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\ \, - PREFACE
° .
The third annual conference of the North East Association for Institu-
tional ReSearch occurred November & through 6 1976, "at. t he Henry Chauncey
K Conference Center, Educatlonal Testing Servi;e, Prlnceton, New Jersey Over
one hundred and twenty partlcipants came together to.discusgs the theme:
kThe Role of Imstitutional

Research.'" The success of the conferenc was greatly facilitated by the

"Rational Dec1sion Making an!'Political Reglities:

work of Helen Wyant 'Program Chairperso 3 andvof Eldon Park and W. Scott
McDonald,\Local Ar!angements Co—chairp rsons. )

; porothy ‘Goodwin, a hember of the Connecticut Leglslatlve Assembly and
formerly Directot of Ins*1tut1onal Research at the Un1versity of Connect1cut .
presented the keypote address Thursday evening. Eriday noon, Seymour L.
Wolfbein, professor of'Economics and Dean of theé Schooliof Business Admini-
stration at'Temple ﬁniversity, spoke on "Seven Signs tor the Seventies‘"

We wish to thank Connie Ventur1ni who typed this report of the meeting,

and to acknowledge the assistance of/Amherst College, Hampshire Col&ege and

[N

the University of Massachusetts at' Amherst.

[ -
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March. 1977 . ] Larry Benedict; University of
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INSTfTUTIONAL RESEARCH‘ lHE'BASTC ROLE . - '

N » 3 W, . .“;\ “ “' A ..‘
‘:&}: ) . . . 'y . \ , ) \ ‘
’ - . W1lllam ‘H. Faricy ) _ . .7
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» lnstitutional researoh is ‘a hard topic to talk about, mostly because the, \
name means'so many different things. _We can't take for granted what. our -, .
fellow IR~ers actually do \or what pos1tion they fill. LEven the name of our O
quasi~prdfess10n can be mislead1ng., Many people—-both off and on campuses-- # ‘ o
seem to think: ‘it méans either large- scale hoqsekeeping or penalogy. . Yo
. ‘ Whatever .the hap caps of our name--and I' d just as soon change it, but

. I can't think of 4 better one--T' d like to suggesg that those of us who use
it should’take it more seriousily. We should accept——and insist~-that our
basic. job is ot only instltutional but research, = * \

It is 1mportant to stress this mission today, sincé fund1ng for higher
educatian is grow1ng tlghter and -is more closely scrutlnized by leg1slatures,
‘state boards and commissions, or trustees.‘ The dapger is that’ .eritics m1ght
consider inst1tutional research a mere—academic l ‘Our bast defens is '
not only that we are provid1ng useful services to the admin1stratipn, butt- .

more 1mportant—-that we are maklng an essentidl contrihution to learning If

we really are help1ng to expand the fund offhuman knowledge, it is only be—

_ cause we are doing researchy e ) : . '

. , By virtue of their self—defined role in our society, institutions of“l?"
o~ ’ higher education have asserted a claim to he-the major locus of efforts_to—

R _ expand/knowledge. Our colleges and universities have championed scholarship C e
and research in almost all fields, cbanneling great amounts of Tesources into
Efforts that promise to expand the horizons of knowledge. But the irony——al-

most the tragedy=-of th1s extraordinary intellectual ach1evement is that these

' 1nstituti5nSohave fostered the study °f almost everything‘except h1gher educa-

L

N tion itself" Even th% few exceptions maKe this generallty all the more glaring

o . Othef'kinds Of ﬁnstitutions An our society share the advancement of :
knowledge and technology with the colleges and universitles.\ Hospitals, re-
search laboratories, industrial corporations age "all part of the research estab--

. lishment. But besides colleges and universities, none is concerned with the =

« ~ . ’
-7 . study of highet education. _ - ‘ _ : . o
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I am suggesting s1mply that colleges and univers1t1es aceept their pro- .
per responsibility\for contributing to- the advancement of learn1ng in-the s -{;

N

area ,of higher education itself Most colleges and universities do not have \i'

. \
,the .resources to support -a full fledged department of higher education but D “\
. many of them do have an off1ce of institutional research or a s1m11af unit \

\A real office of 1nstitut10nal research shohld‘Ee a center for Jfhe study of ‘

L]

s

higher eéncation to the fullest extent that an institution s resoutces ‘allow.
There are several ways an 1nstitut10nal research unit can serve as such

a center. As T have already mentioned, it should‘conduct research into many .

.aspects of higher education. Some m1ght find it pretentious to. call the

usual IR survéys research",,and when I “look at my own efforts I might &ven ° -

‘agreée, although reluctantly But if we are serious about our role !n higher *

education, wE.will, nevertheless, make our effortséas sc1ent1f1c as: poss1ble

. -

That means, that we should use sound and appropriate methods for’ chOOS1ng ‘
samples, testing 51gnif1cance and drawing conclus1ons° and‘that we should try
< to give our work a sourld theoret1cal basé by relat1ng it to the exasting re-
search Miterature and to dur . colleagues scurrent work., Of course, usxng , .
sound methods and consulting ‘resgarch reports 1mplies that we are keeping' .
abreast in our field, wh1ch in turn implies that we are going to professional
meetings (like NEAIR conferencés) and getting adequate financlal squort for
. »professionalfself—developmentvfrom our 1nstitut10ns I1f we want to be pro- e
fessionals and be treated accordingly; we have to work a- lot and ask for. a lot.
Besides conducting research——or gatheriné the data that might someday be K R
the ‘basis for research--we can 'also fulfill our role as a local. genter for the
study of hlgher education by dissem1nat1ng 1nformation about the study of higher
-education to faculty, students, and staff of opr institutlons 2Most. colleges
. and.univers1ties need sPch a service: one reason is that m;py faculty ahd staff
members are unuSed to the methods of emp1r1cal hypothetica social- sc1ence—
type research.. By phras1ng our own reports accuratelygggy explaining the limita—
tions as well. as the 31gn1f1cance of opr findings, and*by circulating wedl-done
studies from other 1nst1tut10ns, we can add to our colleagues understanding

y

, Secondly, most faculty and staff members—-even thosé well—versed in social~ P
& science research methods——rarely or never apply the methods and concepts. of
their own disciplines to the world of higher education. The faculty may know a

: : - - L ] -

- 4 ‘é




.. lot about.phzlosophy; history sociology, adanlstratlon, etc., etc. ,.but next
to noth1ng about the philosophy of h1gher.edu9at10n, the history of hlgher edu—’

* cation,, the sociology- of higher,educatlon,,etc., etc? ‘hven the educatlgn
faculty are usually’concerned only with the elementary and. secondary schools. .
By‘bringing a broad spectrum of hlgher educat}on sttdles to the attention of
our‘faculty and staff colleagues, we can 1ncrease their awaremess of this field.

Many of us would need more off1ce help ln order to provide, . such a serv1ce,
we should make clear Row puch services can be of value to our lnstltutlons and,
actjvely seek the resources we need. i

Arfother way to advance the study of higher education‘in our institutions-is
by creating a collection of books, journais, and zesource materials.’ Since f%w‘\

. of‘our 1nst1tut10ns have departments of h1gherJeducat10n, our campus libraries

may not make much .of an effort in this Jarea. Few fdculty members are likely

tos be” aware f the CHRONICLE, THE JOURNAL OF HIGHER EDUCATION ‘the Carnegle' -

Cbmszslon stud1es, or the Jossey Bass volumes But when a crunch comes——as it

did in the New Jersey state system last year--some faculty members start looking
) for f1gures and ahalyses that can support an institution's c1a1ms. I actually
had requests from anxious faculty members who adm1tted that they had never
thought about, the need to justify higher educatron until thelr,own jobs came
1nto.questron. Unfortunately I didn't have any easy answers.or simple justifica-
tions, and I suggested that they had better start laying'groun@work.for a long
stretchbof lean years‘in academe, and that they could .start_by resommending that
more resources be put into institutional research. (Assuming, of course, that

an expanded 1nst1tut10nal research effort will produce f1nd1ngs that favor

?3 hlgher'éducatlon, a shaky assumptlon nowadays » - " .

'1‘\.9 ‘Eor the past two years L hdye continued to add to a small colIectxon of
w bdoks that had been gathered for a’cpurse in higher. education taught by our
if

~ previous président. I recently dlstrlbuted a list of the books just among the
‘\ staff'persons who work 1nhthe main adm1n1strat10n building. To my surprise, -

three persons came to errow books at once and éeveral moré shortly thereafter.

\\ R
, ‘\ Apparently there was a need for thrs sernlce §I thlnkreven more staff members
0o~ N

would use the collectlon if 1t were.not for the fact® that admin1strators——

instltutlonal researchers included——never seem to have enough time to read all

.
“ERIC ' -3- g ;
< R\/ ‘ ) . :

. : - )

‘e
i

but if we are serious about prov1d1ng educatlonal serv1ces to our institutions, *®




that should be read. At any-rate, gathering agd mak}ng«available bopks»and L\\\_/_,

pamphlets dnd JouTnals is another way in whlch’we ¢an serve as 'a.local center

- ' ’ L
'

for the study of higher educatlon. ' N

. Much .of what we do.as institutional researchers 1é routine but time- -
Conéqming déﬁa gathering and reporting. . Many &f us hand;e the HEGfS reports
and a whole raft of reQuesta for picayune'infofmation;asome of us a%so pre~
pare space utilization reborts, budget requests, or annual reports. Of oourse

such tasks are important. But %Qsofar_as we are in any sense striving for a

)

professionat identity as instituEﬁonal researchers, we must consciously and

acttvely avoid becoming herély tools of management. Only by taking an inde-

»s %
pendent role as 1nqu1rers who seek to expand our knowledge of higher education

can we fulfill our potential as members of a 1earn1ng‘profession. Any insti-

tutional researcher who doesn't really care, about learnlng would be a lot R

better off at IBM or General Motors. . . .

Ed
’
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EDUCATION EVALUATION AN? THE.COLLEGE COMMUNITY: A C%éE STUDY _ ..
R Virginia'P. Mitchell ° o
) Mercer County Communitnyollege;
. ' :

I recently’ attended a meeting.which had as its purpose the d1scus51on
of the results of ‘the evaluation of a standard community college course - .
which had been’ converted to a mediated format. Present were members of the B
administration, faculty members who had worked on the new’ course and on-its ~,
evaluation the chairman of ‘the department the outside, evaluator, the ‘
Director'of Institutional Research and myself, a_ newly app01nted Researdh
Associate in the Office of Institutional Research. The Drrector, the o "_
evaluator, and I were 1nterested in. 3551St1ng in-the planning for the future l
of theinew course based on the evaluatogyi~recommendationsh rhe evaluation )
had been frought with alb the real-world problems to which program evalua- e
tion is subject,* and yet we were pleased that the conclusLons were reason- . -
ably drawn and that the recommendations were sound.

Somehow, the rational planning pchess never got off the ground howeveér.,

. The one tenured faculty person present began “by repudiating the evaluation .

report and cont1nued with an. invective against the new cou;se ando ﬁltimately,

" against the administration which had originally pushed for "alternate modes - -

[ .
Jof 1nstruction. The two faculty members who had done all of the work on

"the new- course seemed to be in agreement but preferred to, keep quiet, as ¢
they were untenured The evaluatQr who had™ worked with all of the faculty
present while carrying out her evaluation was taken aback and I was. mystified

What really happened here" What went wrong’l To fully understand, one

" would have to delve into’the history of the relationship between the faculty

of th1s particular academic department and the administration of the school
Withput going into all that, one fact stands out. “The impetus for the de—

velopment of this course as an alternate mode to”"be used on campus came not &
from the faculty but from the-administration of the school. Although members A
of the faculty commibtee had originally solicited the, outside evaluator for‘ .

1

the purpose of "objectivity," they claimed to. have * aéreed that Ehe final re—

port would be a comb1ned effontwrgther than produced only by the evaluator.

. P -

%
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The'problem illustrated.by this example is tomplex. This paper will

attempt'to'analyze .some of .the reaspns why'thé expectations held by ednca—

tional ﬁesearchems for this particular meetlng did not materialize #nd why

instead there was an a1ring of bad feelings arnd frustrationgg ) .7 §_\\

In the f1rst place, edud%tionalzresearchers in general and evaluators

-

&
in particular’ tend‘to see the processes ofaevaluation ‘and proggam improve—

\

ment as a dynamic cycle anq assume that p"ogram personnel will, to0o. Probably
‘it is more often-the case-that program personnel see the initial- plann1ng
stages of - program development as the creative process' and the rest as’ main— T

v tenance. This att1tude may change, however, as the use of instructional de—

4

‘ velopment~models which stress the statement of objectives and the'de51gn

-
-

of test items in, the beg1nn1ng become _more w1despread When evaluation

activities are planned concurrently w1th curr1culum development actlvitles,

the importance of _the former to.xhe establishment of a successful program .

W . . - ’;\0‘

is emphas1zed . s v - - T ' i
T o d

. Another assumptlon ‘evaluators often have 1s that program dec1s1on makers
wiil want- to constantly meéﬁvi their progrgmst The educational researcherg
< at the meeting descrlbeddkbove held Zhis aSSumptlon. The problem here was
that we didn' t. recognize who the true deciston makers were. . It was some time
after the meeting that we learned of past antagonisms betWeen the faculty
of this part1cular academ1c department and members of the admin1stnat10n.

The impetus for the development of th1s parnlcular Tourse as an alternate

- mode to be_used _ on campdy/had come not from the faculty but from the»ad—

ministratlonl Thus, the latter were the true decision makers, an hough
the faculty were mandated to use this alternate mode in their classnpoms, .

many did not support 1t and therefore were not partlcularly interested in

‘

improving it. In general program personnel may,feel the pull of: 1nertla“ ,‘ :A

They may feel their pﬁbgrams are operating well enough w1thout extensive b

evaluation efforts, and if pr0grams are rarely terminatedcregardless of the™

way they are 'running, the incentivewyo improve them may drOp off ., ~
Thus,4the evaluator who desires to involve program decision\makers in

the evaulation to, insure that the déta collected will be used by them may be

faced with“a lack of 1nterest and motivatlon on the .part of. progrmn personnel

Again,\ or programs utili21ng insttuctional development models which stress

e




é

the‘integral part played by evaluation activities, this may be less of g
problem. Other "possible solutiong may be that the evaluator continue to

stress the-importance of the collectlon of evaluative data which has deci-

x4 sion makey validity, i, e which tbe decision maker wants and wilk use. % |

Secondiy,z;t m1ght be helpful for the evaluator, when reporting the

2

1nformation back to the dec1s1on maker, to recommend some decis1on making

v

bptions which the data seem to suggest. This does not mean that the

-evaluator need take the.stance of an expert making pronouncements concerning

e

«the future of the ptogram. This is the easiest kind of report to ignore,

on makérs will be conv1nced that the evaluator lacks

L

the sensitivity to appreclate the un1que aspects of the1r pragram. RatherL

since program’ decis

_the’ evaluator should make these recommendatibns with tact.and stress that

_many other options doubtlessly exist which may be equally effectlve and ap-
N,

propriate. Y K . \ '

Finally, detislon maker motivation may be 1ncreased by a strqng/aﬁ/ini—
stratdve commitmefit to program accountabillty. I1f new programs have a

period of probation during which they, nust demonstrate that therr program

. obJectlves are being achieved, declslon makers may be mote interested in

participating in evaluation act1v1ties. Similarly, regular period1c evalua-

‘tions of existing programs should 1ncrease the ‘commjitment of program personnel

. . -

to become involved in these evaluZtion activ1t1es. . .

-

It is often dsBumed by evaluators that dec1s1on makers wilkl ‘welcome .
recommendatdons for program improvement, What is more likely to be the case,

however, is that decision makers welcome gvaluation data which supports what

they believe to be true and recommendatlons which will not*’aké a, gfeat deal

_ of time ‘and effort to 1nst1tute.‘“Th1s is not, I feel an overly*jaundlced

. view of program decision makers, but, rather, realistic in the light of the

intense expenditure of time and energy whlch most program decision makers

. !

make -in ordetho get ‘a new program off the ground. A +high degree of commit—

: ment is necessary for this, ard it is easy to sge hoW'one might be threatened

by an evaluatlon wh1ch'may produce unfavoyrable results.

[y
- 4 v

-4
Not only may program decision makers stand to lose an investment of time
and energy through the odtcomes of the evaluation, but sdme may not see’}he

pr ess of such an evaluation_as valid or 1mpdrtant, even if they are involved

s LI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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from’the beginning.‘ fhus‘mdhy ways can be found to circumvent unfavorable
data, and this, I feel, was taking place at the meeting described above. ¢
The members of the a;dity, even.those\§:o had erked on the mediated , )

™

course, far several redsons were not eager tb see the course implenen
on a full sgale. The results of the evaluasion, however, cautiousl sug-
gested that some students may- learn better .with th1s type of instruction
h in the traditional-mode. The respon>. “by the faculty members to this . : -
unfavorable outcome was tQ alr all of thefr grievances with the evaluation h.
process since its inception and to evade a discussion of future plans for
" the course. ) ) ' -'.°y ) - cay
A situation like this is very d1ff1cult for an evaluator. When different
‘levels of decis1on makers are warringdwith eath other, it is difficult for
a rational dlalogue to take place, and; hence, the results of the evaluation
will probably be adopted by one s1de and\repudiated by the other. While it
may not be possible for the' evaluator to remedy such a situation, 1t helps to
- recognize it as early as possible. This- helps to. scale down one's expectar .. iy
, tions of how “much constructive decis1on maxing for the future will be based

s

upon these results. ,“

v K ) r [ .

_ Thére is one final cons;deration which evaluators 1n'bffices of Institu- .
: tional Research should keep xhﬁmind They afe not outside the 1nst1tution.and
e widl, therefore, never be v1ewed as outsideh evaluators, regardless of the
i precautions taken before and during the evaluation. Even the outs1de evaluator
“for the coprse described above. T8 00t seen as a disinterested party becausé .
she worked so closély with the Office of Institutional Research staff. In \
T this situation, since: the fgsults supported what the administration wanted to
) see, she waj&seen by the faculty as being on the administration s side
¢ I think it should be kept in mind that a good solid evaluation.may not
necessarily solve all a program s ills,. The purpose of evaluation is to pro- -
' vide data for decision making, but if decision makers can't agree on what
the evaluation results mean, future planning will be stalemated. In the .case
‘of programs or courses which were perhaps ill- conceived or which lack a’
strongly committed staff, little can be expected in the- way of sound decision

. making based upon evaluation results. It is a good idea” for evaluators in

Offices of Institutional Research who, f1nd themselves WOrking with such .

[
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programs to be as clear as possible when eporting the data and what they’

mean. This certainly will not~insure a- fakorable reception of the report:_
and probably nothing will. It will, hopeful Y, keep the‘evaluator‘from‘
being séen as chogsing sides and, thus, caué ng the evaluation to be V1ewed

as 1ﬁVa1id by one or the other faction,

* It may also be: the case that, should Such a situatiom: be.recognized in

Se

the beginning, it would be preferable tq hav? a truly" "outside" evaluator
tackle’ the job., The long-term costs in credibility which might be suffered
by the Office of’ Institutional Regearch staff which could negatively affect

many 'future venturea mayenot be worth the undertaking of such. a 1oaded prOJect. ,
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St A COMPUQERIZED MANAGEMENT GRAPHIC SYSTEM:
‘1Ts DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION FOR INSTITUTIONAL. REPORTING
. N \' . ot .
\' ol Paul L. Kenepp
The Pehnsylvanla State University

- Abstract ! R RN

- N T . ’
In recent yeags, hstitutions have been’ producing large quantities
of managemént-oriented information. The primary purpose of thdis -re- 1
‘portiug’activity was to .increase one's undexstanding of the 1nst1tut10n s
opération . With the expansion of computerlzedklnformatlon systems, the
vdlume of reports that Was generated was overwhelming This paper will \
%> describe a computéxize graphics system which %as designed to enhance* '
the institution's reponting function This system flermits most types ~“
of!@anagement informa oh to be d1sp1ayed in graphics’form It is de-
s1gned so tha£ it can e readily incorporated into current:systems, or
it can be used tp. graphically display‘information that, can be extrdcted
from existin reports.| This paper will discuss the motive and approach
for system de elopmen and its appllcation and potentlal,uses in higher

y
B > . -
, :» - ;
. v.ifg‘btntroduction v . . o S
¥ 2 ’ -

.
\ ’ ¢ ~ P

_“%?: .Higher eddcation administrators _are being plagued with voluminogs amouRts
of data which purports to assist their understanding of the nature and ope:>>\

i Y tion'of the institution In addition to Studylng the 1nst1tution s processes,
institutional researchers have increasingly employed the computer- to aid Ehem
in car;ying out their researth. The increaslng complexity of higher education
processes and volumes of data dictate the use of the computer , to achieve com- )
‘prehenslve in—depth studies The result, however, has been an excess ¢f
computer 0utput that is useful for rev1ew and analys1s. The data explosion

hds resulted in‘much useful informacion fdlling by the'Way51de due to the *

~lack of- time éaf energy for proper digestion by the 1nst1tution s administrah .

.tors, manage M o

~

executives or other decision make;sc . ,
Littis relief from this data:explosion 1is ant1c1pated Incxreased emphases

on the managemeht of higher educatlon dictate an increage in the

necessafy information However, no matter how many computer—genera_ed reports

are, avaiLable, they have 11tt1e, if any,, value unless.fhey can be pre ented

id useable form to’ tﬂe dec1sion maker Informationﬁn st be comprehemsible
.". RN ‘ ’ . . " “ .'.\ ' ?
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Graphical representation of data enhances comprehens1on and the translation'
of data to information and intelligence. ‘Bhe advantage of graphics;iﬁﬁthat

the data can be communicated to, the administrator in more cqmprehensible,

., intelligible, and hopefully, useable ways than by conventional reporting f~ @
. paradigms.’ _ . R . N
— .
-t - Too many studies are hastily rev1ewed by the adminlstrator without’real \,

visual understand1ng of the results. To extract required information and

. - . required tranSlations. Computer graphics can systematically accomplish this
',:4 . in a mpre rapid‘and accurate fashion than human processes. In addition to
addressing the problems of- volume and bas1c comprehension of certain data,

computer graphics, cap deepen the aduf?%gStrator s understanding ‘of realities

which the data'repnese%ts than would otherWise be possible.

3

\Not all information is oonducive to graphics‘presentation. Ho’/yer, those
2search findings and managerial reports that usé\it‘should require less t1me¥

P

¥

¥ ¢ and.energy by the buay administgator'to absorb the ‘data and their’meaning
. Thus, 1nsight to dec1s1ons¥can be«achieved with minimal confusion which nQr-
. mally arises out of poor data formats and contextual misunderstandings. Rather
< - than spending the timé on "what do the numbers “in the table say7" administga—
R torS, with the use of graphics, will more readily arrive at "how should I,
respond to the situation?” L ' e N e

) Design Criteria . -

- R RE N -
9 . A

Before a graphiCS system can, be developed, -certain capability must be

available Fo designers and users of the anticipated product¢ These include a

plotting device, computer and software to process data and dr1ve the device,

*

; and procedures-that make this configuration functipnal. Assuming these things
A ;- * are in place, the task lS to design a system to transform research findings,
‘:i’ .- ) management information, or raw data to graphical representatiQns.

‘ \ ' Many computer graph1cs systems have been developed to produce specific

L graphs for specific purposes. The Penn State Management Graphic System (MGS) -
was designed to provide decision makers with several graphic options from thej

‘same ‘set of data. It was designed in’ two separable modules. (ll compilation:j'g~w

. PP . . . . . Lo
. s .
. . B ) N . - o
. . . * - - .
e . ! ’ N .
. !

. -
o, . . o T-12e .

L

. meaning from tabulated raw data, one must analyze\the numbers and make the * .+ »
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'and\\ummarization of data internally and (2) the analysis of that data for '
external display. This was done 'so that an operational distinction,coyld be
méde'between these two very different functions. The MGS aised the modular

. design approach to allow for multiple data entry p01nts 1nto the system,
. & This approach will enable the system to more readily accept data prepared !

from existing computer files, completed reports, or even from working notes.

-

Nature of Information

.

‘gitial desfgn efforts involved a study to understand the nature of in-
. formation as used by decisionimakers,so that the system would accommodate

a variety of data types and information relationships. ‘From this'investiga—
? .
. tion, we identified the basic components of management 1nformatlon to be .

’

characterized as "what" and "how much " These two elements are necessary . to
! "identify ahd ‘quantify" data. As we apply .o ‘o
> - . “. . ' . . ~ gm— ‘-j ;
" these two items Successively,‘we_can depict - RE K
' relationships for graphic representafion. how | |~ - -
. . o ' . o iyt much 1 M . M A e
The’presgatation of similar relationships - gf ’ T L N
3 v '
in a Successive manner . should then represent : \:
" meaningful information. Figure 1 1llustrates o+ TAB ...
how one m1ght graphically show comparisons. ; . What © . " '
,of "what" and "how much." T e . "' Figire'l .
For: example, con51der the follow1ng four'questions' ' ' .°&; S,
A . 1. How many students are ehrolled at institution A? .
. . .. 2, How many faculby teach at Institution A7 “‘,
‘ ’ * .7 3.  How many students are enrolled,at Institution B?
Vv . 4. How many faculty teach at Institution B?

'Question 1, in and of-itself, has‘limited graphic value If we combine ques—

tion 1 and 2 some information eﬁErges——namely, a student/faculty ratio. Like—.

wise, if. we graph this re}ationship for seﬁeral similar 1nstitutions, as in

Figure 1, we 'can make a visual comparison of student erdrollment, faculty, and,‘
studeht/faculty ratios among these’ 1nstitutions. By,further qﬁhlifying_these“
questions to consider‘o y 'students and faculty in specific academic programs,
the informational value of” these graphs will>1mprove s1gnificantly. This per-

»

ception of information influenced'subsequent des1gn,decisions. .
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Types of-Displays.

AcadEmic administrators at all levels need to understand trends, dis—
. tributions, and comparisons of many 1nst1tutional phenomena and characteristics.
' . Soute examples are: distribution of faculty time among.the various professional

aetivities‘ comaararive trends Gn enrollmentv among the various asa&emic pro—

.

grams in the institutionsi average section size of certain (any) course3'
—— [0

parison;of one academlc unit w1th the institutional averages _comparison'

]
of average faculty teaehing load among Selected departmentS' and many more.

» MGS was -desfgned to generate pie;graphs, histqgrams, arid line graphs to

Support these kinds of i formation needs.. These graphs’ can be used to.show-

X¥

trends over time, comparisons between similar outcOmes, and item distribu—.
tions. Thede three dlsplay opt10ns accommodate most types of management—

oriented information. :

..

P

-
.

Operational Aspects

The MGS graphic results are produced off lIne.‘ The main computer sum—
marizes and analyzes dana and prepares a magnetic tape. for the, off~11ne
‘ plotting by,a-sééaler computer. This relatively\sloWer ppocess of actual
graph productlon is more economicallyghandled\by a slower, 1ess expensive
machine. Calculations for.plotting time and® procedural feedbackgloops to

“the user were designed to control this operational activity. A

Considerable effort was made “¥o interface with existing computer systems“

lated data to .be passed on to -the MGS with a minimum of program modifications.

’Output from these systems 1s cu:jfg;rily produoed 1n tabulated form Thus,

it was necessary to §Lam1ne the. re ormatting requtrements to have this tabu-.
a

“In addition, it s important to have the manual data preparation chore

as natural .and stra1ghtﬁorward as possible. Often when a system provides'
several options‘and extensive flexibility, its data cah only be prepared by a
-technician who 1is famlllar with the inner workings of the system. To help

insure wider acceptance and use .of the syste m,_it was desirable to have sim- -

r o .
\r . . .

plified rules for data preparation.

e

P o e
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con31der<the relationships of the ‘data and what meanlng 1s to be déi!géd fvom

-

A Y -
primary consideration- rn designing compute
|
1ity and user thions.while mlnlmlzlng the drudgery for the user of

. flexibi
: icatlng his’ optlons to the system.aoA systEm that i& characterized by °

-]

,commur
well ~-designed capabxi1t1es“w1th nominal input requirements will*be used

more, than the "do everything system thau has a 1ong list of special rules
Options .are communicated to the MGS with few format

. required for its use.
and are designed to” prov1de substantial fiex1b111ty to the user ih for-

£

rules
muiating appropriate display types -and descripﬁions.

~Display Options o T
Pie graphs, 1ine4graphs‘ and histograms represent the” most common graphs j
] |
TheAuser mayuchoose any of the’ three types ‘7
|

used for business,appllcations‘
for hié data d1splay. Tb %etermlne the one that should be selected one-Pust' |

v o

\*
{

thEmo. » ’ b " \\.““.\." <A K , ’— R ‘
",. ‘?he line graph. and histogram may be ‘used to d1spIay several, "1evels of
information s1mu1taneously. \Thlsjgp&ion wi%l produce several lines on one Z

.3
.graph or segmented bars on the histogram. In this way several compari?ons can ]
.. . i . . « R " » J
. n’ . v' T y ;

be analyzed on the same graph < y .
The usernmay formulate the title and comments for each of his graghs"<ff.,

I

!

!

These should describe such things as~data source,‘information time fere, ahd
Titles w111 be ,

4
other fagtors that will clarify the meaning of the d1splay |
4

centered beneath each graph ?nd comments are 11sted near the bottom 1eft ‘mar-
~ . - N N " .

.
* .

’

The value aSSOC1atéd with

" axis (in Figure 1, A and B represent categoriesd).
each category,is plotted and referenced to ‘a vertical scale. There/are 7}

restrictions on these values since appropriate internal scdling is calculated’

oy
FullTxt rovided by ERIC
N 2

Pa

[

gin. . .
For the line graph and - histogram, categorle are noted along thelhorizontdl

[

st fit" on the “output graph., X
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Some graphs may be usea“ior reports or maintained in @w%fking-folders'
- for Subsequent referral’and study Othen»graphs may Be used for presenta-
tions or for wall displags.r This system w1ll permit thf user €5 select
.+ various graph sizes ranging from an, 8‘"(x 11" %o approximately 22" by 32". .
..'. - Other options include a grid for the line graph and prowision to. 1den£1fy ;>

separate dlsplay levels (for the line graph and histogram) through the use of
comments. JIn addltion, indiv1dual lines of a multiline gragh may be identi-
fded with -appropriate labels printed near its extremity. , -
. . '( s | T v T | - : e~
. Gften 1nformation cannot be effectivelg displayed in one. .gxaph to show the
i desired relationships among its components. By prbducing several graphs and
‘employing the use of :the size option, thﬁ MGS can, generate a series of graphs !

-

to facilitate visual comparisons. ’ ,: L 'f R 2

For example, the grouping option may be used to-compare the distribution

i

L}

of faculty—by rank of seve several colleges within the institution against a .

corresponding distribution of all faculty in the\institution. In thzs ~ -
example, the rank diStribution of all faculty would be displayed via a large ’
Tpie graph and the smaller ple graphs for each college w0uld be positioned

around it in a circular fashion. : i ’ !

When data' are prepared manually, all options are communicated to the

system by coding in ‘a "free format mode. Th ."key word concept is used so
s
a natural left~to-right’ keying procedure can be used . f . FRIRY

Figure 2 represents a request for a pie graph with 5 categories to be

plotted on pa.e—s1ze papér (8" ll" . The graph will illustrate a distri-
g Ve

> - *

 bution of faculty rank for a given college. -. el
' — . h $ A . . T e ’
4 - 1, TYPE = PIE, SIZE-= PAGE, CAT = 5 .. ‘ ' -
. * R FACULTY°RANK DISTRIBUTION FOR-COLEEGE A :

- ©+' ' 4, INST, 60, ASST, 90, ASOC,-120 FULL; 92, OTHER, 30 o

R .
s te ‘s . . .

(: Figure 2, . ' . .
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The "1'" line identifies the options that are to be used for the d1sp1ay.

e "2" Iine identifies .the t1tle for the d1splay and the "4" line contains .

the data that are-to be plotted

- ' ] - '\. . v . - 4 \
. Data Source A -t - S _ .
.; N - M N\, ) . ’ : “ N . s y
. . Existing.cqﬁputer,systems can readily. adjust‘to the data formatting re-
/ quirements of the'MGS With minor modificatidn, these systems/can’use the |

» MGS to produce graph1c output Lhat complements their ‘standard production .
reports. It is not the intent to have the MGS replace existing reports pxo-
duced by these systems (although th1s may happen), but rather. to prov1de the
option to review the information yia a graph1cal representation‘\ Each” ex1sting'

. computer-reporting system is a potential candidate to use the MGS. ’
. o Vew 1nstitut10nal studies and 1nformation systems can, by initial- design,
1ncorporate the MGS capab111ties. knowledge of it¢s capabilities may assist
- in the des1gn of meaningful output to depiét the study Tesults.
. ° Another source of data for graph1cs display is the numerous reports thate
. have already been produced To obtain a "new I39k'" at these reports, data ' T

- »

can be extracted .and formatted for processing by the MGS. ; This manual process

would result’in producing a grpphics request similaw-to the. one shown ine

-

- Figure 2. ‘In generating %égphs from existing reports, one can select any of . g

the available%grédhiﬁ displays and options{
Yy

A - ) ) .ot e .

Some Examples . . . . -
: ' . ) o . :
The three types of displays are illustrated iﬁWFigures 3, 4, and 5. - 1

Sample data were selected to help 1llustrate the use of each type of graph.

Voo -
- P s
. . * }. e
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Opératio"ns .Document . . . .-

| ,
x - : - .

}As part of operations control, the MGS will generate a document for ,each
graph that identifies variOus attributes of the plot request. This document’
idéntifies what options are selg\ted numeric graphic values, title, comments,.

and the estimated plot time.” It can"Be used to identify specific values of

—

plotted data and as a deta11ed record of each graph préduced.-
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., ' : . - » ~17-




Conclusion“ - - »

’- » . N ’
‘e 3 As decision makers in today's Institutions are called~upon to review and ,
- " » N
digest more and more information, it becomes imperative to devise methods #nd )

ol techniques Lthat will assist the administrator in understandlng what is re— R

~ & .
.. 2 - /
o T ported., Cbmputer graphics can play a sign1ffcant role in remov1ng much of
. 4 LI ’

the drudgery in this review proces§. - B . .t . ;

~ The MGS is an attempt tb minimize confusion-’ and time® in the information

i = . 4 «

review process. Future efforts will no doubt involve an extension of the

capability to .serve a broa‘er segment of academic administration. It seems °®

e +
d l\ the integration_approach of adapting compu;er graphics to present computer . £
' systems along with the potential of dew graphics terminals now- available ‘on .

w0 the market will provide incentives for future development. .

Graphics may not be a_panaced fonwmanagement information reporting How—‘
v ever, since- it is not complicated by numer1c tabulation, ‘the busy . administYator
: B can readily grasp its true meaning. Thus, he ean spend more time deciding.
his alternatives rather than interpreting the data. Those information systems -

. ’ )
. employing graphics will most-likely be more pbpular and will no doubt be

. N
L

called upon regularly to provide information to the, decis1on makef . .
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groups on the total. The labels at the end of each line may.also R o

identify the lines by prOperly being noted under the:.graph as: comments,.
. The grid option enables the viewer to more readily determine enrollment
v |ncreases and decreases over- sﬁeC|f|ed intervals.
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PROGRAM_TERMINATIQN AND RETRENCHMENT: THE ROLE OF INgngUTIO§AL

RESEARCH IN PROGRAM EVALUATION AND, ACADEMIC PLANNING b

H . hd . .

’ Dw1ght C. Smith, Jx. and Wendell G..Lorangy Jr. ' - .
‘ " SUNY at Albany - * ’

. - .Introduction

" During 1975 and 1976 the Un1ver31ty at Al any ‘was forced to reduce its
teaching faculty by 33 positlons, or approxlmately four percent. We had two
basic options. Either we could take the easy way out, with debilltating and .

arbitrary results, by applying some form of seniority rule'.or we could undef-

take a prograﬁmat1cally—structured retrenchment based on some set of criteria "
" for determining which academic areas (amountlng to 33 faculty) we could do ‘

without. We chose the latter course as 0ur major strategy (though tactically,
we did make some temporary reductlons on the basis of 8ttrit10n with the
promise of restoration as our primary strategy worked, out), and terminéted
e1ght doctoral, s1x master's and nine bachelor's programs.

The Office of Instituticnal Research supplled some of the information on
which those decisions were made, and the purpose of this paper is to describe
the process and our role in it. We will do so in three stages a descr1ption
of the factors that defined the historic context for campus decisibn—maklng,

a review of the process itself, and the conclusions we draw from the experience

o -

that are perfinent to the develdpment of an 1nst1tutional research function.

he Gathering Storm: External Forces that Ledto Program Review and Retrenchment
N— - — - 5

. . .
¥

Rare indeed is the campus that controls its 6:; destiny.’ 'At besty one
can hope for sufficient. equilibrlum to withstand temporary or unekpected
,changes in the environment, and enough in1t1at1ve and momentum to maintain
"headway in heavy seas. The unexpected may be the consequence of multiple o
facﬁors of varying s1gnificance but we would sangle out five that were par—'
ticularly influential in° de£1ning Albany's task env1ronment in 1975-78.

First, the growth expectations ‘of the Sixties. In 1962 Albany was desig-

nated as one of four university centers to be developed vdfhin the SUNY system.
‘ 4 L
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* ‘We then had an enrollment of 3,800 students and a curriculum concentrated . .
-upon uhdergrdduate preparation of puBlic school tegchers and graduate pro— .

grams for persons associated with public education. We were encouraged to
become a comprehensive un1versity, emphasizing liberal education and.graduate
study to the doctorate in virtually every program During the early S&xties ;>
a new campus was built for a student %ody of %0, 000 it was hardly finished

: when SUNY' s 1968 Master Plan was unveiled and we were promised" growth by

l975 to 17, 500 full—time—equivalent students, accompaﬂied by a doubling of

our physical plant. ‘ Lo TS NS ( ) o

/ - - -

It is obwious in retrospect that the principal force behind external
growth expectations was capital construction. Our eﬁforts were shaped to
fus%ify it, Enrollment projections, for. example, were developed'irrespec—
tive of demography to answer the quesxion, "How many students will’we have to
enroll to £ill ofir facilityes?" At the undergraduate level our avoidance of
the real world had some JustlficationP we “had (and continue to have) eight
applications for every freshman space. But there was no ant1c1pation of ‘the-

declining high school population of the Eighties, or Qhe likely glut of newly—

\, s

.

‘conferr¢d PhD* S5 and néqlong—range concern for the budget implication§ of
either cap1tal construction\debt (which under State budget pnocedures, is :
not part of the campus budget) or the overall cost of assuming that half our » ) .
students would be in graduate programs.« Nor, with respect to the latter, was
there any attention giVen to the practicality of such a graduatée emphasis. ' .
The fact that in the late Sikties only.a handful “of institutions in the country
approached a 50-50 split bétween undergraduates and graduate students——w1th N
Rockefeller University, Cal Tech and Chicago leading the list--was only mildly .

interesting ) . a. . .. . , {

., And why~should we have worried’ No one ‘else then foresaw what! would be .
happening fifteen yearg 1ater° all our external observérs expected and en- ‘
couraged growth and _any contrary voice, given bur enrollment*driven budget,, ¢
would be arguing the unpopular cause Qf fewer faculty. The result“ the in-.

culcation of a set of eXpectatidns concerning'continuing faculty and program

expansion across a broad spectrum of academic‘offerings. 3 e
. N "
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- ) Then the environment sh@fted abruptly, ‘with ﬁhe standstlll budget period
: of 1970-75. The perlod began. unexpectedly at’ thé end of the Sixties, when the-

first phase of capital expansion was Heferred in’ three succes31ve budget ~
-cycles. We have never completely understood tlie State s change of heart; “the
most practical explanation revolves around Ghehcost of an extension to the
architectural concept of our &demic podlum The _increasgng costs of rthe
South Mall and a sense that the Albany community had had its "share" of State
construction the need to proceed w1th construction at the other centers; the
relative politlcal clout of our legislative delegation, contrasted withr the
legislatlve.support for the’ other University Centers--these may also-have in-

fluenced State policy. The only really clear point is that in the deferral ..

of'construction decisions there was never any hiamt of skepticism regarding

L the enrollment projections &hat Justlfied more space.- )

At’ the séme time, the operatlng budge£ came upon 1ncreasingly harder
timess Our enrollment base eontinued to increase on' a year=to-yedr basis,
:but no new faculty were authorized.' dther campuses were also restricted; -
¥ but their projected, expansions were even greater than ours’, with the result
' that they could show net 1ncreases in faculty even.with tighter faculty-
student ratios. 'At Albany, however, .as, enxollment 1ncreased by lSA from .
"1970 to 1975, the number of faculty actually decreased by lﬁé . .

