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Evaluations can be di%idedw*%to twé@@%&egories, thdfe.upOn which we act,
‘ : 22 ¥ ) . N ' -

and those about which we merely think, talk, and write. This evaluation.

though in the second category, is based onﬂ%&review of 38 pertinent documents:

£D1381 41

23 prescheduled and 30 spontancous intervieWS'and chferences during.site
visits to Wartburg Co}lege. Waverly. Iowa; Drﬁke University. Des Moines. Iowa,
Augustana College, Sioux Falls, Sopth Dakota, and Gustavus’Adolphus Colleze,
St. Peter, Minnegota; 19 years' experience in teaching and the administration

1

of higher education; and 9 years of study qf the costs, benefits, outcomes., and

value of college education. It is written from the verspective of one who

recognizes the édvantages_bf'the_economic system, over the political system for

deriving social %gluatipns, and one who believes that function. doctrine, svstem,

ig"provi de valid bases for the assessment of institutions.
o T
T

N 4 T . . .
.W~he measure of benefits over cost. Increasing benefltl
o

“slower rate, holding costs the same. or decreasing

S
while increasing cos%sg

-

costs yields higher productivity as does decreasgng costs while decreasing

.benefits at a slower rate, holding benefits the same, or increasing benefits.
. S .

Holding benefit-cost ratios constant is not tantamount to increasing produc-
B * . . «

tivity, widely held conviction to the contrary in higher education notwithstandin

™ \ ’
*Henry Ford's evaluation of his first "rig" after he and Clara had completed

Reported by Roger Burlingame in
Henry Ford, A Great Life in Brief.
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¥*Dr. David R. Witmer, Assistent Chancellor. The University of Wiscghsin-La Crosse.

for the Evaluation Center, College of Education, Western Michipan University,”
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Costs and benefits should be measured in comparable terms. Although-co°ts

per credit and. costs per student have been rising sirce 1890, 80 has the. value

of benefits per credit and the value of social and economic contributions to -

N

'ﬁublic welfare per student.l Indeed, the net value ‘or return on'inves{mont in &

higher educatidn has been relatively_constant‘for thc nast 80 years at a level -

higher than'the return to investment in other ublic and private enterpri"es

and it can be expected to inc¢rease during the vears ahead as the trans1tion to

higher education' for all qualified students is made and the college degrce

pecomes a credential requ1red at the threshold to geod emplQyment . Inasiuuch as
1,the rates of return en total social investment in college education excecd the

rates of return on private-(pefsonal)’investment in college education. the

decision of the Hill Family Foundation to invest in college edueation as’ a con-

tribution "to the public wclfareh is in keeping with its commenduable founding

purnoses and a gogé choice from among the alternatives before it today.<

1.. Goals. . a. Findirss. Pursuznt to the decision of the Board of Difectors
at & special reeting in Novembef:1971, the Louis W. and Maud Hill Family
Foundation is engaged in a productivitv program to assist private indegen-

dent collepres in its eight state service region (Minnesota, Icwa, North

~
.

Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, ‘Ideho, Oregon, and. Washington) in contro1iinr
escalatings costs while maintaining ediicational quality. This goal. which

is in consonance with the legitimate role of tax exemot foundations.

realistically recognizes Hill Family Foundation limitations in focusing

on the part of the country within which its wealth was created, in %elect—dﬂ &
ing a population limited to 80 institutions. and in promising'assistance

rather than full support.3- \ : '
The underlying assumption that colieges provide outstanding oppor-

tunities for investment in the common welfare is well-founded, and

 supported by research results. Despite dramatic increases in cnrollments,
3 4 |
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the costs of resources. and the number of graduates, the rate of return o

on investmentéJln co}lege education has remalned very high Nonetheless.'

-

the preductivity of collegcs neéas serious attentlon becausé q{ impendlng

declines in the tradltdonaL college—age populatlon which 1n'the abSence

of substantlal well-executed adJustments, §puld drastlcallv alter “this
) ) ) -
brlght prosncct . oLt qik,i A et

. g .. R .
¢ - N : - ® . “

The 1mplic1t assumptlon that 1nvestments in the*improvement of the

~

-

productivitv of private 1ndependent collepes will vleﬁd greater returns

than investments in public colleges is oben to serlous challenge What
. [ . ' ’

causes students, and through them societv to choose toAbay more for a
- o. o
program with ou}conus nominally equlvalent to a much less exbensive one K

-

is a pertinent questlon which ought to bé’ researched L E’éat we may find

that in terms of 1ncre351n£ students’ potentlal oroductlvitv.,that is. as E

“~ ”

creators of human capital, public instrtutlons are superior agents_of

social iavéstment. Second, we may find that in terms of current personal A

—_—

satisfaction. that is: égﬁagents of d1rect consumntion, private- institU—

tions yield cxouah Dleasure prestﬁge, and status tq secure gifts’ and

tuition at far hidfer than current levels. The elasticitv of demand for
\' -
[ - - :
private college education is Mot vell understood. Third..we may find -.

- . 2 N
that division into private and public sectors has very little mea71ng in
s )

these terms., Any of these findings would have important implications for .
'fg%ihe Hill Family Foundation. for private colleres. for legislators, and \

for many others. *
‘ LS . ]

A . 4 .
The assumption thatzcurrént’IEvéls of!educational quality ought to be

maintained is weak. Within the eight state group of‘8q private independegpd
4 L .
institutions, quality may varf greatly from a level to low to warrant
further support, to a level toa high to be within the.pelceptlop. appreciation,
and valuation ranges oﬂ student .accredlting associatio;s. emnlovera ~and .
i . . !
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other‘evaluators At best, quallty and etpendlture should be 1n thaf balantd

relationship which yields optlmum cohsumptlon and investment utlllty——an annual
1 : E r b 3
- return of from 10 to 15% in the latter case. Low quality programs requiring

| ) . . . * %o

‘ : - : s i .o ‘
high levels of expenditure ought *o be discontinued, while:.low.levels of expen-
| diture; vhich yield high quality ought to be incréased until opportunity to

realize returns has diminished to the level of that of altbrnatiues At the N

very least, dec1slons concernlng qualltv should reflect knowledge o?’regearch ' ﬂz

L

. on ciass size and student faculty ratios. Oualltv is as van§able as cost;

blanket endorsement, of currcnt levels is: neither wise nor Warranted

‘The assumptlon that costs of independent private colleges are escaiating
N . | 99 .

