% 27.8%
Budget & Finance - 197 % 10.0%
Studies of Students 19.5% 16:1%
Organizational Studies 10.2% 4.5%
Faculty Studies 7.5 = 97%
Data Systems & Computers 6.4% 5.8%
Curriculum Studies ~  3.3% .31%

- Space Utilization T 21% 3.1%
Other ' 58%.,  81%
No Response . . - 3.0%, 1.7%

1from Tincher, W. A, (1970), “A Study of the Members of the
Assocmuon 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
5.3% 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% ) 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. Orgarf-
izational studies showed an apparent increase in per-
ceived priority (up 5.7% ), studies of students gained
somewhat {(up 3.4¢% ), while studies of faculty declined
‘shghtly in terms of its high priority ranking (down
2.2%). »
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The second set of analysis attempted to deter-
mine the amount of variation which existed in the
perceived. (is) and preferred (shouid 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? 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 personnel in these three types of -
colleges. and universities place on the eight )ob 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
colleagies 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-
inunity 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 colleagues on
activities associated with budget-finances, data systems,
and space utilization. In terms of 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 emphasns which
institutional research personnel in these three types of
colleges and universities believe shou]d 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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ﬁgure 1
PERCEIVED “HIGH” PRIORITY JOB RESPONSIBII.IT!ES
OF INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCHERS CATEGORIZED BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION

5
~

"

-a}- o -
60 |
X ]

301
£
£ .
=-‘ .' LA
z . i . .
£ 40 - ! 5
= . -
N -J:c'l“ .t .

. B '. )" "

3o g \

\
\ \ e
) N . +~ Comm, Coll. -
. \‘\.. -.. ,,, -
. \ fot
\
B “‘r——--——‘
2 Pri. Coll. & Umversmes
\
= , o :
Y e X
o Pub Coll. & Universities
. ' =
Q2 - i 1 ! -Gl 1 1 i 1
. Plan- - Budget Students Facuity Organi- Data Space Curricula
Coord. . zation

the preferred importanée 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 utlhzatlop 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 rankmg 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”
4 <
) 127
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" in these institutions indicated a considerably higher

- involved in activities in the area of budget- ﬁnances and

across the preferred priorities of respondents in these
three institutional groups w1th most variation occurring
in the areas of budget and finance, studies of students, -9
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 colfeges
and universities. Figure 3 presents the results for those
in private institutions. Institutional research personnel

preference for curricula studies than was presently
given this area of resp0n51b1hty and preferred to be less

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- DlSCI.lSSlOll

coordination activities and orgamzatlonal studies. They
tended to prefer less involvéiment 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 greatest

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).

Based on an analysns of the top-ranked job
responsibilities of AIR members (see Table 1), budget

-and finance activities and’ orgamzatlonal 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 te expect that individuals involved in analy-
sis of -“institutional 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 gnrollments, these institutions (especially
public institutions) have- continued to become more

Q 121
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Figure 3
DIS( REPANCY BETWEEN PERCEIVED & PREFERRED “HIGH” PRIORITIES:

INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCHERS IN PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS (N = 166)
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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 about

O
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the -efficiency as well as the “humaneness” of insti-

tutions of higher learning.

Looking at - )ob responsibilities irrespective of -

institutional type has its limitations, however. Not only
do the “actual” and “preferred” priorities vary by

12 B : S .

institutional setting (Figures 1,& 2), 50 does the degree

of disparity between perceived and preferred priorities
as reported ‘by institutional research personnel in the
1973 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,
tional research activity (its role, the satisfaction derived
from it, etc.] may be noticeably dlfferent at various
colleges and universities.

For example, institutional research pe'rsonnél 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,

this information suggests that institu-
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DISCREPANCY BETWEEN PERCEIVED & PREFERRED “HIGH” PRIORITIES:
INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCHERS IN PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS (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 other-hand, individuals at private insti-
tutions would prefer to place more priority on curii-
culum studies (as is the case with individuals at
community colleges), and individuals ‘at public insti-
tutions would prefer that more priority be placed on

_organizational studies and ° planning/coordination

activities.