. At first, we. believed the halt in expans1on was. only a temporary pause, -

1n our march toward the 1968 Master Plan goals. Indeed, in l970 we were asked {

for preliminary enrollment estimates to 1980 that continued the upward climb.
.

But the third denial of capital construction was the deciding fattor in our.
conclusion that for practical purposes our lofty dreams were not about to be
met. This realization came on the eve of requests for input to the 1972

Master Plan 1t was buttressed later by Alan Cartter s~ sober warn1ng to AIR

—~ in 1973 concernlng the lean years of the Eighoies. We dec1ded then that while
some growth was possible" we., should ‘be anticipating a plateau more consistent

rwith our exist1ng capital plans (note that space standards .had changed since

e

its completion, s0 that the same spade would accommodate——approprlately——more s

Students) and more sensitive to future enrollment poolss The result was that
L3

whllé the other three centers'responded ‘to the 1972 Master Plan call simply

[ - . R N
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by deferring their 1968 enrollment projectionsf-i.e., transforming 1975 tar—.
d that

géts into 1980 rgets: with continued ‘growth beyond that--we sugge

' our 1980*target be reduced from 17, 5Q0 to 14,000 £ull- time—equiyalent students,

with no appreciable growth beyond that level. . . . e ]
" We described it to ourselves asl steady—state," but it was not that——yet

Our enrollment level then was’ approximately 11 500 students, so our prOJectlon

anticipated some growth But ‘more importantly, it recognized (hgwever d1mly)

external realities, and it aeknowledged explicltly that there would bé a time:

in the foreseeable future when there would be no more growth

critical pla:ging decision. ’

~

.Meanwhlle, the need to restore a modest momentum of growth was evident.

In an enrollment—driven budget process, more faculty depend on'more'students;

But now,. -

~

and witH'neither, program development on a wide Yrgnt is 1mpossible
the extent of external misunderstanding of our planning assumptlons burst upon
us, unexpected%y in late 1974, when preliminary s0und1ngs were being taken 1n

4anticipation of the' 1976 SUNY Master Plan The process had changed. Four

years earlier we had been asked‘to project our own enrollment dreams; this ’
time we were presented with a set of recommended goals For 1980. and 1985, and
asked to respond to them SUNY's proposal to the, campuses antlcﬁpated an
enrollment peak in l980 below that forecase in 1972, followed by a gradual

decline in students through the followingpdecade. At first we were glad to

‘see this intrusion of reality, however slight, into theﬂplanning process° but ,
then we looked at the ennollment distribution by campus. and found that the

a -

sysgem—wiae adjustment to a lower target had been/ﬂis&;}buted among ‘the four :

centers inm prOportion to the target goals set in l972 The result for the

other three centers -was, a cont1nued prospect of growth to 1980, followed by
declines that still left each of them at enrollment lévels higher than those'
For Albany,~however, there .was o grawth at all forecast to 1980,
and a decline thénceforth below the then—current budget level.

Two inferences were obv1ous First, the proposed adjustments had been

~

"derived as an easy paper solution to an ar1thmetic problem, without reference‘

-

to what was actually happening on any of £he campuses, with the result that,

Albany s prior discounting of overly optimistic goals wa$s ignored The re-

. sult was a double penalty of a helated, céntralmy-determined reduction on Eop‘

v
. '
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of a previous;y campus—initiated Xeduction. Second, the prgposed adjustmenbs4,

‘reﬁLected a primary concern fob just1fy1ng capltal construction commltments' <,

VA

. rather than academlc program d velopment or edrollment demand ¢ N

-~

. Our response was to argue for a\;eturn to the goal of 14 000 students set . ’ ,

. in l972 w1th its 1mplied,promise of resource growth To support our argument:

we turned to h1storic data on appllcation demand both numerically -and quali- e -

tatively, for both graduate and undergraduate admissions, and to degrees »

4

' awarded as a measure of program accomplishment,ﬂand set them in the h1stofic

context of‘master plan and ca pus prOJectlons since 1968 We put the argumen£ ' .

‘1 "

- Jtogether ag a v1sual display (affectionately known on campus &s "the magic. - "

lantern show') that was shown w1dely on’ campus.to our faculty and our alumni . ) .

s ) .

constituency and we took-it to Central Staff as our f%rmal response to- the 2 |

.

3_ “”  .proposed 1980 targets. PN * ‘ . .
- ¢ N » R &
, > It was conv1nc1ng The impact of ﬁnve years of standstill resources 3nd 7
o growing enrollments was f1nally recognized and translated into corrective

a action. We were authorlzed to submit 1mmed1ately a supplemental budget re-
* quest for 1975-7¢ (1t was then February 1975, and the legislature was already .

considering the regular Governor's budget) that would begln a re overy to the -
14 OOO-student goal v Lo ‘:’ L “ o T a
The legislature did not act on the supplemental budget until mld—summer. T

140

When 1t did, our request was denied.” Unfortunately, we, had already had to o s
* comit' our admissions policies to that level of growth Thus the 1mmedaate -

effect of haVing restored momentum’ was to have been plaCEd in* an even moreéw. -

. / N

depreC1ated position vis -a- v1s‘%aculty resources, than we had. been before.

- Beyond.that, it became ev1dent as. the f1nal paster Plan goals were unyeiled .

.o Cin June l975) that the 1n1t1al intrdsion of reality 1nto the preliminary en-
rollment numbers had- been successfully reSisted The. new goals cons1sted of -

moV1ng the centers 1980 targets to- -1985, with a contlnued expectatibn of
+ < N e
growth to that p01nt “for all of them. .. , N : . .

.Of c0urse, the questlon of growth may bave“become moot folloW1ng the budget
crqnch that, began that Fall and hit full force the next January.with new, sig-

~|

¥
: niﬁicantly curtalled resources for Albany s l976 77 budget. It was-at this
point that we began.to accept. "steady—state as a contlnuing condition. "The"

%
1t <Tprojected loss of 33 faculty was a dec1d1ng blow.» Fortunatefy, one of the by-

2, -
, r ‘\Y . ] 4 * * . ¢
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products of the preceding Spring's efforts to reestablish momentum for growth

was a recognition that even as capital construction—based enrollment justifi-

cations were fo longer viable, demographically-based (and presumably more J

defensible) enrollment justificationg by themselves would not insure resqurce

support. Increasingly skeptical and close scrutiny by state policy—makers and

fundérs was a clear 31gnal that we would have tQ demonstrate that the programs

we offered were worth support at any enrollient levels It seemed important to L

us, for reasons that will- be discussed below, that initiative fdr'program

evaluation rest on campus, 1f campus—based priorities wergs to ‘have any future.
As enrdllment projections and capital construction waXed and waned,)and

as budget crises became’ 1ncreasingly severe, a final external force emerged

to threaten campus equilibrium: external review of;graduate programs. The

notion of program evaluation was mot new; even in the halcyon days of" broad-
scale expansion in the $ixties our internal govern&nce structure consistently
questioned the prospective éuality of existing and.propos¢d new programs.
Our graduate office had initiated a schedule of exterial program reviews six
years ago for the purpose of guiding departments toward effective development
formalizing a proces$ that began 1n 1964. Tﬁgﬁ¥g:iews weré prepared for ih-
ternal audf;nces, not as external public relations documents, and ‘thus. whed
the hard facts of ‘retrenchment hit, we did have a considerable body of '
material available for review committees that reflected candid outside~evalua—_
tions of.program merit- . . & . c. ‘:
The'three—pronged threats of lower enrollments Eenerally, a perceived glut
of advanced degree holders, and a prospective decline in public fundlng for
postsecondary education became v1sible in New York State in the early Seventies.
The Sbate Education Department and the ‘State Board:ovaegents decided then to, '
react to initiating their own state-wide review of doctoral programs, under
theiréinterpretatlon of state law p*_v1d1ng for approval and registratlon of
new academic programs, That project cont1nued though it is currently clouded
by a.court controversy be;ween the Regents and the SUNY Board of Trustees over'
the Regents authority to deregister program9—~—W1thout attempting to deal {;

with the legal issue, or with any of the partisan questlons that obviously

would infect an\ecademic power struggle 1iks this one, .it would seem that the

. controversy in policy terms is whether continuation of academic programs

N . .

o




should be determined by focusing upon a comparatlve state~wide review of-a
given disoipline (in_ which C1rcumstance a relatively new but promis1ng program
is burdened,with demonstrating instant effectiveness against an ol'der and more
established program)' or whether program*develdpment should be focused upon'
the coherent growth 8; a set of programs -on one -campus- that &re linked by an

overall statement of campus missionz Even as the 1ssue of initiative and -

.authority has remained unsettled, it 1s clear that the alternative of external

review has had a clear 1nf1uence upon campus—based policy formulatlon.
¢ L )
Rush to Judgment? Comprehensive Review of Acadeniic Programs - =~ * -
¥ A z . : ST . . .

_ On January 8, 1975, President Louis T. Benezet"named a Select Committee

- on Academic Program Priorities composed.of ten teaching faculty and two stu-

discussion of th‘m——Quality and Effectiveness (con91dered the ' essential

dents. Tt was to report by May 15, 1975 recommendlng at that time 4pr10rities
for the future of Albany's academic programs assuming ‘continued steady—state'
resources or, at the*nmmnf'iimrted additional resources for those programs in
the best position .to use them, While'a commitment to a full range of under
graduate 'and graduate education, research and public serv1ce was recognized,
Atewas also understood that the current climate required, "hard choices among

the programs which are to be advanced, those which are to be held at a minimum,

and those which may have to.be discontinued at_the doctoral levelt".(%emphasis
- . - % R g ¥ 0 . .
added) ‘ -

-

Dur1ng a budy 120—day schedule, the eféort of the Select Committee was
divided equally among three .activities: information gathering, cr1ter1a«

&
setting and evaluation, and priority setting. On the matter of cniteria &Wt

R

ting, the committee consulted several campus groups before taking final re—

sponsibility for the six chosen. One. chapter in their report is devotedato—

-

,0

criterion“), External and Internal Demand Present Costs and Improvement Costs;

O

Leadership and Capacity for Growth Academic Centrality, and Relationship to -
" SUNY Systén and Regional Needs. L . O - ‘

Campus—sponsored program rev1ews conducted over the last ten Years by ex-

ternal evaluators .and accredlting agencies, as Well as self—studles, *annual,

.reports and, more rec gtly, State Education Department reviews,_were heavily

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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drawn upon by.the committee in theﬁg\work Files for every program were de-

veloped wh1ch also included recent faculty vitae, manpOWer trends, placement
information, enrollment and faculty workload data, and comparative information

ab0ut sister programs in SUNY and in the States -

pérsonnel.were also hel& whenever the need to‘do‘so was expressed in the i
L ¥ y ® 5
! e

committee S deliberatlons._ ~ ‘
. In presenting its findings, the committee made/ cléar several polnts wh1ch//
help place its work in perspective

\
were made ' only to the extent that data. were aVailable to warrant suéh recom—
Secondly, the committee refrained from reaching oyt- to recast

And thirdly:

mendations."
Albany in any fundamental or radical fashlon "1t is 1mperat1ve
that’ other mechanisms be established which can Survey the SUNY—Albany camnus :

as a whole—&and can assess, ﬁriorities and goals on a longer term basis than

Interv1ews with departmental . s

First, it pointed out that recdﬁmbndations -

Pa)

was possible for the Select Commlttee. ] . L

a

.

« - ..
The recommendations of the Select Committee were to terminate two academic

I

-programs, the Department of Astronomy and the Allen Collegiate Center.

Whiie

other units were recommended,

i general ‘terms, for increasés or no change in’

L f/ﬁ//"In the view of the Select Committee, this University Center\can-A
n

T ¢

t (ge—

resources, in many cases the committee matle poihted statements and recommenda-

tions which for some departmqnts clearly indicated that they would continue

~

to be closely reviewed. AR ; R . »
Reception of the Select CQmmlttee report by. seriously affected un1ts was
~a§ would be expected. Otherwise, even those units criticlzed, received the »
dScument as an important, well- founded and well“written first step in coping .
with the problems of steadyrstatef
.one—by—one*basis--each program being evaluated on its own me¥its,.not in re—
‘lation to other programs on campus. The g:ﬁmittee.intentionably did not anti—
cipate that’ a steady—state situation would “fast deteriorate into one of budget
reductions. The result was that it probably prbvided ‘the subsequent President’ s
Task ForCe on Priorities andﬁkesources with a more useful assessment and a
much needed philoéQphlcal\underpinning from wh1ch to begin its work. Even so,
the concluding observations Qf the Select Commlttee report wete painfully

prophetic i ’ ‘ ’ v, .

’ [ ‘- N

1 -

ot continue ‘to.,attempt at full speed horizontal' development on .
all levels (the comprenensive University model) It simply cannot

,
o "‘-‘

S - \'-3’0- .

ro . \ , ) e : .

The evaluation, moreover, was still en a ‘
Py 4
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do everything at Quce and do it well.... We just becodme more selective ;

. in our goals and wisely, choose among the options available., . These

decisions are not required simply becasse of thd ex1genc1es-of finan- )
cial pressures, but also becahse of the’ nsibility of 'this Univer-
sity to itself and to the larger comlnuniz?. It best fulfills-its

. missions by articulating its goals and‘org nizing its’ resources in ways
whicly optim}ze the attainment. of those goals... (P)rograms which are
not central to its mission, which have deponstrated an inability ‘to

* operate effectively, or which have not met\ the test of quality, must

. glve way to those programs- which- cgn meet Fhose tests.
- - - w . :
A deterioraéing fiscal picture--which the elect Committee had properly

refrained from exploring--d&veloped within nine months of the release of its
recommendations. Anticipating an ann0uncement of drastic budget reductions, N
the administratlon at SUNY—Albany proceeded to develop a strategy for
handlxng'such a situation.‘_Because of the g&pected magnitude and 1mp11ca—é//’
tions for the academic program of the campus, a faculty committee drawn frpm

. the governance bodies of the campus and other 1ead1ng faculty was seen as

necessary. One year 15!!}, almost to,the day of the Select Committee's

. establishment vOur newly dnaugurated Pres1dent Immett B, Fields, appoinL d

‘ th1rteegygéach1ng and non-teaching faculty and three students. Its charge

>

L4

such a committee, the Task Force on Priorities and Resources, comprised of

.

) -

_had four parts: 1) to -assess and. assign priorities ‘to all academic program?

anderecommend whetre to take the bﬂdget cuts which had been specified by
"

-number of positions and total dollars within function (1nstructlon, research,

or the shaping and strengthening of SUNYA:

public servige, general administration, etcsO, 2) to be gu1ded in its assign-
ment by three stratech principle:\f

the centrality principle, the building from strength’ ﬁrinciple i and the so-

called "public policy thrust"‘ 3) to utilize comparatrVe enrollment and S

~

~ workload data, ang, 4) fo present A final report in hirtz days.

In addition, the administration proceeded to develop its own tentative -

plan which met the required short-range«reductions within a long-range as-~
(" «
sessment of program development that wéuld mean the strengthening of some pro-

grams and the paring, even termination, of others. The same data available €.

&

tqithe Task Forae was used to develop that plan. Eleven criteria were identi-

fied and used in evaluaring each program: potential staff‘qualit§, potential

impact on.pﬁblic.front, centrality, demand by majors, demand by non-majors, Y

‘library holdings, facilities and equipment, demand for graduates, locational.

+ . ) ~ ‘ i 2
7 . 1 .
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advantage, comparative advantage and cost: Thms plan was given to the Task
Force after it had completed its own evaluation o programs. This-approach
involving-frequent contact kept each group informed as to the progress in

. ~meeting budget reductions and the implications of evolvirg recommendatlons.
In combination w1th the extensive naterial and work of the earlier Select
Gommittee, that 1nteract10n enabled the ‘campus to accomplish its task. The
basic philosophy expressed so well-byvthe Select, Committee——that selectivity
for qualitative growth would have to take the place of undifferentiated
horizontal expansion--was thus extended. N -

] "
.

. The Task Force's work was distinctly different from-that of ‘the earlier
Select Committee. (Its report. was s1milarly affected being cryptic and
written muﬁh‘lgss eloquently than that of the Select Committee.) Given ips
deadline, it ha!\to rely almost completely on regularly available reports,

L supplemented by material (reviews, etc.) which had been collected by the

) s Select Committee. Information gathering thus received less attention, while
evaluétion was given” more. The Task Force also was dealing in its assessment
and preparation of recommended cuts with non—rnstructional (admin1strative .
and serv1ce) programs as well as_academic, act1vities. These areas Wege -
. underStandably lacking in self- studies, much le'ss outside reviews In addi—
* tion, the charge to the group did not permit.a one—by~one evaluation of pro-
grams. Rather; it required a weighting of each program in relation to all
. otheggs, for the express (and clearly threatening) purpose of eliminat1ng 33 .-~
faculty and 61 FTE non-1nstructi0nal positions at the end of that academic

’ ~

year. ) - e

But:the _task was ‘not simply position~gutting. The Task Force while - !

making recommendations which would deal equitably and humanely with ‘thé imme-

}ﬁ%f diate issue of position reductions also went on to postulate an academic . .
' strategy that "enhanced as much as possible the long term achievement of a '
2 . . first-rate University Center.! This task implied more :than just collecting
o ‘positioné from among those departments which:happened to have vacancies be-
e cause of appointments expiring in 1976 or 1977. 'Historic‘workload inequities,

shifting student demands, and the future academic profile of, the university, LS
weresaddressed. - Recommendations, therefore,‘were made not only for 1976-77

-‘f - < \
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» governance process. Program evaluation had suddenly evolved from a periodic

' ~:,Final Score: ' The Place of Ihstitutional Research.in the Campus Decision-

De-g'™

~

' stitutional loyalty, for example when the silver lining of "not’}ﬁt," that

but for 1977-78 in order that units from whom Tines were "borrowed" (to. meet
short- -range reductions) could be QEpald while others could have their re- °

sources reduced or increased following longer~term expectatfons of the Task -
- ‘ A4
. Force. f . . -

The recommendations of - the Task Force were immediately'presented to "af~ °
fecttd dnits." Théir responses were reviewed by a campus governance hody. §
That body concluded in a-report issued ten days later, "that the Task Force
carried out a difficult task with imp;Ctiallty and dedication.to the concept
“6f a University Center." Recogn121ng thé burden of proceeding without the >
benefit of a fully developed mission statement“‘the group recommended that any
future reallocation .of resources '"be further reviewed in the context of a
coherent institutional plan." Subsequently, the Task Force recommendatlons
were accepted by the Pres1dent and the SUNY Board*of Trus?ées. In sum, their -
academic impact was the phasing out of seven doctoral programs, five maéter's ‘ .
programi/and eight bachelor's programs. '

The campus has Rot yet recovered from this fast -paced sequence of events. @,
_At present, even the attempts to frame that "coherent institutional plan" are
affected by the évents of last Spring, the continuing forge of‘externally de-
termined deadlines and the'maturation,of facuqiy/partlcipation_thrOugh the

-t

_ process, invofving only a department and its outside reviewers, into a publicr— A
and, with the Task Force, threatening——process involving not simply the direc— - o

tion of ifs Support but perhaps even its existence. Flnally, the move into
a planning—evaluation—reSOurcewallocation process, while being recognized as

long overdue, introduced further uncertainties in an .already uncertain future.

-
»

s

Making Process o / “
. o N ’ . -
. . » : LR

From this account of the forces legding to program termination and retrench-

ment, and of the processes by which thOSe decisions were made” it isstemptlng

(to draw alI manner of conclusions. What happens to consensus morale and in— . {\ .

accompanies negative decisions during a>beriod of growth, is replaced by the

glooqy interior of "not at all" that characterizes negatives i a steady—state
coT .39 T =
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ecorromy? We have determined to avoid suéh intriguing intellectual by-ways,
however, 4nd to look instead at three conclusions that derive from the fact

- o

that tWB Offite of Institutional Research was an important contributor to the

First, our contributions were not acci-
- / -

dentali they were the result of being prepared. Second, our contributions

were important but'limited' if 1is important to recognize where the limits ..

-

Finally, our contributions can continue; they will be particularly

-

were.

=

effective if the right managerial decision patterns.emerge from the cxperiences

.
a

we have just undergone.

.. .

\

¥ Let us look briefly at each of these conclusiohs. o
First, consider the process of becoming prepared. As the campusfpffice
responsible for reporting and analysis of enrollments, student and faculty
character1stics, workload, and 1nstructional costs, we have had extensive .
experience with both information and the processes by which it is obtained
and managed Originally, our funétion was perceived as externally—oriented
It* would have been possible until very recently for us to remain fully oc-
cupied in this way without telling anyone on campus what was g01ng on. €
' But from the outset (1967, when our offlde originated) it has been our °
philosophy that knowledge is indeed powerful especiallly in the hands of thOse

agencies off campus who ate in a position to second—guess our intentions, and

rd

R

tht, ds a matter of self- protection, campus management should have, some 1nkling

of what others know about us. We have, therefore, circulated considerable in-
formation to deans and cha1rperson§§%to prepare “them to fight-—either as a
body collectively, or among themselves--for the resources that,quantitative
T .

Most of the t1me the response to our effgrts ranged from patient tolerance\

measures Qenrollments, facukty workload) could. justify.

to disinterest._ Weyremalned pat1ent§§§ turn, expectlng a day when the: value ‘

of _data would. be recognized and, in antlcipikion of that day bent our.efforts

to the improvement of information systemSQand theif data prqdpcts, -The impor-

tance of those efforts cannot be overstressed wiﬁhout funcﬁionlng syStems we

o P

X
's,;“k - T

Our lack of internal acceptance was probably due. to tWvaacﬁors

x Y

had designed the: wrong format.
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Our data was typically arrayed so pHat one might

"First, we'
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. easily compare activities of several programs acrofs a moment of time. -That
is the way institutienal research has always looked at data; and while it may_
help the budget analyst, it says little.to the dean or chairperspn about the
development,of any g1ven program over time. We finally got the;message in the
Fall of 1974, and rearranged our 1nternal reporting formats to illustra}g five-

year trends in faculty resources, enrollments, costs per credit and degrees/

awarded-—our primary measures of progrém agtivity. - “

~

iad The timing was fortuitous, because the other factor affecting receptibn of
[}

our data was that it didn't seem to make any difference. No one could demon-
strate how a single one oghour numbers had affected resource’ alloqations. But,’

when the& Select Committee began,;ev1eW1ng graduate programs in the Spring of

1975, it,looked for some quantitative information and found reliable and ap-

propriate numbers available ;n our, redes1gned "prpgraggindices report. Its

historic agproach was'a nice match for the historic approach to qualitative

information that characterized our’ external program evaluatioms.

e

wbgt we had was limited, however, and its limits are ,our second conclusion.

Academic development is more than statist1cal measures, as both the Select
£l

Committee and the Task Force were quick to note. In the case of the Task Force

‘'revigw, for example, only three of eleven adm1n1strat1Ve critéria weye numeric,
the other eight were subjective measurés of program quality, centnalEby, etc.
Because of our strategic pos1tion as the_office in the center of demograph1c
report%ng, analytic studies, ldhg—range plann1ng and information systems de-
velopment, we had a'major role in defining all eleven criteria, and in speci-
fyirg how the numeric and nonﬂnumerlc results might work together. Our numbers,'
by and large were there as a test, or reinforcement, of qualitative assessments,
and that was an important function for them to perform-wbut not the primary one.

‘ Our campus emphasis on quallty was appropriate to the question of program

review. It stands in sharp contrast to the—external accountability requirements

under which we ordinarily labog., Accountability prémpts reams,of printout

(or,- as computer capabilities expand, millions of bits of informationf to

.

‘ﬁederal, state and other putside organizations in a position to, mold our taske..
environment. They are pages of numbers, and we can easily assume by their

A
voDume, Ehat numbers are all that count. Our experience shows, however, that

as we emphasize program review as the ‘basis for resource allocation actlvities,

41-
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two important things occur that provide an alternative approach to account-
. . ability: evaluation moves ﬁxom ;the heavily numerlc questlons of input--how

much students entered the classroom, what was the saIary cost of their in- -

-y

structor-—to the more subjective questlons assoclated with program outcomes;
and as that occurs, our traditional approach to data analysis may become in-
~ creasingly -irrelevant to effective campus management. If we really mean t©

shift the focus, via.program evaluation, to analyses of outcomes, are we en-

., -

,‘ titled to burden academicbadministrators with performance data that continues

to focus on i1nput? i
. That question leads to our final comment, concerning the futuré of -institu-
tional yesearch. We th1nk it is bright, particularly because it offers some

intriguing challenges to the ways we have always looked at data and. 1nformation
;

-
. .

systems. . ' " ' . ; i
' “ Our argument in this® regard rests on a central assumption that there should
be a plann1ng—allocat1ng~evaluating-reallocat1ng process undiggirding campus )
management. This is not a new assumption, but what we mean by’it may indeed

be novel for most of us: we want'to take three gunctions-lmaster planning,
program evaluation and analytic studiesd-and.fit them together as a functional
Jmanagement tdol. Their~individual histories have been disparate. They have
operated ordipharily in relative isolation from each other and even (and this’
seems particularly t¥ue of master planning) ln 1solat10n from the management
process. We intend to overcome isolation by a comprehensive approach to in-
formation ‘that will include magter plan goal’ setting and the establishment of
- evaluative criteria; identification of resource allocations with those goals

and criteria; development of statistical data that will describe current ac—

- tiyity in. terms.of evaluative criteria; and utilization of annual reporting e\\\\‘

processes to interpret evaluative data in’texms of prior godls and to estab- -

Al

, '1ish a framework for modifying (as experience may indicate) ‘the goals, cri-" .

.teria and resources that pertain t6 the next managerial cycle. )

L ,flnstitutional research is bound up in that developmental challenge‘through
b its relationship to data systems. Our success will depend upon many factors;
.but chief among them as we approach the task(is our ability to deallsimul-

taneously with inputs and, outcomes. We may want the latter to be the key to

;"' , ", o oL Cl 2%53
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* campus assessment and evaluation of academic activit&; but the former will

still be required to meet external accountabiity requirements, and they are

1ikgiy to remain as the principal .surrogates for outcome ewaluation. The role

of institutional research in the future, as you can well understand, will leave

us very few occasions to wonder how to occupy our spare time.

3 .
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When it comes'to crises, administrators of institutions of postsecondary

-

education are a lot like hurrigane watchgrs. The question is note.whether

-

\there is going"to be another crisis, but'rathér from what direction it is

going to come, ‘ . . . > .
One of the curregt crises facing institutions of postsecondafy education

is federal interventlon{\\\he level’ that thig crisis has reached today is
attested to by the fact that the presidents of three leading universities o !
(Yale,\Harvard and Cornell) have in the-past two years, preSented maJor re-
ports addressed exclusively to this concern. . . - . .

< Historically, prior to 1971, institutions of ' postsecondary education were
relatively free from outside intervéntion.' The general feeling by all levels
of the federal government and od!’which was frequently articulated .by the \
federal courts was that they would not impose_their wisdom ,on those who Wwere

_better qualified During the early period _when the government began to

‘ become involved in the institutions affairs, they generally restricted , ‘ .

their activities fo areas where other less drastic alternatives failed to- - .
prov1de relief. . ’ T ‘ . ot Y

.
[ - v

However, in recenﬁ years the federal government has dropped the other Y o
shoe*—the sound of which has permeated allsievels of institutional affairs. '
Equally, the scope of the intervention has cascaded “from all branches of‘ the

1 b

federal government.' ' S E ) .

The purpose of this paper is to present'a cursory, yet criticél study

" of” the mushrooming effect of federal intérvention 3n postsecondary education'

s

“ and a prognosis for the future. i : : l >

» o . . »

However, ‘before we can procked, one critical question comes to mind. .

What is the explanation for the signifdcant increase\of the federal govern-

< . -
» . -

ment's activity in th1§ area? There is no single answer. As the federal
government provides in reased support, they feel that they have not only 3

_the right, but the'obligation,, "protédt" the federal dollar. However, o
. : £ . < - - ;
« . = % . . [ b [
P - ' . . - e
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-t they have not restricted the1r regulatory act1v1ties solely to' these progtrams.

Th1s modus - operandi~has been appropriately characterized by Kingman Brewster
- -~ as:, "Now that I have bought the button, I have a right to design the cofat."

\ % . Other reasons whlch must be taken into account 1nclude recent student

. disorders, the government's pens1on for social progfams, identified social
inequities,,the growth of un1versity systems, and the current economic condi- L
- _tions of the' country. " . T
‘ One of the difficulties in deallng W1th the executive level is the fact

-
that no one agency has been delegated the responsiblllty for enforcing ..
_policies for postsecondary education. The agency which is most frequently a
" focal point in this area is Health Educatlon and Welfare and its subs1d1ar1es

The Féderal Inifragency Commlttee on Educatlon, an agency of HEW, 1n‘
l972, establlshed a standing Subcommlttee on Education and Consumer Protec~-
,tiom, Approx1mately at this t1me ‘a decision was made by the Educatlon D1v1—
ﬂ sion of HEW that it was in the best interest of the public’that they embark
on an extens1ve program in tle area of the student ag consuper of education.
In July 1975, the Subcommittee on Educational Consumer Protectlon‘pubj
Iished a study entitled "Toward a Federal Strategy for Protection of the
'Consumer of Education." The report identifies a number of common malprac-
tices belleved to exist at all levels. These malpractices are enumerated
ik as: deceptive advert1s1ng, improper recruitlng, fa11ure to disclose rele-
ST . vant inst1tut1onal 1nformat10n' inferior fac111ties and faculty, misleadlng :
employment prospects and inequitéble refund pollcies. B ‘
Among action steps recommendad by the feport 1s that .a federal educa- at
Lo tional’compla1nt clear1nghouse~be stablished. One of the responsib1l1t1es
of th1s offlce may be to rece1ve complaints directly from the student and -
T initiate action for the1r resolut10n from that levels =~ . . -

:. The FICE Subcommittee on Education yConsumer Protection is currently . - ?
\\\\\ working® on developlng actlon steps for implementlng the recommendations of the

- 4;~report including the establishment of an "educational .complaint system, legisla-

b <

tion su;h as disclosure laws), federal student tuition insurance corporation

Pt and requiring information to.'students on their® rights and responsibilities.

4 . ,
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Currently, the largest federal “aid program is operated by the Veterans
Administration. For. the schoel year 1973 74 the VA spent approx1mately
$3, 000, 000 to support 2,000, 000 veterans in school O . ,

One of the VA requirements is- that a college or university must, within s
30 days, notify them of any change in studenn status, including unofficial
withdrawals, or‘the university is liable for the money the veteran receives -
- after that change in Wis or her status. Large colleges and universities not

only have large veteran populabions but, in general, allow their students.

great flexibility in designing and pursuing their academic career. Therefore,

if a student simply Stgps going to class without telling anyone, the univer—

sity is still &liabl or monies he receives if they fail to report such change.

While there may be a procedure of taking attendance and keeping traci\of/é//—

L]
dents at stall institutions, at -major institutions the pnﬁ?lemvismﬂﬁmply*iﬂfﬁﬂﬁff
- L “ *

possible. .- . '\.
\
Another” requirement of the VA clearLy involves intrusion\into the internal
academic polic1es of ‘the institution. The VA"s policy is thaﬁ\they will only

provide benefits to a student based upon actual contact hours, Father than

-

.

credit hours. Therefore, if the univers1ty, such as the State Qngversity
‘of New York at Buffalo at predent prov1des 4 credit hours, per cou se, but
_which involves only 3 contact hours, the VA has hotified the univefSity that
they will only -pay for 3 contact hours. The question of how much a c&urse

is worth and what constitutes a contact hour or credit hour are decis1dns

which should be: made by the faculty and not, by the Va. - ° E\ N

This :esults in a tremendous output of man houts _and computer’ time.in \ o
order to conform to what many see as unreasonable policies by the‘VA which \\
directly intrude into the academic program of the institution. However, . X\
failure to do so can have catastrophic effects on Lhe institution. CoLe \

M ~

Recently, the' 8tate Univers1ty{7f New York College at Farmingdale.received

"a bill for $92,000 as their ligbil ty for failure to report within the 30~day DAY

period change in students status, _while 'Hestos C. C "in CCNY reputedly re-
ceived a biil fot $628, 000. R v DR
The State University system in Colorado has recently threatened to pull

out of the VA program because they cannot meet - the obligations imposed tpon

.
N ‘

~ .
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tlem. Again, as in other situations both the 1nstitutions and the students
suffer because of the byzan;lne federal rules. . _
The Immigration and Naturalizafion Service of®the United States Depart-
ment of Justice has extens1ve regulations and’ exercises r1gid control over
non-U.S¢ citizens who come to the 'United States for education purposps. These
federal statutes affect both’ the unlvérgzty and the student and amount o a |

paperwork jungle. - . ) . : - N

Recent stud1es in the area‘hawve concluded that the institution must
generate an average of 40 pieces of paper for every foreign student--in addi-
tion to those generated for other students. If you take a not uncommon situa-
tion where a student requests to extend their stay JAn this country upon
completion of their course’ of study, 8 separate forms must\be submitted by
the institution and this assumes there is nd other complication. .

Last, it is important to note that the INS regulations make no distinction'’
'between students who are in inst1tutions of. h1gher education and those under-
taking a course. such as cosmotology or blacksmithing ‘ 0

A number of other programs need mentioning F1rst, i the past few years
the federal governmen't has been active in a number of - prog ams ensuring equala o
employment opportunity and affirmative action. While thefe is no question in ’
anyone's mind of the need, one must question whether the approach taken by
the federal government represents the best avenue for achieving these goals.

The problem of h1r1ng m1nority faculty members iS~obv1ous. Universities
are producing very few ‘minority . Ph. DS, Those that are produced are often Q\\:
stolen from colleges ‘and un1versities by offers of very lucrative jobs frbm\\
industry and government, which is trying to solve the same, problem. The same
case may be made for women who are ,only recently entering the job market in-
large numbers. - S ' ‘

However, the time is such _that institutions are retfenching faculty members
rather than hiring n%w. ‘Part ‘of this dilemma is created by the goverrment's
own regulations which require that un1versities must go through, extens1ve
search procedures and affirmative action justifications- before they can bring
a faculty member on board. In this~rap1dly declining educational market, any”
delay, especially one from six weeks to two months, means that lines may be
frozem, sequestered or eyen eliminated. ’

. -

45 A

-42-~




’
\

. . . .

b 4 i
Part of this economic cr1sis represents the cost to the institution for -
complying with the federal programs. Cornell Un1versity estimates their cost

in complying With the equal employment and affirmative action’ program alone -

‘to run several hundred thousand dollars a year: Hoy many blacks, Spanish- K
speaking Americans or women could be hired for $200 000 a year7 f".
In l974 the conservat1ve senator from New York, James Buckley, “introduced
an amendment ﬁrom tHE\gloor to the Educational Appfepf!ations ‘Act of 1974,
The amendment‘pasSed without committee cons1deration, hearlngs or even much
floor debate. The amendment,’of or1ginal mer1t, wasedes1gned to open up for
Parental scrutiny the permanent record cards.and files of elementary and
secondary schools.. It has been said by some that it was only an afterthought {
to expand the amendment to cover postsecondary educat1onal institutions.
Th1s amtndnmnt hﬁnown as the Famlly Educational R1ghts and Privacy Act of
1974, was t

throughout the country. Among other deficiencies, as orig1nally written,. the

e source of a tremendous uproar by college .and university officials

amendment would have opened up to student scrutiny all matters contalned in -
]
hlsueducatlonal record, 1nclud1ng letters of recommendatlon solicited upder

the&hmbrella of confidentiality. An immediate groundswell of oppositlon re-

A

suited in the act being amended in January of 1975. .. e ® ‘
Even as amended, the Act strlkes deeply 1nto the dally openations of - th% JER
university. Presgently, the student has the right of access-to anyi;ecommenda-

tion which is part of their ‘educational record unless they elect to waiwe access.

It is -the opinion of some that. the consequence of this act has been for recom-~

. mendations to take on such a bland character, Some’ colleges and “universities

have: consider%d no longer accepting them and make decisions entirely upon test

scores. A further fallout of this amendment has been for increased, numbers of

>

uniVersity facuily to communicate tHely opinion of prospective candidates by

'telephone, rathe?f “fhan reduce their opinions to»writing which the, student-

has the right to scrutinize and challenge. Recommendations of this nature
may have a.far more insidious effect on a student's career than writteno

recommendations. The law requires .extensive and' costly notification and

- e

record keeping on the part of the institution. Numerous‘forms had to, be , . ®

developed and admlnistered wh1ch ultlmately translates into administrative

s . r Y ki ‘{"
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costs at a time when thege institutions are already hard-pressed to maintain

! and support staff. Schools Jwust formulate and make available to students a : o

-

. ° written policy statement listing the procedures developed for students who

wish to see their educationar’records, listing of the type and Jocations of ,
records maintained by the school and the ;ﬁtles‘hnd addresses~of the school
-+ officials responsible for. them. ,The school is required to inform students s

annuallyﬂof their rights under the Act. - S N .

T e 4 . ¢ ’ a

\ Also, under the law, the student has the right to challenge any record . )
which- the student believes to be inaccurate or m1sleading However, this does |,
, . not allow a student the r1ght to. challenge a. particular grade, but only to a

+ determination that the grade recorded does actually corgespdnd ‘to the grade
; reported by the faculty member., - &

q

P . The Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974 will have far- l
-reaching effects on the future record—keeplng procedures of inst1tutions of ‘
postsecondary education. There is no question in the m1ndS of many admini— o :

strdtors’ that there are parts of the Act wh1ch have had a very posit1ve effect L ki

and resulted i reforms which yere long overdue. Conversely, there are short-~

e

comings of the law which might have ‘been avoided if Congress would have taken

. _the time to .conduct hearings to gain sufficient“knowledge before intruding '_. "

1nto an area which is so 1nternal to the univers1ty and bé?ond the1r level of

competency. ' _ . - '
N Current congressional action continues toiféflect the ‘belief that all % .1
.areas of university affairs are germane to "federal comment." Senator Javits . -

of New York had recently proposed an amendment to' the Higher Education«Act of

1975 known as the Student Consumer Information Act of 1976, which was signed . *

into law by President Ford on October 12; 1976." This lah proposes that, in ex~ W
change for $10 per academic year for each student who receives a Basic Oppor- e

*

. tunity Grant and/or Guaranteed Student Loan, the UniveTrsity must provide to

‘.~Q'each prospective and currently enrolled student "consumer Jinformation' ahout—
aid. Among the information rennwred d_to be provided includes financial aid -
‘available, the means for apply1ng for such aid, thef;tandards used by the in-"~
stltutlon in awanding the aid, the methods B?‘GEI—h the” assistance is distri- -

t::l - buted among’ the students, the cost.of attendE%ce, and the institutlon s refund
P .

, policy. < r o . . - '
2 L et ) ‘e _—f . . .
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. . Judicial 1ntervent10n in other ‘areas has generaIly been exeluded, based

Finally, as a condition of rece1ving the funds, the- institut10n must pro-

vide, where full- time enrollment just1f1es it, a'fullwtime person or group to

students and prospectlve students in obtaining th1s 1nformation. o ;0
. "The inter?ention of the federal judiciariesLinto the internal workings'of
1nstitut10ns of postsecondary educatlon has generally been quite narrow in
scope. Prior tqQ 1961, we find little, if any, activity by the federal‘judi-
ciaries in this area. Post l96l what. activity has occurred has ‘been limited
primarily to réquiring the elements of due process in student disciplinary cases

B -

at public institutions of higher education A .. N

upon the rule of judicial non—1ntervention in scholastic affalrs wh1ch states .

—

*that: "In matters of scholarsh1p, the school author1ties are uniquély . Y
qualified by tra1n1ng~ and experienCe to judge the quallflcation of a studeﬁ

4& and efficiency of 1nstruction depends 1n no small degree ypon the schgol

faculty's freedom from 1n@erference from other non—educat10nal tr1bunals,"l

- .

However, presenéﬁy t?ere 1§'a ser1es of developments at this level which .

has.raised the eyebrows of un1ver91ty administ ators.3 ThlS area is a question ) P

of "neverse discr1minationu Th\\case invQldes. a student hy the déme of .

DeFun1s who agplled tOothe law schdol of t Univers1ty of Washington. He
was denied admlss1on.' He maintained thgzdenlal was 1mproper‘because he.wad
d1scriminated against becauseyﬁe.was white.. He argzgd that the law school ad-"
mltted min:rlty students who dld not bave to go th;ough the same’ procédure ’
and,”’ 1n fact, if they would. have .wogid have beenadenledaadmis51on. He claimed
‘ that his constitut10nal right to equal protection 6§ the laﬂiwas be1ng denied

‘because of this double admission stand%}dh,znfter e-serles g? state court . S
: he\rings, the matter was f1nally heard by the Uﬁltgd Stages Supreme Court -

* Inab5 to 4 decision, the court refused to rule on the mer1ts of the case, N

. but stated that, since the student was curgently enrolledain the school (the

results of a restraining order issued pending the %uthme oglthe case) and : . -
L was scheduled to graduaEe that the case was ‘now moot. » ; 2 :
, LY . ) N . . .y . . P
- . ’ . - b — .