[

. and that Yways must be found to:cut the inereasing rate of expenditure" has
étrﬁng!eurface validity which,~under closer examinat;dn, hecomes somewhat
cloudy. Private college'operating costs per‘credit or full-time equivalent
"student, which-from 1953 to 1970 had been incressing at annualkrates in the
;ranée of from 3.5 to 8.6% ver year, while the consumer price index had heen
'“increasing at annual rates in the range from 1.3 to 4.7% oer year, .are now '
groving more slowiy than the rate of general price inflationu.5 The éredoninunt
college cost——éalaries and wages-—&&ll Drobably not keep up with the rate of
general price inflation during the years immediately shead, because of the

oversupply of qualified faculty and staffe.the slow pace of faculty movement

toward collectivefbargaining,land because of the reluctance of colleges to

hire additional personnel inffhe face of the forthcoming décline in traditional

sy

college-age population, Other colieée costs will probably not exceed the ratc‘
of general'price inflation. At most colleges, enrpllnents will rrow, at lecast
through 1978 and probably through 1980. The net effect of these events may
be a relative decline in cost per student.which may induce the invalid belief .
that costs are under control. Declining student enrollments, beyond 1980,

\_/
militant collective bargaining by faculty and staff, the high yields of

..




-~
L
X of -
R ’
o . t| s

[}

- , ' Y, -
progressive steke th syste%f which will provide gigh'levels of suppdrt for

the public sector, and the% scovery that high and groﬁing levels of disposable
. \i“ B

¥
. g
gedented gift and tuition funds for the private

personal income yield unpre
sector, will, however, proBg
> 3

N of expéndithre and reesta‘?igh the understahding that continuing attention to

bly converge to promote rapidly increasing rates,

®
. . 6 . . BN

costs 13 required. - A -

L e

¢

In swux£w3 I find

o

| « %g“
, Llnutlng the 1nstitut10nal pogulatlon to no more. than

eighty secrs reasonableJ The desdmiptlon of cost control as an 1mportant factor

in increasing productiyitv, though 1ncomplete is adequata‘ The inadequhte o8

treatrent of quallty of outcomes as a factor in product1v1ty shares @% the short— ’
, H‘ . . Co. .
comings of)much of tpe related literature. - o .o

(3 -

The most important relationship in measuring the proQuctivity of‘higﬁer
education is not the rumber of student credits pér facult}-m ber. nor the cost '

per credit, but, rather the value of a credit relative to the value of the

&y .

resources required to produce it. When resources are measured in tgrm% of .

faculty selaries, stéff vages, supply priceg. etc ., cfedits should be meaguired
' . -
in terms 6f the present value of lifetime ea;ﬁiﬁp; uﬁich result from'the studént
embodied, 2olleée produceé COmDGtéhCles those credlts re;?esent Theré%'i as - -
. £k
mucg or more opportunity to improve the quality and alue of college"effetgé

#

through program and process changes as there is opportunity to geduce the costs
. . Y “ N . i _’-‘ N
of resource requirements. | e

: AY

’ . ) - ' s /
b. Recommendations. The level of confidence and satisfaction of ' : //

participants in Hill Family Foundation programs, as well as the refu;n op,. Ve
® b }
investments of‘timéf effort, and funds, could probably be increased- through .-
a disclﬁlinéd examination and statement of goals, opportunities, and cépa—
. -
i #

bilities. The key questilins seem to be: Co . o

-5- , .
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_ (1) Why should the Hill Family Foundatlon invest .in higher eﬁucatlonﬂ
- B I :
) Which opportunlties to realize returns: on investments in higher

educetion are relg ed tf‘the 1qportant problems and. issues facing

A;\N/ . . society teday?*.l x .Y
. ,'.fs f ’(g)' Which instltul £ : o 1gher ddﬁbatloﬂ in the elght state reglon
. A .owill survive die regardless of Hill Family
; oLt ; ;o Foundation ass;gi alkrvhich instltutlons, if any, coeld ‘

1, 1Il Famlly Foundatlon aSSLStance make a crltical d1fferenee9
(3) <in’ llght of th;?ﬁﬁny othcr commltments and Oppprtunlties before

it, how much should the Hill Family Foundation meke availableé

a

for colleges and unlver51tres during. each of the ten vears 1976

.. th . 9‘:' . .
) L rouLh 1985 ‘ ‘ ; Y

. (4) How should these amounts be packaged to make an impact at the
. ’ - . .

. o experimental , high risk frontier in higher education? How should

productivity of colleges and universities be- measured? -

. " (5) " How should the program‘of investment in higher education be
- ‘ < -
.) . onnitored arfd evaluated? How should the results be disseminated?

& -

2. Strateries. a. Findings. The Hill Familv Foundation is employing three
. strategies to induce private independent colleges in its eight state service

region to increase their productivity: (1) ¢h& a3 ingtion of informstion
‘ . / K . f

and expert opinion through correspondence, publication, visitation consul-

tdation, seminars, and workshops; (2) the fundlng of projects to discover and‘I

1mplement new’ instructional modes to yield greater efflciencles and "(3) )

the development and establlshment of evaluation prOcedures and systems for
ghiding the.Fdﬁndatioq and the colleges in improving the program and the”

projects. .

. . - w/:
. ‘(1) The provision of information, which is basic to any complex plan,
) . . . 3
invites study which results in comparisons with preconceptiqns,vinsigﬁt.
. . . \ | 7 . . o -
. T . 6 ' . S
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reinforcement or surprise, and, very often, motivation to producfive

invention and innovation. The belief that sqholarly citations and
bl

)

jdétailed descriptibns of what is Being researched, developed, and.insti-

¢ -

tutionalized elséwhére.yill intimidate faculty and push them into dcfengivé
postﬁre; seems, howevef, to have some vaiidity, as does the hypothesis thaﬁ
pré—structurea kndwledge thwart; creativity. Thesé‘negative factérsldo not ,
thever; out;eigh"the great advantageg in sharing knowledge. The évailf
. abilit; of épecial outside funding helps to overcome faculty negativism.
Ipaépendgnt re—inyéntion h&rdl; ever results in improvemcn63} indeed, almos;
ail contrisutofs to human progress stand on the shouiders of their prede-
cessors. The strateéy of disscminating information and expert opinion through
\ . ‘ :
coﬁrespoﬁdence, publication, visit;ti;n, consulﬁétion: seminars. and workshops
g well—cdnéeived..‘College prcsidcuts,wéeans. and faculty can make goodnuse_'
_of infofmatibn from sources such. as the fBlloQing wvhich, in the absence of A
. . .
digest&né and synthésiqing'rcPorts, would remain remote and gqngticed:’

Human Capital end ‘other publications of the Wational Bureau of
K] . »

Economic Research. . ' 3

i

Costs and Potential Economies and other publications of the
‘ 3 “
Orpanization for Feronomic Cooperation gnd.bevclopmeﬁt.