()

QL

Beyond descriptive purposes, the data reported
in this study may have implications for establishing
a concéptual 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
. 4
hA Y
e
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. “Figure 5
"DISCREPANCY BETWEEN PERCEIVED & PREFERRED “HIGH" PRIORITIES.
INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCHERS IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES (N=113)
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. institutions? Moreover, in what ways.can institutional

" research become more satisfying to 1nd1v1duals engaged

Q
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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 mdlrectly, the attractive-
ness of membership in a professnonal society such as

AIR’
The research reported hére may also ldentlfy'

areas in which *“developmental” activities may find
support among institutional researchers. For example,
individuals at community colleges attachied the highest
priority among all institutional groups to studies of
students, and they (like their colleagues at private

4
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Data Curricula

Systems

. institutions) reported that more priority should be

placed on curriculum studies. Respondents at public
institutions felt that more priority should be placed
on plannmg/coordmatlon 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) in these particular domams 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

-
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+ preferred priorities) mayv be an indirect indication that _in developing a framework for understanding and
AIR professionals are “responsive” to the divergent solving these problems could be a determining factor in
problems and issues facing very different types of shaping.the role and purpose of higher education in the
post-secondary institutions. Maore importantly, how- vears ahead.

ever, the degree to which these individuals are effective w

1See the AIR Newsletter (April, 197 4) for a summary of the results from this aspect of the study .
WSee | Smart and B, Morstain. Assessment of job satisfaction among college administrators. Research in H:gher Education,
1974, tin press! tor 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 rankln s were trichotomized into
“high,* medium,” tranking of 4-6) and “low" priority (7 or more). For easier mterprezabllm, only “high” priority rankings are
presented in this study . _

% : . H

Dressel, P..et. al. Insittutional research in the university: a handbook. San Francuco jossey-Bass, 1971,

Glenay, L. The anonymous leaders of hrgher institutions. Paper presented at the Eleventh Pnnual Forum of The Assocnahon
mrlnsmutlonal Research, Denver, Colorado, 197

. Saupe, }. and Montg,omery }. The nature and role of institutional research . . . memo to a college or university. The Asso-
ciation for Institutional Research 1970. : :

- Smart, }. and Morstain, B.*Assessment of job satisfaction among college admlmstralors Research in Higher’ Education, 1974
{in pressi.

Smith, P., Kendall, L. and Hulin, C. The measurement of satisfaction in work and retirement. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1969.
“ Tincher, W. A study of the members of the Association for Institutr‘onal Research. The Association for Institutional Research,
1970. S - , : » .
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" ALTERNATIVE CHOICES IN PREPARING

FUTURE INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH PROFESSIONALS: o0 L

e

Are .institutional researchers prepared to ‘meet
the challenges which will confront-them? During a
panel discussion, two contemporary philosophical and
methodological training procedures were €xamined:
‘Marvin Peterson, from the Unnermty 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
that the effective researcher is
taught institutional research rather than taught about
institutional research. Subsequently, reactions were
presented by Joseph Sutton, as a university pracfitioner,
William Stoemaker, representing small, liberal arts
.coileges. and myself. as .a community college researchér.
The following summarizes the presentations by pro-
tessors 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 er agency is adap-
tive: i.e.. the concern is to assist the total
institution in constantly changmg toward a

" more effective state.
" 2) Instltutlonal research 1s ‘a process and not
merelx a position or person.

3) The perspective of institutional research is-

the total institution: a policy or plannihg
perspective.

‘~stitutional recearch must provide a-com-
i nation of breadth-and depth both in con-
~ . - lskills and research methods.
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 institutional 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 ma)or questions of instityirional
direction, long-range strategies, and interinstitutional
comparisons as well as begin to address those deci-
siciis which have traditionally had the greatest 1mpact .
on the college but received the least analysis.

Finaily, Peterson recognizes the growing trend
toward political implications of internal decisions and

- increasing pressure to make the institutional research

office accountable to an “ever-increasirig 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 con‘éeptuallze the complex human
organization classified higher education.

~Based upan 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-
teristics of the learner. Such assessment defines short
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cuts by 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 résearch
or statistical background. First, there are some higher
education - courses which develop conceptual

the total institutional perspective. ‘Also inclided are
on students, faculty, curriculum planning
and assessment and a seminar on “Institutional Re-
search and Planning.” Second, the prospective re-
sedr(,her is en(()uraged 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 grounded in research design and statistics

‘but with attention to qualitative as well as quantitive

data collection and -analysis approaches. Along with
this. opportunity is provided for “hands on” experience
with large-scale, computer-based data systems. Fourth,
an internship in an institutional research office or
administrative dffice 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 4 college oFf

university. .