. . % . <
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/Connelly v. University of Vermont and State Agricultural College,.244 F. Supp -
156 (1965) " ‘ . Lot A )
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This matter may soon be resolved Recently, the Califo?giaﬁggggeme Court

ruled the admission quota for minorities at the Universmty of California at

Davis Medical School untonstitutional It is the best guess of knowledgeableA
academic officials that future developments will be in the direction of the~

’ U S. Supreme Court declaring unconstitut10na1 these special- preference ad-
mission Rrograms. Until this matter is resolved the fate of these gpecial-
admission programs remains 1n limbo. ‘

An interesting sidelight to this problem also rises. -A number'of minority

students who have failed to succeed in these speclal programs ‘have gone to
court and argued that, sinc€ the university accepted them, -knowing theitr de-
ficienciesy the college ‘and university have the responsibility to make up
their deficiencies and insure.that‘theylgraduate from the proggggﬂ .

‘ While no one is denying that the federal involyement in postsecondary

educational affairs is motivated by the best of intentions, the ramifications

of these regulations and programs have had a negative effect on the very ability

of the imstitution to function. These programs, in Jgeneral (w1th the Jav1ts
bill being one of the rare exceptions), demonstrate a failure on the part of

., the federal government to balance the notion of autonomy with accountability.

Firsts the sheer additional costs which must be borme by institutions to

administer the programs "18 staggering According to a“study done by the

« American Council of Education, the costs of administering 12 federally man-
dated social programs, including social security taxes, for the period of 1965
to 1975 at the University of Illinois at Urbana went from $438,470 in 1965-66
to $1,302,545 in 1974- -75. These costs are ~even ‘more staggering at Georgetown
University where costs wehnt from $110,736 in 1965-66 to. $3,603,243 in 1974- 75

‘Miami-Dade Com-

;}80 764 in_ 1974~75

hat they have risen at ..

These costs affect all 1evels of postsecondary education.
munity College costs went from $1,263 in $968-69 to

What makes these costs more abusive is the fact
a timetéﬁen institutions of postsecondary educat10n throughout thé cOuntry are

facing one'of the greatest financial crises. It should be obvious to the
federal government that universities and colleges have only two options to
meet the cost of these federally mandated p;ograms—-the first to raise tuition

or: the second to reduce staff Conf ronted with the recent increases in tui-

“tion which were necessitated by the‘rapid rate of 1nflation and a 1eve1ing
‘ - . - e A(~ ) ‘ - L
- . . . - .‘ ,. A'-j —\ '.v ’
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off or even declining enrollment, tuigdon 1ncreases will soon reach the poTht

“of diminishing teturns. Therefore, the only avenue open to these institutions -

will be to teduce thq1r academic programs and cut back on faculty and staff.
However singe miry recent personnel appointments are mindyities and women,
apply1ng the law of last®hired f1rst fired, which has been’ recently ‘upheld in

a number of federal courts, Aederal 1ntervent10n *has created a situation which

" makes it extremely difficult, if not 1mpossible, for the univer51ties and

colleg%s to conform to federally mandated programs. 3
Second, many of these federal programs, which institutions of postsecondary
education are now being forced to comply w1th, were or1g1nally drafted for *
industrzi\fiécég/only recsptly that postsecondary educatlonal institutions .
have been to comply. However, most Yof the Taws have not been modified
'to‘account for the diversity of these species. The problem is much like trying
to“force a square peg into a round hole. Examples of these problems haye been
illustrated in a recent Newsweek article entitled® "Red Tape Blues" (August 30,
. 1976) The article indicates that the University of Illinois may have to spend
" $557,000 in order to bring an elevated walkway in a Chicago circle campus into
conformance. It seems that its banisters, which are made out of solid granite
slabs, are five 1nches short of the§§3—1pch standard required by OSHA, The
article also points out that Stanfotd University was recently informed that
. their 6,000 chrome-plated” fire extinguishers were in violation of federal
regulation—-that they\be‘cofored red. "Exasperated officials figured out a
way to cog@ply; they wrao;ed the offending fixtures in .red. tape."2

add approximately five million dollarg to the cost of Cornell's ‘upgrading

their central heating‘vsystem. Frustration like this can be cited by co%

The Environmental Protection Agenjf emi551on standards are estimated to

. and university presidents throughout, the oapntrj.
Third, it is not rare to find that a number of government agencies have
. 6 -

-responsibillty for enforcing the same federal pollcy "In the field of equal

employment opportunlty, for example, authorlty has been shared\by the - ‘“r

>

-

ZNewsweek, August 30, 1976, p. 77 - ‘ o
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: 5 .
- N ' / 4 . -~
. v * N

-




AR
- -

N

.
~

Department of Labor° Department of HEW; Equal Employment Opportunlty Com—
mlseion; and even the IRS. 3 Such a proliferated bureaucracy makes it extremely
difficult, if not impossible, for one to know what agéncy to approach with
what quest10n. Even when one does get an answer, there’is "o assurance that
another agency is not giving a dlfferent answer to the same question.

Finally, we come to the question of where it is going to stop._ The answer

is simple--no one knows. Even as_we meet today, “federal bureaucracies are

. o

drawing up new regulations, congressional Iegislators are drafting new laws,
and _federal Judges are issuing new decis1ons further exacerbatlng the pro-
blems we'have. already d1scussed The solution ig obv10us--somehow, somewhere,
someone is going to have to stop and take a look at the probl¢gm. If the past
track record of the federal government is any reflection of“the ultimate

-probability of arriving at a solut10n to this problem, the futuje outlook is
indeed bleak. - ' - '
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- : © EXCERPTS FROM KEYNTE ADDRESS
) - [ N \.. ~ . T
Dorothy Goodwin _ - . '
. 'E9nnecticut House "of- Representatives - ’
* 1 M <

. .
) . ) . - , o

. N I think it is clear from what has been said so far this evening, that';

Institutional Research still suffers from an identity crysis - just as 1t
+ did way® back in 1966=when I first attended a meeting on the subjectv in
;»Burlington Vermont. Themmore it changes the more it remains the same. At
this time my (unsolicifled) adv1ce to you is hot to worry. Do your owp: thing,
respond to your own~boss s needs, .and carry on. It does not matter' that you R
do not all do the same thing, or that you\ggpnot def1ne your field unifogmly ’
v When George Beatty first asked me to speak to you, I wrote him that I could. .
coyer the topic, "rational decision maklng and political realittes: the rdle Coe
- of institutional research,”" in four words: ”Legislators don't (can't?) read."
. That is not as unhelpful a finding as it might seem. What , it really. says is
that the spoken’word will prohably have to carry your message to the legislature,
rather ugan the written word. In a state.like Connecticut,gﬁmre the legislature

meets five months during odd—numbered years‘ and three’ mont hs during even—

S

numbered years - with constitutional deadlines forc1ng decisions on budgets
within those periods - where we have no off1ces, no desks no telephones, no

file cabinets, no clerical help, and not* much pay, every piece pf paper that ”*\ﬁg.
possibly can, finds its way as quickly as it can into the wastehé§ket - USually

9 ’ - ~
unread, .f w ' o .o . ) . ;:

~ 50 the spoken word Supplemented by an;occasiohal table or visual display, ;
must be sharp, clear, concise, objective accurate, low key, and unimpassioned ’
\ Legislators range in inteilectual skills from the incredlbly dumb tb the very .
bright.. But even the dumbest knows what a lobbyist is, and that you fall into \
that qlass. And even the densest can distinguish between rhetoric and reason.
This‘yas first borne i’ forcefully on’ me one n1ght during a perfectly dread-

& . - "ful Finance Committee hear1ng in“"the Hall of the. HOuse. ‘Lined up against the

back wall of the Hall were perhaps lOO men and women, all carrying placards ‘
> containlng variations on the tﬁ“me’"Sdpport Vocational—Technical Educatiag
~ ‘ 't ve 3 ) . . g: B N .;’
¢ ' > - ‘ r~ y hallPs
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: Speaker after speaker after speaker‘produced impassioned diatribes against
.taxes - all taxes - every kind of tax ig -every klnd of circumstance, and every

time a, partlcularsy moving statement was ‘made urging cutting of expenditures,

T all tﬁe vocational—technical education advocates cheered :

After about &hree—quarters of an hour of this, 1 leaned over to the Com—
kmittee Chairman and said, "Isn't it wonderful how quickly one becomes inured
And it's true? People often ask me how to impress the Iegislaturel Should
they mobillze 500 people to march on'the Capitol? Should they,a%lwwrite identi-
cal letters? Should they rall make identical speeches at hear1ngs*°wﬁ
Really, nore of’ these things. Leg1s1ative‘hearings exemplify Parkinson's
Law as well as almost aﬁythlng I know: the more trivial the point the greater )
the crowd of speakers, the more they repeat each’ other, and the. less effective
they are. Every person who wishes to "be heard “?*a hearing’ is entitled to-
that right, and though a time limit of, say, five minuteés per speaker can be
set, 100 speakers at five minutes each is more than eight h0urs. If we stprt . ‘
at 7: 30 P.M.} that means.we finish sometime around 3:30 1n the morn1ngu Legis— ?
lators have/an incredible capacity for boredom, but it is not 1nfinite and .
. you do better with ‘us if you do ‘not really search for that’ flnite limit. ’
Seriously, though most 1eg1slators want to. do a responsible job. Most
take -their duties very ser10usly,.and%are attentive and hardworking, And w1ll
listen if you tell them what they neéd to know to make a rational decision. You
must remember, th0ugh, that they are subject to extraordinary pulls’and tugs on
them, and that their basic responsib11ity is to adjudicate the claims for the1r
attention and acquiescence fairdy and equitably, without favowd Yod represent -
only one -set of claimants, and much.as I believe in the importance of public
' higher.education, there are clajms involving matters df~l1fe and’ death and

sanity and safety that perhaps have -to come first, . . ‘ ' ' " o ey

!

How do we resolve all’of these conflicting Forces? . It's .not easy torsay. .
For one thing, I'm sure we”all do it differently. Peoﬁle”s perceptions of the
right -way to resolve such conflicts terd to polarize arOund two extremes: . .. a. o

the idealists who say "Never cOmpromise. Vote your conscience on @very iss

and the party loyallsts who think that' S'Just silly,.who" scorn the 1ssue-
oriented ‘politican, and who feel very deeply that when in doubt you should vote
the party 1tnes »° - e . ' . -
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‘1 think-the hardest psychological problem I faced was<treadi3/)the narrow
line between integrity #&nd rigidity on the one hand, and integrity and party ¢
loyalty on the other. The idealists are too simplistic. ilf'I never compromised

' " it would mean I ;hought 1 was_God afid ‘'had all the answers. _It would probably ’

~

[

-3

~

-~

also mean that I could not psychologically afford the luxury of listening to
the reasoning and arguments of others. It wopld also tend to mean that I saw
each issue in total isolation, to be votedxbn as, if {t had no substantive re-
latlon to any othgr 1ssue, and no_p;oeé/ural relatlon to my,own role 'in the- -
House'. At the same t1me, L'm simply not capable of always taking orders in
matters of conscience, and sometimes I.have to conclude that the party is wrong
So I spend much of my time Jdn dutch with someone., And this itself is not
an unimportant matter. One has an absolute responsibilit§ in .that setting to
maximize one S own influence, so that 1n the long run when that' influence is
meeded, it can make itself felt‘ xhis méans you don t bring out the big guns
on every issue - that’ you gauge the ammunition to the size of the target. It~
means that when you do bring the big guns out people will listen because you -
have not wasted thelr time and emotional energies.on the unimportant. It -.
means that you do not tilt at every windmill + “Some of the finest people in
the legislature do just that.- and after a while their colleagues jyst shrug
and say "Jack 1s at it again.” . . . .

v« .
ik IR

So one "is constantly making ch01ces - intellectual moral, strategic -
seldom sure of what is right, often in over .the head in-one or more of the .

thousands of kinds of issues on which one is supposedvto be,.an. instant expert -

s \°¢l

and cannot possibly be one - hoping(that on balance one is more right than wrong

And, thetfirs% thing you learn is that, indeed, you are not always rfght, and

neither is anyone else. _So we share a kind of humility that 1is essential to

.
3

getting the job done\ N
All, this is background to qn understanding of how ?he lfgislature as a

whole goes aboyt 1ts business. We depend grimarily on a committee structure. ';

-In Connecticut in the 1975-1976 sessions, there were 22 committees, each with ’

from threehto perhaps 10 subcommittees. These are joint. tommittees, each with °

. ad§enate and a House. Chairperson. No'official,business can beftransacted'unless

-

both houses are represented at the@Committeéjmeeting. . . , < e
. . ! - :\ u ‘,:f( . v " - . ;1 . . 4
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g i Bills come from many sources. The d@;; important are those represent1ng
unfinished business £rom previous sessions or technical corrections to statutes
o already on the books.. The Committees themselves develop many pieces of legisla-
tion. ln terms of .numbers, however,.mdst bills are'intgoduced by individual
.o committee‘members or, indeed, by any member or members of the ﬂegislature.
They ﬁirst are drafted in proposed [form, with nothing but a title and a state— “'

a

. -ment of purpose As many as 10 bills almost identical in proposed form- may -

1

1crop up because individual leg1slators have had similar ideas.'

’

The Cbmmittees screen these proposed bills, combining those that are

similar, and mnaking a decision’as to whetHer to request®full drafting in

legal language, or to :box, which means, quite literally,-"to put in the

-

box," i'e.,’to kill, or at least-suspeng fdrthen action.
Once drafted, .the bill returns to Commlttee for full discussion. Before
final action by Committee,; it must go to hearing. Some important bills go to

- hearing at six ‘or seven locations all over the state. Following hearing, the
" bill may be amended voted qun, or voted out of commitﬁee If the latter, _the
«  bill then goes for debate to the floor of the House of origin -~ if introduced by a

Senator, to the Senate, or 1f introduced by a Representative, to the House. i

' I'm assuming that the debate process in,other states is like that in "
- ‘\ICanecticut but if you haye never séen it, you aight be interested in how it ) '
goes forward . S A . e ol

* ' First we use- Mason 8 Rules, not Roberts//Rules which Eonfused an old . L -
UniVersity Senate parliamentar1an like ‘'me rather considerably at first The‘ :
gost important d1fferences have tg do with resolving conflicts between the two
Houses ‘pu&mthe most consp1cuous differences affect the process of debate it- A
self. First,,there is no seconding. The House' Clerk calls the next ,bill on the
fafendar. The Speaker recognizes the person respohsible for introducing the * .
bill, gholmoves acceptance of the Joint Committee's favorable report and . ﬁ\

‘passage'of the‘bill‘3 and the matter is on the Flogr. .. Ll ’ ’ " ‘,;
' Second; there is no moving “of thd question. Debate will go on as long as,
anyohe still wants to talk, and that can be a very long tihe, indeed, in some

-cases. *The only lim1tat10n is on the mumber Jf times an indiv1dual may rise -

- * and spaqy on a given bill He speaks once. 1If he seeks recognition again, he

- ¢ . . 1

- -
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. brises, saYing "Mr. Speaker, for the second time." Hetmay not speak a thlfd‘ i o
‘time without the permjssion, of the full House - a s1ngle objection can prevent
his speaking again. Courtesy requires that you do not ask to speak a third
tlme except in extremls—-and—courtesy then reguires that you be grantedﬁkhe
’right. I don't know.mhat would happen if you sought a. foq;th chance. I ' N
guess the Speaker would simply. not recognL7e you, and since your microphone ’

won t work unless he recognizes: you, I guess that ‘is sufficient.

After the proponent of the bill has 1nttoduced 1t, the Speaker will then
say’"Will you remark ". To wh1ch the requ1red response is*"Yes, Mr. Speaker
I will " oor poss1bly, "Thank you Mr Speakert ‘He then explalns‘the bill 4n
summary-form and urges its passage. The formal debate is then‘underway.
- It may proceed as a'formal debate, with pros and conms. . Or it may prbceed
as a series of questions addressed by meimbers of the House to the proponent.

In all cases, the would-be debater signals the Speaker by pressing a button, -

r1s1ng, and say1ng in the micréphone, "Mr. Speaker, Ir.vSpeaker," until someone

_ is recognized. There follows a'stylizedh.rltual dance, always choreographed“
. . .

- .in the identical manner. ) cor . ' ;

"Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through ydéu, Mr. Speaker, -a questiog te the
“proporent of the bill."

. 3 P . .

. ¢

"Please frame your‘question,U . ' - i . , . i*w
"Through you, Mr. Speaker my question’is;..."' : \
2 "Mr, ) s, doSyou care to respond’" e v oo e
Z"Yes, Mr. Speaker, I dg." (Or maybe, "Ifdo not,m which closes “the question). ! \
"Please proeeed." - Lo . ’ . . R ) ?‘
- . “Thank yous Mr. Speaker my answer is...." : t ) .
\ N"Through you, Mr. Speaker, another question to the, proponent of the bill."
", "Please frame your questlon - ) . , S A ’
" "Through ybu Mr.q}peaker y\question is...." and*so on. - & . ‘"
. " This kind of interchange ‘can have.two purposes. It can be s1mply an inter- N
change of genuinely souglit information and in many cases it results L‘ real N

¢ {
‘clar;ﬁication of a gomplex 1ssue Or it can bé a form of court- -rpom cross-examina-,

tion designed to lead the person being questioned down the garden path into a
trap, wh1ch w1ll f1nally be aprung.’ During the first session, the court rodﬁ*ﬁf
. PN s . . & .
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lawyers on the other side of the aisle used this device with great .effect to
embarrass thosé of us new to the gamé - until one day I discovered qyité,hy
accidefit that the way. to defuse the questioner was to answer the huestion

with another question. This threw my opponent off ‘balance, and he ended up

sitting.down in, some confusion. No one tried it after that.
What is the purpose of this fancy :herade7 Its purpose is yery real.
One, it preserves order. You gannot all talk at once 1f you' have to wait for
recognition to get your "mike" turned on.
your temper. Issues debated on the floor include some of the most emotional
and most deeply felt that people can discuss, and untrammelled debate would
We cannot afford to

ofiten be explosive. But we cannot afford to explode.

( ) ‘.

demean the pYoceedings of the Chamber.

Most of all we cannot afford to demean

each other.

It is abSolutely imperative, 'no matter how profoundly we disagree,

This means retaining the'

_ that we maintain working relations with each other.

semblance of mutual respect.
semblance. (\i§
aAnd SO the m1nuet.cont1nues its tedious,

essential way, and we get dur buginess done.

_And 'a funny thing happens when you retain the

N * .

ehow the substance suvives, too..

time-consuming, distracting, - .

e,

, dismaying, humi11at1ng, exclting, exh11erating, demeaning, ennobling

And we build a sense of real

Two , 1t makes it,impossible to lose '

affection and collegiality_with the most surprising people that permits usfto"‘

" keep our minds focussed on our real objectdives instead of ‘just each'other.

. I've lived a long time, now, in many places_and many settings and with:

>

many different kinds of people. There have been dry stretcges and wonderful

stretches. But .the 1egislat1ve experience is unique. I can hardly think of

an adjectlve that does not apply: borang. tedious, frUStrating, irritating,"
It is »

a builder of ego, ,a destroyer of ego.’ And above all,‘it is,.an educatlon,

infinitely‘varied endlessly fascinating, always enlightening, always -mind- 7
stretching. I would not have missed it for anything - M
¢ o' ) ) )
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. . S MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS IN HIGHER EDUCATIOﬁ AND °
- . - THEIR USE WITH RESPECT TO INSTITUTIONAL RE?EARGH

2
]

Jerry Wayne Brown and J. Bart’on: Luedeke
. » Rider College

I .
.
-

The technical capahility for developing management information systems
within higher education has existed for some fears. "Software and hardware ’
- adequate to the tash'have been available. Appropriate general theories of E
management have been articulated. And yet, ‘among the more than j 000 insti-
s tutlons of higher education, relatively few have developed, or are in the

]

process of developing, comprehensive management 1nformat10n systems. This

\. slow grow;hsperplexes and f¥ifstrates, many persons competent in software and
hardware degign, in systems theory, and in management applicatiahs. This
presentation attempts to reveal several myths pei(ainlng to MLSLdevelopment,

to outline some key requirements for that developmeﬁt, and to demonstrate i

Some Myths Surrounding Management Information Systems -and Their Use in Insti-
tutions of Higher Education ™\ . -

X .
T 2 A

=
7 -

. some important 1mp1ications.for institutional research(/r

-

L

Myth 1 -~ The application of management approaches to the operation of

N colleges and un1vers1ties will undermine the quality of thoser institutions.

. This assumption is reJecteﬁ on the grounds that there is nothing inherent .
‘ in the application of management approaches to destroy the quality and in-
tegrity of institutions of higher education. To the contrary, those ingti-
tions facera set of constraints and opportunities that will require much
/iiproved operating capability over the remainder of this century The ap~

propriate applicatlon of management approaches may well be the single best

/

hope fbr proteeting quality programs in higher education and enabling them to

-

prosper in a period of declining resources. . . : . e ' .

W

Myth'2 -~ The persons best -equipped to engagA,in analysis,;planning, and

overall decision making in colleges and universities are those trained in

one of the academié disciplines. "Administrator has become the’ generic

term for. categorizlng those who make decislons within academe. .Behind this

nomentlature lies an authentic tradition of amateurism which hallows a dean, T
\(},‘ - e . . ’ ot

N .
. - . ' ‘ % o o~ k3 - * )
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a president, or a provost who arises from the faculty ranks, whose expertise .
lies in an academic discipline, and who is expected to return to the faculty

AY
ranks aftér some period of administrative service. ,While in no way discounting

ﬂhe‘abilities of the'many faculty members well prepared in their respective

S

disciplines, little basis can be found for assuming that knowledge in a par-

4

ticular field is extendable' to the many skills now needed in d1rect1ng the l
activitdies of a complex organlzation. The tradition of adm1nistrative )
amateurism no longer serves.h1gher educatlon effectively and must be replaced

by a tradition that valyes the abilities possessed’ by those w1lling to “make

long term professional’ commitment. Professional careers directed to the
mystery of ‘rational decisionjmaking techniques within higher'education are
be oming more common but have by mo meansareplaced the traditions_alluded to
above.” Many administrators,’particularly those in academic administration,
will\contznue to regard “administrative service as a term‘of «duty within a _ .

teachlng -research career and those _who select adm1n1strators will .frequently

. . -

- . favor disciplinary doctorates along with teach1ng and publication as impor-

"woe PN e B et e

tant qualific ions for adm1nistrat1ve office.

- The logical e%tensions of this kind of amateurism may be found in the \\\;\\\\\
\_ Processes and relationshlps characterized under the’iubrics of "collegiality"

and ' academic governance.'" Bolth of these terms connote more than they denote
and the connotat10>s frequently corrode the possibilities of management like *
activity. The connotation of collegiality usually _separates the profession

of teaching and research from other profe581ons on campus and places~it in

o

nigher esteem. Simultaneously, it assumes the profess1onal expertise in

teaching and research in an academlc discipline automatically extends to

*

o the profession of decision making on the campus. This assumptlon of automatic

exten81on enriches the connotation of "academic governance. In connotation, - -

academic governance indicates a. process by which decisions arise from a state-

of ~ongensus informed by extendediexpertlse der1ved from disciplinary training.

'caricaturéd the pervasiveness af charges against *

While this picture may seem
campus decision makers based upon "Eon—collegialityigor upon charges of v1ola—

tions of the due process of academ1c governance seem signifidant.

.3 ' ¢ ¢
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Myth 3 - Manahement'informationfsystems if effectively designed, will

more or less automatically improve the quallty of dec1sion making within the

organization.

This asSumption is rejected on the grounds that the extension
of management information systems 1nto'highev education w1ll proceed no more

rapidly than the will to manage develops within these 1nst1tut10ns. The

«phrase maker who coined the phrase, "Management Information Systeﬂ" had ac-

cess. to a good mint. Of these three, the word ' management" is the most

frequently neglected.™ Research llterature and other available resources
have focused much more attention on data and information and on 1nformat10n
systems and data organization than on management theory and practlce in -
higher education: A management 1nfor;§t10n system is of little utility with-
out a designated and organized group of people who are willing and/able to
" manage. e
Myth 4 - Persons with decision-making responsiblllty want to* be accountabl\\

g%oa‘management infor-

Mmation system can normally provide. The fallacy here lies in the asSumption

s.2nd welcome the'improved quality of information that a

’ that all. persons with dec1s1on—making responsibility really desire to be ac—, ,; ..

4,
The very oollection of data.into systematic 1nformat10n for the .

countable. i

use of management betomes a powerful tool 1d/hold1ng managers accountable for

their decisions and the conséquences ot those decigions. AP
Qs

lhe same-limitations expressed with regard‘%o accountability can be ex~-

tended to the concépt of decis1on—mak1ng freedom. It is normally assumed that

"a decision maker would like to be’ relatively unconstrained 1n his decision-

making options but perhaps that is not the case. There may well be c1rcum—

o gtances in which multiple alternatives are not really des1red Some dec151on

y

—

. makers would like to behave as if they were absolutely constrained or absolutely h

unconstrained The former m1ght be characterized, by the statement, ”Just tell

me what to do apd don't bludgeon me with informatlon about why it must be done.

The latter might be characterized by the corment, "Don t tell me resources

- are inadequate, it's your ‘job,t$ Find the reésources.'

" ) ’)»:(
" The limitatlons can further.be extended to the notion of priority setting

+

among competing goals and objectives. Good management information systems

i tend to 1llum1he undes1rable as well as desirable consequences among alternative

courses of action. Some alternatives may ‘have positiVe effects in terms of one

By
T - . . A
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. .organizational goal but negative effects in terms of others. Rarely, if'ever,‘

’

does a course of action have positiu benefits for all.goals. Consequently,
managers%informed by good systems mdie decisions within ambigulty and attempt
to find the best fit. Often, one robs Peter to pay Paul In ‘effect, decision
makers- seek to implement a decision’which is "less wrong'" Tather than one which
is "right." Tolerance of .ambiguity has becomeia rare element’ in our society
and oneémay suppose that man§ persons will resist tools and techniques which
aﬁparently deprive them of the priﬁilege of defending decisions because those
decisions are "right. ‘ C . ' '

. Myth 5 - Instltutions-sighlgher education are relatlvely 51mple organiza-

N
tions and thus, there is little need for the Sophlsticated capabllities of

a good management information system This assumption 1s rejected on the

grounds that it is based, primarily on the patterns/of cash flow. ln\Ehat
. sense, 1nst1tut10ns of higher education may appear relat1vely simple compared
. to the banking enterprlse, the automobile industry, the aerospace industry,
or the health and welfare enterpr1se‘liCash flow represents only one measure
of complexity. 1If one were to compare ‘the" alternative ways of dellvering a
baccalaureate degree in history alongKWith the.myriad of serYices.sdpporting
that delivery to theLalternate ways of «delivering a new automobile, one might -
well conclude that institutions Jf higher learning cgmprehend a higher degree
- . of complex1ty in terms of audience, options, and other features. Many insti-:
tut10ns of h1gher education are organlzationally complex and requlre infor— .

mation systems suitable to the1r.needs.

. 2

Myth 6 - ﬂanagement 1nformat10n systems are or principal value in sup-

portingﬁthe day—to—daz;operations of the organizatlon This assumption is he-

_jected on the grounds that complex management information systems nave great
- potential benefit as_-tools in support of modeling and forecast1ng activities.
Managers must be involved in thezexploration and deflnition of alternatlve R
tourses of action w1tnin as broad érspectrum as poss1ble. This manager1al

- Lerm
© activity includes the modeled iteration of various altetnatives in order to

LN

explore the possible results and conéequences of each. Some may prefer to
have exXternally imposed limitations placed upon the number of alternatives
that might be considered but this is a human problem and should ndt be

. . -58- ’ >
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. ‘the system is obtained from a single data base.
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considered a shortcoming of a good-management 1nformat10n syqtem. Information

systems that serve only the day- to -day operations and do not encompass planning

and forecasting capabilities, are ot realizing their full potential. T y. <;

o

Myth 7 - Useful information for management purppses can bejreadily -

- developed if a large énough pool of discrete piecesxof data can be accumulated.

Fhere is some tendency to feel that if enough data can be collected, the -

ansgers to m0st decision-making questiomns will become  apparent. - Unfortunately, ]

this fails to recognize the important need to convert data to information--a

S - - -

process that normally does ‘not occur by chance. A good management 1nformation

'

'system when coﬁpf%d with_intelligent use by a data base manager can be of

great help-in th1s 1mportant convers1on process. Decision makers who claim'

tﬂat they are stymied by an avalanche of data, in most cases, reflect a

failure in the process of converting;data to information. Not too much data

but rather too 1ittle conversion to information stymies decision makers. ' - !
‘Myth 8 - An "information system" -that draws from multihle data bases con- )

taining like data can;produce;consiStent and accuratezlnformation if the

persons responsible for those data‘hases remdin in regula?hcontact. This ‘as-

sumption is rejected on the grounds that in most cases, an informatiord system . o

with a number of components will serve most effectively if the data that drives
This does not ‘mean that the e

data R:ses must all be maintained in a single location.but rather that a par-

‘ticulak data e}ement be the respongibillty of a clearly identified manager

and “that that mzanager be rebponsible for the entry and maintenance of the o

particular data in question. The problem arises when something attempting to

pass’ as an infh}mation system is really a composite orfstand alone systems. L o

In that 1nstance, each data’ base manager may well be including data elements

similar to those maintained in other bases but with dirferent data in the

base. A;tempts to acbiege coherence of information derived from ‘these dif— -

ferent data bases will likely prove unsuccessful.” - . - . .
Myth 9 - If the manggement informatitn system is c;;puter based, a. person

While there

 §
in the Computer Center should be the princ1pal data base manager.

* ‘may pe situations in which_ghis assumption is correct, a, good argument can be

made for placing the responslbility for the respective data bases in the’ hands .

éq . g
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“ of the instixutional manager responsible for the collection and use of the
data.itﬁer instance in a college orruniversity, a Reg;strar, a Director of °

Admissions, a Bursar, a Housin Office Director, a person responsible for /
g . .

*,

staff pérsonnel records, and a variety of others may proye to be the best

s, choices for'data base managers. These 4re the people who “collect the data, -
i who are responsiblé«For updat1ng the data, and who are in general best in-
»

© x*formed abou&swhat the data really mean. Thé role of the Computer Center as

a technical support unit should not be minimized but dec1sions concerning the

" ‘data in these bases should be made by the data base managers in the respective

-~ e T
S units respons1 e for them. s : o N
o~ - ] N s «

\ Myth lO - Differedt data bases are normally needed for the- support of '

- analytical and ,planning purposes than are needed for the support of day-to-day -
operations. This assumption_ is’ rejected on the grounds that the.best sources

of information for analyt1cal and planning purposes are the same £~'those used -

for day-to-day operations. While different approaches are clearly needed
! with respect to the use of the data for analytical and planning purposes

there appears to be no reason why the same data bases that support the day-to-

N, day operating activ1t1es cannot also support these othgr areas of 1nstitutional -
planning and decision making. - : N . ’ S
r Some Important Concepts in Developing a Management Information System

; ‘' -

\

In deyeloplng a management information: system, one must be agare of gach

of the three major concepts implied by the name--management, 1nformadion anF ‘

system. Therd is some tendency to slip into the mistake ofathlnkingﬁof a .
management information syst@m- as a singular consept. %*Eather, there are three .
major concepts embedded in the name and a. true anagemeht information system
will embrace each ‘of them. , o th ‘ . -
The first conCept has to do with mahagement activiey.” It is’ ent1rely

possible tq envision the creation of an informatioﬁ system that is not dé;
signed ‘o support management actlvity. While 1t might be entirely effective -
n meeting some other need 1tquUld not truly be called a managément infor-

oo mation sYstem. It is d1ff1cul to 1magine ag effective management information o

system in, a ‘context where management 1nformation is not valued It was earlier °*

'
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.stated that 225 extension of management information systems in higher educa-
tion will .proceed no more rapidly than the will to manage develops within those
institutions. The availability of hardware’, 'software, and a well;trained
supporting staff represents a much less significant impediment to the ef-* .
fective use of management 1nformation systems than does the absence 'of a will~
to manage in many 1nst;tutions of higher education. Unt11 such a will to.

s

nmnage exists, much of the effort in developing a good management information - -
~ '3 . y R
system will have ‘been wasted.’ - ) )

- - [ *
The second major conceptﬁrevolves'around the notion"of information. °
Again, as stated earlfer, a distinction.must be made between data and ‘infor- -

- - -

mation. Some systems posing as manag_ment information‘systEms might more . . .
appropriaﬁely be called data systems. These systems do not possess the
capabllity of helpiné“to convert data into 1nformat10n and merely produce <
lengthy lists of "raw" data. . While they may 1mprove the data formating .
. capabilities of an organization, they add re1at1ve1y little if ény to the
processes by which data are converted to information. 1If this important con- ; . ,
vérs1on functlon is. aQSent, a true management 1nfordation system cannot be

- %1d to exist. . : . ' . ) X .
The third major concept ﬁevolves‘around'thé notibn'of’system. While R
normally a fully 1ntegrated set of daxa bases is not required, COmpatible
' data bases cgﬂsistln aof commonly defined data elements are essential
s Stand-alone data bases often reflect the existence of stand alone systems and
stand- alone managers. Good decision makJng within an institution will nor-
‘ ngly be 1mpeded by.the existence of stand-alone managers, particularly\if they
. make decisions based on information contrary to that held by others within the

organlzation Thus, the idea of a ‘systematic approach to the creation and dis-

persion of information within the organizationsgains considerable importance. ' -

: to its collection and dispersion is of somewh 11m1ted value. '§k¥

Thus, -those charged with the development of a management 1nformation . g

"Management information w1thout the controls 1miosed by a systemat1c approach‘

system must be conscious of the multi-faceted mean;ng adsociated witl ~the ‘ -
term. Only when there is & systematlc approach to the retention of datk
ahd the convers1on of data to 1nformat10n in a context in which management-

like act1v1ty is occurring can a mardagement 1nformati32_sz§pe*'be said to

exist and can it hope ‘to realize its full potential

y . P
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Ingggmatioh uses can be categorlzed hierarchically as 1ndicated in the ‘iﬁ‘ iy

'

diagranlhelow.‘ In this scheme, information serves three broad purposes. ,
\‘ While the disfinctions between the hierarchical d1v1sions may blur somewhat ™
in practicey an institutlon engaged in the planning of a manageuwént infzima—
tion system might be well adv1sed to keep the three categories of_Ese_Eon-

ceptually separate: By doing so, it w111 be somewHat easier to distinguish’

the specific functions-to be supported by the manag_ment informatfon system; '
Within one hierargzical divislon, the management information system pro-.

vides infermation t pport the. day—to—day functional activities of the
oinstitution. For example class rosters, student account records, lists of
applicants contacted by the Admissions Offlce, and’ the current status of
occupancy ig res1dence halls are of this type. In-some cases the informatlon
" will exist in hatrd copy form while 1n others jt may be stored in computerv o
“Files to be accessed by means of a v1deo terminal. W1th respéft t% this -
scheme, the means by which the information is conveyed to the user,is of 1eSs
importance than the category of use. ‘Noticésthat information within this

-
category prlmarily supports the ongoing functions. of the inst1tution.

a
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A second hierarchical category-includes 1nformatlon produced to support-

-~

the analytical funct}ons of the institution., Often, this 1nformation is
1n‘§bmewhat more aggregated form than that produced for the operas}ng type
activities and may include comparative 1nformation prepared on a 1ongitudina1
bas1s, Information to support activities 4n this catégory ‘is often ¢omposed
of treated data from several different sources. For instance, unit cost
analysis within instructional units »*may well ‘depend upon 1nformation trom *
Y sgudent’records base, from a staff personnel base, and from a iinancial
records.base Analygical\act1v1ty frequently deals w1th questions’having

to do with where the institution stands at the present time, perhaps 1n re-

lation to its past performance. s

-~

-

The th1rd hierarchical division requires information pertaining to the

planning and forecast1ng _functions.

analytical function in that it is 1argely ‘fo

ThlS differs to some extent from the

rd.lookrﬁg. Obviously, it

wilL often be base&“on analytical studies but

he emphasis is on projection

»

.. rather tlan analysis of the DPresent status. # ain, information may be

drawn “from a number of sources and may be man pulated through the/use of

- planning models of varying degrees of sophistication.

Persons wlbh planning

rHSponsibilities become heav11y dependent upon the' data base managers in the
° T~

»  -operating units. e

‘'
.,

- management functions of the 1nstitution.

To summarizea,the operating &ystems are driven by the data. base& and
are used to process transactions and produce reports pertain;ng‘fo the‘basic
Managers af the operating leyel are '
frequently interdependent and- that interdependence must be gefiected in the
design of the management information systeni. While, for example,,the Registrar
may be responsible for malntaining a student records data base, other operating

‘managers w1thin¢the institution may have need for iﬁfotmation from that base.

‘

»
" They then become dependent upon the Reglstrar for support with respect to their -
-own responsibiliti;s. °Generally Speakidg, this igterdependence will have a
beneficial impact on the logic.underlying the yaré;us opérating procedures. 'ggwwf?

Both the data bases and ‘the operating systems must be designed to be sup-

,portive of: ghe ana;ytical and the p1ann1ng and’ forecasting systems. These

activities are 1ike%y to be mostgeffective in those circumstances in which ...
they are supported by the same data used at the operatlng level. ATﬁis _is not,

N
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- by “the operating manager normally is directed to. that operating unit or is

of course, meant to Suggest that additional-planning and modeling devices

should not be used but rather that;&hen possible, their support should derive

~~—

-from existing sources within the information hierarchy. * In terms of personnel

'those with planning responsibilities "depend heavily ,upon those with operational

"responsibilities. . ' ' i

A

Much of the foreg01ng speaké as much’ to the notion of system as .it does
to‘}he‘:otion of information use hierarchies. An informatﬁon use hierarchy
of the kind outlined above could'not poss1bly function without the systematic .
organizatidh of information sources. If each operating manager, were to main-
tain a data base that was entirely 1ndependent of the data bases,maintained
by others, the quality of 1nformat10n available for analytical and for plan— ~#'
ning and forecasting purposes would almost surely be considerably diminished, o
By building a structure-in which each operating manager is part of a broader

System, controls are imposed that have the capacizy for aiding in the conver-

tion available for analytical and for planning and forecast1ng .uses.
«’. ' Y -
* 4 N ) . - * v . —‘

Integrating the Institutional ResearchﬂFunction

+ ' (?‘\6 : )
Various models exist in 1nstitutions of higher education for accomplLshing

.-

|
sion of data to information and for greatly _improving the quality of infofma- ‘ l

|

\

|

|
the institutional research needs of the organlzation. This paper does not :

) intend to suggest ,that’ one model is”necessarily better than another. Organi—

zational c1rcumstances may well dictate particular modeis as needed. However,‘
the paper does intend to suggest one model that ﬁiffers somewhat from the

traditional notion of an office of inst1tut10nal research - . v .

ff\does appear possible to create a s1tuat10n in which much of the insti- ?

tutional research is conducted'either by an’ operating manager or by an indi-

vidual witb analytical andfplanning responsibilities. The research conducted , ”

based on information supplied (largely by thatunit. Research of a broader o
’ =

institutional nature or having 81gnificant planning implications is typically ) <,
conducted é& a "central manager alth0ugh ﬁrequently with the support of one . .
br more opetating managers. o - !
' ) ‘ L N ’ :
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‘énough'priority that they not be ignored as a resul;/df the day-to~day

This mean$ in effect tHat the. Chief Student Personnel Officer, the *
Registrar, the Director of Admissions, and & host of others become institu-

tional researchers and have that function embedded within their responsibili-

-

ties. This requires, of course, that they begin to-think of themselves as

institutional researchers and that they assign.this set of activities a high g

pressures. T ‘ . ,
" ~

\There are some obvious advantages as well as disadvantages to this
particular model. One clear disadvantage ds the one alluded to above., ff.' ’
a formally constituted Office of Institutional Research exists, the question\

9f whether or not to do institutional research becomes moot. In that situa-

-

tion, the duestion is one of priorities with respect to the institutional
research to be done. Presumably the stgff can be committed to research

»
activities and theﬂgature of “the research to be undertaken w1ll depend upon

the judgment of the person establishing priorities for the office. Ot
& t
Embedding much of the research within otheerunctional areas may lead to

ignoring research in lieu of other seemingly more pressing demands. However,
in an rn&titution committed to a management approach, demands for information ?

to support the various planning and operational activities mitigates that

v

.danger. Institutional research no longer becomes an expendable function Lot

but rather becomes a necessary support to the operation of the institution. -

Another“potential disadvantage eoncerns charging people not: trained

'specifically as researchers with responsibility for conducting institutional

research. This canglead to methodological and des1gn problems but generally
speaking, operational managers are perfectly capabLe of conducting the kind
of research needed w1thin their own operating units., In those'situations . ”%; .
1n which they are supporting the research activities’ in the’analytical or

.planning areas, they will be working with a person presumably trained in re-.

search methodologies. “This does not appear to be.a serious disadvantage. 'Y \(
The model entaifis clear advantages. For example, institutional research )

i% almost always conducted in response to real 1nstitutional needs. This

statement does not intend to indict the work of anstitutional research offices )

but 1f an institutional research ‘staff exists, it will ereate the” nécessary CL e <4

prOJects to maintain a full work fload whether they are of gseééest i .