ElgﬁnipgAhggggggiégnghd Accounting and other gﬁUlicatiops of

the Natlonal Association of College ahd\Univorsity‘ - , Ve

N

Busind®s Officdrs. . : . : RS ?
. ' . L e .»\,. : ‘o'

. t .
Zero-Base Budgeting and other publications in manarement science

Variations. in thé Costs and Income Benéfits of Un@grzradnatc o . ’l
| . 1

-

.‘q

3 Education . . . and other publicftions of University
- g 4 Sl s 4

1.
. ? : 8
Microfilms. "_“" Y X C - .
' - n . o
" Résource Utilization Analysis and other publications of the -

National Center for Higher Education Management Systems.
" . '. ’ ‘ { .,4.. ’ ' _i(': o F ’ Eg

Q : oo 8 . ‘ o L
[ERJ!: . . . ! ' _ v .

R
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- .

Confronting the New Deoression in Higher Education and other
\ publications of the Management Division, Academy for

Educational DeQelopment;

THe Production and Cost Behavior of Higher Education Institutions

‘and other-Publications of the Ford Foundation Program for

.~ Research in University Administration.. N

|

Tie Market for Collefe-Trained Manpower and other pyblications of ).

the Harvard University Press and other university presses.

Quality Education for Lesquoné; and other pfiblications of e

.

Josséy—Bass.8 s ,

. <+ ’

i (2) The funding of projects.proposed by, colleges is a testegd and’
honored foundation strategy, a predominant characteristié of which is ..
finitude. In well-defined, well-designed, and well-financed sittations

v

s 5 '
this is a strength which lends impetus to periodic review, evaluation,

end re-decision. In poorly-defined or poorly-designed situations, or when.
funding is not timely, the project mode is weak and results in dissipation

of funds and resources with little or no impacts

One result of the project funding strategy is the strengthening %§:

strong institutions with competent propqsel ;

¥ :
R

ket

declina\gid demise of weak institutions’ j¢ij
> o Y

‘§}gners and writers, and%he
B

R

§u “,tghe ne@ssa}y talent nor ‘

vl

time to ifivest in proposal preperation and §rélentation. This may be

, geﬁerally advantageous., but sometimes will forestall ;he‘Foundation's iﬁten—'
tion of focusing on génuinely needy and needgd‘colleze; and uniwersigf%s.
Another result of the use of the project fund%ng strategy g# the high-
lighting of particuler limited purpose activities, which often stimulateé
extraogdinary effort by the perticipants. Bepause“the costs of.this
"Hawthorne effect” are.unanticipated,-and often hidden . from view, the

project takes on a halo of success which di{minishes as the activities

-8-
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become less experimental and more routine. On balance, however, skillful .

evaluators and other knowledgeable persons find that the "Hawthotne effect"

is genersily beneficial. . ! " | - .

- (3) Evaluation is a neééssary part of decision-making and-a trait

of all reflective persons and institutions which operate on the basis of

plans. Its manifestation as an explicit call upon outside resources for

B

béckgfound information and investigation is an emphasis promoted by the
Tax Reform Rét of 1969. Sysfemati;ed feedback should étrengthen theHHill
Family Foundatiqg,>and the independent colleges through which it contributes
éo the betterment of human welfare.?

Evgluation stfategies carry the risk that intelligence purveyed by
outside observers may, despite the best of intentiong, abash and discoﬁqért
the administrétive staffs of the Foundation and the colleges. The potential
benefits 6f undertaking a strategy o} aevaloping and_establishing evaluation
proceduf%s gnd systems is, on balance, wefi Qorth risks. Temptations to
shoot the messenger can be overcome.l Tests~;f resiliency can Betome sourcés
of‘gersonal growth. Knowledge of the effects of current opgrations. however

poor, can become the basis of improvement.

b. Recommendations. I recommend that the Hill Family Foundation

persist in the three strategies it has adopted, and that a féurth strategy
be tested as a form of action research. After reexamining its goals and
identifying colleges whichszecause of apprdpriate combinations of location,

‘ |
progreff, and internal character, ought to survive, and to which foundation

‘support could make crucial differences, I recommepd that the Hill Family

Foundation enter into three and five year agrcements under which the subjéct-

“

colleges would be excused from the project proposal routine and invited to

embrace a symbiotic r nship with the Fogndat{on and outside consultants

for tlife development/ of demonstrations of effective management which adjusts

-9-
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COllege direction as oppertunitv and social need change This fourth,

. 7
developmental partnership strategy should be mounted I believe aloncside
the 1nformation dissemination and evaluation design strategies, and a

redugeu level of proposal-based»projects.

Implementation. &. & b. Findings and Recommendations. The Hill Family

‘Feundatidn is 1np1ementing three strategies--information dissemination,

projeet funding, and evaluation design--to increase the productivity of

L 4

the teachfng-learning process. through.four steps concerning which I have

findings and recommendations. ,
1 .
(1) Seventy-one of the eighty private independent colleges in the
ei%ht state region participated in an excellent descriptive study of

enrdllments,_finances, capacity, and faculty compensation covering the

years 1967 to 1972. The college presidents identified the problems they

face, and the solutions they believe Hill Family'Feundation‘could facilitate.

Prominent among the prohlems were enrollment devendency. high costs

of student financial aids, costs increasing faster than income, lack of

funds to pay for instructional 1nneyations, and unrealistically low stude?t
faculty ratios.10 A suimmary of tHe study, printed and distributed to all
participaiits. is the foundation ‘document of the college productivity
programs.. - |

T{e present condltion and prospect of each college would be further

elucidated by, pr linking long-term debt, annual 1nterest charge on long-

T

term debt, en gm%nt?@annual 1ncome from endowment, tuition level, per-
"}“ ¥ PE N
&

sjenditures covered by ‘tuition, annual operating
®. L -
centage of current expenditures devoted to student

~

centage of,opera ig&

A
)

surplgs of qeﬁéa%§

flnancial Q}ds; qn&entage of f%culty tenured percentage of faculty over
h
60 yearsﬁdge‘efenrollmcnt trends, rctention and graduation rates, student

faculty ra:§e$. and faculty compensation levels in institutional profiles: \

&~ .. 11

-10-
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(v) by studying potential—student population patterns, each college's

»

share of the high school graduate pool, and pertinent relevant trends;

(c) by relating graduate school and job success (earnings) to studcnt‘\n(

)