~ Professor Johnson. proposed, however, that the
training be approached from a different tack. Stressing
the impact of individuals such as Mager, Saupe and
Johnson stressed that a real
difference exists between learning institutional research
and learning ubout 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 reports 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-

m/sm‘mﬂ;ﬂlcational bases for institutionat-re-

-

and -
analytic approaches to organizational and administra-
tive behavior. finance. and’state coordination to provide

. 1814
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search since they should emerge from the tasks Wthh
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 solve the situation
while the instructor remains available o 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,
wabout 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 thihgs as identifying
fruitful hypotheses, sensitivitly 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 specxﬁc skills. The program uses structured tasks
to appraise how far along each person isstoward bemg
ready to do institutional research. -

secondarily, to teach him ‘something.

4

"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 thé humnan 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 classés 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 wav.he approaches the task. Sixth,
thev both recognize the benefits of a “hands on”

T

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,

experience of learning by doing. Iohnson makes this

the cornerstone of his program while Peterson requires
an internship of his students. Finally, both programs
appear to have built-in flexibility to 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 thejr..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

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 point that classic preparation modes

-no longer fit. The researcher needs to take more of a

- systems approach to problem solving. First, he must

. 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 uew institutional research more as a process
while Johnson sees it as a procedure. The former views
the college or university as in a state of constant
flux and ihe researcher must study- it in motion while
the latter isolates stable, recurrmg re]ahonshlps for
) scrutm\ @ =
These programs appear to haVe different philo-
sophical and methodo]oglcal bases. How. well do they
work, in the day-to- dav duties. researchers are asked
to perform? Joe Sutton felt several concrete points
needed to be made. First, he observed, persons should
. 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 it. Thus, the researcher needs
some political awareness to reach concensus among
all partles Second, decision-makers 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 £6 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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deal with comprehensive, detailed data related to insti-
tutional  operations, analysis and planning. Second,
he must recognize the mgeractlve 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 'of 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 pomted out that extemal reporting

and interinstitutional - co_mparlsons *will increase al-
though the ominous implications traditionally asso-

- ciated with it need not occur. Thus, ‘the researcher

. sented some unique problems for institutional research

needs to become an “extrainstitutional researcher” in
the sense of Yeing.aware of general environmental
trends, evaluatmg cooperatlve relatlonshlps with other
colleges,. and monitoring the activity of state and
federal agencies. .

The two-year commumtyl;umor colleges pre-

personnel. Historically, research endeavors have, with
a fe notable exceptions, been carried out in.a rela-
tively haphazard manner because the desighated person

i

didn’t have an operating budget, support staff, or -

authority to initiate ‘meaningful. studies. Additional
constraints included the “‘open-door” phllosophy, 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 pubhc demand for
predictability, measurability, accountability, and man-




ageability has modiﬁed the image from that of Bob
Cratchet with his green eveshade and quill ped to a
modern professional.
mental grounding in- MIS systems design and analysis,
statistics, and a general working knowledge .of com-
" puters. It is essential that the reséarcher at the two- -year

the “time and *motion man,” *“chicken ‘entrails an-
alvzer,” or “walking computer”
Because institutional research has goals to (1) help
organize - the, college to achieve its goals, (2) relate
institutionai goals with current reality, and (3) tie
plans for the future with.avowed purpadses, it is essen-
tial that the researcher have a broad awareness of the
- state of higher educatior. ~ [

Three areas for improving institutional research
at the two-vear college level were made: First, commu-
nity colleges have to hreak out of a reattive mode of
problem solving and incorporate a systematic planning
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Such a person needs a funda-

need ta be allayed. -

college Jevel be able to communicate with the staff at -
their level of .background and interest. Initial fears of
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‘approach'based on empirical information. This includes
emplovment and formal recognition of the role and

. purpose of institutional "research within their. insti-

tution. Second, there is- an- urgent neced for in-

service training in-the form of 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
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 rese_archer 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 iustitutions. The
fact that the Association recognizes this concern and
‘continues to address it in an open forumr is-a hopeful
51gn .

-
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