- institutional significance or. not. Reseatrch undertaken’ within this model
. v

tends to mean that projects of greatest importance become projects actually

>

accomplished.

4

.

It is also part1cularly useful to have a cadre of indlviduals throughout
the 1nstit;£ion who are sympathet1c to and appreclative of the need for
meaningful institutional research. It no longer becomes someoﬁe else s job
to do the institutional research but.rather, becomes in pant,’the fpnction
of every operating manager. Stated again, institutional research becomes a
very regular and integral part of the overall operating activity of the in*1
‘Stitution e : ‘ . , ) ) i - .

A clear t1e between the management informatlon system and the 1nstitut10na1
research function becomes obyious. “Operating managers are both data base
managers and institutlonal researchers and as such, have ready access to much
of the 1nformat10n.needed for the conduct of institutional research. By vir-
tue of that fact, they know the available information well and are often able
to capitalize.on the speciai expertise they have with réspect, to‘the data

*  base. Helpful comments, for example with respect to & forecasting study
. may be made by a. Registrar upan whose data base a _part of the study will be -
“'dependent. ThewRegistrar's knowledge of the strengths and Iimitations of

his base can be very crucial in the design.of the ¥orecasting study to be
- ) . i . - . !

v ' ~ ‘

The net result is to spread the institutional research functioniamong a

number of people. Thisvseems to have the effect of increasing the s1gn1f1-

>

undertaken.

~cance of the institutional research activ1ty and incorporating it as a central

actdvity in xhe management functlon of the institution. 1In this scheme, opera-

tional managers and ' ‘central managers become heavilty 1nte§dependent w1th '
respect to their various responsibilitles and if- they perform effectlvely, the

management capabilities of the insé&tution are enhanced.
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. This paper has dealt with a number of myths surrounding the developmeﬁt v
W

and use of a management 1nformat10n system, with somsiimportant concepts re-

1ating to the creation of a management iq‘prmation system, 'and with tfe )
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integration of the institutional research function into the managemerit scheme
of the organization. The paper is based ort the notion that a management ap-

proach can be of considerable benefit to institutions of higher educatlon
the development and effective use

R}

and that if such an approach is to be taken,
of a management information system will be of considerable importance. If a
management approach is adopted and if a management ihformation system is .
created to support the new approach, there are considerable potential -im-

Within a management ;

plications for the institutional research function.
the inst1tutional research function becomes central to many of the

approach
k-
operational analytical, and plannipg act1v1ties of the institution.
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£ ACCOUNTABILITY AND HIGHER EDUCATION INDICATORS

» WHAT EJE REALLY TRYING TO" DO? S
¥ ! . ' ‘ A . . e ‘ ¢
. o \\ . ‘ ’ ’ * ) J ‘

Adolph Katz
\ New Jersey Dept. of Higher Education

- .

»
) .

I. Introduction . - - ] ! ‘ -

During the past few years there has been considerable discussion about the
need for an accbuntability of institutions of. higher education. Concommitant
w1th this concern is the need to identify .the data.necessary for accountability

- In order to try to clarify wh\%QaccOuntablllty may mean Tet me abstract com— f~
mefits from two recent publications on th1s SubJect - .

The first document is the l'Proceedings of the Ninth Biennial Legislative
Work Conference of Higher Education” sponsored by the Western Interstate Com—
mission for Higher Education (WICHE), March 1976. The theme of this meeting
was "On Target: Key Issues of Regions, State, Campuses " , ,

e Dr. Donald R. McNeil, Dlrector, California Pdstsecondary Educéfﬁon Com— . .0
mzssion... "The first of these 1ssues (accountabllity) revolves around re-
“» © 7 quests for some, comparative data. Everyone is now turning to "Information
Systems." For higher education, this has become tHe,era of acc0untab111ty.~
We.afE\asked to Justify and reJustify our yearly request for.new programs,
fac111ties, research prOJects, staff, and money _And more and- more we are
turning to "hard data" to findiﬁhard answers' to these "hard questions ces
) I would simply ask that neither leglslators nor\educators seek salvation in
e statistics. alone. I hold no brief for so-called "aaademic ineffic1ency,t -but .
I do plead the case for quality and philosophic commitment to our education -

task. Often these tasks cannot be measured by the computer; learning cannot * ‘- .,

~ "

be quantified"'h ’ -

- l Dr. Malcolm Moos; Educational ConSultant...’ An article in a recent MIT -
’ publication offeréd the observation that, if the downfall of our society
» occurs,'it will be thnough death by extreme acc0untab11ity . .Universities
' " and colleges, like governments, have'vast layers of doers and obstructors

Their executives have little auohority t&zinvent or innovate; already they
'f

= are dangerOusly close .to being over- controlled . For each time we create a

' N 'new level in a’ structure, a stat1st1ca1 blizzard of information is created

.

. that more often than adt 1mpedes rather thai aids the decision—making process".,

\)‘ ,.\‘-,".‘. . ' ‘~\—— | :\.
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o . Dr..William E. Davis, Pre31de:t of University of New Mexico...- '"On campus%éail
_we do alot of talking to each other. Hot academic topics now relate to
. academic freedom, tenure, who- is on faculty rank, collect1ve bargaining, job
security, salaries, due process, faculty governance, ‘work loads, full—t1me
equivalence, budget formulas--all Famiiiar conversation pieces in the academic
world--all important in the academic world But how does this affect the
N person}in the.street, on the farm, or on the Legislature... One state senator,

a farmer 1n Idaho, once vented h1s frustrations to me say1ng, 'we've had a

and substantial increases in h1gher education budgets. Just once I would
1ike to know what we're doing with all this money other than ra1s1ng.salaries
for the same teachers. I'd like to know in what ways we're raising the ’
:duality of education in our Schools.' ...Within each §tate, within each .
.:,‘ collegehand un1vers1ty, we need to ask the Legislators in which league they . _
' want us to be. Then, as dﬁucators We can respo often with con51derable
accuracy, because the data are available for comparison. We know what it
- takes to compete“in faculty loads, student~faculty ratios, library, salar1es, .
. -resea¥ch and graduate.commitment, equipment and facilities. .+ .As presidents

and leaders of educational institutions:'we must be prepared with honest and

-
2

. . realistic ansvers. : ‘ - ‘ ) o
++.We must also be'accountable in seeing that thé-aﬁpropriate money.
follows the students and dr1ves the programs, that good research is a wise
nv stment in the future, and that oyr instithtions are sensitive and respon-
siv he educatlonal needs of: the people of our respective states...
Eli abeth H Johnson, D1rector, Association of Governing Boards of Colléges
and Universities, and COmmlssloner, Oregon 'Educational Coordinating Commission.”

Tt ‘...Legislatlve committees get plenty of advice, and there is an almost over- *

IS

whelmiﬁg volume of data, informatlon, amd formula—driven estimates on their
desks. If it comes, hoWever, as it has come, from national statistics or data
g from the institutions or the segmental . governing boards, it is too- general or

(understandably) b1ased in favor of their institutions. The accounting pro-

~

%

ments or within the institutions "themselves. ...What i& clearly indicated ‘
4 s : .
) . ; ) n~ . 7’,_~ * .
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300% increase in state funding of public education in the past five years .

N cedures are not uniform and unit cost cannot be compared even:w1thin the seg— \
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and- is needed by both the Governor and the Legislative—-and by ‘the instity- *

tions and segments as well—-is a reliable source of standardized data and in~
‘ “”formation applicable to the state; of unbiased analysis, comparable unit ‘
" cost estimates, def1nitions and acﬁpanting charts and recommendations ‘that
are based on the state—w1de prospective, the public interest, and ability

s

. to finance.,. ‘ B . { ’ -~

1l

The second document, ‘is’ "Information for Decisions in Postsecondary .
Education” the procee&ing of the Fifteenth Annual Forum of the.Association ‘
for Institutional Research meeting/held on April 28 through May 1, 1975 :
Lods E. Torrence University of Connecticut, in her opening address as
President of the Assoc tion for Institutional Research.quotes from Professor
+ - Martin Trow (l975 University of Califorhia, Berkeley), '...A good deal of
what has made universities really creative ‘has been a function of bad data
collectlon. Much of the best as well as the worst in higher education has
flourished in decent obscurity. Obscurity alléws for diverse practices to
develop in different fields and areas... Data reveals inequalities which
once seen must be e1ther‘3ustified or’ abolished... We ought at leaS%;to enter-
. tain the possibility ‘that it 1s not in the university s own best interest to
gather ' good"-—i e., systematic and recurrent—-data on as many of 1ts own in—
ternal operations as possible. ...Better data generated by better data
systems are demanded;.h by governmental authorities most oftén on the grounds
' of the publicﬁinterest and better-'accountability." But I be1ieve it is not .
in, the public interest for the private life of universities to be managed

+

closely by remote state off1cials...'

%

'Gilles G, Nadeau, of the»U%gversite DeMoncton and McGill Unfversity in

h1s paper on "Institutional Research Data for 'What' Decisidns presents results
. J - .

of a survey of' institutional research practices in Canada, theughited States,
Western Europe, and Australia. He groups 1nstitutional researchﬁactivities in
the United' States into five categories. "...Institutional research activities

are highest for self-study, goals and obJectives, and long—range planning,

evaluatioh and manpower,w...under Administration and Managgment highest con- '

cerns went to physical facilities, f1nancing, cbsts, and data processing S~

4
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~ 'Less than a third...ind1cated*studies of the impact of the institution..

e
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...Under Students some 707 of respondents indicated recent studies of ad-
mission and prediction followed by studies of alumni and student recorﬁs.
under

Faculty and Staff a greater emphasis was placed on workloads, teaching—loads,

and activities studies followed by evaluation, promotion, and tenurg, and re- >

search activitles,,,under Curr1culum and Instruction, highest emphasis (43/)

was placed on accreditation followed by evaluation and undergraduate programs
lwith innoVationg\in instruction receiving attention by less than 26% of the
respongg%ts. There seemed to be no important differences betweerd the three
sizes of institutions in the United States Sample." -
Joseph Martin, Institutes for Services to Education, in his paper entitled
"Ingtifutional Research: Does It _Make a Difference°" used the def1n1t10n of
Institutional. Research developed by the Association of Institutiopal Research»
"...Institutional research 1nvolves the collection of data or the making of

studies useful or necessary to (a) understanding and~ interpreting the.insti- -

tution' (b) making 1ntel11gent decisions about,current operations or plans
for the future; (c) improving the efficiency.and effecfiveness of the insti-
tution, h '

* °  Dwight C. Smith Jr., State Univer31ty of New YQrk at. Albany "The Insti- .

tutionalization of Information Systems,

: "What We Need to Learn Beyond

NCHEMS "

. ..The pitfalls of comparability have been described at-length 'in

pridr institutional researchrmeetings, but the messages it makes apparently

have not penetrated. I will be grateful for data from another campus that

makes mine lodk good, but on the Whole, I am 'more interested 1n what, has

happened over a specified time span to my own campus, or college, or depart-
ment than I am ‘in how I appear in some respects (uSually dollar related) when'

& compared with%another 1nst1tut10n or program whose academig’ Strategies may be

R ol
unknown. Questions of comparability may have a superficial appeal off-campus,

m gk ™
‘as the substitute for knowing what is really happening at each unit being
Acompared but’ fonﬁthe campus I operate, the best possibde outcome of data

" comparison would be f0r it to not appear at

3

i}l——at least not until a system
- has first been proposed that strengthens the campus' ability to understand

e -~
and manage ‘itself in its own terms.. . ’ '
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Gary A. Rice, Yakima Valley College, "Preparing 2 Two-Year College for

i R Accountability. "...This paper describes a locally creative, computer
. " . based MIS structure qgat encompasses and interlocks eight basic compenents
~ Y )

of an institution's existence andéyperations...Several comments will be made

on the task of implementation as-ffell as tactics and strategy to involve

the'Board, administration, faculty, and staff, A college goals objectives
- accountability matrix will also be introduced and—tied to the data base and
‘ simulation models% Finally, some benefits 0f this entire conceptual structure
for the.college Wlll be cited...Because social and philosophical definitions
of ‘output are curr ntly so elusive as to quantify, it was necessary to beginaer
by'stating them as endogenous proxy or surrogate terms lzye student credit
* hours, contact hours, and so forth which are ‘Controllable through policy de-
cision, qﬁan?ﬁ iable, and presume to approximate the former. : Thisitask was
] crucial because)of the inclusion of the irrelevant variables or excluSion of
1rrelevant .variables would break the system's closure...

- e

ayes, Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Eﬂucation, in his paper,

s State Level Planning-for Higher Education Rettenchment" pre- .

"

- sents ...ten global criteria...identified as those factors most closely as-

o sociaied withlinstitutional quality and efficiency. Institutional size (FTE),
- \

jt<. 1nstitutienal _momentum (change in FTE), per capita costs (E&G expenditures),

\?; ~ hensiveness of instructional (two—year colleges, percent of career progr

Sewses T . -

fourtyear colleges, number of programs), instructional expenditures (propor—’
) tion uf E G. expenditures for instruction) These ten global criteria ar7 part

'f twenty factors which were thought to be related to institutional
by the State Regents' “staff of Oklahoma..,' _r

.
John E. Stecklein, University of Minnesota,‘"A Performance Index for Use

_.in Comparative Budget Analysis ...usually...measures of input and output are.

.

ombined and expressed as unit cost, i. e,, efficiengy is. expressed indirectly
(inversely) in terms of the cost of producing a certain unit, for example,,
$25 per student creditrhouf Such expressions are easy to understand and
useful in budget allocation and planning, but they do not provide direct
information regarding the relatiVe efficiency of the input ingredie%;, s8> -

- » N - .
. . .
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faculty utilization, auxiljary instructional assistance, supplies and materials
. . 4
used, etc. Nor do they convey clearly whetHer unit cost differences are due .

- . ) - v 4 . .
to differences.in input levels, instructional processes”or procedures, output

. 4 & .
~ “ -

- levels, or all _Lhree. o : . s
In his paper Stecklein proposes a per@ormance index which is a function
of student class hours, total departmental expenditures, and full-time

equivalent teaching staff. Using this performance index, he analyzes lower-
division, upper—diV1sion .and gradiate level college activities.

College, i E. T1mothy nghtfleld of Mercer County Community College measyres
\ the pers1stence and retentlon of college students. '...What originated in
T Mercer County Community College for the’ purp§se of concentrating upon student
¢ attrition has developed 1nto a multi-dimefSionals system by whigh to trackLand
understand student enrollment patterns. The monitoring of enrollment patterns
at various entering classes has had real decision—making consequences at the
“college in terms of measuring accountabillty, curricula, determining cause .
Y /gnd ‘effect, and develop1ng responsive programs and services to ‘meet st/dent
needs...', N b K « e . TR
In response to the needs of accountability and development' of college bud-
"gets, there is a continulng flow of 1nformation. One example of_the. magnitude
of information available s the publication "Our Coll¥ges and Universities
Today by the Pennsylvania Department o Edu;ation. This document contains

y over twelve pages ‘of statistical tables and graphs of

stitutlons of higher education in Pennsylvania for fi al year l975. These

. tables include current fund reyenue by institutionﬁi c egories, current fund

Ty, tures by institutional category, current fund expendi ures by functfon,
physical plant assets, etc. It is essentially a'
. a\ the'data uséd’ And by whom? | E : : .. o
‘ in the development Qﬁ—the "annual budget" the CUNY system produces infor~
mation on cost per FTE student by broad discipline group, student-faculty °
tatios, cldssroom hours per full-time faculty number, percentage of class
:hours taught by part~time faculty and so forth. These(data are essential -
:COmponen!s of the budget process of the CUNY7§ystem.’ But what does, it mean

’ - — g —

to the Board, the City Council, and the general public? . -

- . . ¥ 2
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In his paper on "They Do Come Back! Enrollment Trapking at the‘Communlty
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What are the issues and the questlons related to these isspes that are
1ntegra1 to accountability? For thlS,\ would like to refe? again to the paper
presented by Elizabeth H. ’Johnson D1rector of the Association of the Governing
Boards of Colleges and Un1vers1t1es at the Ninth Blennial Legislatlve Work
Conference of. ngher Educatlon "...Basically, the new realities, that now

_force re—examinatlon of some of the traditional, comfortable assumptions_ as
made about educatjion can be summed up ‘in six p01nts.

1. The"prospect of levellng-off and then decllning enrollments, at leasg%
of the usual college-age group, resultlng in steady state of enrollments and ﬁg
a pursuit of older learners to keep enrollments up. This. w1ll serlously affect
educational planning and points up the néed for more current and useful data
on such things as what is happening, student migration‘patterns, and the-re-
lationship with financial aid to completing a program.

2. The prospects of the declining employment market for greatly incteased
percentages of colIege graduates and the growing m1s-match between the leve{
of eddcation and availablé so- called "good job". openlngs <

3. The prospect of stringent budgets because education will have to com-
pete¢ at- %>lower priority, with social and domest1c services with the limited
tax dollars that now bu¥ less beEause of 1nflat10n

»

4. The increasing unrest and. frustration of faculty because Of fewer’

openlngs in the teachlng fields, and a growing movement toward unionization
‘ -

hd .

and the exercise of strong polltica;éyower . ' w

5. The increased volume of exprgssed dlssatlsfactlon on the part of the
general public with the outcome (the "product") .of educatlon at Fll levels and
a consequent reluctance on their part to provide addltlonal‘massive support.

- The publl" is reacting negatively to hews such as reports of declining scores
on the ach1evement tests, inflateéd grades, vandallsm duplication, abuses of

federal pro programs, and cheating. This may be the most.significant. A
-y

®. The prospect of having to plan for retrenchment when education thinking

.,

. and funding formulas“bave been deslgned for growth Eduecation has become a *
big growth business, a d cable Smokeless industry’" e w
{ .Our challenge is to nd to‘nhese concerns bg prov1ding both quantitative

"and qualltatlve 1nformat1 n a format that is comprehensive and clear to the

‘dudience that are asklng for accountability. =~ . -
* . . .
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0 To narrow the scope of this paper, a little time must be spent describing

‘ what will, not be’ 1ncluded

work:

EDUCATI(M#l, NEEDS ASSESSMENT

LY

. .

DIALOGUE BETWEEN STATE AND INSTITUTION

>

James J. McGovern .
- Connecticut CommisSion. for Higheripducation .

(A

Program (Needs)

L

‘4'

This canybe rapidly done by the following frame-

’

. EYaluigion

A.

Program (Needs) Byaluation:

(B)
Program

Budgeting~

. Performance
Evaluation '’

Assessment)

_:- | ,l ©)
T |

What programs should be pursued (Extrinsic

w3

. ] N
! = Relative: effectiveness of existing programs

- Anticipated effectiveness of future programs.

>

B. Program Budgeting

N

What resources necessary/ayailable per program

-~ Functionally organized'plan for (annual) expenditures.
- Links multi-year p;znz’and inter-unit program resources - -

. C. Performance Evaluation‘ at level of results was achieved’(Intr1ns1c
Assessment) ' '

- °; .
Q -

= Compar1son of stated (budgeted) ‘and actuval attainments.
- Analysis of ind1cators such ‘as .outcomes per do)lars, etg.

* The_topic-at- hand is (A) JProgram (Needs) Evaluation The other two areas

are.minlmlzed conceptually at th1s t1me to allow a clear perspeective of one

aspect of an interrelated process ’ oy

.

» - 4 ~

. 3 .
- Perfarmance Evaluation vs. Needs Evaluation .. ., | ' '_ .
» N Lo

Performance evaluation 1is confused many times with program needs evalda- 1

- tion. A good referencesfor performance evaluation is Evaluating Inst1tutions

.for hccountability% a "New' D1rect‘ons" boo& of the ASSOClathH for Institu—

t ional Resea rch.

evaluation and accountabilitya

The editor, Howard Bowen, correctly connects performance,

More importantly, he does not se¢ accountability

as$ an xntrusion, rather hecsees accountabllxty as a duty s
R ~ PR BN .
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"’ l3th Annual Forum, QOscar Lenning -and Wflliam Sibley pfov%de good articles on

"
> - -

There is no valid reason why fnszitufions‘should not. clarify _° :
goals, gather evidence, about costs and outcomes, and report the . .
results of institutional evaluations to funding agencies -and to |
o the public. If institutions do not do these things, others wisti.

“In the same volume Alexander Astin shows the way to the methodology of o
perforpance evaluation by pointing to felﬁ?&ve or derived measures.4 Too
often performance evalsation is not done or begun .because those charged with

2 3

this analysis do not reaLize that 1"the "exact" or hard sciences make 2

progress only after thEy establ sh "arbit
science know thag scales are designed on ,. ///ﬂv

ry'" or man-made standards and begin
i

measurement. Those trained i

earth (e. g.,'ordinal rank programs according-to success, need, etc.; inter-

— 3

val: give units or "spacing" between results, etc ) and that everything is

relatiyve. In\pther words, sclence has made progress by proceedigg, coopera-

tively to be sure, , but by proceeding‘with a thirst to know more and more about

- .

what is happening. -Respons1ble administration requires colkigz: to ethange

and present informatiqn if they are to- bring objectivity (to some extent) and

meet fiscal challenges with the help of,other institutions. The alternative

is subjectiviSm, burying one' s_head in the sand and causing or forcing ex-

ternal, generallzed,evaluatiqns. ’ ) - . PO
Performance evaluation has been discussed widelgt. ~A book An the “New

Directions" series has been highly acclaimed: Measuringﬁand Increas Aca-

“~u

HEMS National Assembly6
* is a good introduction to this. same, area. The Pﬁggeedings of the 1976 National .

‘ demic Productivity by Robert Wallhaus.5 3ohn  Kell r's relaEed article "The
Quest for Increased Productivity;" presented.at N<?

7
Assemblz (NCHEMS) has several articles related to'performance evaluation.

Similarly, the Annual Forum of the Association for Institutional,Research has ’,';__

related,articles each year.».In thé‘thh Annual Forum, articles by Rober;

Wright, John Ridge and Robert Parden address aluation philosophy, program
costing procedures“ghd institutional priority’ analysis respec\iﬁely.‘. In the -

* ﬁJprogram evaluation and inétftutional aceogyhtability re§pectively.9 In the )

léth Ann‘al Forun{ Bernard Sheehan, Harold Hupe and James Counelis have Ain- X _
s -

. ._StfuCCIOQﬁl articles on program budget analysi state program budget analysi

and program productlvity analysi‘s.10 Finally, in khe lSth Annual For| m, John ’ b
( Lo .
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~\§{§;;lein and- Paul Lingenfetter discuss a budgetary® pérformance index‘and a
mo

of budgeeary appropriations respectively. A1 Whatﬁis ébsent from the

professional literature is-a number of articles on program needs evaluation,
- FY
as distinct from discussions about program needs.

v

IS -
Egogram Needs Evaluation

.

Even w ithin program needs evaluation, there are a number of areas which

are 1mportant but which I mould like'to allude to only briefly

+ .f. Freshman/Basic—Skill Needs

Needs evaluation can include a determination®of what basic skills in

English and mathematics, for .example, need improving ‘This can be ascertained

by various evaIuatlon tests administered both before and after admission. An

excellent approach is using the Adm1ss1ons Testing Program (ATP) Summary,Re-

port Serv1ce of the College Entrante. Examination Board beEB 12 This allows

)9a analysis of such things as Scholastic Aptltude Test (SAT) scores, subject

grade p01nt averages, intended area (discipline) of study, etc., regarding

-

. prospective applicantsﬁ enrolled Freshman, other four-year college students

" within, the state, etc. In this way, course needs can be determined for each I

college's‘clientele"

7

! - ‘ ) . Constfu&t and.Behavioral Objectives . ﬁﬁ"

.
P

The new direetor “of the National Institute of Education recently gave an‘

agenda of Hdew areas to be included under postsecondary education.13 In par-

ticular, he stressed such things as personal development,and cited a sample %

1

- survey’ indicating that ‘over 30% of the American adult population felt a need =
‘ ¥
for some-programs\to asses’s and develdbp p?rsonal competencies and growth.14 \ ;

-

Beneath these topibs aré the more fundamental needs for developing constructs \

\such as scientific attitude and self—confldence/even if measures of such ., L
“behavior“ may not pe possible.15 That is, although there may be diffiCulties
) with thejperformanc evaluation of some proposed programs, that. should not

iESo facto diminish thefimportance of the program.




M i~ .
———Manpewer Training Needs

) LY

y . ‘ After/wfiting to state higher educational coordinating agenc1es in the
. fifty states, very little was found that was helpful in the area of needs.
Most of the related material dealt with manpower-needs projections.l
In 1971, Arthur D. Little, Inc. did.a study for the Connecticut Commission

- for Higher Education entitled "Needs for Higher. Education Related to Regienal " -

\
and Statewide ‘Economic Development in Connecticut." The projections for
changes in ocCupati nal needs (between 1968 and l975) can be easily judged

~  1in.1976. Generally,\the projections were poor. For instance,.aeronautical

-, Manpower stgdies and occupational needs should, of c rse, always be

sought. Howev s the degree of‘fluctuation from-yéar to year and the res

T liability of projections must be apprec1ated Further, the numbers of students

. going into various f1elds affect the market or availability of positions. ) C
There seems to\be ev1dence of the 1nStability of a. system too finely tuned
"between input and ouput forces. This, in turn, further "feeds"‘rapid shifts
" and fluctuations in student majors aﬁh job opporthnities. (Feedback Effect)
."[ * In studying the master plans and needs evaluations from other states, one
) easily detects the very llmited increases in job opportunities and the very T ¢
. large numbers of students prOJected for the future. Apparently state plan—
' “ners do not feel compelled to ekplain the different rates of growth beyond
- ddding “that obtaining a job is not the only goal. Further, their funding
forfilae do not seem to d;fferentiate differing ratess of growth’among‘types ]\-

< e ¢ of instifutidns or (heaven protect.us) anong variogs programs. The point is

PENL IR

that we have not clearly and compréhensively coordinated the old or new ob— R
3ectives, dollars ‘and studenn.numbers. = L. ; f.‘ ; o ‘§ e
S }..,.~ f': '\! . New Wine, 01d Vessels' N : '
LN . y 2 "o ﬁ“‘ !
Lot This'is the part wh@re everyone. can join the presentation. lists Co

some horror stories of cu;rent practices.‘ The reigning determination of .

prqgram needs, if annual budgets are exam‘ned as "indicators," is past
. oy - y ..45’:% L 2N ed K R
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patterﬁs.' The conventional wisdom seems to be that past patterns for fund—

ing’ should be tampered with only spaiingly Why~ assess new needs when.the

"falrest" procedure is to givé everyone (whole systems, colleges, departments)

“ ’ »
the same percentage increage?

. YA -

s The Connectlcut Leg1slature went beyond }he conventional wisdom last year y
when they asked each tnit how much money they needed to maintain present ser-

v1ces. "The result was not only'a status quo in reallocations but a reenforce-
ment.of the growth greas and ex1genc1es ‘of “the’ prev10us decade. No questions'

were. asked about large shifts in enrollments among co¥leges and Hegree pro-

grams or about emerging needs to.the individual, the

economy and the common
. c < M L i '
welfare., essage conveyed was that monéy can be

. . the "facts" and opinions which part—time'legislators can grasp during a

few meetings with.advocates from diverse\segmenté_of state higher education.
A:ross the country, there are similar cases of downgrading-planning and ;.
coordlnating‘fersnect1ves in favor of the polit1cs .0of the .present. Over—
1mpressed by a definitlon like "the art of thé poss1ble,f some propose s
vsolutions before they have even heard gbout the* real or main problems. ~It

eis small wonder that as statew1de educational agencies move toward program

5 budgeting {to bring about‘more relevant information),. they also 'seem 't need
more authority (to implement savings by direct1ng reallocations) The ¢
~
A ratlonalization for constituent wants vs. cbmprehens1ve needs must be ap~- ~ |
_preciated as existing at the 1ndLv1dual, institutional and elected official *
EEEE e - ) . .
-, .levels. . oL P - oL ) L
S A i}g.\ g . - :State—Institutional Relationship
. Wy . v
) . N . . '
.. ) The question to be asked by the. state is does it want to Subs1dlze every-

If the answen is "yes “then there are no priorities.

- thlng by the sameEQMngi.

than others, its budget should reflect these priorities. - - - =

o N R . B .

»
&

l: A few needed changes seem obvious.

¢

Enrollment Changes: . lhe large‘increase

in 18-19 year—olds that occurred beginning in 1965 66 from the‘post World"
War 11 baby—boom is now causing a large, increase in 28- 29 year-olds..’ The
baby—boom numbers are moving thr0ugh the upper 20 year—Qlds,.beyond the'.

o "

traditional undergraduate ages. Yet, 'we 'have not shifted our funding

.~ e, ~ o

' . - oot ' ’
4 - " ‘ Cot - . . ¢
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@
allocated according to . .

However, if the state believes that some aspects of education are more important,‘“ ,
.o\ "ﬂ.
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formulae, e, say, to the comm ty colleges where the large influx.of adults
ugi g

cannot find room to attend classes. On the other hand, spme state colleges ;

:.are\"beating the bushes" to find more 18—19 year~olds. Regarding 18-19 . ~

year—old&, their numbers are leveling and their percentages continuing

~(~' to “college have ‘been decreasing. Our objectives might be externally Judged'

- as accommodating the numbers of faculty rather than the numbers and needsg

< - e

I - . . ~

/bf students. ! : . . {t -

.
o - .~

. ¥ ' ) . ¢ .
2, Funding'ChangeS' Percentage increases--across the board-~leave little room

e
-

to move with the new numbers and new needs, For instance, here are now -
large 1ncreases 1n the numbers of adults over 65'years of age.” With many
‘ in this age group living on fixed incomes from Social Security benefits,

~ should there not- be'spec1al tuition rates to meet this reality’ It is .
- ,probably more important for the state to underwrite the continued mental
health of our.senior citizens than to augment the intellectual pursu1ts
of younger age groups when the budget does not allow both.,
Besides the large shifts among types of institutions, ever larger
percentage shifts areoccurrlngamong the academic~departments within the

- institutions mhich caused'the institutional shifts in the first place.

L Between 1966 and 1972 biological health, and' social sciences have each ,

increased enrollments by over 30/ while engineering and physi¢al sc1ence .
have decreased enrollmenaf over 30&\ It would seem appropriate for each
institution to account, for expenditures and ‘student numbers when appl¥ying
. -for increased approprlations. "As it. stands now, usually the state does
not even have a clear account of numbers of students by institution- or .
byﬂprogram The state dees not know whether“he additional numbers are:
\in expensive departments or in highly—needed departments. The just1fica— .
7tion of funding showid be based on comparable ﬁacts about costs anf bene-
fits of programs so that the state can'gb the greatest gpod at the lowest .
-cos®. The request for budgeting by program,and as(much performance.

evaluation as,appropriate is an invitation to monitor and react to change.

v ' \‘l. 4 " -

3. Economic Changes The last two decades’ saw the "education industr}" grow
17

-

-

‘from two percent to about seven ercent of the Gross Jational" Prod\xct Ve~ L
]

There are signs of decline in both higher education ‘and the GNP s rate of . -
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b, Societal‘Ghanges.. Another factor.affe::ing educational neeés

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

‘e

—r -

: K -
growth, The need to realize that we cannot, all grow at ever- 1ncreas1ng¢

rates is popularly referred to as the "limits to growth" f@ctor after
_the publicaEion by. a group at\MIT 18 Nevertheless, farmer Secretary of
Labor Willard Wirtz believes;that the mind is a "b0undless resource and
may be the only answer to the growth-limit dilemma.
ficant. Rather‘than Just react1ng to economic developments, educatkon can
aet or cause economic changes and patterns by providing a growth area for
JObS and national benef1ts. Education is a'labor 1ntensive indpstry
creat1ng about tw1ce as many JObS per”million Hollars in.expendltures as

créated by gimilar expend1tures in the U.S. Department of Defeﬁse and

.
\

Transportatlon‘ -
We must realize that the higher educational dollars are going more

and more to overhead items (fuel,‘maintenance, etc.) and so, unless large
‘thanges occur in minimizing new and existing facil tied, we will be . .
responsible for effectively decreasing our own budgets each year, This '
seems .to require that the full c%st of programs (direct and indirect) be
calculated so that reallocatlons can be done at the expense of buildings
A

corollary séems to, be that we sh0uld avoid measuring growth in téTHE*”¥

etc., and not by laylng off people or decreas1ng outputrservices.

fac1lat1es, budget -gains, etc., and understand that. expansion.and\progress

does not necessarlly mean physical growth and more dollars. Our measures

"y .

ShOuld be in terms of people.

ssessment

a3

is the change in society or culture ‘itself. . Such sub- factors a

¥ -

large numbers of women entering the labor market, the decreasing prlority
.

“of 18 year-olds toWards college education, the 1ncreasing trgrd o company

. educatioﬁ and adult (noh— red1t) educatlon non-traditional forms of

stud1es, etc., are "indfcators” of new or chang1ng educatlonal needsf
These shifts must be studied®*to detexrmine the ‘ney priorities and how
‘higher education can meet new needs.
cord1ng to our definltions bute in d01ng what the sZtgation requlres. A

- changing env1ronment Fequires a correSponding amount of effort to help

Virtue is not in doing good ac-
e

.

-
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» A - N

) »the mosé ‘affected and the most in need
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Summary, o ) ) . ;~

This paper attempts to get some handles on needs’ assessment The conclu* .

‘sion, at this point, is that change must be monitored and evaluated to know

"how' we are do ng, and where we shd%ld be going." Further, the amount of ¢hange—-

in enrollment R state funding, the economy, ‘society, etc.--indicates the amount

of ‘change needed in oyr program budgets oy

N Performance evaluat10n is thereby relegated to a necessary but not ‘a suf-

,

Accord1ng to this framework, performance

ficient condit10n in needs analysis
» evaluation should be done every year\generally (e.g., costs and numbers of stu-
dents per‘program) and 1n detail‘only when there is,a question. Detailed

faculty analysis (types and numbers 'of publication, etc.) and complex cost

.algori,thms are not wise in their own right ‘hut tertiary to larger considera-

tions of the society and 1nd1v;dual (Needs Hierarchy)

We never haye enough money to finance everything of worth
Yet, to‘the ®extent

future promises ‘to make the choices and tradeoffs harder.

that we are cooperating and diligently working towards helping our félﬂowman

© will be the extent to which human suffering is alleviated.

.

L4

Indeed, the

4

W1;hout “cuch

planning and hard dec1s10n-making, large numbers of faculty and students w111

- be set adrift" as funds-are dissipated by non-essentials. , ' .

The sizggof environmental changes must be welghed against the outcomes and

eipenditures of presen;.programs.

etc., or under—utillzed facilities and faculties, is to.be 2 co- conspirator

Allowing . excessive overhead costs, salarées,

+to waste\and hardships. As theWFrench philosopher.%ergson put i£.
" “Mragedy of civilization™4g that people fail to realize that the fufure is in

Notice also that this is

Notice the emphasis’on_ the plural.

their hands.
L]
consistent with Aristotle s dfinition of "politics as sfac’fe'tal ethics’
(Ethics, Book I, Chapter II). ' . : y ° .
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- * THE UNDERGRADUATE EXPERIENCE AND - INSTITUTIONAL GOALS: ] -
B - ’ S A CASE FOR_THE, COLLECTIQN_QEmﬂgpFT" DATA . B p.if .
.y . s N -~ . - ' . - ’
. ’ 2~ ’ . o » ‘ . . \ to.
-~ : . . " Larene Hoelcle )
§ SUNY at Buffalo ' S
N . [ -o. -'\ N ”\«‘_ )
-/ ¢~ "The Ideologies off 'Tough Times'," which appedrs, in the August 1976,

N )
issue of Change, is a
art1cle .1nteresclng for the analysis 1t prov1des and. the.values it defends.

Of 1nterest also to those of us who are concerned w1th higher education's

-

1nd1v1dual Fevelopment goals is its twe?ty—f1ve year odd author, Martin Kaplan..

N A graduate, with honors, f'some of our most prestlglous educat1onal institu-
tions, he seems to embody the student- development goals to which many of us

would enthus1ast1cally subscr1be.- He is llberally educated, with a t§§te for

. e
* study and reflectlon, andlhas an ability, even a 9ompulsion, to arrtve’ at

value positions,’ to 'make choices. nghly tra1ned and apparently self-motivated,

he is prepared to be a productive member of soc1ety, he ig even employed

“w

Bt An 1nd1vidual w1th a well ~developed 1nterlectual style, ‘he is serlous, respon-

} s1ble and cr1t1cally concerned with s001ety and his role in it. His own

1 'statement of gouls for higher education derives from his view of what adult-
- ’ L - - - i . ‘
hood implies: : . T L-e L - t L \ .

ughly between the ages of 15 and 25, pegile come of 1ntellectual :

.».R
: and oral age. Through their edueation, theif peers, and their world,
. “th earn “that some of the ideas and values that they-have acquired
N make\jsense, and. that. somé do not. They learn to recognize the premises
and assumptiens that undérpin arguments, and. they learn to deal

crlticaLly with, those ,underpinnings. They gain facility at scru-
+  tinizing social 1nst1tutions, laying bare’ the values and special

-interests embedded in them». They understébd what being a "political |,
. animal" means and what consent of the govermed"” implies. They come
ta tell the dlfference betweén ideas and values and structures that -
are natural, and those that are conventional. However tentatively,
they begin to .sort the eVents of the world .into "have. tq be ‘that way'!’
and "happened to be .that way.™ _And when they gpot a conventlonal -0
act, a "happened to be" that~way," they .can also try tc see whose
part1cular interests and values are being served by those conveptions.

¥ 7o spot a convehtlon 1s to begin to participate: Whatris socf¥kly
' made can be soc1ally unmade, remade, c anged . ) =
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insightful, reasonable vital, and persuas1vely written .
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He concludes.;

e
Ll

T My‘placing cr1t1cal responslbility,at age 25 or so S~-.at the exit
’ B ﬁrom formal schooling, at the moment of entry to the worlds-of getting )
. " and spendlng and. procreating - is also, of course, a d1stinctly normative A
o~ - gesture. (It is not a claim that all young :adults can, spot a hidden
o - . -.premisé, or that-thely all have the eRETRY and talent~to resist and re-

‘vise their society. Ratheri I'm sug esting"ﬁis as a dxeam, a vision,
a moral goal for education. . . . )

:_-e tradltional_purposeégof higher educa—
the-d velopment of cr1tical inf ]
Ao o

#  Here i a restatement of some’of
tion:

d\a
; with the psycﬁological, soclal, and emotiOnaL.development of students, helping
them‘tﬂ’develop self—knowledge, understanding, conf dence:}aesthetic taste and

“gence;"of m9raI Judgment, and of

1 responslbility.

Other, writers ::ie advocated that colleges be concerned |

-

”

expressions, and reallstlc self—assessment‘ Some aSpects of.individual‘student.

development have ‘been c1ted as<primary goals by every magorﬁfgmmiss1on concerned

s with higher education from the Truman “Feport-in 1947 until

he present. Some_‘”

comb1nation of these~outcomes are promlsed by~myriad\Goliege and univers1ty

catalogs of courSe, these«Values are deeply‘r\oged 1ﬁ?the li eral~arts tradi-"*

> tion, elitist as. that tradition oftenkwas‘
RSty

- are not the luxury of a‘Wealthy natioa_orrof an 1nheritgr\cla§8palo\e _They
: are_ the most démocratic of goals:
\

But these\seif\ evelopment goals

\-.- s

i e

. long learning, they are advbcat\d"by the UNESCO Commlssinn report-’,earning

¢ to Be: "The phy§ical, 1ntelle£tual_ emotlonal and‘ethical 1ntegration of

the’ ind1v1dual into omplete man (sic} Is a broad definltion of the funda-r;~
Co '\\mental aim for educaizﬁk."