‘ major programs'of study; and (d) by surveying trends in demand, and

L]

estimates of the future nced for graduates with different majors. Taken

together, the resulting daJ; would yicld measures of institptional §

resiliency, new proéram ovportunities, and‘demonstrated'capacitv to match
performance to good intentions. which could be uséd in predicting which
institutions w111 survive with, and without Hill Family Foundation help

Such predjctions, in turn, couhg rosult in better Jecisions concerning

which colleges to help. ' ' N

»

The decisions concerning whether to assist those colleges which are

4

information'concerning»colleﬁe—going~rates, potentiel-student populations,'

b

the number of private independcnt colleges in the state, and proximity‘to
. A ] -

other institutions of highcr education:’/zive year grants to establish

institutional ‘research, evaluation, and planning'offices; in the colleges

'which are greatly needed by their service regions, should then be given

high prioritv 11 ‘ R ) N

! %;A On the bas{s ‘of the descriptive study, and a review of books. and

s ’

monographs written by and for the Carnegie Com%jssion on Higher Educationl

" the Hill Family ‘Foundation staff preparcd and distributeéd-an Overview of

the Concept of Productivity i) Higher Education. Building on the con-
7

clusiong of the earliér study—— 'colleges need more income and ways must

be ﬁound to cut the increasing rate of expenditures"--thc idea that
"investing Foundation dollérs-in new forms of institutional modes e

AN
vild yield greater efficiencies' was added to the Foundption 8 published.

philosophy.12 This commendable document announced three program
. 4 .

. ' -1-

12 | S p

. - X * . , .
-unable to/provide this basic data sifould be made on the basis of statewide

A}
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. - SN} 4]

insﬁallments——admiSsions, productiﬁity, and development--the second of

which defined productivity in higher education, recounted methods of -~

P

IS .

reduciné coéts, idéﬁtif}ed }he prominent roadblocks, agd, through related
mémos, invifed the colleges to make proposals, responsive to Foundetion
. . Y . . : .

concerns and, interests.

)

‘ Although the iﬁplemcntatiod'of the information disschination stratecgy

" could be strengthened through'thg"stdayiﬁg,'paraphrasing, quoting, and B
k . ¢ .

referencing of the broader "collection of literature cited above,8

' . y ‘ ) L.
the:Overvievw . . . is fully adequate for Hill Family Foundation purposes.

£

e

@

Six points of interest and concernfiisted in the Overview ... ..are = . e

_ -

responsive to the immediate challenge to Entrease.college productivftf¢~”’ -
, ‘ o ¥ : ol e
recognize the essential characteristics of teaching (as contrasted with © . .
. . v [ -

. ' Cg o [
researching) institutions. ‘and quite appropria%ely prompt proposals for

innovation and demonstration rather than invention and_expcriﬁentutioqLU L
On two occasions during site visits I distovered the firm convictién/
: 0

that the central problem befére the colleées was overétaffing in light of
current student population trends, but generally there is little recognition

of chamges in demand for various programs (other than educution).13 In

n

colleges with student faculty ratios of less than 18:1, faculty retraining,

. retooling, ;euﬁsignmeht, éxchange, early retirement, aqg other staff

-

reductiod‘techniqucs descrve.&areful study and subpért. as do studies of

. v K:L
the changing market for college .graduates, S T ,

(3) An Advisory Committec of prominent educators was appointed to

- . °
review and recémm%ng~proposals_for funding. The extent to which Advisory

’ .

Cemmittee rccommcngutions”reflect & scerious study of the circumstances in
and surrounding the collcgcq~gukinq proposals is not clcur: Hili Family

°Foundution policy concerning accreditation, cipital purchases, cndpwment,

religion, publicution, travel, périodkof grup?, grant renewal, cost sharing,
‘ \ : A

[}
| . 13 rf . .
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and overhead was clearly announced; preference for projects which stand

‘little likelihood of finding starter funds elsewhere was-also evident;
., '
and the usual statements concerning mission, support of the college president,

\ expected results} and statements Aemonstrating knowledge of attempts by others
to solve related problems were all requi'red.lh I Have the strong impression,
however, that the subsequent sixteen production proJec? awards were made

- lﬁrgely on the basis of the quality of the proposal, as a document, rather
tﬁa; on the basis .of the neeg, capabit;, prospects, and potential of the
éollege doing the proposing. Although the site vlsits and background"studies .

»

necessary to mougt=en alternate project- selection system would be costly,
the ultimate.resilts might fully justify the ext:i;i}peﬁﬁfgﬁ??é. I recom-
mend that the Hill Family Founflation undertake an”experiment to discoVer and,

hobefully, demonstrate how a poorly written proposal can be devéloped into

-

a successful ﬁroducffﬁity project.

(4) A commendable featﬁre.of the college productjvity program of the
Hi1l Fé@ilyZFoundation is the incorporation of an evaluation strategy which
is being implemented through a project definit{on, goal, aid strat;gv survey ;
traveling obseéver reports; site visitations; the prgparation of evé;:;tion

reports; the distribution of evaluation materials; and inservice gvalﬁation

training scssiong.: = ' ) ' \ S

. . . )

hsds I find that college studengs expect evaluation to be part of the T
learning process, prefer formal procedures, and demand explicit critegia 7]

for such evaluations. Although(teaching faculty readily evaluate the work

of studecnts, they, on the other'\gnd, greatly resist evaluation of thelr'n s sna
’ A ] ’ Yy
cfforts. Faculty involved in the Hill Family Foundation programs reperted  »

'] .

thai they were aware of the recquircment that evaluation be undertuken,\und
many were anxiously awaiting the reports of traveling observers. Few,

, howgVer, hud developed Jexplicit plans for measuring the resg}t&'of their

g
-
/ b
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projects. Those who had attended the Spring Hill workshop. commented

favorablv on it while revealing that thev had not had time to read nor‘
@ l
use the evaluation workbodk 15 Verv few took advantage of the open—endedness J/

of the project definition, géal, and sﬁrategy survev 1nstrument de3p1te

~ . .

their readiness to complain thathtgf preprinted responses:were in@dequatc 16

One 1nterviewee retognized that - students evaluate courses, instructors. -

\programs, and colleges, and; can have devastating effects as they vote»with
their feet to enroll elsewhere." Although there is widespread and ready

understanding that the priccs of input factors--faculty serviccs, oupplies,w' ‘

equipment, etc. -—represent social valuations there is very limited under-

{ “\

standing that student demand and earnings of former students represent (

. G e
social valuations of college program outcomes. Many of these colleges neéd 4

"on-site assgistance in tne development of evaluation systems and procedures,

The written survey technique scems to be economical and useful. I ,

recommend that it be used by Hill Family Foundation in an interactive mode

>

to help the colleges design and. refine systems and procedures for the
evaluation of productivitv projects, propgrams of instruction. teaching
effectiveness and for the evaluation of the collai\ as an institution
embedded inf ‘and se ing} a society to which it i% accountable for results.
Visitations are ‘expensive and should, I think, be shared lessi :
frequently, but more widely. I recommend that the-practice of using
traveling observers and three-man site vjisitation teams be modified and N
that, instead, two—man tcams be assigned to work with each college througgp
correspondence and a series of one-day visits. -
Evaluation workshops are highly valued and should be offered at least
twice a year until cach collcmc has a fully qualificd management team and

a five-ycar progrum and financial development plan. Evaluation skills are

B necessary p of the cybernetic system which will make thle difference.

15
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_the costs.

between survival and demise in many ‘'of these colleges. A very high
priority of attention and funding for the development of evaluation

abi}ity is warranted.

Results. a. Findings. Hill Family Foundation efforts to increase, the

N

productivity of the teaching-learning-process has resulted in the refine-
ment and enunciation of goals, the ‘adpption of strategics. and the under-

faking of implementing steps (all discussed above) concerning which I/find
A . ’ ' 1
the following? y ’

(1) The Hill Family Foundation is supporting actual operating

activities in the colleges rather than merely contributinp to the purchase

of equipment, the publicationvof monographs, the underwriting of sabbati;al

. travel, or the-building of monuments in the form of phvaical facilities.

The colleges, to the best of my knowledge, Bre administering the grantg in,
. 4
\
accordance with agreed—upon terms, and are meeting a reasonable share of

|

(2) Distant evaluators often overlook matters which mean a great deal
to those involved in troublesome«situations, and as a consequence often -
presoribe sweeging and simplistic solutions. The Hill Family Foundation
has been sensitive-to the ﬁreferences And concerns'o; the eolleges. It has
not impo;ed uniform SOlutions onrinstitutiono with different *f%ZE“‘“
butwardlv simpilar, problems.17 Thiidfgprdach greatlv Mwenpgthens the

motivation of participahta over that which is characteriutic of prg;ects

-

which provide a standard sum of money to each inotitution which adOpts a
L] A
new actounting syatem, founds a chair in history, or in¢reases the number’

of books in the library. . p

7

(3) Most-of the colleges with'(unded prdjects are, on closer view,
N h N

,in much better financial condition than ﬁhey scemed to be’ from a distance.

- . . .
k « : -
Long-term debt is in reasoﬁpble balance-with endowments; student faculty

[
v

T 15
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ratios are low %uitlon levels have. ggén dng%kasiyy Le#s yapidly than the
R L "h-, LAN A
disposable personal income‘pﬁ,studento and thg r:faml&;es~»1ncome has

g =
‘%
equaled current expenditure. Althounh Jamcstown Colibggqphs funded, other

seeningly distressed institutions like William Pen;\tollcge, Tea Collcge,
and Upper Iowa University wéfe not. At the same time, I found that the
funded colleges'are not sufficiently wealthy to undertake substantial

experimentation. Their situations seem to require the prudence described

in Pope's couplet:. "Be not the.first by whom thie new are tried. nor the
last to lay the old aside.” Genuine reseurch in instfugtional methodology
is not possible without external support. >l

(4) Most of the projects are low risk, low profile projects of an
. L N .
innovative, rather than an inventive, nature. They are based on_gnalogous
proJectsAwhich were observed in other colleéCS or discovcred fhrough
literature describing practices elscwhere. The mmounts of money involved

are small; fdculty tinme commigments are. very limited; and. cxcept at

. v 4 "
Augustana. non-participating facultv have little knowledge of the Hill |

_Foundation projects. Only Wartburg is undertaking a project wiiich may

eventually impact on a sﬁbstantial shafe of the total faculty and:studént:§

. - .
o " .

body.18 A‘ L £ . \/
‘.' . ‘i

_ (5) AltHough there has been an increasc in the awarenecss of sbpe

. , . Y

faculty at Gustavus Adolphus,, most.faculty,'there and elgewhcrc;-are
woefully ignorant of the”financial and employment§security probECms their
institutions will face .within the,next ten years. They don't understand
where their market 1s, what thev'ure producing, nor how comingz changes
will affect them. Consequently they do not readily support the adminis-
trators who are trying to develop poliéieé and mechanisms whic? ;illvhclp
avert disaster and ease adjustment to Aew circumstances, Munv fuchltv
seem to be "debating the arrangement of deck furniture on the Titanie. "19
o 17 ,
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(6) Many of the projects would have been undertaken without outside
support. Hill Foundation funds are promoting earlier implementation and?
in some cases, substantial expansion in the number of persons involved.

Though this has undoubted importance, it does not fit-the image of

~

plonecring ‘and risking which the Foundatfions may be seeking to sustain.

s

(7) Hi1l Foundation Funding is having a datalytlc effect in many

cg}lege situations. Faculty often conceptualzze alternate modes of

instruction but are fopestalleh ijlack'of funds or by the opposition of

colleagues who fear.the effects of change:‘ E;té}nal sponsorship.'co%pled

with modest grants of funds. provides an éscaﬁe Trom'institutiongl-wégs 6f

cOnstréint and acfunliZes faculty dreams and aspirations. Thé‘p;ojgct\at
: ‘ . - - .

St. Olafr Coliege seems to demonstrate this process as does the Aupgustana

.Genter for the Support of Exccllencglin Teaching.2o The fuhding of mary

small projects through on-campus centers is increasing the effectiveness

....0f. grants from the Hill Foundation.. Locdal decision makers are mofe.

A )
responsive to situations which they observe in person than are remote

n

decision makers who must opﬁraﬁe abstractly.
(8) College pcrsonnel 1nvolved in Hill Foundation projects arc learn-
ing how to write good proposals for funding by othsr foundations and .

institutions. At Gustavus Adolphus, the Hill fundcd cost analvsis and

resource rcquirement prediction activities of thé Plunning Counicil are
*
providing the expericncc upon which a related proposal to Exxon Foundation

v

will - bc_aascd At Aupustana, Hill Foundation funded expcriencc in;

!