\ S to go so far, its.list of Purp?ses of. higher education begins with 1ndiViiffi,;;f
- "development _ \'Q - . .

- \”9 . ~
The  prov n of opportunities for t ‘in ellectual,,aesthetic,
. ethdcal:rzig\skiil development of in ivi 1 Students, and the
] ~ prov1slon of campus_environmefits which can .constructively assist
e el T 'students in their more- general developmental growth *

e ’
In_ the eontext “of unlveﬁsal access and lifet -

-

While the Carnegie Comm1ss10n'was not-wiiling - Y

- s
.

AR
R
o,'
( The Carnegie Commission recogniZed that tudents themselves, undergraduates
S ,at least,‘viewed_ T ot . N

. - .
B —_—
; - -~ . B = L)

-~

—the college experienee as.onecrelated to. their total dEVelopmental
"groWth, and. not" to, the cognifive and occupational aspects df their
1ives aloﬁe. They -thos- expect more out: of theiy college experience

"3_:; than the collége,..as an institution, oftén can and even houlﬂ de-
: ‘-‘Iivar;'partidﬁlarly in the area o£,persona1 development A

s,
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E control that many variables. You “can, however, galn some 1nsightsolnto student

o -

N .
< .
' - ‘ ‘l- O~ 5 ) '\‘§§ . )
) ) L. \‘ . o e . é h‘ * ’
. R , . . Y
é%(f'olle’ges should, in the Carnegie Commission view, provide a supportive en- REREEY

, Vironment within whieh students® can tend to their own emotional and inter—

personal growth Not a bad sumwary of what, under the best cdnditions, pro—'
bably happens.' But this view is a peculiar one, separatlng emotionel and. \\J(
1nterpersona1 growth from the study of the arts and humanities in which con— °
text such .growth was once presumed to take place. Emotiopal growth fac111—

_tated by 1nteract10n with faculty as well as peefs, and sparked by insights

v

gleaned from classical and modern wr&ters, was moxre thé% an accidental by- .
producg of traditional liberal education. Why can't modern _insitutions deal ",

with these aspects- of individual development7 ' L '3 .. ’ \ﬁf -
In any event, tg the exteht that colleges and un1versities espouse per— . o i
sonal development goals for their students, how do they measure their suclESS
at achievihg tHese outcomes in the lives of their graduates? Put apother way,
‘would any instltutlon or combination of schools Héve served Martin Kiplan as- i ) ﬁ )

well, or dld Harvard or Cambridge or Stanford -do somethlng rl%ht? What—ddd——r - - -

they do7«-What are the ties between hlgher educational experiences and student . ;

“outcomes? T - : - Tt N S
In the same issue of Change with the Kaplan piece; is.a brief discussion

by'Harold Howe of ""The Troubleﬁwith.Research in Education."5 He.observes, : s .
,that fhere is a vast amount”of very bad educational research"that ev .the‘
good' research is presented in Sueh a wayythat educators and policy malers can-
‘not read i let alone use it°'and that the nature of the educational ter-
prlée, deallng as it does w1th indlyidual human beings with diverse needs and
experiences, precludes the possihility that research will prdVlde s1mple; - )

: deflnltlve broadly generalizable qqncluslons. From the perspecﬁivesof
xhigher education»there 1ssanother p01nt to be-made as well:. even ‘the good.

‘ research-generally fails to build, bridges betweén what the iuﬁ/itutlon does .
~and'what the student learns; ox between how the\%tudent changes and what ;
inltiates or encourages dr sparks that change. Th1s is a difficult order-- '- -

aw 1ﬂpOSSlble task for classical experlmental research. You simply cannot,

experiences with which to make, colleggs and univers1ties pay att'ttion to the
implementation of their expressed student development goals; Y%g tan begin to'

s
f1nd ties between “what the college does and how students change . by explorlng ;;
" the student experience. - s e L D e e é
‘e : - ¢ ’ - e o J =
hY « .
’ ‘ ” ' —_— v ‘ ’, n?
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@ " The word "explore" is used advisedly--the research we.need is cumbersome;

. b e —

-.the data are hard .to handle, and the ‘process is amazingly time consuming We,

have to do exploratory resé/rch because we have very little theory to test and

a great deal to develop Many of the questions to which we need answers are

. maddeningly general " For example, such questions,as these should be directed s
oL to students ang former students' - '.A . - l" ‘

‘ W ';_ What have been, the primary values of your college experience?
/ X What exper1ences havé contributed most to .your development personally,
o socially,,aes et1cally, vocationaIly7~ . o a®
. What would have ifireased the value of collége for you7 9 .
’ . What would you have done differentiy?
What could your college or university have done differently” Y

e .- - What are -the prioritles oﬁ your ipstitution? What should they be?

These and similar questions are open-ended because we do not know . what ;‘335
( . ¥
’ students think, what they seek, or how to facilitate their efforts. At least,
o L
we can no longer assume we know these th1ngs. hey change wéth each new

b e o meems ma——— e — NPRRUERN D

clientele we presume to serve. older students, abers of diverse ethn1c groups,

'children of blue-collar workers-who afe first~ generation coilege attenders,

and the culturally and educa Onally disadvantaged _ . C .
,& D) - Longitudlnal stidies dre des1rable bedfuse we want to knew how students >
. changexgwer time, where changes take place, why they take place, and hoss the
institutlon has helped or hindered them. ,Case studies are valuable because
changes are unique persona}, ind1v1dual. ., In short methods and research de-
‘signs should be employed that take a qritical look at college life through the
eyes.of those who' are experieﬂcing 10T haye exper&enced it.\ .

To whaf uses will the’ gﬂodgets‘of this type "of research be put by our ,
v};,:

&61leges 3nd universities7 What\céngwe do when we know what we are doing right
' “‘h‘

/

-

for significanb numbers of studen?s;}.What we eannot expect ‘f do is.everything

[R-4

_Kerr's ‘notion of a multiVersity" téémeet evexyone s needs is a impossible

v LS

dream, albeit a brave one in the 1960'3. Drawing upon all of ‘the most \re-
quently cited philosopﬂies of highe: education, Kerr suggested that

A University ¢an aim no higher g n tb ‘be as British as possible for .
, the sake of the undergraduates, as German as possible,for the sake' g
+ - of the raduates and- the research pers nnek as American as possible - '
for the sake of the public t; large=-a d»as‘cenfused as: possible for N
the sake’of the preservation‘of the whole uneasy balancg . .
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But e do not need to'be, nor can we be, all things to al?peo’ple; tha
L ~

.

what individual development implies. By exploring what do best and speci-

v -

Lot fying our goals, we can appeal* d1rect1y/‘to.students, selling our 1ns 1tut10ns ,/—

'realistically, to prospec‘tive consumers * Some,* ;he sma,ll ptivate, . sometimes

. sectarian 1nst1tut10ns, havIways known what they had to offeo( The rest oi/x
r

" us need to find out,ﬂ and to, failor Zur “adpissions pollcles and advertlsing

. to- cgrtain types of students with particylar ptﬁ-poses and 1nterests . " ':
- -
- This point is clearlyrrelated to theé current dp'ﬁ?ﬁnd’s for consumer" _pro-e

heir‘ fzmilies to have rea’s@tic in— A

°

‘tection, f rospectlve students ,an

-

formatlon about what the schpols they\cgz(slder at;tending) have to offer and Co
what: they ca expect to accompllsh by enrolllng in‘ them. Our\st:./udents are )

9] .

gentle critics, kindereto %th?n we probably deserve‘.. Their observations * . sf

-~ *
about the school atmosphere, its prlorlges, and its contriButions to their .

«* , »
development describe t‘he alue of our offerings ‘at least a?:—tellably as othex\ ‘ .
/Z / . Y

assessments and probably ore persuasi ‘ ——

.

e
The use of student «ata to/elarify an
program development Tas wekl— /can ierv as a bas{s for curriculum revision,. . .
for

as well as a rational f);gmewo pro; 1ding\{he types o’f'co cu,rricu\lar or - "

extracurrlcular exp_erlenceg of value €o students’. Such data can dlso be used e

‘ to devélop evaludtion tools to measure oﬂrjuctess at reaching the goals ve. K
. . Y [N - - Ral

Ve

* set for ourselves. DT SRR A . e,
It will comelﬁs no reat surpr1s§ to you_to hear me confess‘that/%he type& =
of’ research I advocate ] 1ndeed‘the type of research'in which I’ involGZE:;"" V. -
The Office of Student Testlng and Research at SQNY/B 1nitiated*a longltﬁdinal <. o=
study in 1966 using two random samples of lOO students eadh from,the 1966~and
l967 entering freshman classes respect1vely ach group was 1nterviewed twice- R
during the freshman year and once in each su ing collége?§e9r Follow-=up ‘
L questlonnalreswereadministered each year therea wer for a total of‘ten years' h
for each sample. Desgriptive stud1es, based on each year's returns, have been
= andéfre beingﬁprepared and d1str1buted for the*1nformat10n of the univers1ty
community as well a$ prospective students and the communify at’ large ~ Although
_the real wdrk pf longitudinal analys1s has hardly_begun, there have beenlsome .
. payoffs along the way. Students evaluated ‘their academic experignces, re-
' porting what they liked andadisllked\about their teachers and their co*rses

- . . -~ N ~
' . f - Lt . - ) . -

. , . . . ‘e
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We forwarded these comments anonymously of course, to the department chairmen

T L to aid .in, tﬂ!~nvaluation of their offerings,‘.Having data on' the student ex— ///

4 perience has shgred. up the pos1tion of the Division of Student Affairs in its
Ve T dealings with othér.university divixion Andwwith the central administration -
— .
\\\\‘ in negotiations qu_ibcreasingly scarcefﬁunds and personnel and has enthanced
a

- .y our role a student\édvocate in all our dealings with other university aepart—f -
’ ments. agyd, d isiops.’ Finally, in the diSQUSSibn,of university goals . that rn—

forms the writing of ten-year plans--and evaluation documents, the case for P

1Y

reater attention to individual student development can be made based on . , '
tudent expressed values and perceptions of the role oﬁ,the university in
ering.their development. ) .. PR .
" But where are the connectifﬁgawe seek between the higher edugﬁtional ex-
. berience and- student growth and. development7 In the SUNY/@ study, they are
still to be‘found in the analysis of the longitu%inal data gnd the- devélop-

&
‘menit of CaSE'StudleS on several members of the two samples*Who responded,

-s

. . every year and perhaps some who dropped out for a time and t\ld us why. We

-believe that the keys are there and that we- will iind'at least some of. them.
In the meantime, the prOJect ‘has been valuable for Selling the un1vers1ty to
. prospective students, for informing students, fagulty, adm1n1str4£ion and \
- staff' as well as the public, about what college life ‘at SUNY/B like, for
providing fuel for student advo acy in a w?rld where lots of legitimate ’ 1 o,
{ . interests compete for increasingly rare resources, and'probably for improving
' theacollege experience for those students “who have taken part in the study .

over the years and have thus been encouraged tb. évaluate their experiences

v 4 -

) in Yight of their developing goals.

. ' What goals do we set for higher education7 How do we, pursue them” .

Martin Kaplan ptesents one set bf goalsy and suggests one way to approach

their realization in young adults lives. - T, -

.

5 ;'"' ’ . Pegsfps we need moré techniques for worrying our students. We .
' could’ ua€ more ways to intefrupt the upimp?ded flow fact from us k.
to them, more wayé@to intervehe and meddle in thei) moral lives, ¢ . .

o {‘ ~. . more .ways to focus their attention.gn Some questions that education -

(IS

- . seems recentIy 'to have forgottén-—-questions. lika, who am 1? and ‘ ~
L where do I want to go? and what do I believe? :

20t L. o

- In e '-..,. .
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. ,—\\___PErhaps *that\”s what Harvard did r.lght for Martin Kaplaﬁ, or, perhaps Be . . !
. e .
| v wishas, it hadr PerhaLa latge proportion of our stﬁdgnts would be delighted B
A4 v_/
. with those prospect,s. "Gertalnlyae- large number- of our 1ntervi.ew grOup mem-— J At
bers welcomad‘our meddling in the'lr 11ves over the years. As one pers n o ..
. ) N . o 'o’”
,reported in his senlor 1nterview, oL ) , »7
. . ¢ L4 . . . :—
. . I think th'e project has been a good thing ‘for me, that I was oneof .
‘the one hundred people picked out. ~ I think too, that it*s been goﬁ 4 .
- for all ‘the other kids.., It'sg helped ‘them by having somebody ques;ioning . -
. and listening’ T1t' s‘"ﬁel‘“ed them to' know more about themselves. ..So
\\x besides helping you, you've felped me. I've had a chance. to expressa . { .,
: myse-lf and my views: Then when you hea&rzyourself say thesa things .
. LI think _you,understand yburself a"littIe. better. . . j
. JNln'tsyears after hig partic1pat10n in the study began\another p?rson Wrote' :
) . . t
RO I shodfld like to be able to. compaf,a this questionnaire with my very .\' - .
. . irst 1nte.rv1ew. I think.tit wou,ld be interesting tb, see if the change oo s
- feel,within myself has indeed taken p]eace - . . "; I .
° - N * ’. - - LN J
8 o , T always ’loolg forwa'rd to thi questionnaire with a sense of o
, dréad—but- I tﬁink'it orcesime t rvgcons1der\¢my feelings and ,values. <, N
Weé need to do that ccas1onally e ' .. ‘ A
o k *In any event, 1 wefnt to k w what the State Un1vers1ty of Ney York atl . o
. - - oy 3 . < \
Buffalo is doing"wel’l SO wevean do more &f it, and what we cou do.well . .. . )
.and should be doing to enhance student. growth Arzd B! believe that students §o N
EERA [}
can te}l us .in ways that canh be used to refre}sh our perspectives and giVe . i
3 rfew direction to some of . ourJendeavors. . T, . i L L, '
. ~ . i . - o
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ficant impact upon the many d1mens1ons of student coping behavior.
in an ‘effort to obtain information about those areas in which Harcum freshmen
believed that they needed help before entering college, an anonymOus ques—
tionnaire survey was conducted.
information, for both secondary school and college gU1dance counselors, as well
as 1nstruct10nal staff,
specific information regarding the areas in which students believe they need
help,-or.counsellng.
collective'perceotions, represent the skills and ﬁnowledge most frequently
considered to be deficient, is the first practical step in identifying those
specific areas which should rece1ve greater attention in the future.
» There ig, today, little d1sagreement with the view that the reasons for
failure of students to satisfactorily achieve their collegiate asp1rations
_are many and varied.
others are more appropriately ascribed to the college learning enperience, or

_environment.

‘

‘ in varying degrees, to'change and mod1f1cat10n.
Those who are assigned the respons1b;lity for eduéatlonal and student

llfe dec1s1on-mak1ng, are the accountable 1nd1viduals who must determine what

shall be done to 'close' sufh preparatlon gaps.

make another important, pragmatic decision:

prlorlty followed in seeking to' modify a variety of existing conditions and

practices7

1.+ lack, of adequate subJect—matter preparation of students,

lack, of student motivatlon to study and learn; .

student personal adjustment and emotional problems resolution,

ack of realism about college 'life'--both academlc and non- |,

2.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[l

.

student
academjc. dimensions; ., and
student financial problems.

; ‘
{ T
1

~ Boris Blai, Jr.
‘ " "Harcum Jynior College

.

The quality ‘and depth of h1gh school preparation for college has .signi-

The practical implications of this type of -
are clearly obvious—-for this approach can y1eld

Inwshort——plnp01nt1ng those areas which, in the students'’

Some of these obviously devolve upon the student, yat

Both, however, sHlre a‘:common character1st1c——they are’ subject,

In addition--they must also

what shall be the order’of

Some of the major areas to cons1der are the following ones:

Therefore, .



©

*. \J ' N f.
¢ b . ) . ' "
. In considering these areas, certa1nly the jie;siof students themselves ~
are ‘most germane in seeking to identify condifions of maximum effectiveness

within secondary schools, in‘their tas of Nelping prepare students”for sound

B % .

college articulation. .

. . . . ~

e \

. . As one means of approach1ng this assessment assignment, The Student Educa-

A tional Questionnaire instrument was utillzed

‘|l

It was des1gned by Thomas R. ‘ .

"Coleman 1n l974 and was utiljized in connection with a practicum squitted to

Nova University in parcial fulfillment of requirements for a doctoral degree.

The questionnaire was adm1n1stered tQ Harcum freshmen in February 1976, as
9

‘a structured and standardlzed method for exploring the students’ _self-evalua-

ted assessment of quality of their h1gh schobl preparation for college

attendance. Some 272 freshmen,. after completing one full semesber, responded

to the quest10nna1re—-anonymously. © S . J
7 The questionnaire 1nstrument (wh1ch is attached as an Appendix to the o, .

/paper whfch relates to this presentatlon), was des1gned to explore three broad .

" categories of 1nformat10n These are: 1téms 1 through 9 relating to Educa-

tional Information items lO through lS wh1ch relate to Psycho- soeial Infdrma-

Ca g
t10n° and 1tems 16 through l9 which concern themselves with Vocational Infor-

mation. By this* structuriné\?f 1tems the: responses of the students }mmediately

identified the . specific dimensions in which they belleved théy needed assis-

¥ ) ' tance--or counseling. <+An open-ended questionnaire was also 1ncluded, per- - .

. ’ mitting students to respond freely.and write in cher areas Ain: which they : »
. T ) believed they ‘were ill- prepared to cop upon entering college. '\ )
r Lo The group- -assessed strength of need for each of the questionnaire items ) ¢

was/determined as ‘follows: a ndherlca score of 1 was assigned for each item .
' ‘f‘ . selected as a "Least" need. A Z-yas as 1gned for each one. selected as a }
| ‘ ﬁnge" need, and a 3'was assigned for epch one selected as a "Most" need.
. :,\ Therefore, the degree, or 'strength' of group—assessed needs, could be con- 7 )
. -veniently expréssed as, a percentage of the maximum possible ;score’ for any: ;

-7 item—-this_ maximum being a score of 816 derived by multiplying the number of

The group- determined riority—rankiig—-or relative 'strengths' of ex-

pressed needs—-consisted of the follow1ng, listed in descending order of Y’

Id

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Q

need strength:
vle ‘

ety “ A
.
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Reading skills 694

.Studying for an eXam 67% .
Improving my motlvation 6472, . ‘ [ o
. Preparing a bibliography 62%: )
Math.skills and roncepts 61%
Selection of goals ¥for when I leave Harcum 60%
Obtalnlng financial ,4id 59% -

00~ QAL £ Lo DO |

. Selection of schools,‘vocations, and opportunities after I left

. : high school 58% fy‘

. 9. Organlzlng and bx’igetmg time in order to meet school ‘deadlines 56%
" -10. Awareness of extracurricular activities @5/ ) -,

11. Selection of courses appropriate for me 54% ] .
12. Notetaking 53%
¢ " 13. Gaining the proper information regaﬂﬁing admis31ons exams and

, applicaions -52% .

14. TIdentifying my interest areas 50% . ' .

‘15, Helping me cope with failure 497 o ¢ \
16. Helping me get along with teachers and meeting their expectations
and demands 467 - .

17. Preparlng term or research papers 45% - ) .

18. Helping me with my socigl interactions with peers 44%

19.'-He1ping me with my persohal‘problems and social adjustments 40%
Among the 5 sfrongest needs expressed 4 are in the Educational Informa-

Cay N

tion category. They are: Reading 'skills-~the greatest need, or preparatlon-

gap, Studying for an exam; Prepar1ng a b1b110graphy, and Math skllls and Zon-"

1 Ed
. -
. : 4

cepts.
‘. The only non-Educational Informatlon category 1ncluifd among the top- five
needs was "Improvingrmy motlvatlon"-—a Psycho-social item.’ In a sense, this
one, as well, is closely related, " for AIthough not stated;‘a reasonable in—
ference is that the motlvatlon relates to studying, 1earn1ng, and matters .
'academic's ' . o ) o

If.the percentage 'strengths' of these 19 sstudent- assessed needs are”

averaged for each of the three” "major categories, the following résults‘ for
7
Educational Information--58/ for Vocational Information-—56£, and for Psycho-

soc1al Information—-SOé.

.

“«

"tionnaire inquiry .o .
< i.
most’ 1n the preparation—gap

Preparatlon in various academic 'skills' areas is very clearly foref

'2 Following closely are the Vocational Informa ion needs, and the least—

'expressed concerns' were for the items in the Psych -sqcial Information area.
. . // . ) LI
= ") T N
L] . // ‘9 o ~ 0 ’ .
) [ < /’ ‘ o ! ' ’Gﬁ; .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Ll ‘

3. Among this group. of» fteshmen students, the intensity level of these
felt needs ise<quite 'hlgh', when expressed as a proportion of the max1mum

A
possible need-scor&. The very least Hegree of concern expressed was 40%--

the item being: "Helping me with my personal problems and social adJustments

4., These Harcum fgeshmen have e*pressed strong 1eve%i—:f concern regard-

ing varioﬂs d1mensions of their high school preparation‘fo
Do these prepanation gaps' result from student 'failures to learn? From

teacher 'failures to tedch? Frof guidance counselor "faifdres' to counsé/’

Or perhaps a combinatlon of all §actors? Whatever’ the' proximal causes, thls

questionnaxre survey revealed some serious 'prepafation:gaps', as perceived.
by a recent class of Harcum freshmen. ™ ° st

!

. The extent to which these results may be,generallzed beyOnd Harcum is a

5
-+

matter,best answered by replication of the questlonnaire query among another
sample of freshmen students. In any event, it is a scheme offering ready

identification of ffeshmen perceptlons whish can be of con81derable value--

' TP . : AU . A
A both to instructional and guidance persénnel. _;,—7/ .
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: ... HARCGUM JUNICR COLLEGE - . . |
Office of Research * oo o ) _-/ ‘.-
) - C , . . YN " .
‘ - Student Educational Questionnaire <. ¢ .

*This brief 0uest1onna1re invites your considered views, It is™not a test, ‘There are
no-'right” or 'wrong' answers! Itis a completely conf1dentu!d'survey of the’ oplmons of Lo
Harcum freshman as a group: do not sigrd your hame. . . R

- s L Thank you for’your serxous and ‘ .

* “helpful cooperation, . ° Ce 4., T
. B \ . - £ . /‘113%1‘15/81211,7}{11 , Ed. D.®

February 1976 o . SR Director of Resedrch. .
o “now xS . . s
( ~ ot \ . "
Your Harcum program of study (S,ecrét,aria,l, 4inimal Technician, Liberal Arts, etc.) _- .

4

, C . Tty ‘ . .o _ Cm e

'y

b

- ° Directions:- Please cxrcle the number which you beheve'best defines your nceds BEFCRE S
. entering college. R A |
. ' . . _ .
, | 1- refers to NEGDING THE LEAST help in that arca BN ~
LA _ -. 2-refers to NEEDING SOME help in that area
. LE » 3- refers to NEEDING, THIE MOST help in that area . |
Just before entering college, I belicve I needed help in the mllowfﬁg arcas: |
v . . : ) . . L . }
T . Least ~ “4 'Some |, . . Most |
" 1. hetetakiny . . . L. ! -2 P33 |
2 S . : n . S . . |
20 preparing term or rescarch paper . . 1_ . 2 o ?" o, -
8 preparmg‘a b1bhography " o 1 . -2 . 3 ’ .
4, studying for an exam ' N . - 2 . 3 ‘
. C e . P e - - . ‘
‘. reaging skills : ° SRS S 2 R R .
6. math skills & concepts . o I o 2 . '3 ’
- 7 ovfam"m" & budrretmrr t1me in order to ‘1‘ © 2 . o 3 7. g
meet school deadlines . B . . ’ AU N \3 ,
- \ o ' . . .". i * P .. , ) . . ’ -
" 8. obtaining financial aid Lo | S 2 7 . 3 A
. . : X ™ .. ‘ : . ‘ e -
9. gainlng the proper inf@rmanon rcﬁardmg ) o .
admlssions %gms ana apphcatxons . 4 . .2 - .3 %g
¢ - * ’ o A - . e
10 ,rmprovmg my motlvatxon ) A e e 2 . 3.
" , 5 - > Q._‘ v ~ -~ \ R AY
} N . o~ " . v
- 1u0 .
> » -:99_> " . , _‘ oo
: Lo~ ‘ y B ' ' ~




‘ : ‘ . | 2 . . :
’ . . Least ‘ Some : Most .
. 1/1. helping me with my pere'onal problems : , . S ‘
and socialadjustments S Y .2 . Vo \3 .
- 7 > T ' ‘ ' > ' . : °
12, helpxng me with my social 1nteract10ns L oL . ) - .
" with peers ‘ g N 1 - 2 3
‘ ’ N .- . ’ - el i
13. helping me to get along with teacherg and - - oo
meetinfr the1r expectations & demands . 1 - 2.0 -3
. 14 helping me cope with failure 1 ' 2 3
~ 15. awareness of extracurricular activities 1 - — 2. . ' -3
16. selection of ‘courses appropriatc forme . 1 . T 2 . 3
17, identifying my interest areas 1/ 2 ;3
, N e . : ’
18. selection of goals for when I leave - . . »
" " "Harcum 1 . 2 3
SN - T e
19, selectlon of schools, vocations and other _ § ,
> Opportunltles after I left high school 1 T 2 " 3 i
- 20, A&‘e the{e any other areas in which you beheve you were i1l- -pregared to cope when '
you entered college? Please name and comment upon t them here: « o’ . -y
. . ‘ » __ ‘ . .
, ’ o o N . ‘\ L . .
— ] 7T, - ' \
. . N , . ) ) ] - 1 ‘
. —_ a .
. - w . X '
[y . \ {o
e ’ . 7 SN v :
. N . \ e v’ .-
\ T ‘ N ) .
- . . . , .
b P Nw'
ok - . . ’ . o }:Q_,;‘ ) / ! '
t , S S
™ ' “ Your cooperation is sincerely appreciated.
b 4 .
. > R — - g . \
. X - : - °
\ . ) . ] ') v ’ - ) ‘: w" -
. .- / . L 2 " () ' ’ ) ’
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i SUMMER "ORTENTATION PROGRAM 1974: AN EVALUATION -t
o o © . , . " . " . T £
. _ . ' . ", 'vm; S ’ . '
C o : ‘.. . HI William Coles, III . . .
: ’ 4 .. SUNY at Buffala Sh .
o 4 , ' ' - .

Programs and projects, ag we are all aware, are often initiated modi— !

.

fied, "and term1nated in, response to 1nd1v1dua1 and collective whims and

pass1ons. Those with the\mostzpolltical clout reshape programs to reflect -

the1r own d1spos1t10ns and percept10ns, disregarding frequently the objectlves L
and the effectiveness of the programs. A more logical course of action (and °-
these te;ms occasionally tr1gger ap automatic d1sregard for the ensuing dis- .
cussion) partfcularly in dec1s10ns regarding large ehpendltures of nesOurces,

‘is to evaluate programs on the bas1s ‘of their effectiveness in carry1 g out

their QbJectives. The following report describes dne such program evalua- T :
tion, initiated out-of the controversy, created by lack of informatlon \nd ,
consensus 4s to the purpose and mechan1cs of the program. The evaluatjien_ is —‘
described from inception, through implementatlon, to’ its conclusiod?lan : )

. pai !
’ el 3

should serwvwe, at least, as an impetus for eva uatlon in general, and, hope—

. | C e
{ v
i

fully, as a model for.~the ;evaluation of similar projects.
The Summer-Orientation Program (SOP) at the State Univerdity of New‘ *

" York® at Buffajo (SUNY/B) is an extensive program which 1nvolves/approximate1y :

2,200 freshmen each year and virtually every university office which works

with undergraduates. The 1974 SoP con51sted of twelve cpnferences ,conducted

for freshmen expecting to enter SUNY/B in the Fall of 1974, All incoming

Ay

freshmen~were invited to attend one of the conferences in order to plan their

" first semester academ1c program and reglster for the1r Fall courses as well « °~

activities and workshops focused pr1mar11& on academic advisement and course

as to meet other students and f;miliarlze themselves with the resources of

7

the University., == . ] . . TN

, From July lS to August 23, -two conferences were conductéd each week;
one from noon Monday to 11 A.M. Wednesday, and the other from noon Wednesday
to %} AM. Frlday All students who attended the conferences, whether they

.intended to be res1dents or commuters resided’ in the dormitories during ./ -

tsheir stay. A w1de var1ety of act1v1ties and programs were offered Daiiy

of
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vities and workshops offered during the evep ngs: provided the sthdents with

“with the university,<

" and programming for the conferences), of

.(minority student programs) HOusing Ofﬁcee (training of resident advisors

N « N N _ 0 1 “
\ - ’ / / ¢ 4 ' ' ~
’ ~ / -
’ : : .
» R ) ' N . ‘ ., . .
.. 'l ._ . . ) . Aﬂ N . . . )/ \ ’ ’
regisbra}ion, several programs and tours were available to familiariz the - .
studerts with the facilities and services ‘of the universié& Nimerous acti f *

[ vt ’ ¢ . - 4
.

» / .
. The goals and polidies of the Orienta n Program ame fdrmulated and ,
! . !l
.imptemented hy a coordinating committee,;c ns1sting of representatives from L

‘the. six,areas involved w1th the freshman

1entatien. Division of Undenr-
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dce of Educafional Opportunitv . . .
“.

1

and supervision of dormitory activity) ndetudent Association (introduction o

to student government and activities). /|The co littée initiated an evaluation

early in 1974 out.of éoncern on the pagt of som¢ of - itsqnembers that the con-~

ferences were. too extensive or, perhapsj, not -even needed. Representatives
T

from Admissions and Records, for iﬁst ice, feld that ju%t mailing out the

fegistration materials would be suffi #ent whﬁle representatives for the ‘ .
academic adVlSorS strongly desired ei ex a mailing of registration materials ) .
or a much shortened oriedtation progrﬁm consisting of academic adbisement ' -
and registration to be held during th academic year, either in the: Spring or’ "
the Fall." Several offices‘in the Div sion of Student ,Affairs strongly argued o

to continue* the pro ram in its presﬁn state,;concentratin on interpersonal
g g

communication and increased familiarity with éhe university in -addition to -

-)0 . ~ N » - .
. .

) - : * e
. -

= Discussion was, in fact, so heang thatvf workshop was fotmed: to discuss .

the goals for the orientation that wnhld provide a fraﬁework within which to. . " ‘“5

advisement and registration .

formulate short and long term operauﬁonal objectives. The offices arid divi~
/
‘sions involved invited an Outsider td partic pateﬁin the workshop who wase

éxperienced in workshop leadership and who c uld assist the committee in des

[
fining its goals and obJectives. "5 ;

. s,

A .
<After much discuss10n and deliberation, the'goals wereqagreed upon .and

-

ligted "as follows: - ' jl ) T ST : . T .
* . | ") , )
. I Lo . L.
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.. - within the.higher'educational experlence, . \ "

M A ¢ ‘
- t N

© T-To 1n1t1ate dévelopment of a sense’ of competence regarding <t

the utillzatlon of un1vers1ty phys1cal and human Yesources,
' ?\,‘.. N - P

d To cultivate'an environment conduc1ve 80 the freeing and ex- .

Pansion qf interpersonal relationships among peers, faculty, ahd )

staff,.and to encourage mutual trust and respect; - - . - -

.
v .

To initiate the dévelopment of a sense of individual® purpose e

. / . . . .

/ §
To ¢reate an environment which fosters potential for en- - -~ 7 ’

lightened cr1t1c1sm,4nnnovation and-self -study; , . . - . v

-

.

To- init\bte development of a Sense of 1nst1tutioh;1 1dent1ty . ‘ -

’ and,-consequently, a perspective from which tq deal with common L. s -

* . problems (i.e. a11enat10n), S : e

~

~ .

N To help students develop a Yespect for their own abilities = = .
, and those of others and a rea11st1c understanding ofs their re-'_ . B b
spective 1im1tat10ns~ - . '/

—

-

. . . . o
To initiate development of an ind1vidually meaningful balance .
between autonomy and interdependence.- T o

A} I

~The committee proposed that the next orientation program, Summér, 1974, ' R

be evaluated by outside evaluators to determine to wHat extént the preSent .

program was fulf1111ng these goals and in which ways 1t could be modlﬁ&ed :

P

.

“the program in meeting the' stated goals. “The first _step was the clarification

) of the objectives of éhe SaP. The committee hi’ di\cussed and defineg\their -,

for 1mprovement. Data from students wh0‘had attended‘the conferences seemed 5

a more rational basis for dec1sion making than the armchair philosophlzlng

3 . -

that had’characterized prev1ous d1scuss1ons. 8

The committee postponed an outline of the aspects of the Program that they

wanted evaluated Detailed proposals regarding questionnaire design, adm1ni— -

stration, sampling, and data process1ng and ana1y51s were requested. Pro— ’

posals were submitted and later defended before members of the committee. .
The evaluation itself was two-fold: (l) examlna:;on/of the overall
effects of the programs on the- students and th# chang -desired by - the students,

and ,(2) determinatlon of the effect1veness of. the various specific aspects of, ..

goqzs for the grograp These goals now had to be operationally defined -~ ~The , 1 3 %9»
six offices directly involved w1th the program were contacted to determine<
the manner and ferm of their part1c1pation in the program, and to clarify_ - . n
and Operationally define their particular obJectives. Lot ) N e ; oo~
. . N . ~ ) <.
. g | “ 1-()4 , ,’ Y . - .
‘ L 03~ T
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Exten31ve.efforts were made to expl}tltly deffhe the role of each of the
offlces in the progé?m, pushing the representatlves, almost 11terally, to de-
. 1freate what they wanted to do and how they were g01ng abgut that task. Ex-

‘

planatlons were solic1ted regarding the ﬂetails of their 1nteraction with

t
the, students, particularly the type of programs provided (purpose,_nature)

ahd the a1des and mateq1als involved. ~°~ A o o " :

. - . .

In th1s manner, questionnaire 1tems were designed to evaluate the over- v

all effect of, the conferences on' the students and the effectiveness of the

efforts of the ind1v1dual oﬁ?&ces The items were formulated and” then dis- e

T eussed Jwith 1ndiV1duals from the respective offlces and with the coord1nat1ng
committee ‘The obJective of Qach item was to'providk information to the offices
and to the, committee on the effect of their’ efforts, providing them with in-
formation as'to what extent and in which areas - the1r workshop& and programs |,
.were working and their personnel and mater1als effective. L '.

Items intende® to evhluate the overall effects of the program and ‘the
changes desir d by ‘the students were constructed to enable students to
Qpecify the types of copcerns (anxiet1es) they had Before“attending Sop agd
Tt 1ndicate the effect attendance had on their degree of - concern. Items
were also designed to allow students 0 note changes they would have liked
in the types of activitiés available during their SOP and to indicate.thé
des1rab111ty of 1ncluding various activities in future programs. bﬁqifica-
tions #n_ th the location and durat10n of.the programs were also recommended

Each conference of the Orientation Program consisted of abOut 30 adtlvi-
kies, primarlly programs and workshops for course regfstration and'academio

advisemEQ_ and activities and experiences for socialization and familiariza—
tion with the un}éersity. To assess/the benefit der1ved from each of the

L

! act1v1t1es and programs available during the sor, three dimengions were in-

vest1gated student attendance at each function, the contr1bution to‘meeting

fellow students, and the contrlbutlon to familrarizing students with thﬁﬂk

faCillties and serv1ces of the university. Although all activities were ‘ . -
examined relative to these three aspects‘fsome activ1tljf% of course, were

includgd in the SOP or other reasons. - Therefore, finddlngs of low benefit in

,socialization with students and/or familiarization with the university do not

necessari{Y.indicatevlack of value in these other dimensiods. - ot

. -
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. . Yt ,
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several grOups of Sop personnel on these dimensions.

o~ dent, aidesh reglstratlon aides,.librarians, academ1c

€ . v ¢

adv1sors. . ' . : o AR

Students were asked to indicate h0w-he1pfu1 and
them each group had been-during 'SOP. The latter two

‘

-

Fall. ) : oo

.o

SOP returned usable questionnaires. . .

collega-years. Their perceptions of the helpfulness, friendliness, .and in-

i' Since one of the main functions of the Orientation PPogtam was to as- -
* .0 :

selected from the 2, 129 students who' attended the SOP.

. The eXpe ‘iences of freshmen at the Orientation Program c%n strongly af-

fect theix e ectations. of interactions with uniVersity personnel duzing their

terest of unlversity staff were fnvestigated by asking the\freshmen to rate

The groups were: stu-
“®

advisors, and res1dent'

friendly/interested in

'S

dimensions were‘combined

becauSe of their close relationship and the greatér appropriateness-of one or
‘ thegother in variOus s1tuations discussed Respondents also reported the
helpfulness and friendliness/interest in- them of the acédemic advisors and ‘
o librarians Huring the Fall semester. The'amount of student contaqt with the

\
2 academic advisors durlng the SOP and the Fall semester Was also reported

" sist-the freshmen in'selecting ang registering for courses for the Fall - -

. 4

i semester, the freshmen were asked to 1ndicate.the helpfulness of the ¢ourse
information available and to note di{ficulties in nompleting the rEgistration
forms. The freshmen also reported the number of primary courses for which

. they were successfully registered when they returned to mhe university in the

'i

. . The questionnaires were sent to*a sample of 599 students randomly

They ‘were mailed in

- the thdrd week of October, 1974; three fdllow—up cards were mailed urging com-L l
' pletLon of the survey. The evaluation-was timed for the end of October in \
order to gain: the students' perspective of the SOP after having completed half ‘
- of the Fall semester.. By this Fime, it was felt that the freshmen would be
familiar enough w1th the procedures, regulations, aﬁd 1ife at the unlversity
., to effectively evaluate the preparation they had received durlng SOP _ Two.
hundred and twenty—f0ur students, 11 percent of those who attended the 1974

-

'

.
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Analys1s of their responses 1ndicated that the 1974 SOP provided a socially

positive ‘and academically realist1c perspective of their pend1ng university.
. . ) ) “ P
. . . ¥ /

experience.

._ " Yhe findings indicated that the Orientatlon Program prov1ded the students
with a wide var1ety of opportun1t1es1to meet fellow studedts and to S‘Eome
familiar with the facilities agd services of the un1versity.. Program attendance
seemed to lessen the students anxiety in sbclal and personal areas, Concern
with the 1mpersonalness*of a 1arge univers1ty, social competency, and personal
adJustment decreased, although the students feported that they would have liked
more informa&&g;ﬁsgzut the university's facilit1es and services. The relative

Success of the students socially was reflected in their greater satisfactlon

’

w1th the existiﬁg levels .of social activ1t1es/ : ] I

The studgnt aides, the registration aides, and the academ1c advisors K
were‘reported to have been helpful and friendIy/interested in the students
regarding registration. ‘Their efforts seemed snccessful~ most students were
_xegistered for at_ least three of four prlmary courses when they returned in the
Fall. ,_'- . . i .. . \

i The academic advisors were~a1553helpful and friendly/Qanested in the o
studentfs in‘academic\areas. Theyzwere reported to *be -more helpful ‘and fr1endly/
interestei in the students during the Summer program than during the Fall

.‘semester Feyer students d1scussed personal problems with their adv1sors than
discussed academic prbblems, and most of those who did.discuss- personal mat-"

~‘ters reported that, th/}r advisors were not very. helpful or even friendly/
interested in them. It should be remembered howéver, that the function.of
the academic advisors is academic .adyvisement, not personal counseling.,
, In spite of the efforts of the, academic advisors, students reported that -
sop attendange heightened their anxiety. relative to academic areas: courses
(selection, getting desired courses’; class size) and their own atademic com-

petence. D1fficult1es in. selectdng and registering for courses ‘and contact

with numerous students w1th equally impressive ataﬂemic credentials may account

~—~ . . _ -
-
. .
P . ’ i

lColes, H. William, IT1. Summer prientation 1974: An Evaluation. ‘Student -
" Testing and Research SUNY at Buffalo, 1975; _ s
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for much of the 1ncreased concern. This heightened concern with academics

is reflected in the types of act1vities the students reporfed ﬁhat they would

have liked in their or1entation program more 'academic-related prggrams, par-

ticularly mqre interaction ‘'with faculty members, and more academic information

(requirements, grad1ng, courses,, etc. ) i

T Students emphatically endorsed the need for an orientation program for
1ncoming freshmen and indicated that it should be three or four ddys long and
held on both campusés of the univérsity Recommended emphases of the activi-
ties were again familiarization with the university s facilities and services,
social activicies with fellow studentsf and academic counseling

L] ' o

d1scussions of concerns and interests were also advocated

’ v

Small group’
Increased Jfaculty
involvement in the program was indicated to be desirable rélative to academic
counseling and discussion oﬁ.students copcerns agd interests;‘social contact

with faculty and sample lectures, however, were of inferest to considerably

L] .