Kellerlzing chcmistrv courses may Mead to consultation with the Inatitute

for Personalized Systems oﬁ Instruction at Georgctown«University. b

) : . "
(9) One of the most important long-term results of Hill qundution

efforts to incrouae the prdductlvity of the teaching-learning process is

the creation of 0vaantion. planning; and management consciontioms and
.‘! . M '
-17- . A :
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related competencies. A few people at.each of the colleres I visited
are developing an awarengss of what productivity means. how it can be

. ; ) : ¥
increased, aqd how increased productivity will help the college weather
[P . - '
thg storms ahead. There is growing recognition that improvement in
» ' .
productivity can take place only if ve pay attention to the value of. out-

comes as well as the costseaf inputs.21 ' - .

M -

.- . b. Expectatidns. Hill Family Foundation funding was monfhs later

than the colleges anticipated‘it would be; as a cbnsequence many p¥ojécts

-

"are lagging behind schedule and their resylts are undetermined. Nonethe-
less, there is evidence to support-the following expectations:
(1) Some genuine experimentation with alternate modes of instruction

\\ . will result in (a) savinas of faculty time in lsboratories: (b) a reduced
. N / "/ . .
requirement for graduate teachingz assistants. (%) lower laboratory supply

\ i

an® equipment usage, (d) a reduction in student laboretory hours. and

(e) lower, attrition levels, all with no decline in quality of learning
o .

outcomes.2g Althou&h the Drake Uqgvcrsiti'projcct. to take one example,

- \
is action research rather than rescarch to test hypotheses, it is well

; : | ,
designed, and under the control of faculty who have an excellent grasp of
!

the factors involved in instruction productivity; the prognbsis for

increased productivity is good.

.

(2) A major shift in responsibility for the learning'proc:ir'from
v A ’

instructor to student through internéhips. indcpendent}étudy; etd, ., with

the concomitant dropping of some low enrollment coursﬁs; will incrcasge

[ instructional productivity at some of the colleres. The wartburg Collere

project and the internship program at Aupgustana Collcné*both lqok

promising.23

. N J . N
(3) " Projccts designed to retool and reassign faculty will prouably

notkbe very cffectivé in the immediate future, Faculty blindness to the

19

K
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underlying realities wgil probably clear uﬁ after some of their co&ieagues

are laid off “4in the 1980s. In the meantime: . - )
"An institution should‘demonstrate its commitments to - .
effective instruction: ii. . standards and the spreading
- of the gospel of qualltv .+ + « (Learning facilitators)
, should be upD01ﬂted and among their respon51b111{1es
for mob111z1np their’ institution's total instructional |
b v resources shopld be the concéern for the effective utili-
zation of technology. . Under their auspicés, information - -
about instructional technolgmy should be maintained and -
made available ‘to faculty fiembers. They should arranre
trainlng sessions for facﬁ]tv ‘members interested in .
developing lecarning materials that uti®ize advanced media - T
and proccdures. They should serve as campus liaison with
governments, foundations, and other sources of financial
»  support for introducing promising in ojgtiOns in the
' utilizatidh of new media and techniques. J Thev should
assume responsibility for identifving effective uses ar
téchnology. ‘on .campus and. when avpropriate, for"callinr B
1t to the attentlon of. the total foculty amd of régional.
national., or professional orgenizations engared in thc
development and distributjon of educationdl materials’ neh

Augustana College[may develop such a leafniﬁa facilitéfor. and may also -
improve internal evaluation capab11it1es. as & result of the Hill Foundation

I3
support of the Augustana Ccﬂter.for,the Support of Excellence in Teaéhing.e)
Efgn so, the effects on the quality:of learning wilivprobably be discernible
to only a few persons inside thekinstitution and almost nq one outsidp the

institution. 4

(4) The opportunities to change and improve the product of the insti-

tution by adding and dropping major . programs Qf_sthdy will probably not:be

v,

exploited even thou@h some of the colleges clai; they intend to use the
College and University Envirpnmental Sbales. Institutional Self Studies,
and the Undergraduate Record Examination. and plan to undertake market
studies, placement q;udies.iand lqng—term graduate follow-up studi05.26 *
Among the collegés I visited, the best hope for timely feconnitigp of

external recalities exists at Gustavus Adolphus College where communication

.'with.the National Center for Higher Education Ménagemént Systems at the

~

o« -19-. L
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a Western Interstate Commlsslon for Higher Educatlon in Boulder Colorado,

. 4
~may lead the college Plannlng Council beyond the budget simulatlons they
. 2 ~ /\
now contemplate to_the;measurement of benefits and outcomes. )

*  “(5) I can find no evidence that Hill Family Foundation efforts'to
1ncrease thc product}v1tv of the teaching-learninﬁ process have stimu}atcd

' the invention of any new modes of 1nstructlon hich should'be transferred

a
’ - .o
-

to other collcgcs However. each of the inétltutlons I visitegd is ennaped

in activ1ties which will result in demonstrahdons of innovation which wlil
e 1 4 ?
have a lasting cffect on the college and should provoke 1ntcrest and

v

. 2

emulation in the region. T +
L] . .

1

c¢.” Recommendations. The Hill Foundation could increasc its-effective-
. 1 . / .

. . . . .
ness in gett&ngﬂresﬁlts frem productivity projects by.revising its poli;ﬁcs
\

to insist (1)'that completion of a search of the relevant literature b
. / E '
g demonstrated through a brief written deseriptlon of analogous efforts »

. undertaken clséﬁhcre. (2) that the costs. processcs. eryected pesults.
3 P .

and the relatlonship of those results to‘institutional and societal goals . LUL

be spccifled more. formallv, (3) that an anticipated schedule of events . ‘i‘

from project in1tiation through completion be dcveloped and {4) that a
- B 3

commitment to publish orojcct reports through the Educational Resources
Information Ccntcr or a comparable svstem be included in each proposal 7
The Hill Foundatidn in turn.qshogld (f)‘provide lnrger sums ofioney-- -
no less than $10,000 per'year for any project--over (6) longer periods of

time--no fewer than thgee years.  Lesser amounts for shoyter periods are not

".‘ - ; o .
ligble tohlave an imQaets‘%orthy of Foundat{on notice.
. . ‘ 4
>. Cohclusions. The Hill Family Foundation independent col}ege program

™
¢,

dedicated to increasing the productivity of the teaching-learning process *

1

{s well launched and can be improved. Seventy-two of eightv private

colleges in thcbeight state region participated-in an investigative

),;.‘l. v ‘ . ) —20- . . ’ '
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background study .28 4ne results of which were,combiocd with findings sifted

PUICIP I

'fromhw'reviod of t¥e pertinent litcrature on college productivitﬁ-in an

excellent overv1ew of altcrnmtlve oonortunitles 29 Guidelines and criteria

o -

were published, proposals woro\gnv1ted aop recelved, a ledrned coﬁmxttce
reviewed and adv%sed,_grants\yoro madF; productivity projects were®under-
N e . s B ” .

tgken byrsirtecq colleges. A commendabde effort to develgp and citablish

~
-—

an evaluation systcn was launchcd. o
The Hill Foundation's ef! Lctlvcneg\\1n promotlna collepe product1v1tv

- yn 7
could probably be iurroved thyeush lonper——threc to five year--commitments,

of largcgr $£10.0b0 to 2100, OOU—~sums of money, to a lim1t¢d_number_of

N .
colleges. which would be willing to risk effort on important productivity

—research, but_yould be unable toXp so wi out external funds and supportive

: A
consultation, would Le davoted to rigorous projéct deslgn and evaluatlon.

and which’would aarec to tgg\publication ‘and dlssemlnatlon of results

Ir, in addition, thc Foundatlonxwould enter into oartncrshlps with coIleges

which recognize that the productivity qucstion in higher education is not

/ . . ' ‘ ’
one of how to reduce the time and money spent per student, but rather how

to increase the value of student-omoodied'compotencies to create and
produce over a lifetime. the Foundation migﬁt.bcll bring about the major

. . > ) o . . )
rogram angd faculty changes which will assure a college's survival during
p ) ¢ ) . .

‘

the last quarter of this century . 30

P

-0

-

. ° ‘---_a‘ 0 . ) " —-‘v .



s
.

Notes.

1.,

David R. Witmer. "Rates of Return on Investments in Education 1890 1968."
Egggational ‘Research in Wisconsin., Proceedines of the Eleventh Annual ‘
Meetinpg (ed. Edward F. Rocheff(Hilwaukee Wisconsin Educational Research
Association, 1971), p#kes 5-10 (also available as ERIC document ED 059 676).

Bl

John D. Taylor, Report, Louis W. and Maud Hill Family Foundation. 1973
(St. Paul: The Foundation. 1973T pares 9-13 & 29

G. J. Stigler Capital-and Rates of Feturn in Manufactuxinn/Industries -
(Princeton National Bureau of Economic Research .1963). _page 3.

s OIF','
David R Witmer, ' Economic Benefits af College Educaﬁlon'" ngiew“
Educational Research, Vol. hO No: L (1970). page 515.

W. Lte Hansen and David R. W1tmer. "Economic Benefits of Universal Higher
Education," Universal Highcr Education . . . (ed. Logan Wilson and
\o1ive Mllls) (Washington: American CounC11 on Education, 1972) pages 19 39.

‘

Payl M. Olson, Overview of tht Conoent of Productivitv in Hiﬂhcr Educatio

(St. Paul; "Hiii Fan7{1v Foundation. 9(&5 page 1. _ *T*‘

A
Jongthan R, Warren "Who Uants to Learn What? Evaluation with a Changina'

Clientcles!. Eggggatlﬁg4L rningtend Teachine, (ed. C. Robert Pace) (San’ .
Franoisco Jossev—ﬁass 19(3Y pare 17. -

5 Tavivz», pﬁge S

4
4

Paul M. Olson, Program Insfallment @wo: Incrcasing the Productivity of
the Teaching-Learning Process,'" Overview . . .. page 7. ’

Clark Kerr and other members of the Carnenie Commission on Higher Educa-
tion, The More Effective Use of Resources, An Imperative for Hipgher
Education (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1972). . pages’ 3L &, 35. "

°

William W. Jellema. From Red to'Blaqk? (San Francisco: ‘Jossey—Bgss.‘l973).
pages 105-113. - N '
.

LN
5

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. U.S. Devartment of Labor,'Consuhén_ErIce °
Index and other Indices (Washington:. U.S. Gove:nment“Prihting Office, .
occasionally), passim. .

. -’~‘ REtS bl

Paul M. Olsoh Indenendent Collqges in _the Fipght State. Rerion: Descrintion
and Prescription (St. Paul: Hilx Eumilvﬁfoundation. 1972), page 27.

Olson, Overview . J page i1
~

Kerr, and others, pages 3-6 e . AR o ..'

Jellema, page 162.

4

[l

. -
-

June 0'Neill, Sources of Funds to Colleres and Univer"ifies Cqukeley:
Carnegie Commission.on ‘Higher Education, l9(3)**papégh - r

. ” : v O

-22- : - 4f

{ - S 23 o v



-——. .

- \ : . - !

June O Nelll Resource Use in Hipgher Education: ‘Trends in Outpuﬁ/ﬁnd

Inputs, 1930—1967 (New York: McCraw-Hill, 1971), 33- 39 ;

John K. F%lzer Helen S. Astin, and Alan E. Baver, Human Resources and
Highet,Education (New York: Russell Sage Foundation., 1070f' pages
33-39 & 1h2-1L3,

Richaiy B. Fréemant The Market for Collere Trained Mannower (Cambridee:
HarveXd*University Press, 1971), pages 227-230, .

e . | -
Richard S. Eckaus., Estimatine the Returns to Education: A Disarrrerated

Approach (Berkeley: Carnegie Commission on ﬁighcrliangntion.‘IQYSY.

,pages 5 & 22-39. . , T

. o
David R. Witmer, The Value of Collerse Education . . . (Ann frbé}i

University Microfilms, 1971). pades 338-3h§'& 352-35‘. C

David R, Witmer, "The Outcomes of Hipher Education,": Publlc Policy:

Issues and Malysis. Proceeding® of the 1ith Annual Forunm (Ld Robcrt G

Cope) (Seattle: Assoviation for Institutional Rescarch. Collere of
Education, the University of Washington, 19{h).‘ ?

4’ N
Dav1d R. witmer Rodney T. Hartnett, Pobert G. Copec. and others,
Proceedinns of the Seminar on Student Based Qutcomes of nlrncr Lducutxon

‘ (La Créase ‘Tne University of Wisconsing 16774, 19 napco.

J'QGarv S. Bccker Human Capital (lNew York: Hational Bureau of Economic
Reseaxch, 196h), xvi & 167 (pages. -

J. A. Bottomley, and others, Costs and Potentisl Economies (Paris:

Organization for Economic Cooperation: and Develorment, 1972). v & Lho
pages.’ . . 5

‘Peat Marwick, Michell. & Compény. Plannins, Budgeting, and Accountinr

e . — e -

(Washington: ‘National Association pf.Collepc andégnivcraltv Business
Officgrs, 1970). 1ii & 149 pages. -

&

Petsr A Pyhrr, Zero-Base Budgeting (New York: John Wiley & Sons,
1973), xv & 231 pages. '

r3 / N
Rolf V. Craft’ Variationg in the COotS and Incone Benefits of Under-

graduate Education . . . (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1900).
ii & 21k }ages. ’ .