-, N . . R AR . . )
fewer students. Lo R - .o ’ ’
s > . ~

The evaluation of the SOP provided .the committee and each ‘of the sup-

port1ng offices with demailed information upof which to base their decisians.
As a result of the findings the coord1nat1ng committee recommended that the

Orientation Program rema1n a series of WBnferehzes held over the Summer.'

Faculty involvement was to 1ncrease in the academig counseling area with’the

%h’

des1gnation of specific conferences to emphasize special areas such as

ol

datural sciences, eng1neeting, and health sciencesy:in which the, faculty from

»

‘nv

yb role. “Seveval of the-

- -’

these respective areas would play a’ much more ac

programs and workshops were omitted %nd ethers re esigned as a result of the

student responses.

“ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. .o " ROOM USE DATA - USE AND MISUSE - o
3 . Loren Gould
. ’ 4 ‘Worcester State College . b4

One of the problems facing the Office of InstigutionalcResearch at Wor- .
cesﬁer State College is how to‘present rogm use data bhat is accurate.and“
yet.'that is acceptable to those wishing to argue for or against the need for
more classroom space This is area that might seem to be a simple gathering
of pure%y objective data.but up;: in@gection the methodology to glean the

data is extremely subjecti@e. Presidents wish to have dat; that will. aid
e ‘their-arguments-that more classroom space is necessary while legislators

.are looking for, data that ptoves the c¢ollege is underutilizing its spice.

- The Office aof institutionalAResearch is caught between the tuo positions
trying to develop as obJective a measure of room use as is possible but pne
,’ that hat the same time, will be acceptable to both groups receiving the data.

lere at Worcester State we first began collect1ng rqom use data nearly

ten years agogby totaling the pgrcentage hourly use each room had, ‘baged

upon the then ex1sting thirty-six hour week (eight hours oa Monday-Wednesday- -

\ Friday,and six hours on Tuesday-Thursday). .Sge attachments A and B.. At the

13

B

same time the percentage use was broken out into.general use classrooms and
. special use rooms. General use classreoms were defined as ones that any de-
partment_might he assigned to for lecture-discussion types of courses while '
special use rooms were primarily laboratories of one kind or another. This
type of analysis resulted in rather high use percentages and was obviously
not objective since no consideration was made of the other 132 hours in each
) weekﬁq Just’ by beginning the school day at eight in the morning instead of
'eight-thirty and ending- it at five in the afterngon.instead of four-thirty
would have added three hours a week and by .making Tuesday-Thursday the.same as
1Monday-Wednesday-Friday would: have added an additional six hours for a tota1
- of forty-five available hours each Week instead of the thirty-six used.. 'The
evening Jhours from four- thirty to ten p m.~were used’by the Program’ of ,Con- u‘

tinuing Education when the room @ise survey'was begun'but since the prognam

. Qiid a limited number of rooms without‘a great number of students the program
a2 e - . B N
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N ,was not calculated into the room usf study. This is no lo#ger ‘true today when

the Program of Continuing Education ves two-thirds the ‘mumber of students
in the day enrollment However, in this _paper the Program of Continuing Educa-
tion will "not be included although some references to it will be found on

some of ‘the* attachments i : . v, ~ ’ R K 'd ;

Attachment A shows the percentage of classroom and special room use for -

|

four consecutive semesters and with a detailed breakout of “the most recent
‘semester atsthe time of the report. The detailed data contains information N
relative to the Program of Continuing Education but this data was not included ’
in developing the percentages shown. This is a typical example of‘the.koom
use study produced during the first severgl years. Attachment B shows_similar
informatl, from a couple of years later. ﬁt this time, however, only the - "
general use classroom percentage was developed since it was_ felt that the

2

|
I
|
-special use room percentage did ot and would not change appreciably' v . !
~ Another factor not included in these studies was the size of the classes R
g and any 1nef£1cient use' of rooms resulting from small classes. Consistently \
, over the years, five to s1x per cent of thé claSses at the college have been -
v five or fewer 'in enrol ment and a glance at, attachment C reveals that the ‘ |
.smallest general use.c ssroom has twenty‘five student stations Attachment
C lists the capacity of ll rooms as of the date of the report Recently, a
number of small tlasses h ve been held in professors' offices: without being ,
listed as assigned classes bué appearing on- the roster under the guise of -
TgA (to bd# announced) in regard to locationma .o ) .8

In 1970 the OFfice of Ifstitutional Research began to use an alternative

method of presenting room use data., This consisted in using the‘percentage , . 1.‘
.= of the undergraduate student’bodf assigned to classrooms each hour of the class
day .as a measure of room use. This did not require the separation of general
and ecial use classrooms ‘and the siz;g .0f the classes had _no bearing upon the
pgjep x ‘
-\ lower than those developed by the prier method thus reducing the. college s¥

ntages developed Jbut the resulting figures were fifteeﬁ ta, twénty per cent

t. justification argument for more classroom space. ) »
A typical example of this type of report is“shown on attachments D, through !
_H. AttacHment D explains the methodology and-summarizes the results of the .
study along with supplying a key to-the visual presentation -of the data as
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sbown on attachment £.. Attachment @ shows the data in'a visual form with .

5?/ horizontal stripes 1nd1cating the hours with above average assignment of’ .. | Lo
‘students to classrooms and the other patterns indicating,below average. '

assignment of stﬁdents to glassrooms. The darker the symbol the further ' N
removed from the average the partlcular hour is. Thus the eighth hour on '*
Wednesday and Friday;ls the low point in student assignment to classrooms
'while the’ greatest assignment~of students occurs during the second, third,e
.and fourth hours of the day. Another factor as o why the lack of student

. assignment to classgooms in the late afternoons is a reSult of the chariging
' times that have. occurred in coIleges nationwide. -Unlike years ago, both .

‘ faculty and students have ch01ce as to when courses are offered. The. faculty,

“

hrough th€1$ department cha1rper$ons, ‘choose the times that they wish to .

]

of fer the various departmental qourses. ~Then the students, through a lottery .

" method, select the courses and times that they wapt. As a result of these op- ' .

k3

tions the-late afternoons tend to be vacant.' If I were to return?to teaching L
. T know what hours I would choose ‘in order to have small classes. Usually
sembority tends to rule inhdepartmental time selections and most faculty would

like their afternoons free. This results in the newer faculty, bagically e ‘

known to the students, dominating the late® hours of the day when our studentso -
want time to work at the part time jobs most of them-.hold. * ths is an ineffi- {r

c1ent use of room space that is very difficult to explain to state legislators

v

who are Qut of touch with the changes that have taken- place in colleges .in the o
past teé years and is one v the reasons why hny paper that I present is always’
sent to the ctiairman of our state Ways and Means Commlttee. Attachmenb F shows., »
the percentage of the total student body that are assigned to classrooms 2ach .
- hour of the school day. - Rather than showing the deV1ation from+«the mean as at- PR
tachment E.did this attachment shows, for example, that. only nine per cent of
the entlrg student body is assigned to a classroom on the eighth hour on-Friday . .
afternoon compared with nearly half the student body population assignéd to
classrooms on the second hour of Monday-Wednesday-Friday. Attachment G Sup-
plies the numerical” variation in. the number of studernts assigned to classrooms
each. hour from the mean. This shows, with numbers, what attachment E shows
v1sually. Attachment H shows the number of students a531gned each hour to

- :

classrooms with Cumulative totals to ~show wh1ch days and which hours have the =~

ERIC: -\ 7. . oo L



' different amounts of detail with the first page (attachment D) giv1ng the most

t

y ed%?&l verbal description and/
. specific details. During‘theifive years that this format was produced by ‘the

with attachments F, G and H giwxng the more-

. Office of Institutiqnal Resezrch requests came from” the Président s Office
for the previous method of c¢ lculat1ng room use because the eanlier method\

show d considerably higher. percentage of use figures. Thus during most of the

<

-

five years both reports. wej@ produced.
. ) ) Attachment I.is a samp
the number of student stations available In each room.\ This was, done by

E actually going to each rodm and counting the student stations available In
. the case of the laborator#es thefa\was little or no change unless a room was
-

added or deleted but with many of the general use ‘classrooms there was con-

siderable variation‘gkom year~ to year. This points out another”ery sub—"
e

3 \
. 1ectiVe element to such room use studies since most of.the classrooms have '+

movable hairs and 1o attempt was made to estimate the optimum number of stu— :

dént sfations that’ could be placed in each room. In some cases'as many as
Attachments J and K summarize data for fiscal years 1971 through l974
. Attachment J shows the changes in available classrooms during the four years
_f’fh‘ ’ of the study. Such changes were "minimal because of the rentlng of eight class-
rooms in a Jewish Temple classroom building adjacent to the campus. Attachment
J also shows the increase in part—time students which accounts for the decrease
in the number of *students assigned each hour."since the normal full-time stu-
® j. dent takes twelve to, fifteen $emaester hours compared to thiree fo six semester
' hours for the part time student. Attachment K shows the percentage of the .
student body assigned to. classrooms each hour for _ the four years of the study

along with. the percentage change from the first year of the summary (l97l) to -~

AL . the last year (1974) A ) o, .

I
Ay & a

. ) *t' In 1975 the President requested a further variation in regard to class—

r90m use. First a listing was developed of all available, student spaces on -

/. the campus. See attachment i. Thi% was done by actually éounting the number
- - X
of student stations available which as mentioned before is another subjective
PO [N ~t : ' . 2 ~< oo
A ) ' ’ 4 - \’
@’s . . ¢
. CRERN A .
~ o 11210 - C
v ’ - -b/ —;’ - N ~ A . N
- , f ' - ~
p) . .

e of.a report 1ssued when needed to update the status

t
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element with no rule used to define pptimum space pEr'student. Then.a listing
of.the available general purp0se student stations that were occupied for»the
semester by each class houxy was developed and-translated into percentages of
use. Attachment L~exhipits this presentation. The' percentagesgrun higher
than the ones-devel ed by usipg percentages of the student'body_assigned to
classrooms each hour and‘thus lent themselvesueasiernto justigxing the need
for more classroom space.l‘For comparison'purposes the three methods of
showing rdom use are supplied for the *same semester, spring 1976. Attachment‘

L shows the percentage of available general purpose student staviqns that were

occup1ed, attachments M and N show;éfespectlvely, the percentages of the stu-
h

dent body assigned to classroons e hour dnd the actual number of students‘
assigned to classgrooms each hour, and attachmen; 0 shows the percentage use’
of available, general,uSe classrooms for the spring semester. Attachmenﬁ O .
also gives a comparison between spring,1973 and spring 1976 which again shows

degreasing percentages ‘because of the 1ncrease in part ~time spudents. ’

These three«methods maﬁipulate the same data in different ways for d1f—

,”Lferent purposes - A c6mplex formula could be developed for computer use but

,\)

' ['mc'

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

in our case we do. not have available the computer expertise to develop such

-a formula.’ Therefore my question to ‘the group hefe today is, "How do you pre-‘

sent room use data and what modifications can you suggest without involving

specialized computer knowledge?" .®

3
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Nnbur of General Use Clmg:toaax
v kverue Number of Studont stationsy
Peneatlgo of Schoduled Use of Ge,nerll Classresns, 1973-711:

. G22
» G2k
T AY0Y
. A300
A302

A303 .

- 'A304
"~ 1305
A3
" A316
SN

. SN7B,

S123B
. S12)
. 5125
S126
- 5128
$132
. §205
S2114
S211B

S212 |

214
. 5216

$217 .
 S219A

S219B

S221° -

$22)
'8225A
§2258
5226
' 5227
se28
S231°
S30L
LI S309
-~-8310

S33°
S31%8 .

5312

§$313 |

S31k
$316.

A

Reom uae~ based or; hO hour week, 9 a.m to\S p.R., five days a week., Classrooms are
also used up to 10 p.m. four nights a woek for other courses apouorod by the Progru

-3

?,29

28

- 36

36 .
36
29

33
33
a3
36
33
27
33,
36
3L
3k
28 -
35
26
30
36
36
33
33.
33
33 .
3%
30

26
36 -
2l

3

. 26
3=
29
33
33
33
22

© 26
2h

1,379 -hours '+ L3 PCE

2l hours d , .
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| Fall, 1973
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of Continuing Xdusation,

s

<

L Reen Hae

hh

40.9 -~ .

‘e

Sprimg, 1974

31 heurs + 1 PCE’

33
36
"33
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26’
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. { . 5

32
33
30
33
32

- 30
7 38

1,128 hours + 62 PCE
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Student Staiions
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L5
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35
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1,800
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Ninety hmoura of yearh total are msic courses t.aught :Ln ;eneral classrooins. .
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-3 SRS 5 S |
' \ \ - . N . - -, , i ;, 't P
. . Room Usg ) \ . ‘ \ . ( . " R
Semester 7 Classroom Use | . Special Hoom Uge " Total Room Use
Fall, 1970 - . 85% " L8 - 726 ;0 T Y L
Spring, 1971 ) 9l A ¥+ S ~\ gog i
Fall, 1971 A £ ' 5Th . 70% e
Spring 1972 - .79%" DT 2 S VR N
. “ . ’
Decrease In room mse reflects addit.ion of rooms in Learning Raso\m}qs Ceater plus
" .subdlvigion of exist.in; classrooms ‘and conversion of rvoms into clas rooms fron other s
uges. Neuw medis labs plus subdivision ef existing labs have snabled mpecial roem use. . '
to meet demand oreatad Ly Increased numbsr ef course in speech and sciense which : ’
’have been. ad\dod in the past yoa.r. e ) . ) \\ .
* The above rigures are bnsod on our exiat.ing 36 hour week for tenching nct,iviéieu - <
o in the undorpaduba progf'u. oL . . - ) /
: .sr’h’im,.wn SN S \\ SO P
.- o Room Use . e 2y
e ¢ ____ J-Periods . : ’ Pex‘iods . \. ., Periods
Roomx' . Uged: - Lo Roems, . . Used: Z Useds,
o1 Auditoriwm .. 12 .. s22h- 22 (9) s05 ' - 29 26;
Amohithéatre - 22 (3)° - ', . s24 = . 30:(9) . .S 21w 33
Art ‘Room-L00 - . 26 (9) .. .- S2%B 25 (3) “s 2118\ 27 (12)
cGm o 36 Y - *.28. (1 ~§ 212 \33(9)
- 100 - 1db . 1 - syt T 23 ()€ e 33 (12)
100B - lab- T3t : Co5228 T e g5 (9) ST 36 (9). .
C108K7lab . . W9, o ©s31 = 28(9) -_ S 2194 25 (¥2)
i 1088 - fab vt 32 /. S. oS30Vt T 32.(6)- . 872198 33%(9).
LFp110.-1ab . L 1L (3) : Sk - SN ¢) BT
205 <1ap” 29 .83 1 ERE .
* 5101 « 1lab S . .- 8310 . B
. S102 -14b . 20 _ SB‘HA 3&(3)« A
. S123-smugde labe <. 31 (3) T . .. S3NB— T o9 St
'S42L - musdo lab 31 \ $312 SEPTNE Or- '+ SN “,y -
‘8129 - lab 8 . = S 1 TP Y i
S0t < ek et i2 . .. 's314 N 1 (9)¢ oS
520l L1ap) A [ K . 8316, S 6 (3) e
. 5216 - education 1ab 12 7 7 Cyy9 .. T 527 wip o
© 8223 ~.speech lab 21.(3 . T C160 S5 2 U T .
5232 ~ lab- -0 70 c16r, .. 2 e .
.5235 - 1ab - 37 : c16 @3
5303, ~ 1sb T .. €171 : 25 * B
. 5308 - Ianguge lab 19 . : <. C3R3. . L '
8317, ¢ lab : 6 - - voc3E ., T 2b 12y -
. 5320"+lad : *”ﬁt- 9 . ot - ,
CiL7 - media 1ab  udln . » Posaible houra nnilable: ' v A iy .
<o, C181 - médta lab 15 . = . 79,rooms x{35 hours emsk woek - 2 th e
52 Room' ‘Per.Us. +Roon Per, Used Total wse = 1,959 kours ‘ . {r
Gee 28 o 3057736 - Percentags wse = 693 ' o g
. G23° " 8(6) 306 26 ~ A N
G2k 2L .. 315 30 % Classrooms only - 52 x 36, = T ,872 Use °j‘ih‘19 5
103" 33 ° .« 316 - .33 . Percentue use = 794 4
20 SNT7A, 29" ry o el
o360 smn 9F Spoohl Jooms only - 42&79 36 - 972 Uap -»hao )
36 "5125 - 28 ‘ Percentage wse: y%“&s ? ‘% o
35 . 5126. . 29°(6) %"}»»{L .
30 - s128 - 26 - (0) = number’ of Rours" é*ath 'llfProgru of Cutiluing ;
. 36 8132 30 (6) o, . sdm:;uon - . S
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* Studénd Statioms .

5 -

*

- Qeneral Use Classrowms ¢ ‘ ‘ ‘

Recms with LS etmdent stationa: -

=

‘ G/Jzz‘ CCA03 A6 - s132 g; 223 - 5228 . §310 5316
R 24 AL S5 ST205 S 224 §231- §312 C Lol

‘.,;“A' 301 A305- S§126 s?212. S 226+~ 530k s 3.13 .-
ThOA. 3027 LA 315 s‘Iae s 217> s 221, 5309 s 31b

. . . * . - .
Other -gemeral wse classrooms: -

A 103- 60 gtatioms 2% stations "
SMTA 35" 1B 25
y -5*117'3 35-- . . © 3 o
S123 A 35 . 3
e 8 123 B 35.. o 25’ "

Total student atations in gonoral use claamonm L3170

Ifuborawries and SpecialbUse Rooms e " e
(Biolou) 20 stations oo s. 214 (Educntion) hS .stations”
(Biology) -32 " . . S216°, © (Education) 20 "
(Chemaitry) 24 " ~ . @232, (Physical Scienee) 32 stationa -
. (Art) 2 " § 235"  {Atomic) 2k stations ’
. (Elementary Seisnce) LO stationa S 303 (Physical Chemistry) 30 mtions.
(Cartography) 2u stations $:317° . '(Organic’Chemimtry) 32 Tr = - %
(Art) 35 stations - -5 320 (Analytioel Chemistry) 327 ". -
(ard) 20. " © . CTIbT-K; (Media) 15 stations |
(Botany) 32. " . .. e ¢ 9L (Medda) - 157 -
(Zoology). 16 " . :' C*160-N -(Medir) 15 "

- -
3
»

VEER

A

O Lo =

- S S d e
B8¥33

n'e
- i,
S2

w(Nusdo)® LS ’ - y' G 162:0. - (Hoslia% R ‘Q )

‘(B.cteria—msmldgy) 32 stations) c 323N (Media) . 20 & .
| .. (Blectronics) 32 stations = }28-—0 (Media) 2077 " -
" J_(Phyaics) 16 stationa S . ' .

- i
7. - H R .

) Other Spocial Use Roons: <'b

S 301 - Chemistry Lec ture Roon ; 35 statlons ¢ <
C 161X _ Large Lecture Hall {n Learning Resources Genter 129 stdtions
.C 171-Q Small:Lecture Hall in Leim;ng Resources Gd\u{r 92

Science Anphitheatre T 200 stations . ‘.
Theatre 1,094 stations . s

+

01d Anditorim’ Lso atat:san e

-

i

e
£l

Total 1;bontom?“u'§d special use room stations: 2,7607
" 'Theatre and old and:itirium uhould not be sghednlad which vonld leaves . 1 163 atations<

" Total college st\‘:dmt ataticna/ﬁt)\ont theatre md old auditoritmz 2 933 at,ationa

d -

’ Gralnd,total of all _student stations anilhbles h W17 .
. . . B . . « . ‘ " .“ , .
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-, By ueing the official computer-
. students assigned to ¢lassrooms
the undergraduate classes of the college.
. to classroens this scmeater was 1,32l or 38%
tions ran frem 27% abeve this figure.to 75% balew it.
representation shows the centinued low,
“is 2nd threugh Lth heurs .on Honday-Wednm
* The other attached sheeta shov the stme i
by perceatage of the whele studeat body;
' tal number ef studen \
for the first time, the classcs en Tuesday
£ ihoury" from 6

75 mingtes ia Yength thus reducing the wumber e
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rts the
'] lé!le/o&er ,

2
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run of October,2k, 1975, I have to

for each hour of the 32 hours used
The_average nunber of students assigned
of the total studemt populatien,  Varia-
The attached diagrsmmatic : .
usage in late afterndons. The maximum usage ” ' .
sday-Friday sad the ninimum usage is 8th_heur. :
nfermatiek in different ways; eme shows it
one by deviatier frem the aversge and ome LR
ts assigned te classreoms each heur ef each’
ard Thursday are h( s :
on “these s te he

day; P /.

taled the number of .
for the bulk of I

, b=
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* Peficentags - of Total Student Bm Assigned % Classresns Rach Heur . '
o m . _ Fall, 1‘975 ? .
o MONDAY | ®ruesmy |’ wEONESDAY P ﬁm\nsnu * FRIDAY .
.\ ; v ( - N - '
1at (g - 39% 39% " oas ek
. . : - - ’
2nd ‘L8% Lsg_ L8g ~ LSk L8% :
! L) B » -<-.‘ .
Ve »- . . a » . ‘¢ —3
Ird g L7% - 5% Cusg ‘188
* - : A
7 ——
- , ! T I P BN
ith . L6g 38% ‘L% . 36% L3
-a ﬂ T ¥ A-
» . . ) P ,i -
Sth - Lo% - 2% LO% "
R I kM .
. p: - i
. e E IR
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6ta . 36% * 37% / 33% ‘
) A 4 # . ’ - - sy
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. : Ce .
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'MONDAY TUESDAY - WEDNESDAY THURSDAY 'FRIDAY
- . “ C . \ ' b / * “' . -
14 . . / B . ".t A
18t . +104 . ¥63 R . *53 . 120 +1L9
~" . - -
(] v ., \' ot - ) ){ '
e 4 ¥ ~ - ~ N .
N 7 > %
_s ’ . ' v . . . s
.2nd +363 - +260 ’ 4359 * +256 ‘ 4352, -
Jo . - ° - ) : e
] « . ’ . * c "' 9 .
3rd Fe209 7 ; +250.” , )

ﬂ ‘. :‘ . s LT %.
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-1ist Octeber 2L, 1975
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Nmbor of Students nuiped te Clu-ronn fall 1975, per Offieial Clumnm o

La '
| Mo  TUESDAY .|  WRDNESDAY - THURSDAY FRIDAY
\ ‘ ‘ -
18t 1,428 1,387 1,317 1,312 1,473
. o A ’ ' %
(6,9%7) , ; 3 :
2ad * 1,687 »58L 1,683 ,580 1,676
(8,210 : ¢ .o .
3rd- 1,533 1,66l »S7L N »598 1,688
(8,057) ° « o
p—_—

Lth 1,617 1,356 »596 1,268 1,524
(7,361) . . : .

Sth . *1,395 , ,493 2 LA
(,300) g ‘

bta 1,219 g 1,287 - 1,165
(3,131 | - e

“.W‘,'* - \

Tth - ‘902 "881 " 806
(2,589) * ‘ w5 “ 2

L RN . »
_ d M S
8ta Y t3%0- 330
(1,132) o Rt .
12,357) (10,283) (5,991) (10,251) .~ (5,758) (10,074)
e SRR o 2 -
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G 2 32 seats .
A 301 b3
A 302, by "
A 303 50 "
~A 304 9 "
T A 305 50 "
A NG by "
" sn7 k. Tk
- s17B .. 3T "
~ 8124 50 "7
S 125 s
S 126 . u8 "
‘8132 3 "
8205 S I
tS 211 4 26 "
S211 B 2 "
s 212 b "
. sk 38 "
S 216 bo *
s 217 b2 "
S219 A 39 ."
S219 B 33 0"
S 223 b3 "
s 224 e
8225 A 23 "
S 225 B 27 " T
s 226 L "
s 227 s "
8 228 3"
s 25 bs " .
_. - 830% 73 " .
- 8§ 30hL 52 "
8 309 9 "
S 310 ¥ "
S 3114 28 "
.S 311 B 22 "
§32 - L3 "
5313 bo. "
s 3L - o,
s 316 L3 "
L 132 15 "
L 1L~ ., 15 "
. L 116 5 "
L 118 15 "
-1 122 15 "
L730L .2 ™.
L 306 - 20 -
¢ 77,729 seats '
S 128

S .

N el el

s 37 32

LS. seats .

’]}'}m .

~ Student Sprces

- Science Amphitheatre
Ol1d Audit,or‘i\m‘ ..

College Theatre
L 117 Large Lecture

,L 121 Small Leacture

Labs

23 12 studeat

1004 20 L
100 B 32 "
105 B 24 "
110 - "
300 12 "
315 o "
LOO 35 »
101 32 n
102 6. "
S 129 32 n
S 201 32 "
S 204 16 "
§232 . 32 "
s 235 2k "
s 301 32 "
S 303, bo.
s 308 35 "
"

200 seatg

390

1,094
129
- 92

statiens
.on

.. . .
zz:z:nzzz:::'::z_::

e

A

-

- 1,905 ‘seats

e S N N’ s

. " °

(Art-Scnlptup) ‘
(Biology) )
(Biology)
(Elementdry Sdemes
(Cartography) ~
(Geelogy)

(Art)

(Botany)

(Zoology)
(Bactoria-ﬂistol’og)

” (%lectronics)

(Physies)
éPhyaic;I
Ateonic
(Analytical Cheat#try)
(Puysical Chemitry) -
(Lamgesge) )
(Organie Chemistry)

Seiense)

' 522 student gtations -

Fer use pur;;oses:

’
—

1,729 gemeral purpese slassroom seats

200 seats im Sciemce Amphi thestre
” 221 seats im two LRC lecture Ralls.

.© 7,190 seats available fer general class use '

& e

A

( 00
1 14,..
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. Room. Use 1970-197h

= .

The attached sheet shows the percentage of students assigned to clasarcoms
for fall 1971, fall 1972, fall 1973 and fall 197L along with the ‘percentage 'change
between £all 1971 and fall 197h. The pattern is eensistent with a deereasing .

.’ percentage of ‘students being ass te classrooms between 1971 and 197L excep

for slight imoreases in some of the afternocon slass hours., > )

The. student thdy incressed 21% from 2,840 .studeats in fall, 1971 to 3,L35
students in fall, 197h. .The firsi feur classroem heurs show decreases im the

percentags of students assigned to classreems fer every day in the week while
the laté aftérneen hawrs shew. imcreanes i L hewr eut ef 16,

Reems in._naex
1971-72

52 elassreens

27 speeial use rooms (primarily labs)

,?9 o - .

. 1
Lo

‘ Wﬂéﬁ

51 classroons (8 remted in Temple)
26 spesial uwse.recms (primsrily labs)
7 . )

Apprexinately the same number of rooms are beimg wsed by a deereasing
pereentage of the 21% larger student bedy. oo

S ’ [4 N

Durimg the feur years, part-tise studeats {nsfeased five times from 99 in
afa11, 1971 to 500 im fall; 197h. The number ef eredit heurs takes by studeats
tnoreased 128 frea L3,745.5 4n fall, 1971 te 48,993.5 in fall, 197k,

F

@
»
’




Parcchtage of Student Bedy Assigned to Classreoms, Fall 1970-Fal1 197

-

e -
) L.}
: ) THURSDAY . FRIDAY
. MONDAY TUESDAY WEDNESDAY Py
' - - - 6% 508
of S0% 53% 207 .
:g;; 51; * 0%, ﬁ?{: -5t ) 3903; -10% ﬁ; -8% Eg; -6%
1973 ° 48 ' . . L
1974 lng L5% L3z ' 0?- ? .
* st hewr : . .
- A
- = . |- 619, : 15 S 60% .
' ’g?,g gg -16% 5% 108 2‘3’: 2% 5 [P g ifg; 12%
- . .k : L% :
1974 LS% L6% . L9¥ |
¥ 61% 57% - .
1971 60% | 6L . o1% . . 53% " _
'1972 51 _1'1g Sh¥ 94 ¢ sod ' -5% . , 52% ~16% 1. 2ox L%
) 1533 Sk SbE . ' oz 515‘; 53%
-9t | bex ¢ bsg .- 52% I
rd hewr )
' - ' - 8%, 51% S56%
197 60% . 51% 58%, \ st
w2 | 53 L RN A IR A R
1973 55% © ’*9; ey L6% L7%
19747 - L6X L2 \ . :
‘A heur _.
L9% < . L9% , 52% .
1971 wx o, Lex L o1 L
1972 SO% +3% g -6%. 262 . 0 L3% ~6% . 55% .
: Y. : LhE . S7% ”
B i,‘?i | ok ol e . L3% - 51
. % heur ! o
o - L3% L9%
: LLg L3 L . W (
572 | uSs w1 [ g MR
e - | 6%
1973 L2t N 1 - L% u1g L3g
197k LO% i1 ) ' e
h heur ~ B .‘
32% . ,33% i . ‘
1974 1% ‘ '
‘th heur : ‘ e .
1971, . | 188 ' :?é ‘ :55'; ‘;21
1972 _ 162 A3 L% _.
1973 g 208 . 1 -
¢ 197L rab \ . \
u h."lr ) v "{ . -
Y
) 124
K
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Percemtags .of available-general purpeses student statiens ;occnpized in aprinj, 1976

per efficial cI@ssreem 1list, March 15, 1976

2

C iyt
NONDAY TUESDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY - . FRIDAY
57% S0% " 56% _50%- - 6%
ng 68.5% © 678 68% . 68%
80% 63 e 63% 76%
73% 5% 72%. " 508 728,
65 Jes 628
] 53% . 551 513
A" .
288 278 268 >
. . . Q
135 ‘ 124, 0%
L
‘Average = 55% -
= i .
A 125
* -195-"
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Percentege of TO% Student Bozb\lssiood ts Classreoms 'R‘ncl\ Hewr, Bpring, 1976

N N . . . . ’
. N ﬁonm,IE TUESDAY = ‘| WEDWBSDAY THURSDA'Y FRIDAY
‘. . -\. - . . I e ""f
18t 39% / 30 38,5% 3l 39%
N N ’ | . P /
. nd 8% urs 6% u7% L7
. 3 .
< ird 555 -, | wxc 524 3% " sug i
. ‘ . |
z l ] _
. ¢ , « . l
Lith 50% 37% L9% 3hg ‘hog -
£, « . \ ’
Sth b3 . bS% S S
— L S
. & , - |
6th 36.5% 3758 . 35%
- ' /\’
7th 19% * g 188
' . i “ ' ~ B . N .
8ta 9% N ) 8% 7%
‘ ] . i
' . * Q\ X .
< ‘ . - »
. ~17A. .
; 126




,\r . . 3 N °
’ Y\.\\ Nn-ber oi‘ Stndents Assigned to Clnaanua °prin¢, 1976, per Offisial Clwaron
’ ) ’Liat K‘mh ‘5, 1976 <
 KONDAY TUESDAY WRONESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY -
. st/ 1,226 1,073 1,21 1,073 1,200 7
(5,823)
L A X ~
R > R *
. 1,521 1,473 T,L35 . 1,L68 1,Lm
(7,368) .
3rd 1,717 1,357 1,647 1,34 1,685 -
(7,760) '
Lith 1,567 1,175~ 1,551 1,077 1,540
Sth 1,395 1,428 1,339
- (4,162) s
- '+
6th | 1,147 1.,1_;78 ' ) - 1,/105
(3,130) )
7th 59 ; 588 567,
(1,749) -
. Bth. 276 T . 262 B . 213
. -
{751) ‘
37,953)  (9,ll3) (5,078) (9,300) (4,972) (9,160)
. ’
, A
‘ 127
R , ~127- ‘
v * )
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Gyn
nmquuur
-G 23 (Art) -
e 24 ®
A100A (Lab)

* A100B (Lab)

A103 (Paych Lab)

A105B (Art).

A110 (Educatien)

. 7. A300 (Cartegraphy)

4301
A302 . ,
£303

A0k -
A305 .

" 5315 (Geelegy)

A316

ALOO (Art)

$101 (Lab)

S102 (Lab)

5109 (Lab)

S117A

S1178B

S12k.

S125 -

$126

8128

. 5129 (Lab)

8132

S201 (Lab)

* 5204 (Lab)
5205

S211A

S211B°

8212

s214

8216

s217

S219A

$219B

8223

S22l

S225A

8225B

. 8226 -

8227 -

8228 g& -

523

8232 (Lab)

" 5235 (Lab)

s3otr -

8303 (Lab)

. 8304

s309 )

$310
S311A

83118

2l

N
el
ro

Reom Usage, Spriag 1976 IR

3N honre/veek

16 "

1"
26
8
8

= -
m % 3 3 3 3 3T = =
-~

N
2 3
. N _‘ b3
2 2332 3 2 3 3 2 T I 3 8 32T 2T T 2 T T T T T T X T T 33 3 2T X X 328

W
O =
-

B «
y - B
33333‘33333’3:33ﬂ:’h::::ﬂﬂ!ﬂ:::3’3:‘:3333333.33'333::‘13l.::!::
- - . “

-l
0
2 2 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3

e,

~ ‘ .

h . . -

S;? - . 36 hours/voek
s$313 ° ) L "
S31k o {,21 " n
$316 2 " "
5317 (Lab) 3o
s320 (Lab) ° 9 " m
- L112 L, oo
L1k : . P "
L116 (Media) “~ 21 ., " .
L117 (Large Lecture) 12 " "
L118 (Media) . 20 " "
L121 (Small Lecture) 29 " "
L122 (Media). -~ 16 "
L30y (Health Education) 20 " "{
L306 (Nuraiu) : R 6 "

73 roems used forﬂ ,h?S hewrs out of a pos-
sible 2 336 (73 x 32) = 63% use.

L9 ¢eneral uase classroona used for 1 169
‘ hours out of a poasible 1,568 (LG x 32) -

75% use. .

* Room Usdge by Day amd by He

Percentage of avnﬁnble genéral purpose

eat statioms eccupied im spring, 1976 amd ‘

ring, 1973 based er efficial e ter runs
of w«* 1976 ud Harch 9, 19

- 1976+ 1973
1st Howr _° ... 54% '63%
2nd Howr , * < 68% 70% .
J3rd Heur 72¢% - 59%
Lth Houwr 6L% i
Sth Hewr 6Lt 6Lt
6th Hewr . 53% 60% :
7th Hour rX v S 1} ) ¢ .
8tk Howr * . 124 16% o
.
Kolduy : - 59%. 59% .
. Tuesday - 59% 63%
Wednesday” Shi 59% .
Thuraday 58% T 628 .
Friday DR 2" 61% \ <
Overall — t 55% 60%-
128 .
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.~ RAZING FACILITIES FOR FUN AND PROFIT -
. °' ) "\ . . ’ L4 - - -7 :. Ed ® .
.~ Eric Brown - C Zv .
. ) ) New Hampshire_College . PR
. ’ and University Council o .
..\ e . ,l. a ' . _ 'IM . -
Introduction o ' ) . . :

.
'&V

This paper 1s a case study of a private university s effo¥ts to more
effectively . utilize its facilities in order tOlreduce physical plan operating
expenditures through‘thia increased efficiency of use., . - . s

The format used in this case study is a description of-the,methods a
fac1lit1es task force used to approach the problem, the analyses which were . -
made of facilities fclassroom, academic and adm1n1strative space-utilization) .

the recommendations which the task force made, and a review of results stem-

.

ming> from these recommendations a year later.’ £ o ] : N
. . .
. ) v o e ° “ ,
Background ) - . '
N T S ’ R oty
In the fall of 1974, the President of Brown.UniMersity appointed a séries . :
of task forces to review various components of\the institution's operations 33;7 ‘
and make recommendations to him concerning economies which might be achieved f: ’f
Qr additional revenues which might be g?nerated toiassist the University in ',";M%ﬁ

e e —

_First, no space could be removed from the institution s inventory until a’ -

moving tovards a balanced budget. The author of this paper served as” Chairman

dent. ) . . e

. . Fd
b

s

"« The Approach to the ?ro%ﬁem

-
*

Prior to taking ahy action the facilities task force met several times

to develop a basic strategy--a strategy which consisted of three elements v,hg

5

clear picture of current space utilization had been determinednand this infor-

o

_— *

mation*had been dissem1nated throughout the eptire campus.. Second,»in addi-

also necessary to establish equitable university-wide standards,»standards

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

against which aliwaipartments could be judgéd. Finally, there~must be_ a clear

tion to creating a climate favorable to.improving spacé utilization, it was

, ~
. » - .
. ’ 4 N . . » i

~
.

9 . N

B . .
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‘academic support and administrative departments.

. -

,m«.

demonstration of the savings and/or increased revenues 1nvolved if buildings.

. -

Y

-

.\ were removed resulting in better utilization of 1nst1tutional space.

.

Analysis ’ .

q ~

. 4 : - - ’
To gain a clearer picture of how university spate was being utilized .

the task force commissiened three studies 1n cooperation w1th the Office of

.
o i s e

Institutional Research: . (1) a classroom util;zation study, (2) a study “of

Space usage in academic departments, and (3) 4n analeis of space usage ir .

et

The approach used .in the classroom utiilization differed- from that used

in the academic and administrative areas. As a large number of classes were

sgheduled on an informal ba51s hetween facuhﬁy members and students, there

was little data available on where 30/ of the University s.classes met. "There

was, however accurate, information on «the <individual™ course enrollment as well
as the seating capac1ty of all classrooms on campus. i

Given the data which was available, the'method used was to match the ac—
tual class enrollments against the potential capacity of ‘the* Un1vers1ty°s

In theory all that was ,required to determine if excess class-

classrooms.
room‘space existed was to'make a comparison'of the potefitial number of classes
at various sizes which could be accommogated with the actual siges'of the .
classes which had to be}accommodated T

» 7

In practice, cons1deration had to be given to classroom "ownership -—

.the registrar scheduled the geheral classrooms, the academic departments had

restricted’classrooms in which they scheduled classes. The number of hours-

during the ~week when classes could be scheduled was a second factor. Finally,’

as ittwas unrealistic to assume classrooms would be used 100% of the time oqk

-

that the classrooms would be filled to capacity, what wefe some reasonable

L3
A}

assumptions about: classroom utilization”“

The solution to the problem was to build*a series of models with a karge
classroom building already removed to see gnder what assumptions the 1nstitu-:
tion could still operate with enough "slack" spacé to make $cheduling humanly
feasible. N Lo ‘ T

Tables’l and 2 proyide the background:data for the model: Table l in-

4
v

3

c1udes all general and restricted classrooms, the seating capacity of *these
: 1 ;‘ -y

£ e .

" TR a3 v L4

L . . .




s

classrooms at.80% occupancy w1th a majokt classroom build ng removed, and the .
capacity at 80/ occupancy with one classrt’uilding removed and geveral
dormitory lounges added to the.inventory., “Table 2 breaks down ‘the class en- 3
roliment byisize. Table 3 provides an'example of one of a number og,alterT -

natives developed from the model. 1In this\case, general and restricted class-

*  rooms’ were utilized 75% of the time/at an 80% occupancy level of student sta- .

* tions. A maJor classroom uiZding was removed and dormitory lounges were

included. This,alternative dicated that it was possible to remove one class-
EOOm building from the Univer§ity's space Jinventory and still have enOugh . )

.. Surplus hours to permit flexibility in scheduling._
’ * N ~

In the case of the analysis of academic and administrative space, the .
task force was again faced with scaliné down the tneoretical to a practical
level which was feasible in a. short period of. time. 1Ideally, sto undertake a
complete analysis of academic and administrative space, one would divide space

- into two axtegories: . (1) the amount of office gpace Trequired. to achieve a
+ suitable environment for the person working in that space; (2) theLaddiéional, .
amoun of spectalized space required to undertake instructional, research, or T
adminZ;trative attivities. Having determined the requirements of these chte- -
‘gories, one could then further, examine the quality of the'space and the utili-
zation~of this space to assure that an optimumpenvironment existed and was
'used>to its fyllest extent. . | . : " . «
The academic and administrative ssudy undertaken dealt only with the
first category—~th€ amount of office space,available to individuals in the

various’ departments of the Univer81ty No attempt 1s made to assess the ’

- ' quality or utilization of this,space--the subJective nature of this type of

-

data, the difziculty and expense of collecting this information,_and time being * - Ve
the maJor factors for exclusion of these character1st1cs. Although non-office

space may makg up a significant portion oé a departments space, no evaluation
wascmade of sthis Space because of the difficulty in establishing an appro- ‘
priate method of determining the various space rqquirements for such activi— -

-
‘'

tigs as research, performing arts, or athletics.’
The approach used further assumed that the average office space on campus
was adequate for the individual who currently occupies thls space, and focuses

~ i

R . .7 ,,./ b4 ’:“:,’ ‘.’
« L 131 . o, T
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_offices, ‘all members of the faculty/administration having more ?chan one office,

\ )

primarily on those spaces which fall at thé two extremes of the spectrum of
office space. In addition to the distribution of office space, the office - —

of Institutional Research was also asked to‘include in the report all shared

and all offices which were vacant at the present time - .; -
To accomplish this task, each department was given a printout from the .

University s space inventory system-and & budge% Toster which included names

and ranks of individuals but ‘extluded saldary data. Departments were asked to~

indicate the office .space occupied by each” person on ‘the budget roster.

University space standards were then developed from these data (see Table

). A similar table was created for administratlve,ranks These standards

wereilhen used as a basis for evaluating the way faculty, graduate students B l

and admlnistrators were housed in each department ‘Table 5 indicates how .

this eva‘ation was done baculty at each rank who had offite space which .

fell more than one standard deviation above or below the Univ@rsity norm for

.

each rank were.then aggregated to provide a picture'of tota]l departmental

.

office space. This picture makes it fairly easy to determine those depart- > K

|

|

1

their rank were indicated as "high" or "low" respectively. . The results of |
|

- Ad ‘

ments which appear to be poorly housed, e.g., the French Departmemt with 52.9% ‘

of its staff housed in the°bottom 16% of the University,ndrmsffor those ranks
\ “©

~ contained in the department. ‘ .

. Task Force Recommendations ¥- .

i

Once copies o} these analyses had been distributed to all departments*and
a public discussion of thesg analyses’had been held, the task force prepared .
its recommendations based on the preceding agalysis.” TaWle 6 provides an over-
vlew of these recommendations The .task force identified 150,000 square feet’
of space or about 10% of the total academic and- administrative space as.top
priority for removal from the University s inventory The dollar,values and
sPace imp11cations for departments involved were also included Because of
the detailed office spage data available, it was further posﬁlble to state
that any displaced department could be given office space equivalent to the
average Univérsity space. As most of the office spaces contained in these areas
were on theé low end of the spectrum, th1s prov1ded add1tional motivation for

» e

departments to consider the moves: = K ) . '

K LY

(



: ' \
in additionéto the recommendation that those buildings in Priority T be -
closed within a year, the task force also compiled a liemof all Universit&
held properties which,werelnot used for:educational or housing purposes and an
estimate of' the value of these 38 pieces of property was obtained. The task
force recommended that all properties which fell outside the foreseeable _areas
of inst1tut10nal expansion be gradually sold off. (A conservative estimate of
the value of these propert1es was in #he excess of 1.5 millign dollars.)

’ . -Epilogue y

As more than a year has gone by since. the early spring of 1975 when the
task force submitted its report, it is now possible to efamine the results of
this approach to analyzing institutional space needs. &n terms of concrete
measures, the faculty has adopted a class schedule which permits the offering .
of classes at a broader range of hours during each week. Of the Priority I

1.

list of buildings, one large “classroom build1ng has been closed down although v o

.

the Un1versity has *hot yet been able to receive permission from the Zoning

- " Board to charge the zoning* regulations in order to accofiiodate the planned

« , tenants. Two frame bnr{dings were given toL/beff/ov1dence Historical Society
and were rgmoved from University owned property. One building has been sold,
and two others are currently rented. In all, about 40% of the Priority 1

. Square footage whiclt the task force recommended be removed from the Univer-’

sity's.inventory has been removed by rental, sale, or mothballing ! 4

o ?rom a subjective point of view, the f1nancial problems cqupled with
public information about cu;rent space usage appear to nave created a climate
which made these recomTendations feasible to implement. It is interesting to

-

note that the discussion of the closing of the remainder of E;e Priority I

s -y

e

t buildings as well as the sale of Unjversity—o&ned property outside potential
. “greas of idstitutional expansion slowed down: as the stockmarket rose and fhe.‘:
”institution received a very generous unrestricted bequestf:”These factors,
in“combination with other economies which Kad been introduced, significantly
improved the institution's financial position.. The inference to be drawn,from
- these latter evunts is that implamez>ftion of space reduction programs require

ed benefits by those affected.

“both data and a high level of perce
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. *. Table 1 ¢ ’ ] Y
L B | clAsskooM pATA | ' E
- ) B ] .
o . _N_ur:;i)er*\at ' ? Number at
- e 807 Seat Occupancy 80% Seat Ocgppancy -
S AlX ) , (‘NHJ' excinded) . (W excl, Loungesz.added) :
Capacity \-’Ccn Res T Cen Res T . Gen  Res” _‘.
s00+ ™ |' 2 L2 2 P , 2 2
476-500 ' 7 . & °
21@{;259 4 - 4 . . I
201%225 . C s N 1 - ]
176-200 1 1 C3. 3 - 3 3
151175 A | L '\
' 126-150 2 3 2 2 2
101-125 .2 3 2 1 s . Y 2 )
. 91-100 . . .1 1 lp 12
© 8190 5 .2 1 1 2 : 1 4 5
76-80 1 * '
71-75 ’ 2 2 2 2
66-70 2 2 . L
"y 61-65 1 3 4 1 1 1 1
56-60 6 6 .1 "1 1@ g
51-55 2 2 2 1 3’ 2 27 "4
46-50 1 4 .5 .6 3 9 ’ 6 3 9
41-45 1 3 2 2 2 2 7
36-40 ° ° 25  + 95 2 3 s 2 3 5 ’
* 31-35 "4 3 7 . 5. 2 7 5 4 9 °
26-30 5 % ~6 1 7 6_ 3 9
21-25 L1814 32 s 7 12 5 .8 13
. 16-20 | 7 7. 14 17 14 31 & a7 715 39
T 1115 4 6 10 L4y i - 4 10 4 ‘
N e0 2003, 5 e 4 s oo 9 4 -5 9"
*Total 93 48 T14) 0t T 6% 48117 ¢ 7 69 .61 130
Ji-.’H = Whit‘ehal'; R R '»\”“’ A r 'x_{%_ ) .
?Loungcs added to elassroom inventory = Crad Celm_fe“x_*i "= Rms 129, 214p, & 2128
. : - .» - West Quad-~ 2 - Bigelow & Arnold Lounges
b ) " Addrews “.. - Dining Hall, Res 103 & 105
’ s . v ¢ Metcalf Hall'- Rms 115 & 121 < - .
_~ ° . Miller.Hall - Rm 107 R -
e Alumnac }[51:11 = Rms 103 & 104 . )
80urc.:e: ‘.n':orking Paper on Classrooin'U'tilizatio’n, Cz;rbl, L. ﬁ'ooten, Office of Insti~ =~
o tutional szseareh, Brown l{inQrsi_ti%A_OCt:obet", 1974 o . .




. - ** Table 2 S . ‘
Number .of Classes and Class Hours 'pér Week - ) -
‘ . ‘ Semester I, 1973-74 A
. S ) -
‘ Nomber of Classes . . » Class lours N ’ ~
Cépacity Classes Sections Total Classes S'ectﬁons ’I‘o'tal
500+ . - o ' -
© . [N .
476-500 1 1 3 . 3
- 2262250 5 . s S St 1s
201-225 .4 4 12 . : .12
176-200 _ , 8 - 8 ' 24 . "0
* 151-175 ' s . 5 15 15 o
~ 126-150 4 4 8 12 N
© 7 Jo1-125 7. . 17, 51 . 51
‘ 91-100 A- ' s5° 5, . 15 15
81-90 8 8 24 4 -
' 76-80- . 7 ‘ 7 2] a
j 71-75 15 oo RV P42 TS
66-70 2 O SR 2 S
s . 6165 "9 9 Y : 27
- 56-60 9 . 9 . - "27 . 27
51-55° 4 1 . 42 - Cv 4
' 46-50" n Y 1 ’ 33 1 . 34
| 4145 25 7 32 75 7 82 )
36-40_ 25 . s 25 75 7 75
- 31-35 28 8 36 84 . . 8 . .92 = -,
" <%6-30 - 32 . 16 a8 9% . " .16 . . 112 .
2-25 6 39 « 95 .- Wew g6 397 907
16-20" 110 50 160 _ “ % 330 - S0 . 380 i
11-15 Ms 28 173 S . 435 28 £ 463 r
© 6=10 159 . 7 . 166 ° 477 7 484
= A2 .02 LT A
CTotal < - 805 156 961 - . 2,415 , 156 , 2,571 .

‘ \ . ,
Sc‘mrce: Working Paper on Classroom Utilization, Carol L. Wooten, Office of Insti-
. -tucional Research, Brown University, October, 1974




! o ) Table 3 \\

Case 5 ' .
Assumptions: ' -
» -- 78% scheduling of
s 33 hr/wk generals
~“94 hr/wk restrittedr -
-- 80% occupaﬁcy of CRS . )
~~ Residence Lounges added »
-- W excluded

A -

.. | Cum. ?req.
. Tot CR Hrs~| (Surplus)
Capacity G R Tot | Tot CL Hrs | Tot CR Hrs
5004 66 66| . 63 840 .
476-500 | - e
2262250 | ‘18 18| 3 177 '
201-225 | 33 33| 2 . 774
176-200 | 99 - 99 75 753 )
. 151-175 |- - . - s 678 ‘
126-15Q | 66 36 102 54 693
-~ 101-125 | 66 36 102 51 639
91-100 | 33 18 - 51 36 588 .
81-00 | 33 72 105| . =1 552 % 7,
76-80 | - »o- -2 4n »
 71-75 66 ° 66| - 60 492
66-70 | - - v -6 432
61-65 33 33 6 438
56-60 33 33 " 6w - 432 '
51-55 66 36 102 . 60 426
t 46-50 | 198 54 252 218 366
41-45 66 66|  -16 . 148
36-40 | 66 S4 120 4s 164,
31-35 | 165° 72 237 145 119 \ ’
26-30 |198 54 252 140 -26
21-25 | 165 144 309 102 | 2166
N 16-20 | 561 270 831 451 -268
P 11-15 | 132 180 312 ~-151 | =719
. 6-10 [132 90 222|. -262 568
. . T 2-5 = - | -306 ° «* =306
. 7. Total  [2277 1098 3375 |. 840 ,

"Source: Working'Paper on Classroom Utilization, Carol L. Wooten, Office of
Institutional ‘Research, Brown University, October, 1974

" ' =136~

136

\
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. AR . K ,
/'\ Table 4 ’ . ‘ “
OFFICE SPACE, ACADEMIC DEPARTMENTS, 1973-74 ACADEMIC YEAR - ‘ »
V Assistant
. Associate Assistant . . Professors  Proféssors
FACULTY Professors Professors Professors Instructors Lecturers Emeriti Research
Median (sq.ft.) " 177.0 159‘0 134.0 108.0 72.5 154.0 154.5.
Mean (sq.ft.) 188.9 176.2 149.6 128.7 - 95.8 160.1 " 143.0
s.D. - . 66.4 56.6 ° 59,1 60.9 60.7 73.0 46.0
.Range (sq.ft.) '52-464 - 60-321 40-345 56240 20-210; ™ 71-304 37-225
. Total Square Feet 46,852 14,270 175199 1,416 . 1,245 2,242 1,573
N 248 81 115 1 13° 14 11
. Administrative Research Research : ..
STAFF Assistants’ Associates -Assistants Secretaries ¥ ‘
\ Median (sq.ft.) 101.4 . 80.0 7\6. 0 121.8 ’
G Mean (sq.ft.) f17.9 . 93,3 &@.4 143.6 '
! S.D. 44.5. 41~ T51.8 8.3 . c
_Range {sq.ft.) 40-192 . ——37-179 20-210 40-411 T
o Total Square Feet 2,712 - 2,706 15001 11,918 , P
N ' 23 .29 12 83
- K . h
..” ‘
S Teaching Research . . -
GRADUATE STUDENTS = Assistants Assistants Feliowships Assistants Seif Support -
Median (sq.ft.) 58.0 - 50.8 41.6 51.5 " 53.5 -
,  Mean (sq.ft.) 63.4 61.4 54.8 - 64.2 58.0
5:D. \ 38.3 36.0 d0.¢ 421 16.6 ‘
Range (sq.ft.) 24-177 19-231 192207 . 24~-291 31-83 ‘ .
4 45' . N , .
Total Square Feet 1,585 12,288 12,245 6,03 . 870 ,
© LN ; 25 200 4 04 * - s — i
, - _ - - : = 1
- Source \ Space Utilization An‘allysis of “Academic Departments."Celeste F. Griffen and Carel L. Wooten,
o -, Office of Institutional Research, Brown Univérsity, December, 1974 . 1 3”
o X 3 1

.
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A Table 5
i ) . . . (
. : " OFFICE SPACE, ACADEMIC DEPARTMENTS, HIGH LOW RANGES, 1973-74 ACADEMIC YEAR
N v ’ ,
: - . Fagul'a" . . Staff . ‘Graduate Students .
. . ) . Asst i N * ‘ .
" . Asoe  Asst Prof Prof Admin®  Rsch- Rsch | Teach Fell~ Rsch Self Total ’
Prof Prof Prof st .lect Emer Rsch Asst Asoc Asst :sec 'y Asst Asst shps f‘Asst  Supp Yotal N in'
HOMAN HL H UL 46@¢L L HL KL HL H L WL HL KL HL HL HL HL HL _H L 'Raks %H %L
. Azt i ’ . " 1 s 1 s 15 6.7 33.3
Ciass 1° 3 v 1 2 . ‘. 4 3 14 28.6 21.4
Co Lit 2 1 . . 1 2 .9 w1 o222
. togtish 7 4 4 . 3 2 13 o 15" 18 83 18.1 21.7
, Frerch 11 11 1 1 . R 2 4, 21 9.5 19.0
. Germn ‘1 1- A " g o 2 9 17 11.8 .52.9
hi, . HispelIt 2.1 1 . o 3 6 . 2 1 18 1.1 611
"5 Ling 11 1 . 3 2 1 27.3_18.2
P wesie |, 1 4 . t, , . 2 -9 2° 17 529 1.8 :
©opeiles © 2 3 21 143 v
’ rrse 2 1t T s , 13 1 17 176 5.9
" glavie 11 A ) ' - . 2 1 4 143 TA
T ™ ares 1 ' " 1 1 77 14.3 14,3 -
Total 1017 ¢ 7 7 6 11 . . 13 331719 e 3 48 59 264 18.2 22.3
soc.5e1 A ) d
Anthro 11 .1 . . . . 2 1- 13 15.4 7.7 -
Asin 1 ' . 2 . 2 6 33.3 16.7 )
" km 1 1 . . ) I 3 47 6.4 6.4,
h '-.Educ S| 1 "3 i . 2 \ ceb e 8 8 '100.0 -~
. topt L1 \ - 1 2 150.0 ;
©  HistofMa 1, - 1 . . 2 5. %0.0
History 4 2 111 . 1 1 Yos 6 32 * 13.6 18.8
Poli Sci 2 3. ) 2l 2 1 9 23 39.1
3ocial 3 1 1 12 - 1 11 1 1 11 3 3 13 91 57 22,3 22.8
Total 135 3110 3 1 1 1 -0 6 4 131 2 3 3 1 45 24 193 2.3 12.4
(Soin'ce: SPa_c;e Utilization Analysis.of Academic, Departments ¢ Celeste F. Griffen and Carol L. Wooten, Office of Institu- 1‘1(_)
13\) . tional -Research, B\row Uniyersity, December, 1974+ L ’ ‘ > o Y.
. Q e ‘ , . - -
{ EMC -
‘ : - - ~ -
’ - ps ' » L . ) o
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ustodial
Cost
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48,985
9.500
155,850

* 17,310
18,660
8,450
12,600

$57,020

)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DI

Build.,
-No. ’
Bat”
N6
Cc172

BVS3 |
32
DG40
DG4+
N
EM3D
CP6S

proli o B )
- R 2l
[Z St IS}
[

HGS1

o
52
G2

« 8 et ’ . .
. [y ¢ N
A’ ’ k . : t
Table 6 - N ]
. . i
. . . :A
A -
- : s g I
. - . ¥
‘ x - a
Nor- a oL :
Tota®  assignable : o ezl . Rental Annual
Lren Area Building Users <~ Rent® (lose’ Demol® Soll® Price Incomnc
25,077 /6,57 Classrpoms; Applied Math '.Yes 1 Yes I oYes o --  3.3/sq.[u. %°37,805
3,6%¢C '1,420 Brown University Press Yes 7 Yes 3 - -- Nes 1, 300/no. " 3,60C
, ; ) .
7,308 3,422 inst. for Life Sciences; Sociology Yes Yes 2¢ —- --  300/mo. 3,600
. . > . - «
2,142 487 ¥Math; Credit Union- P . ves L Yﬂf 2 - - 275/mo. 3,300
N . ' - -
3,489 1,220 Yacant ‘ . Yes 1 Yes 2 ~- - 275/mo. 3,300
. . .
3,456 1,142 llistory; Philosophy; Summecr Programs Yes . Yes 2. Yes 3 --  300/mo. 3,600
At " .
4,080, 1,451, Browp Student Agencsics ) Yes\! Ycs 2 Yes 3 -~ 275/mo. 3,300
24,300 8,258 Bio-Med; Classrooms (4)--2 large legture ~-\ Yes : - _— = N
7,378 1,765 Meeting Street School; Classrooms Ycs -y Yes 2 - -  4/sq. ft. 33,94¢C
N ’ ) : + * < L
* .- . '
64,997 13,580 University- Library Sysgem - Yes 1 — - - . --
6,032 1.317 Photo Lab, , Yes Yes % - - 27i/mo. 3.300
133,331 40,488 ot ‘ . ; $145,745
o
! . v g . ' . R
', . . N .
reiee, 8,428 Physical Education »8 =~ \es i -~ == - b
14,221 , 2,927 Career Dev.; HERS; Pembroxz Library © == Yed 1 - - - -
5,13 . 3,046 Music R , Yes 1 Yés 2 -- Yes 3 278/mo. 3,300
9,107 3,214 Music. - . ] Yes 2 Yes 2 -=  Ye$§ 3 350/mo. *4,200
4 L - -
41,841 12,613 . $. 7,500
~ ’ - °
£18,975 4,943 Sccurity Dept.; Copy Center; Cilassrooms ——  Yes X - - - -
6,014 2,395 Modein Lang.; Applied Math:; Urban Ovserv. Yes 1 Yes 2 -- -~ 3.3/sg.ft,  24.199
_ R ‘ . ‘“‘ . . .-, - - o .
25,859 7,338 ¢ C et $ 24,199
‘)\‘ " . ‘60 43 - . e e . . c\\ ’ ’ Qi‘; \’44
‘20’§°1 1439 *Numbprs after “"Yes™ indicate priovity - ORI} *.1-53
. S . of action. < ©AN/eaimg s e
. i _ . . N ) :




-
'{ & * ’ '
: ) , ~ .
' .
' f RATINGS OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAM BY' FRESHMAN STUDENTS IN
”SYSTEMATICALLY PESIGNED" AND "CONVENTIONAL" COLRQL : A DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS
3 [ . B . : .
re - F . »
. Ernest T, Pascarella and Patriék T. Terenz1n1 .
‘</’ Syracuse Unive¥sity N P
' ' A - T . T 3

L3N . 14

*Abstrgt , ) ' . v . . N /

The purpose of this exploratory study was to determine whether
freshman students enrolled in two or more of seven courses which had
_beeth systematically designed by faculty teams differed from students ‘
“not taking these courses in their attitudes toward-their academic and
non-academic experience. A stepwise discriminant analysis indicated
that a factor dimension termed Interest Value best d1stinguished be—
tween the two samples. Freshmen takifig two or more ‘'systematically
designed' courses rated their academic progrdm in a significantly
more positive directiop on this dimension that did students not en-

" - rolled in these courses. The findings suggest that systematic in-
. strucoional development efforts may have positive impgcts bBeyond the
course evel. - - .

- b
The literature on experimental, innovative and non—tradftional instruction
in highereducation has grown rapidly since the mid-1960's. Ope level of re- -
o search in this area has dealt with student responses to very specifit rnstruc—
tlgnal technologies, e. g., television and cOmputer ass1sted instruct1on (Mathis,
Sm1th and Hansen, 1§70; Dav1s, Johnson and D1etrick 1969; Menne, Hannum,
Klingensmith & Nord, 1969), or 1nstruct1onal systems, e. g‘, the auto- tutorial
system (Postelthwait Novak & Murray, 1964) éﬁd the "Keller Plan" 82 Personal-
ized System of Instruction (Keller l968 Riner, 197%% Roth, 1973; and Smith,
Grey & McCauley, 1973). A second level of research in this area has focused
on’'the evaluation of‘curricular or instructional experiments involving entire
. e institutions-(e'g ,‘Gatf 1970; Morgan, l972f or majar units within an fnstitu-
tion larger than a department’ (e. g » SiebeDX, l973 Stakenas, 1972). L

» Little research,. howevet, appears to have focusﬂﬁ on the relationshlp be-~

. S tween exposure to expet1mental/non—trad1tional instruction at the“course level

and” student attitudes toward more glohal aspects of (ollege such as the quallty
of the academic program in general. The purpose of this study was to determine

whether freshpan students enrolled in courses which had been systematlcally de-
- - -

— signed by 'faculty”teams working with an ongéampus instructional development

. s -
.
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center differed from students not taking these courses in ratings of their " .

’ A 4

academic program, ratings of thelr non—academic 11fe, am8unt of informal inter-
action with faculty and degree of involvement -in extracurricular programs. The ’

impor’tance of such research is twofold. \_F.irst, it is aimed at deter;mlning the
® |

extent to which systemat1cally designed instructional efforts may have impact

beyond the course level; *and second it e}gplores the potential ;mpact der1ved

from establishing units wh1ch 1nst1tu,tionalize those efforts. ¢ .

LI .
N . .
'
. a . b

i Met‘hodologly , ',, . o . -

s ) Samp:le, - @ .

~ The setting for the study was Sy-racuse University,' a large, privat"e uni-

versity with a total undergraduate enrollment of approximately 10, 000 students

located in Central’ New York.State. A simple random, sample of 500 fr men was
drawn by computer from the population of f"reshmen enrolled in the College of
"Arts and Sciences at that "irstitution. The Arts and Science population'from

which the sampl was - drawﬁ was ryapproxlmately 54% male and \46/ female, as esti-

mated at the beginning of (the Qspring 19375 «segester. .

" ®As a mea.,s&re of their ratlngs of Ttheir academic program, students were
asked .:o rate th%: statemént: "1 J&?AVE FOUND MY ACADEMIC PROGRAM AT-S.0. TO BE:"
9a | the Adlective R}ating Scale (ARS) (Kelly Kiad Greco ,1975) The ARS cons1st,s )
of twenty- four ad’jectives (e <g", goqd, enjoyable, demanding, b’\ring, useless,

Ptactical different,, 1nte,résting, dull) against vhi,ch the respondent rates

“certain specific statements using the following fonp:r-pioint scale: 1 = extremely,

"2 = very, 3 = somewhat, 4 = not at. @l Technical I?Aformation on the reliability

©
°

and validity of the ARS is available on’,request SIS P
Additlonal items on the instrument asked students to estimate both the num- .
ber of times during the semester they ‘had met informally with faculty members

for ten minutes or more and the app?%ximat; number ofd extracu}/ricular activities

n which they had participated during the yeam . q, .’
- e
Students were asked to indicate whethgr- they had taken, or were presently
enrolled in, any of se\?en large undergnaduate courses which had been developed
[ P
. k.3
AL t - *
| . 144 ,
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. ) " - ’ %“"‘ﬁh‘,-
by faculty teams working in collaboration with an on-campus instfuctional de-

velopment unit. Jhe development of each course‘required from six to twelve

" months before, the in1tlal f1eld testing This typlcally included a four- to

elght-weekvlptensive summer period in which the faculty team was paid full=-
time to wurk with a professional developer in the design and preparation of

the- course for the academic year. A more detailed description of the generel >

« process foltowed in the development of each course is found in Diamond, et. al.

-

(1975). ) : L. )
Students were classified in the fs§stematic design" group if they had

-

taken, or were currently enrolled in,, two or more of .the seven courses. Those
respondents who indicated that they had not'téken; or were not presently en-

rolled in, any of the seven courses were classified as a "conwentional" group.
(It should be noted that the word "conventional” in the ;resen} study is ip-"

‘4
tended only for classification purposes. Clearly it may not be the most ap-

propriate term for all the.courses to which students in the conventional group

A .
have been exposed. pri -

—_X 4 ' ‘ Response ‘
The\questlonnalre was Quftrlbuted by mail to the entire sample in March

of 1975,.usable responses being obtained from 379 subjects (75.8%). The repre-

sentatlveness of -the sample was indicated bX,two factors: the high rate of

response to the questionnaire, and a chi-square analysis indicating non-signi-

ﬁicant differences between the distribution of responding males and females
and the distribution of males and females in the population. Forty—sii :
respondents indicated that they had taken two or more of the sPecified courses
and thus constituted the systematic design group. Une-hundred twenty-seven )

respondeénts had not taken any of the seven courses. These individuals formed

. the conventional group. From this latter group,'ﬁb subjects- were randomly

selected to give equal N's in both comparison gr8ups and to permit later use
of the remaining 81 subjects in the conventiomal group for cross-validation
purposes Subsequent tests indicated that the.suB—sample of 46 "conuentional"
students was representative of the group as. a whole (details availab]e upon”

request). o . . : -

-143- ‘ -
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e . Additibnal tests indicate(,non-significanv differences betWeen Lhe
oo, systematic design and conventional groups with respectoto 1) sex; 2) expected
major, 3) Clark—Trow typology choice, 4) rank—ordering of four educational:

goals; and 5) verbal and quantitative Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores.

' .

¥  Statistical Analysis . e

.

>

Principal compofients factor analysis ‘with varimax rotation of c¢omponents

-

having eigenvalues 2 1.0 (Kaiser 1959) was used to- fdentify the underlying
. dimens}ons“of students' ARS ratings of their Academic Program apd their Non-
- Academic Life. A separate analysis was done for each statement. Factor scale
* :scores, using variables with rotated loadings 2 .40,-were computed for each
. r’\i:i:ZBD/ This meshod was chosen rather than a complete estimation method in
. which al: yariables, regardless of their factor loadings, are used in order *
to inc ase the internal consistency (alpha) reliability of the indiv1dual !
v factor scales (Armor, 1974). Such a procedure, however, may result 1n the
loss of orthogonality and lead to Suhstangdal inter—scale correlations. The
. authors judged it preferable to*optimize the internal consistency reliability
of each scale despite the potential loss of orthogonality since the latter
situation can be ,dealt with effectively by employing’ multivariate procedures,
specifically .discripinant analysis.
The’ factor scales scorgg derived from respondents ratings of their - .
N "academic program,and their non—academic life were combined with their number
of informal interactions with faculty and their participation in extracurricular
:F:tivities. These variables formed ‘the basis of a two-group stepwise discrimi-
nant function analysis (Cooley and Lohnes, 197/3 The criterion for controlling
the stepwise seléction of variables for inclusion in the analysis was the mini- ~
mization of Wilk's Lambda.” T “ Q '
. at 1.0. Subsequent to discriminant analysis, a classification - is based
‘ on the.’pooled' covariance matri_x .ar(individual discriminant scoies% used to
‘ assess the efficacy of the discriminant function obtained. In order to cross- o

.. : ——— .
validate the discriminant analysis classification was performed both fgr the

e minimum F-ratio to enter the analysis,wasoset'

92 subjects on whase scores the discriminant function was derived, and ¥r the.
remaininé 81 subjects from the conventional sample,whose scores were not

. included in the computation of the discriminant function.

AR N - * ) -i‘l»z&- t
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Results

3

Factor analysis of students' ARS ratings of their academic program and
diu;.ARS ratings of their non-academic life yielfled five factors and four
factors respectively with eigenvalues 2 1,0. The composition of .these two
sets of factors are shown in Table 1. The alpha (internal consistency relia- ‘
bility) coefficients and the percentage of’explained variance accounted for by .
/ each factor are also shown. Each factor hag been given a tentative . name which

was felt to represent the underlying psychological construct’tapped. The readér

is cautioned, however, against attributing surplus meaning to the factors be- ' .
yoqudeshe scales which characterize them. . ' nrc//

Table 2 displays the means, standard deviations and univariate F-ratios

for each of the predictor variables.: Significant univariate F-ratios were

found on ‘two factors_from students' ARS ratings of the academic program, In-
terest Value and Praetical Appeal. The systematic dégign group rated the
academic program in a signjficantly more positive direction on both dimensions
than did thg conventional course group (recall the ARS is scored 1 = extremely,
2 = very, 3 = somewhat, 4 = not at all).

The results of the stepwise discriminant analysis are also shown in Table

2. As indicated 5 variables entered the analysis with an F-ratio to enter'

B 1.0. The discriminant function based on those 5 variables yielded a chi-
square value 0f-13.79 with 5 degrees of freed/p, significant at the .025 level.
Inspection\of, the standardized discriminant ‘function coefficients indicates

that three\>£:tors derived from students' ARS ratings of the academic progran
contributed 'most to fhe discrimination:between the systematic design and con-
vEntional groups. As indicated by the change in Rao's v, however, only
Interest Value (Academic Program) made.a statistically’ significant contribution
to the dis inatfon between the two_groups when it entered the analysis. The
amount’of informal interaction with faculty ahd the-Practical Appeal factor
from students' ARS ratings of theid~non—academic life apbeared to contribute .
‘less to the discrimination than the thsee academic variables. o

In the classification analysis, 69.6% of the total sample of 92 subjects,

on whose scores the discriminant function was derived, were: correctly claesified;

. .
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T . L TABLET: . ' K

"
4

» - VYARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS FOR STUDENTS' MJECTIVE RA-T]NG
. SCALE .RESPONSES (N=379)* ‘

a

» . kY
PR, . —— .

1 HAVE FOUND MY ACADEMIC PROGRAM ~ 1 HAVE FOUND MY NON- ACADFM LIVE

—

ATS.U. TOBE: - _ .. O ATS.UTOBEL e
FACTOR = LOADING FACTOR .+ LOADING - 'S
. g .
INTERE ST VALUE ' CINTEREST VALUE ) T
. T T ' 1] ~ »
Enjoya_ble . - .78 Exgiting .. . B4 . .
Exciting .76 Enjoyable .
Stimulating .74 ’ - Good 7 .78
Enliqhtening - A v Interesting .72
Interestinge | ~ .67 Stimulating . RARN
. Rewarding .66 * , Rewarding - A B
" Good . . - .62 . .Enlightening .67 KL
Provocative - . .58 ! Boring | -.63
Informative .54 Worthwhile * .61 -
Alpha Reliability = .90 Dull y ~-.60
% Variance = 23.1% Yaluable . - s 29 -
) . Provocative . .57 . LY
DULLNESS APATHY C . Alpha Reliability = .94 . .
Irrelevant _V.7S 7 Variance =" 27.7%
bull » N .
Boring . .66 ° a  TRACTICAL APPEAL
Useless .65 - Irrelevant ) =72 L
A Waste - : .62 Useless -7 )
- ) A Waste 4 -.70 |
ki 0 a ‘
a4t e 1
: Y Practical . .58, . . |
. - Informative .54 : .
PRACTICAL APPEAL . o Necessary 1 \
Necessary . 74 . . |
Practical . "0 ) (\'lchaﬂoha?l}}t;" .84 ' N
Va]Uab]O .l;}\ . p' ' variance ) , _ ‘ .
Worthwhile 751 . . ) .
Relevant ) RTE ) DEMANU/CN/\L'L[N(‘]E . . \
. . ) ° - Demanding .78
Alpha Reliability = .82 . ' : - e
N - - . Challenging 5~ .
o Variance =11.07 . . N D'l:ff‘lcult . . ,“.74 - ‘
mrrxcuu CHALLENGE . . Different » NG ) .
- ' 86 ‘ : Alpha Reliability = .69 . g
. ‘85 T . %Variance = 9.6% . - .o
Challenging .69\ ‘ UNNAMEB -
Alpha Reliability = .78 ' ) ’ s
~% Variance = 9.3% . ' " General 70 .
* ., Cor , : % Var1ance F 5.5% . T >
UNTQUEMESS . ’ ‘ . -
N L ] . =1 »
. General . %: -.70 - - . <o .
Different - .55 / - ' . .-
~  Alpha Reliability = .27 ) o —
% Varfance = 4.7% . - N X
.............................. .._.-.--_---_-..--_A.-_-.’Sﬁ.._-_.---_---_----_----_-..------_-----
Total Variance E!plainqi = 62.2% .. ’ Total Variance Explained = 60.5% . v
— - ~ o= - N - 3
" «The complete factor matrix and related information are available upon reduest. °
/- '
A - i ~ ?. L]
> .t .o . 14 ’ . R -
-y ‘ 3.’,
" - I3 . J ¢
. ¥
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TABLE 2

N . MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, UNIVARIATE F RATIOS ' RESULTS OF , ‘
[ o -
) « STEPWISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS {MISIMUM € TO tv-eR SET AT 1.0)
; ¢ <
SYSTEMATIC CONVENTIONAL { F o, " CHANGE STANDARDIZED )
' DESIGN (N=46) (%=25) \g RATIO IN 7 . DISCRIMINANT
" VARIABLE M =) R ) RAQ's v° ~ WE IGHT
VARIABLES T4 THE ANALYSIS
sige (F_to ENTER > 1.0) ) ! - ‘o
L2 , ,
L 1 INTEREST VAQUE. (ACADEMIC PROGRAM) 2.53 56 2.81 o 36" L 7.05%% 7.05%*, .92
@ 2., DULLNESS/APATHY (ACADEMIC PROGRAM) 3.33 .50 3.3¢ - .43 ‘0.04 3.18 .64
¢ 3 IHFORMAL INTERACTION WITH FACULTY 3.6  4.14 4.06 7.6 " 0.19 1.79 .37
; 4 T PRACTICAL APPEAL (ACADEMIC pRosW) 2.38 . .57 2.64 AT 6.00*" 1752 . .61 .
5 PRACTICAL APPEAL (lON-ACADEMIC LIFE)" 1.80 148 1.76 45 0.14 1.79 -39
'y - N Y e :@4 .
R T U
L .
< £ - . \
g _VARIASLES NOT [N THE ANALYSIS . . .
(F_TO ENTER < 1:0) - ‘ .
i DIFFiCULTY/CHALLENGE (ACADEMIC PROGRAM) 2.2 .62 2.52. . .64 0.59 S
. P N . - .
DEMAND CHALLINGE (HON-ACADEMIC-LIFE) 2.85 .69 2.9 .55 0.24 v
- , ! )
EXTRA CURRICULAR ACTIVITIE 3.87 7.5 ° 2.7 3.67 1.86
2 - - / o . N
N a € °
y Degrees of Freedom % 1 and 90 - : , e, ¢ © . _
. blnc’hcates incremental increase in discrimination due to that variable. . -
’ o St 21025 - s N ) :
o . .01 - ¢ .
L . ,
[} - - ¢
! K . * - - s « ~ ) r ’
g AR SR _e = 150
149 . oo T :
. , ‘. . 2
- o T o e
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sed to cross-validate the function were
\ -~
ThHe. overall correct classification, including the

56.8% of the 81 conventional subject

also correctly classified.

cross-validation, group, was 63.6%Z. This’ represented a 27. 2/ 1mprovement over

v

¢hance, ~

-

v .
= = - These results were supported by a comparison of the pgrcentages of re-

spondents in each group who ranked their "academic work" first or second, from

a ch01ce of six possible areas of campus llfe, as a source of persdnal:satis-

fa¢ttion during their freshman-year. In the systematlc design group 63/ of the

students ranked their ' academlc work" eitlfer first or second with 23.9% ranking

it first_and 39. 1% ranklng lt second This'compared with 43.5% in the conven-

’ .
Eional group who ranked their "academic work" either first or second as’'a source

of personak satléfactlon with only 9. 7/ ranking it first and 38. 3/ ranking it

A Mann-Whitney Test was caTrqed out for the rankings of thg two groups

" The mean rank for the systemat1c design group was 2.26 while the

mean for’the conventional group was 2 73.

.05,

second.
on this item.

A z value of.2.03 was obtained,

sig-

~nificant at p < ’

N

Additional Analysis

dxf order to determine possible differences.between the systematic design

C'

and conventional groups on personallty garlables and initial expectations of
t
the college environment, a post~hoc analysis was conducted using the Activities

Index (A1), a measure of personality needs and the CoLlege Characteristics
Index (CCI), .a

N -
administered to all’ incoming freshmen shortly before' arrival on ‘campus.

Both instruments dre

:Thus,

measure of perce1ved environmental press
students' *esponses.on the College Characteristics Index may be regarded as
tneir expectations of the 1nstitution s- environment. A. se%arate stepwise
discrimlnant analy51s Was conducted on the available AT and CCI .scale scores
Data was available for 39.

«

of the systematic design subjects and 38 of the conventional subjectsa

of the systematic design and conventional samples.
In

R e N
neither analysis was the discriminant function significant dt p < .05

N -

— ~

t

Conclusions and Discussion, ;>

Theifindings of this study suggest that students enrolled during their

] LK

~
-

4

eshman year iu two or more systematically designed courses tend to have

-
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significantly more pos1t1ve att1tudes toward their overall academic program on
a dimension termed Interest Valué than do frephmen not enrolled in these courses.
N . A review of the variables’ 1oad1ng h1gh on'the Interest Value factor of the ARS ,

-~

suggests that this dimension has both cqegnitive and affectlvelcomponents. This ‘_ f?i

CG;:1u51on is. prompted by the.high 1oad1ngs on such cognitive-related adjec- '
tives as Lnilghtenlng, Interestlng,.and Informative; and the high 1oadings for R 2
such nffect related adjectives % Fnjoyable, Exciting, and Stimulating. The I

. structure of this factor an? the more positive ratlngs of students who took two
or more systematlcally des1gned courses strongly suggest that these courses
ha¥e not only a greater attraction for students but also that the attraction
is broadly based in terms of the 1nte1;ectual and emotional make-up of students.
Exactly how such courses might lead students to be more favorably disposed to-
ward thejir freshman academic experience than ‘conventional courses is more d1f—
ficult to explain. The most evident--and indisputable--osgﬁonality of the
seven courses is that they were all developed by teams of faculty menbersﬂ

. working closely with an instructional development agency on the Syracuse Uni-

versity campus. The process. affords faculty'members the timé, brofessional
- assistance and financial support negessary to effect a rigorous re-evdluation

of educational and instruct10ra1 phllosophles, course content and lnstrjctlonal , e

4

style. It is qu1te possible that the Cumulat1Ve effect - of this type of support

.can be associated with measurable differences in broad based instructional or -

attitudinal outcomes fgr students. But,while such a result may be intuitively
Al .

plausible, .it cannot be substantiated on the basis of the fesearch reported °
N ~ - * .

here. - - . . ,

Moreover,, the ex pbst facto nature of Survey research makes the causal
attribution of results d1ff1cu1t because of the myr1ad student , faculty, and
contextual variables which may interact to influence .instructional qua11ty and

- [

BN - -, .
outcomes . Clearly, a number of altermative hypotheses may be advanced to ex-

+ plain’the study results. .
For a substantial number of freshmen, the structure of many of the sys-
tematically des1gned courses may have been sufficiently different from the kinds . .

of instruction typiga]ly-recelved that they perceive themselves to be in an ex- .
, petimental situation and therefore work “harder and find the course more ~
E __intellectually and personally stimulating. ,
- : A - -
. ’ AN 3
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This "Hawthorne Effect" ,may have held to~somé{degree for faculty as well.
The fact thatqtha 1nstruct10nal development process frequently 1nvolves faculty
with an 1ntensive analysis of their assumptionq about the structdro 0f teach-
ing and learning might conceivably reinforce an increased Sensitlvity to the
quality and effectiveness of their own injclass teaching behaviors, particu-
larly in & course in which they have invested considerable time ané energfﬁ

At the same time, a self- selectlon‘pfocess may be present. As a group,
faculty members who participated in the redesign process may represent some.
of the inst1tution s most effective and provacative teachers. Thus, the ) '
systematic design group may have responded more favorably to the academic pro-.
gram. than their classmates in the conventional group, not so much because of
the particular instructional design of the courses in which they were enrolled,
but rather because their enrollment in these specific courses involved a greater
probability of exposure to individually good teachers. : : .

Perhaps the most valid explanation is one'which posits the.potential inter-
action between course instructional design and effective teaching. It seems
ehtirely possible that studgnts inmthgge'caurses may be responding to 'an in-*
structional gestalt in'which the course design and instructional format amplify
the faculty member s most effect1ve teaching behaviors.