Peter J. Czajkowskl, Resource Utilization Analvsis 5_in Institutions of
Hipgher Ed Educntlon (Bouldcr Nationnl Center for Hisher l.ducation
Managcmcnt “Systoms at Western Interstate, Western Interstate Commission

for Highbr Education, . 1973). ix & 28 pages.

A

j%hn D. Millett, Confrontine the New Depression in Hirher [ducution
Washington: Manapcmcnt Dlvision, Academy for Educationnl Lbevelonment. ,
1973), 70 pages. . .

‘ "

Darvl L Carlson, The Productlon nnd Cost Behav1or of Hirher Education
Institutigns .(Berkeley: Ford Foundation Propfram for Rescarch in

University Administration, 1972), vi & 181 pages. ) _ "

24

’ '23';

‘¢



'Y

- . . ‘ N , . ) ° '.. B * ’
) ’ s/ . : , ) -
e ‘ - s " . ’ -
. 1" 4 Yy . P .

Richard B. ‘Freeman. xxvi & 264 pages, ‘ BV

~ QU’S t "
L. Richard Meeth Quality Education for Less Monev " (San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 19Th), xvi & 206 pages. )

- 9. Taylor, pages 13, 20, & 60. ‘

Daniel L. Stufflebeam, A Proposal for the Evaluation of the Produc£1vitv
Program of the Hill Family ﬂbundation (Kalamazoo: The Evaluation Center
Western  Michigan Univers1tyip}9(3), peges 1-4, 8-11, & 15.
: ‘ hY -
10. Olson, Independent Colleges . . ., pages 2h-31, T -'h
. o . ' i N s ) - 2

f&i. Olson, Oyerview Ce ., page 9 o

C.’ thold derson. Mary Jean Bowman, and Vincent Tinto, Where Collerges
Are and Who Attends: Effects of Accessibility on Collepe Attendance
(New Yerk: McGraw-Hill, 1972), xxil &303 pages.

12. Taylor, pages 29 & 30. -

’ [ 3
Olson, Overview . . ., pages 1 &di, _'_/

. t , &
13. Site visit to Augustana College on:19 and 20 September' 197h.

Site visit to Gustavus Adolphus College on’ 26 and 27 September 197h.
iu, Taylor, pages 13, 1L, & 18, . 4

Olson, "Guidelines, Criteria, and Application,” Overview . . ., part three.

L]

A " Site visit td Wartburg Colleée on 16 and 17 September 197k,

) . — ¥
Site visit to Drake College fn 17 and 18 September 197hL. .

-

Wil¥iem R. Mathews, "Memorandum to the Faculty," Augustana College Campus
Digest, 18 September 19Th, page 1. : . ‘

15. Daniel L. Stufflebeam, and the Evaluation Center Staffi An Evaluation ~
Workbook for Directors of Hill Foundation Productivity Projects
(Kalamazoo: The Evaluation Center, Western Michigan Univcrsitv. 1974) .
xiii & 111 pages.

»~

16. Mary Anne Bunda, The Hill Family Foundation Survey: Methodology and
Results (Kalamazoo: The Evaluation Center, Western Michigan University,
o, . 19747, pages 18-25. . . .

, . S A
17.  Olson, Independent Colleges . .. ., pages 24-31.

Bunda;>pages 26-91.
I .
18. Stephen Kemmis, Traveling Observer's Final Report for Auzustuna Collegc
(Kalamazoo, The Lvuluation Center, 19Th), pages 5-7.

Jerry Walker, Traveling Observer Report: Wartburg Collepe (Kalamgzoo:
\*  The EvaluationsCenter, 197h), page L, .. ?

1

4 "

Q , . : - ) \




19.

. . ¥ M o, ' . . - e .
20. Bunda, pages 78-80. % : dote B

2l.

22,

23.

.2k,

25.

26.

27.

28.
29,

30.

L= I

. . ) . - S
4 0 v .

Donald €. Coan, Traveling Observef's<Fiﬁgi Report f&r'Gusigvus Adolphius
College (Kalamzaco: The Evaluation Center. 197k), pages 6-12.& 195,

Walker, page 19. S | _

William R. Matthews, A Proposal to the Hill Famllv Foundation GSioux Falls:
Augustana College, 1973). pages .9-11. O \
Roger W. Heyns, "Higher, Educatioﬂ 4s a Chauncey Business." Increasing® .
Productivity in Higher Education_ (ed. William W, Turnbill) (Princeton:

\

- Educational Testing Service. 19jh), pages 21-27.

Kemmis, page 19

Coan, page 11. . . v - : ' . .)”

\

Jerrv Welker, Travelinz Observer Renort: Drake Universltv (Kelamazoo:
The hvaluatlon Center, Western Michigan Univers1tv. 19740, pages 4 & 11,

> -
Walker, . . . Watsburg . . .. pages 5, 8, 1k, & 15, . (
a. . . ) M3 ’

Kemmis, pages 38 & 39. ' B . . . ,
Carnegie Commlssion on Hirher Education. The Fourth Revolution. Instruc-
tional Teohnoloqy in leher Education (New York: McGraw-Hill. 1972),

page 50, L

-Kemmis. page 15.

\ .
C.'B. Whitney. Faculty Develooment Throush Eyaluation (Sioux Falls:
Office of Institutionsl Research, 1974}, two pages.

Jellema. pages 163 & 16L, .
Howard R. Bowen, 'Accountaﬁilitv Some Concluding Comments\" Eveluating
Institutions- for Accountabil;tv, (e8. Howard R. Bowen) (san Francisco
Jossev—Bass, 19757' page 120.

\ e - |
Oscar T. Lenning. The Kenefits Crisis in Higher Education (Washington:
American Association for Higher Educatlon, 1974), v & 02 pages, a.b.
‘pages 4, 5, 3 30. & 31.

. . : ¢
: Olson, Independent Collegpes . . ., 31 pages.

- >
Olson, Overview . . ., 23 pages.

-~

Juanita M. Kreps, "Higher Education in a Steady State: Some Productlyitv
apd Manpower Questions," Increasing Productivity in Hisher Educstion. _
(ed. William W. Turnbill) (Princeton: Educational Testing Service. 1Y7h),
pages 29 50. ' , .

‘& s - .
o - . r : S

_25;

F