' _But the find1ngs might also be the result of significant var1at10ns in stu-
dent characteristics. Although the systematlc design, and conventional student
groups Qppéar quite homogeneous in terms of such variables as sex, distributlon,
expected major, orientation toward college, edutatienal goals, and academic ap-
titude; the fact that students by and.large‘"self—selected" themselves into
these groups rather than being randomly assigned makes it at least possible
that other variables, such as the éd!dénts' cogn1t1ve style, may have accounted

forfa significant portion~of the observed sample differences.

.‘ :The,study is limited in the degree to which the relationship between atti-

#udes toward instruction and actual student behaviors (such as académi¢ achieve-

ment and attrition) is left unexplained. Despite this limitation, however,
evidence does exist to‘quggest that the attitudes toward instruction developed
dur1ng the freshman year are crit1cal in providing a foundation for the student's
subsequent openness to the 1mpactq of college (e.g., Wallace, 1966 Katz and .

associatgs, 1968}.. . . L. . , ; L
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The linkage which the study tentatively identifies be®ween course design
and students' broader perceptions of. their academic program has several clear

and significant implications both for the area of instructional development

. and for research on the impact of college on students. The results suggest

LS

O

ERIC
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their academic program. «

-

that systematically designed courses do make a difference; however, ferreting
but the most significant elemeﬁts_in such courses may require the adoption of
experimental (or quasi-experimental) designs.

The nature and extgnt of the igteractigh between thelihstructional develop-
ment process and‘}éacher pefformance also needs to be more clearly delineated.
If the instructional development process makes a difference, to whom does it
matter? Are theVdifferfential results obtained from student groups attributable
more to restructured cou?gg‘content? to varied Enstr%sgional delivery systems?
to enhangced faculty performance? or, as seems more likely, to"#teraction among

these vartables? Does the instructional devcl&b@ent process sbenef it students

v 3
directly? Or are the benefits students derive mediated through the involvement

bl FES

of faculty members in the. course development process,(ytudent benefits ifing,

. )
therefore, of-a second and different order?. -

A

»

In .many respects, this study raises at least as many questions as it

answers. .But it also tentatively. establishes a link between freshman students’

exposure to systématically designed courses and more positive attitudes toward

~

*

<«
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ACADEMLC OUTCOMES OF A COMPENSATORY PROGRAM AT *FOUR °
SENIOR COLLEGES OF THE CITY "UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK

[ e

’

. .
— » -

Judith Piesco, Lawrence Kojaku, Lou .Genevie and Lawrence Podell
City University of New York -

4
g

In Tesponse to;the change in emphasis, fbllf*ing publication of the
Coleman Report,’ from eQUai educational opportunity to equal educational out- ) .‘
4 comes, programs of compensatory education were developed at every level of
Education throughout the country. The program entitled "Search for Education,
Elevation and Knowledge j\br SEEK, begun in 1966 by the City Univer51ty of
New York (CUNY), was ondy§ gh program SEEK was deargned to help disadvantaged
. New York City high schodlnggéduates successfully complete & college education
at eenior S 1leges of GUNY. (CUNY is a tuition-ffee system con51st1ng of
ten senior an e1ght community COlleges, supported by C1ty and State funds. )
- Applicanss\who were eligible for - admission to SEEK far exceeded the num- .
. ber of available penings. A random selection was performed (by computer) to .
determine which students from the e1ig1bIe pool_wc would be accepted into SEFK
Rejected SEEK appljg} ts uiually did not have .the qualifications to enter
the senior colleges. - <, <
With the onset of open admiséions in 1970, students who were previously
deemed unqualified for ent ,'were ow admitted to the senior colleges. Thesgq
" included applicants who, though eligﬁﬂe forfadmis gion to SEEK, were denied

it by random procedures; many o tHem\entered the_§enior colleges anyway. The

opportunity for comparative asses ent'of‘performance was thereby created.

v - ‘o *

-

SEEK. Prograp o
The SEEK program is a compensatory education program for edueationally,.
economically “and socially disagyantaged stud nts”at the City University of

' New York. It was implemented in 1966. The program currently operates within

the framework of the Higher Education Opportunity Act Qj the New York State g

-~

Education Law. - S e

P

- —

In Gebtember, 1976 tuition was 1mposed at CUNY..U However, during the period
of time coveréd by this paper, the university was tuition free.,

e v e 1T
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~tutoiing program\and conducted a special project to teach standard English as

° <.
, R .
According to .its designers, the program is intended '"(to) equalize the 1
. % :
opportunity for admission, and to facilitate .advance into the collége main-

stream, through to gradlia 1on, of. ..economically, educationally and socigtly- -
g

deprived students, (and) special funding was authoriésd for recruitment
counseling, tutoring, remed1ation, and stipends Its major educational goal
is assisting "students to gain entry into the mainstream:of the regular'
student body and the regular college curriculum (Annual Report on the

SEEK‘Program, 1971-72, pp. 1- 2 ) The spec1al features of SEEK (e.g., small !

class size, low ratios of students to counselors and tutors, and financial

aid) are intended to facilitate the objectives of the- program. ’

‘The extent to which the SEEK program, with its emphasis upon compensatior
for past disadvantages, has provided the outcomes sought by its designers has
not been established throughsystématic empirieal study. In the past, such
studies could not be conducted because of the lack of.a comparable’group of
students at the sehior colleges of\CUNY. However, with the advent of'open S
admissions, similar students have enrolled and proﬁressed without the special
comgensatory enrichments of the SEEK program." The issue is whether as many

.

have progressed as far as fast as the SEEK students.- .
" The SEEK program at each senior college is administered independently of

the others; there is some variation in the way each program operates. This

paper was originally intended to assess the impact of fhe SEFK program at City

College. Adequate,data have become available,. however, to allow evaluation of -

the, programs at Hunter, Brooklyn, and Queens Colleges to be conducted, ds well.

These four colleges are the oldest institttions in the CUNY system, with both

the largest student bodies and the .largest - SEEK programs. ' ' -
-f¥ the four colleges, the oldest SEEK prggram is at City College Spe—f

cial emphasis was placed on encouraging SEEK students to part1c1pate in the

larger “college community 2 At Hunter College, the program stressed remedial

anlish and Mathematics. -Brooklyn Coilege S SEEK program emphasized-its

- -

z

a dialect to speakers of‘nonstandard dialects of English. At Queens College,

Information for this sect¥on was obtained from several Teports including: .
The General Plan- for the SEEK Program, 1971-1972; The General Plan for the ) y
SEEK Program, L3&2-1973; and The Annual Report-on the SEEK Program, 1971-1972.

~ -~

-
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the QEEK‘program was separated, to, a great extent, from the rest of the college. .

Contrary to Board of Higher Education Guidel,ines3 the program at Queens College.
\ .
offered, in addition to remedial courses, some credit bearing courses in the o
: & i .
A~ J'disciplines. ¢ . : .

2
4

. Subjects v . ~ P .

s

This study includes all SEEK students and SEEK eligibles who enrolled ds

"freshmen in the above four calleges in Fall, 1971." .

Measures Utglized . . . .

‘Students who enrolled as freshmen in Fall, 1971 were followed through
+«five years--until the time of data collection’ in June, 1976. ' . —~—

. 1) Number of Semesters Enrolled

. a
‘A stepwise multiple regression analysis was performed ;ith number
of semesters enrolled as the dependent variable, and the following
independent (control) varlables entered® in the descending order of
their contribution to the variance: \ college admissions average,
high school quality 1ndex,6 and’ sex. The 1ndependent variable. of
~major_interest, SEEK participation/eligible %%nparticipation was

entered into the regression last in order to assess it's unique

contribution to the variance.

.
. )
- : &>
'

. s .
3 The Board of Higher Education is the governing body of the City University
of New, ¥ork. ¢ it *
4 In 1970, the first ygar of open admissions, therg was/g relatively small number , -
' of SEEK eligibles, whd, "after being rejected from SEEK by randomized pro- e

cedures, enrolled in the senior colleges anyway; e number was too small "
for meaningful analysis when additional varlables were- introduced simul-
taneously. Entrants of 1972 and later liad less than eight semesters in
college by June, 1975 the time of data gathering. -

\

_5 College admissions average.(CAA) is the mean grade of high school academic . -
. courses. - . "
6 High School quality index (HSQI) is the mear score on the Stanford High SchooL &

Reading Test obtained by all students from each high schpool ,who applied to

CUNY'in Fall, 1971. Altztugh intended for all freshmen, thd test wasstaken

by only 50% of the 1971 tering class sbecause of difficulty with its admini- .
»~ stration. With regard to its validity and reliability for use as a control |
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4%? Graduation . —
A stepyise multiple regression analysis'was performed with bachelor's
degree receipt/nopreceipt as .the dependent variable and the following
independent (control) variables entered in the descending order of
CAA; HSQI; and sex.” The de-

, - pendent variable of hajor interest, SEEK participation/eligible

‘their contribution to the variance:

*

nonpartic1pation was entered last in order to assess its unique con-—
trlbution to the variance. ‘ .

. - s " -~ ’ v
Research Findinmgs

-

1)° Number of Semesters Enrolled . -

¢

Fot" the four collekes combined, SEEK participatlon made a small

“ a)

v but statistrcally significant contribution to the variance of
’ ' the dependeﬁt variable? number of semesters enrclled (F-ratio of
the' increment in B? is significant at the .01 level of probability)"
b)
. {icipation was small but statistically significant at City and

{ _ __2)‘.

Graduation

Considerihg each college separately, the contribution of SEFK par-

Queens Colfeges, but not at Hunter and Brooklyn Colleges.

For the four colleges combioed, and at each of the four colleges”

ividually, the proportion of variance contribut®ed by SEEK parti-

3
7 cipasion to the depegﬁenc variable, graduation, was nonsignificant.

* Summary . . .
After five years, SEFK students are slightly more likely to have a larger -

,nhmbef of semesters enrolled ehan SEEK eligibles. This small difference in re-

»tention does not_appear to contribute to higher graduation rates. Additional

. k4 ’
- .
= . - 1

%

variable, three tests were performed:

demonstratéd that-the variance of t

a one way analysis'of variance which
scores within high schools was signi-

h

ficantly smaller than the variance :k the scores between high schools (F

was significant at the .01 level of ‘probability); because the test was ad-
ministered to freshmen both in 1970 and 1971, Pearson product moment (r=.95)

" and rank order correlations (rho=.963 were performed betweenmthe mean scores .
obtained by each high school for the two years. These extreme}y high cor-
relations indicated .the high*reliability of "theé score.

) ’ T -158-
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. data,enot reported here, indicate that the greatest differences between the . "
_\'-" proportionvgf/%etained SEEK and SEEK eligible students occur in the early

semesters, Differences between the syo groups dimir§ish with each succeeding .
year of attendance This decreasing difference in retention rates ultimately
results«in equivalent graduation raté;. —_—

. This, study is incomplete. More effective comparison demands.the demon- L ‘
stration of similarigy of grohps, data for which Ts“lacking, - It has been )

. : suggested that the gligibles who, after rejection for admlssion to the “”*

-]

SEEK program, enroll in the senior colleges anyway, possess atgributeq &r ’

(e. 8 motivation) makléésthem significantly dissimilar to the SEFK students. s

Further, more fective comparison demands the demonstration of the dlSSlmilar-

~

ity of tr®atment of thé groups, data for which is lacking. Tt has ‘been sug« :
.gested that the ellgibles may have recelved temedlatlon, counseling, tutorlng,
and stipends; even if less than the SEEK students, perhaps Eﬁfyamount was . .

. . '
equal to what'was necessary. © s/

_Because of the ihcomplete mature of the study, this paper should be

o
viewed as 3 progress report in a continuing program-evaluation research.

’
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! . * STEPWISE £Z%pzssion RCS’JLTS‘DFOK Tt LIFINIINT VARD “LE, ETCHELCRYS CECNEE RECEIP £ RICEIPT '
. at CITy CLEG
) STUDRRTS ELIGIELE FCR TVE, 73K P203R™ =565)
5 ) [
T T Stencerdized T T T I T I e
Indepardont Variable -Regressien F-Test Treres rent F-Test o | Co-ulativer  F-Test
- . \ Coeff’fc‘i‘ent in 8_2 v ‘ 52
Centrol Varizslesy N T R N T
Hizh Schowl Grede Aarige .23631 32.47%%* L0843 32.33%* 05437 32.33=*
Sex ., .15693 ¢ 15.20%* 027117 ¢ 16762%* .08148 24,93+
Mean Stancardized Read ling Score . 12949 10.10%* .01672 10.40%* .09820 «20.36%*
Research Variable: « " : :
) ScEr( :.1g1b]e noL in SEEK! *y .06982 . 2.94 .00472 2.95. 10291 16.06%*
{ ~ ]
. at HUNTER COLLEGE )
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© STEPUISE REGRESSICH .5ESULT'S FOR THE T::’E-’SEJTV FPIRCLE, SHCHELCR'S CEOREE RECEI="/ LI RECEIPT: ’ L
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Research Variable: ) ' - i ) ' ;
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] - .. . . » - ¢
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l fean Standardized Reading Store .03007- " 0.34 N .000M 0.27 - -~06761 8.46%**
Rasearch Variable: N . 4 ' N - 4
o SEEK/Eligible not in SEEK .03563 0.47 . " .00126 0.47 .068¢86" ¢ 6.45%*
‘ : : - - ) e L,
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STEPVISE REGXISSION RESULTS FOR THE DEPENCENT V/ZIACLE, SCUESTERS ENROLLED; at FOUR COLLEGES COMBINED

: STUDENTS ELIGIBLE FOR THE SEEK PROSRAY (1=1635) . - -

* , ) .l . ) . - ¢

T T T T T Shardtred T ‘ :

"“Incepsndent Varisble ( \Regiression, F-Test - Increment  F-Test Cimulative  E-Test
’ : Coefficient ' i in R? © R? :

Control Yariables:

L]

High School-Grede Average 14053 | 32,27+ 01871 31a2%x | o1e7 31.12%%

Sex ’

.

o

12582 26.93%% | 101301 2Tloges 03172 - 26.73%*

I &

Flean Stancerdized Reading Scorg 10080 - 17.31% | 0 ouia1 jo.10m . | ,.06294 . 24 39w

é. Research Variab]e:"/', ' S & A .
(O ‘ o : : & i
[ ' - —_ - - !
s S!EEK/EHgibTe not in SEFK . -. 12955 27.76%% 01602 27 .75%% .05896 25.53%*
; ¥, 05 ' , : ' . "
o y L ’ = - R
kxpei01 ) oo & {
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& : SJLP"SE \rCDESSlLf RISULTS FOR 702 fofenceny VARTASLE, SEMESTERS' E.FuLLED
at CITY COLLE ‘
w SlUDtnaS ELIGIELE FUR THE SEEX PROGRAN (1=505)
. ) . ’“'-ﬂ~_‘w'm'*Stanoard1¢cu"_“m"” T ‘ 5 T
’ Indeperdent Vargesle Regression F-Test Tncrement F-Test Cumulative F-Test
. : Coefficient " in R? R?
, Control Varianies: __Jm'::7(/‘ _. e T N ,
Sex .16315 15.81%x -.02660 15.39% .02660 15.39%* -
High Sciicol Grzzs Average .11097 - 6.88%* .00823 4,79% .03482 10,14
Fean Stardarciz:i: Paag cing Scord 05572, 1.76¢ .00351 2.05° .03834 7.46%*
Research Variabie: h ] .
SEEK/E.lblH.; rit in SEEK 17464 17.73%% .02951 17.73%% .06785 10.19%*
T ) ‘ an -
t > . P
- at HUMEER COLLEGE _ .
‘ - , ____STUDENTS ELIGIBLE FOR THE SELK PROGRAN (M=349)
Y - Control Varizbles: ) . ' R o~
by High c¢hool Grzzz ‘verage .17070 - 9.54%+ .03696 -"13.32%x $:03696 4 13.32%x
T . Sex oo 13361 6,05* .01326 4.83*: --.05022 9.15%*
- . Mean Sjandzrdizs: Rzeding Score .09260 3.07 .00881 3.23 .05903 1. 21%*
] Resecrcn “ariable: . . coo ' :
_ EEi/élwgible nct in-SEEX .05727 1.07 .00291 1.07° .06194 | 5.68%"
o .£<.05 : _ X -
e *T£<:O]. . »@a}-‘ . § - : '
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STEPHISE_REGRESSIC! RESULTS F(f

u'..n'

at EROCHLYM COLLEGE . ‘ ,
‘ P : STUDETS ELIGIBLE FOR THE SEEK PROGRAN (N=367)
. . o s .
Tndegerzent” Vamab]e N Standardized D . T
- Regression F-Test, Indcren& F-Test Cu~ulative F-Test
» Coefficient. in R2 ™\ R?
Control+Variables: N T T o ° _
‘High School Grads, Average .16969 10.84*x* .03482 13.17%%* 103482 13.17%*
Hcaq Standardized Readlng Score  .17095 11.29%* 02820 10.96%* .06302 12.24%*
Sex .10079 . 3.86* < .01069 T 6.31% .07370 9.67%%
Research Variable: P .
‘ SEEK/E]lglb]e not in SC K1 .09369 3.39 [.00%&9 3339 -08230 8 ]2*f//.
‘ at QUEERS COLLEGE m
STUDENTS ELIGIBLE FOR THE- SEEK PROGRAM (N=354) i
é . A ’ ' S
v . e . .
' * Control VariabJles: ‘ . o . .
H}gn School Grade Average .13846 6.87%* 202046 6.96** .02046 5.96*#
Fean Standardized Reading Score 11214 5.21+ ~01100 3.77 . .03146 - 5.70%*
Sex ) 07241 1.88 .004580 1.58 03606 4, 36%*
.Rescarch Variable: D : ' : ° ~
~ SEEK/Eligible not in Sgek 14986 8. 23w .02221] . 7.78%% .05827 5. 0%
—_— ‘ — : ——
. * ’
p<.05 - y
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. experience. Inst1tut1onaf research is reqﬁired 4

. 4 A

‘

Paul Succop N
SUNY at Buffalo

§ <

- yo - .

. Recent concern for the protection of the consumer of postsecondary educ
tion has translated into g number of federal government strategies and guide-

lines (1,2,%. The intentions of

i

strategies are: (1) to, protect' "stu—

dent~riéhts" and (2) to prevent

ostseconddry institutions from misrepresenting
R

course offerings and other bengfits promised\in ;he ‘4nstitutional 1iterature,///ﬁv

The phrase "in the ,nstitutional literature" {s all 1mportant for both legal
and practical purposes, as an institution of 1ghér leérnlng or any members
of itsstaff chn be held accountable for only that which is stated in the

inst1tut10nal literature and not the beliefs or att1tudes about the institu-

Py . ’

flon prOpagated by those’ external to the process of policy mé&;zs ¢ !

Economlc inflation and recess1on, the devaluation of post ondary de-

grees, and the decreasing demand for college graduates add a few confounding

’dimensions to federal protectiqgn of student rights.” To survive, a college

or university must attract students. To attract students and to femain com-

.petitive with other educat10ndl institutions, the 1nht1tut10n Jmust have some-

thing to offer in the educational marketplace Postsecondary educa/ifnal

policy-makers must be cautious in the1r promlses t the students, f legal
s -° o )
and economic reasons. °° . . — +

AT

Given these political and economlc rea11t1es§¢polioy-makers have essen-

. t1ally three alternative dec1s1ons. ¢8) do nothlng, and run the risk of re-

trenchment or curtdllment' (2) attempt to be competltlve by makimng false or un-

Substan;iated promlses, or (3),atte$pt to improve‘their s1tuat10n in the educa-

o

tional marketplace through active and honest r?cru1tment of students. In ‘order

to honéstly recrulé‘;tudents, adm1n1strators need to knpw potentlal students

3

expectations ‘and present students -pe;ﬂfht1ons of thiﬁr college and college

P .
Fhia»paper reports a methodoIogy ifor and the results of research‘into

"~
4

-college sWudents' experiences, which has been urdertaken by the Styudent lestlh

and kesea;ch Of fice, SUNY/B. Thd methodology can by viewed as a mode%;for ‘

s

-
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future tesearch into student needs. The results should be exported with cau-

tion, as the students' responses mnyzreflect attitudes and opinions peculiar
to~ students at SUNY/B. o . ° : N

e ! N f .. - -

Methodologz

. - .

Samplef Sevenr-hundtred and sixteen students were randomly selected from c’
the -population of" 2072 SUNY/B students who indicated on their January reg1stra—

tion mater1als (1~ lS -74) that they expected . to receive a baccalaureate in

May, l974 Questionnaires were mailed to these senﬁgrs in mid Aprll 11974, - Y\

Two hundred and sixty-eight students returned usable questionnaires.
Complete data, hoyever, was obtained on slightly fewer than this number. The
data analys1s used a subset of this sample, as specified below: s

Quesfionnaire.ﬂ Nf the eleven-page, 345-item l§74 SENIOR SURVEY, one-

hundred and forty-six items in three areas were sglecggd‘for analysis for

this report, These area§ are: (1) Personal goals——past and presenb;‘ o W
(2) -Evaluations of mMajor and non—major faculty; and &) Functions of the,
University-—th;lr actual importance and the importance they should have.

gimilar research and’ questionnaire designs have been previously undertaken and

P

-poted in the research ]1terature 4,5,6,7,8). . ‘ ' .

) ment. -Importance items were responded . to on a f1ve optionWScale rang1ng from
/‘1

LR AY

The students ‘were asked tq indicate: " the importance to ‘them BE ten gonl
statements, both durihg.college and at tHe "present time,"'i“e'degree to which
their 1n1t1al goals had been fulfilled during‘;helr college experience; "and
the degree gf-benefit they der1ved from courses at SUNY/B towards goal fulflll-

extremely hlgh" to "of no importance." The fulfillment scale _ranged from

."tqtally"‘fﬁlfilled to, "not at “a11", fulfilled For the ﬁbenefit.of courses" <

items, the scale ranged from "of thedgtmost benefit" to of no benefit." oo

& N !

Twenty statements about major and nophmaJo%Lfaculty were included, “The

students werd asked to respond for both sets of faculty on a five option chIe

r all faculty" to ' true for nd faculty." R '

ranging frem .
‘ . ES . 13
~ b4 Dy . Y e . ¢ .

: * . .-
“.\‘ ' . ,-ur‘.a« . . » ’ . . v

1., Y.
“Random selection was produced by _the genernation of Pseudo random binary -
‘1ntegers'by a’ congruence method Un1vac Math—Pack nggram Abstnacts, up- 4051
‘Rev..2., Page 14.1., e T
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N ‘iFor the importance functions at SUNYVB‘shouid and actuallyahave; a scale
ranging between Vof extremely hlgh 1mportance and "of no importance" was

useé to rate,twenty—three poss1b1e functions of this un1vers1tym

Data Analysis.’ Two-way multlvarlate apd un1var1ate analyses of variance , .

were peﬁforméd on each cluster of SENINR SURVEY items. The independent

-

variables assessed were: the respondents initial and‘present Faculty member-
ship,1 and their Sex.. Clusters 6f dependent var?ablés.were analyzei'togetger. -
in the multivaniate technique to produce a single E-statistic for making deci-
sions regarding group differences on the-independent variables. The ‘eight

sets of items analyzed were the four sets of ten personal goal‘rtemsa two sets

of twenty statements about faculty; and two sets of twenty-three statements of

¢

¢ ) : P

Tnltial and present Faculty were crossed with the sex variable in separate

< lmportance of SUNY/B functions.

analysesh thus resulting in an .8 x 9 stat1st1ca1 design. The progran MULTT~
”ARIANCE (9) was utilized for all statistical computatlons. . .
Ag the mu divariate tests requlred complete da:a cases, Ss with mlss1ng
33 data were excluded from the stat1st1ca1 analysis, by questlonnalre area. Two-
- hundred and {hlrty-two seniors had complete data for the goals 1tems, two-
hundred and thinty -one students for the faculty statemeﬁps, and two—hundred
and thirty-five for - He ruportance of SUNY/B function statements. D

°esearch De31gn The 1ndependent variables of In1t1a1 and’Present Faculty

s

. “were of 1nterest to this researcher due to the status of the Faculty as an ad-
mlnlstratlv and pollcy raklng unit. Are stuoengs within the same.Faculty a P
mere’ 1cmogeneous group than senﬁors in "eneral; after‘controlling for sex dif- -
ferences? The answer to this question prov1des the anSWer to others, namely

on what -level mus% any adminlstratlve or policy changes be made7 * Should stu-

dents&prove not to daffer by Faculty, cenbrallzed Admlnlstratlon should take .

- °

leadershlﬁ’in making any changes indicated’ by the ssudents responses. [f

differences 3gre noted, individual Faculty units must initiate policies appro-

. . - . N .
oriate for their students. . _ . . LT . By « e
- . . . *

‘ = .. . R . .

The eight Faculty groups analyzed are the seven undergraduate academic divi-

-

. slons at SUNY/B and an elghth group cons1st1ng of students with*a "Double" o .
or "SpecialV major. 7 . » , .o . ~
’ >~ . ! . ot - . _ -
’ a ' . S e T .
] R 4 . e T
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TABLE 1 o

MULTIVARIATE F=RATIOS FOR THE TESTS OF SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

OF lHE INDEPENDENT VARIABLF§ ON IHE SFFG OF DEPENDENT VARTABLES

F B

T i

- -

[y

. . ~ ’ L - ~ . — ‘Present .Y¥nitial
| , . Present.  Initial . Faculty Faculty.
' - * *

Sets of goal items: Facu}ty Faculty ‘ Sex . = Sex Sex
TImportance of goals during college 1.89" 1.56% ) 1.938(pf) NS :‘QS"
Degree of fulfillment_of goals @ o N .

. during college ) - 2.06 1.5\5 J ¥ NS 1.41
" Contribution of courses to I a a ‘
fulfillment of goals 1.82, 1°P4 ' gs. NS ﬁb
4 (3
. Importance of goals now. 1.36" _Ns NS NS NS
. - } o - -
' L . ‘ - Present  Initial
3 * oy Present ° Initial. "~ Faculty faculty
) ‘ . e . Faculty Faculty Sex *-Sex *_Sex
. sets o faculty items: T - s '
For: Major faculty 1.947 7 Ns NS NS NS - .
For: Non-Major faculty . - NS NS 1. 8@5(pf) NS . ¢ NS
i L. : - . 11947 (if)
: . . S .
‘ Presenf Initial
T . Present , Initfa} - Faculty \‘Faculty
X ' - . Sets of importance T Faculty Fatulty Sex . © _* Sex * Sex
) function statementsi * A - - .
Importance function shoulg‘have 1.27¢ NS NS NS NS
o Imﬁortancé:functi0q_actualiy has 1.52° 1.35° NS .Ns NS
[N *' : = . . ) * :: v >, .
" -——’_ﬁ ‘e = o )
. - © % p <05, df=70 and 1213.824 - T -
] . : .Bp<os df=10 and 207 ) ’ . -
4
Y p<.05, df=140 and 1312. 833 N o -
~ % .<.05, df=20 and 196 . = . A
€ p <105, df=160 and 1336.X87 C .
NS - not_s&gnificant (p>.05) .

-

~

s,

Q 1n éighth group con81st1ng of students with a ""Double"

-

“ 1'7",'—17;0—

4

~

. -~

-

(pf) - significant after conttoliihé fofithe ézudéﬁts}

(if) - 81gn1‘1cant after controlllng for ehe sgpdents

~

PO

n-’ .

Faculty ‘refers to the seven undergraduate academic dLylslons at SUNY/B and

or "Special" major.

4

~

presenft Faculty

initial Faculey -
e, e
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The sex variable served as a control for differential enrollments of males

. and females in different Faculties and helped to answer the. qd%stion With -~

all this talk about Women's Lib, should males and.females be treated differently

by administrative policy? 1If no differences are noted between males and females
in terms of goals, * reactions to faculty and 1mportance of Unlversity functions, _
his time- treasured variable can essent1ally be ignored in, mak1ng such ‘policies.

: If differences exist, sex of‘the student should be taken into account in

—~ . polfcy-making. SR B . ' i - {» . .

-

Results and Discussion

- . o .
~ ' . . [ v
- ! L]

The s1xteen twozway MANOVAs- resulted in flfteen s1gn1f1cant (p < .N5)

™. multivariate F-ratios. The F-values and degrees of freedom forsthe tests of" ’
- significance are presenged in Table 1. . i ) . :
1 ﬂb RESPOHSGS by, the seniors in” d1fferent Faculty groups differed Slgnlfl— . .

cantly on each 6f the clusters of {tems except statements afout non-najor
faculty. For the students' initial Faculty groups, four s1gn1f1cant d1f—

ferences were noted. These occurred for: ”Importance of goals dyring collegeU;

"~ , "Degree of fulf}llment of goals" "Contribution of courses to «fulfillment of

o

‘goais";, and "Importance SUVY/B functions actially have.

Cnly three s1gn1f1cant multqvarlate F-ratios wene noted for differencesy

~ & [}

between the sex groups‘ males and females differed ‘significdntly on the "im- .

_ portance of their goals durlng college when sex was crossed w1t.h the sey\ors
present Faculty (but not’ when this yvariable was crossed w1th the S8s'.init{ial

4\ faculty), ~and the two sex groups’ differed s1gn1f1cantly in regard to state-

. ments about non-majoer faculty members after contrgdling for either the students' 4
’inltlal ~or present Faculty aff111at10n. B ¢

/ - T :
One-s1gn1f;cant mult1var1ate F-ratlo for an jnteraction between a Faculty

" var1able and the sex variable also was notecib Thlg occurred for the set of"
"degree of fulfillment of goals during college 1tems .

. . The students presené Faculty is clearly the mosttlmportant varlable -

.

- ‘veyed here. lﬁe nature of these s1gh1f1cant d1fferences Qan be ascergalned‘"ﬂs>
/ .

’

by exam1n1ng the grpup means, by tonifastlng each 1nd1v1dual .Faculty group

1 .
witk the sample' mean™ for the items where s1gn1f1cant.mul¢ivar1ate F-raties

4 . ~
=
- « - - .
.~ B - P
N -~
’ . 4

1 Deviation or D-type contrasts were used for this” purpose., o . .
N ~ . .
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- were noted, and by noting which goal items, major and non-major facukty or

1mportance of functions statements, rece1ved significantly different responses

by the groups ofgseniors. These detalled analyses are too lengthy to go into
' . v RN

. - . 1 .
here, but a summarization-f them follows. . o

~

The differences are largely stereotypical' “For students with majors in

Arts and Letgers, ' 1nc£eased openness/sk111 in 1nterpersona1 relatlonshlps
/
had heen a more 1mportant goal, and

'care*r preparatlon a legs important®

’ -

goal than for seniors in gereral® anlneers attrlbuted lessélmportance to ¢
- ¢
four of these goal items saying Iin essense: intellectual and vocatronal goals-

. - b
are more important to them than interpersonal and personal goals. Students
\ , .

in Health Sc1ences claimed ''career preparation"-to be highest on their I1ist
of goals, well above the margrnal mean, as was '"inclteased openness/skill in

1nterpersona1 relationships.” ‘Students in Social Sciences attributed'less im-

portance to '"career preparatlon and "development of critical thinking and |

-

problem'SOIV1ng skills" than dld seniors in general Seniors study1ng Manage—

ment rated ”career preparatlog' as their most 1mportant goal, significantly .
“'more 1mportant to them than to seniors 1n¢general but "fncreased knowledge
a 2 e -
'of human1t1es, soc1aL sc1ence, and natural science" as the1r second 1east

P

important goal well b low the marglnal mean. “erhaps the mosE\lnterestrng

legponses were 5 dents in Natural Sciences who rated the importance of
all items §1m11arly to the group 1n general, and, responses‘by students with

. double or special majors who emphasized the importance of "development of

critical thinking and problem solving skills" and ' 1ncreésed knowledge of

humanities, social sciepnce, and natural science" to a greater degree than the .

<
average Senior, e . ’

-~ - -
. e » a

. a ’ . w
Slm11ar d1fference7_pervade the other two questionna}re aread. Students

» N

+in Ar®s and Letters said fewer of the1r major faculty give them 'out-of-claséﬂ

‘as51gnments that ar ~“reasonable in length” than students overall Students o
in E ng1neering indacated tHat a larger proportlon of their major faculty .

treated them impersonally, avoided contact with them outside the classroom,
e

- and gave assignments that were 1rre1evant to thkupourse than did sen16rs in

general. Students in Health SC1ences indicated a larger proportlon of their v

.

facufty expressed 'concern and dedicatlon to the1r profess1onal area and
A - ' .
N ‘_ x . ,’ " ,

v ~ . . v ¢

A more detailed analysis may be obtained through”inquiry to the ‘author.” .

-~ .
N ¢ -~ - T e
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. x . ' ‘
"related material to contemporary life'" than. did seniors { spother Faculties.

Students in Educa tional Studies believed the HUniversity. stresses__the___oxomo____.__l_ .

tion of khowledge and interest tn world-wide issues” to a lesser extent than . '

‘.

students in general Social Science students believed the dniversity to be

v .
promoting exgéllence in teaching’ to a lesser extent that did students ih T

\\ ~

general. And so on: A s - i NN

, The whole p01nt to the numerous ways stude1 in the various Faculties

o differ is that a substantial amount of the recruitment Qf students, policy

, changes to accommodate students, and further institutional research must"be
", undertaken on the administratlve level of indiv1dual Faculties rather than at
the centralized level. Given.this kind of research, both Faculty and students ~

. . L 4 ) ~

are better able to assess the programs which they provide or consume. Discre- )

\ —_—

!Vpancies between Faculty and student opinion of impdrtance of goals and func—

tions can. indicate .a number of things Students of a particular major'may ’

feel a particular goal or importance function is less or ‘more important than -
"do Faculty members. This may regult fTrom a'general'and honest misunderstanding

by students or misd1rected aspirations on their parts or failure of‘th& Faculty

to define and implement the goals and functions-they believe are important. '

' .

M the other hand recognlzing“fhe importance of various goals and functions

é o ¢

+ to students w1thin their Faculty, they may wanf to modify thei' p* ams to

-

support f 1llment of these oals. - .
g

s Other analyses of. this data. showed that nearly half +(46 percent} of t‘gs’.
- sample changéd majors .dufing their tenure £t SUNY/B (10). Althoug th1s is

-not necessarlly undesirable ornproolematic for aominlstrators, it‘jay be a , B L

Nproblem for.students. 1§>the statlstical analyses "conttolled" f£oF dirferences_ e

4 - b

attributable to sex, it is not at, all 1mposs1ble that students originally L T,

, - chose majors which stereotyp{ially attract greater propo;(TBﬁs of a certalnj
. sex group, then durlng their college career, changed to a différent mayor ’ e

- -
-(,., ‘ *

; J

which moreocompletely fit their sdereotyoed views of* rnemselves. If ‘the ram{r
ficatIons of ghls large'prooortipn of studénts thanging majofs are, groblet?tlt, ’ ‘

\

3 , certain administratave policy changes may. ‘be warranted.' - .

Administrators at the centralized level cangot be left out of this, how=-" . . Ti‘
cver. If the results of institutiOnal research reveal a ratber negative over-, LS )
all responbe to a goal, faculty stateméﬁt, or imporhance‘bf function stateient - .
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which administrators feel necessary and 1mportant examination of policy and
its implications on the UHIVEESlty level is warranted. Again, human judg-
ment and, perhaps, further research willbe needed to pinpoint fhe sources of

. . : .
. this problem. Differences’in the endorsement of items by sex is one example

|

. of a problem that must'be handled at this level. - One of the significant ]
. multivarlate F—ratios noted in this report (after controlling for the students'

P
.present Faculty), occurred because males were more positive aboug non—maJor s

x>

i’faculty meibers than females. « Specifically, a greater ‘proportion of men than

>

- women\felt non-major faculty _gave fairer grades. Females more frequently than .
males indicatedlth%t they were given less "Oppertunlty to panthipate in dis—
* ~ cussions, ask questions,-andweigreés poiats of view. if such a blatant ex-
‘ presslpn of sex bias does, indeed, exist,'it:must be remedied immediately.
//’. It's the %am. . ‘ ‘ - L : -
Similarly, these colleges and universities that can most accurately de-

sorlbe the1r functions and goals and demonstrate fulflllment of th¥m are most

- ' apt to atSract -and ma1nta1n a viable student body. It is also a law. of
economics? of survival. . ' ~
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. ~A GOAL PROGRAMMING MODEL FOR FACULTY TEACHING LQAD EQUALIZATION . = - -~
— . © Lo ) , - o . . -_5,.-».~ Lo B
, . —~ L . Robert Lew1s o~ . S
. University of .Massachusetts. ~ Amherst ;' L. R
I. Introductlon - S tement of the Problem - - . ; St -

" Ina univers1 where program enrollments are changlng and restrictive et

h LY

"; faculty recruitment policies are in.effect, wide’ variatidns.in faculty
. - teachlng loads develap over time. For example, Table 1 deplcts faculty Lo "“5f
- géaching loads at UMass/Amherst~for fiscal year 1976. Teaching'loads (student . .

- credit- houss per full-time equivalent faculty)(r;:gg from a low of 340.9 to a \

*high of 1028.3 for.undergraduate'level teaching 3nd. from a low of.143.1 to a

—- ® M

high of 317.2 for gradudbe level teaching. . ('
. . Academic managerslcan respond to this 31tuat10n in several ways«' One .

S
response mightsbe to encourage the sharlng of faculty befWeen schools and

colleges 4n order to teach couﬁses that are s1m11ar in content. Table 1
prov1des some ev1dence that this pra@tlcé already ex1sis For example,

teach1ng loads 1nﬂthe Interd1sc1pllnary Programs were not calculated because

'X « +0f the understatement of the number of faculty in those programs due to tHe
x * . a

sharing of faculty from Humanities and Fine Arts. Whlle other examples of ~

e,

ficult [to imagine 1nstances of faculty teachingf outside the1r disc1pl1ne
= ore 1mplement1ng sugh a policy, whidh might meet with opposition from . 1

the sharing.of faculty m1ght not be as substan;;al as this one, 1t is not dif—

those ulty who are dlsc1p11ne oriented, it would be useful to,have some ,

~ e -

_measure of the equallzation in teaching loads that would result. .If the pos- -

sible improvement were rather minimal, & dei?siop‘might ke made to\&nvestlgate

\ .
‘some other course of actiont : * . Lo .~ -

d N
~ AN

Oneomodel that prvades a framework w1th1n/wh1ch one can 1nvestigate the AT .
. pollcy of sharlng faculty is' a ooal programmlng model. However, before pr§— - ;i

sénting a model for faCulty teaching load equallzatlon, it w1ll be useful tc~ sop. =

—_—

4 first descrlbe the general characterlstics of goal programnnng." T '(,%:

Y - R - 4 .
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7?Hdméhit{es & Fine Arts

.Social & BéhavioraT Sci.

Natura} S 1 & Math
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&

TABLE 1 - FACULTY TEACHING LOADS AT UMASS/AMHERST FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976 _°

F.T.E
FACULTY

363.3
176,97

Food & Natura] Resources /118 7
90, 0

Eng1neer1q?‘
Besstness .

ngsica1 Education
Health Science:
Educat1on

Interdiscipl inary. "

) Amherst Campus

¢ S =
L G

__.J.,-‘;“___ ¥
- ' " ’
. ~ l Ed .

b Ld 81. ’ .
A o4 e
‘ — = -~

.- - - d
. - - = -
L g.‘,ﬁ;j\\jx\‘~\
o o

. - .

- 26637 €

¥

- INSTRUCTIONALS -

~ LOAD”

UNDERGRADUATE
(S.C.H)

--120,995. °
- 91,4267
*--117 489~ :
- 68, 245
19h638 :
42 352 8y

zofi%s, >

iélqgﬂ -
-~ 27 629"

- -

= INSTRUCTIONAL
=~ - LOAD
-~ . GRADUATE

- (S.C.H.)

>

TEACHING
LOAD

>~ UNDERGRADUATE

~~ ‘
9,286

L 9,489

~~ ... 11,403

f:}fig-,;=" +6,292

. 4,634 ~ -
. . 8,664

2T e .+ 980. .-
" 3466

_-»-.

™
L4

(S.C.H./F.T.E.)

402.9
728.9
520, 1 -
789\6’"“
340.9
1,028.3'
708:6
. 5781
.990.5°

<
p -~

.« =

1 Understatemgnt,nf faculty 1n Interd1§c1p]1nary Programs due,to shar1ng of facu]ty from other schoﬁ?s

\‘\

'.,’_ pecludes accurate ¢alcuFation of<teach1ng ]oads SRS

~—

L
ﬁ/ o

- .
1 -
, .
e

Man?
TEACHING
LOAD
GRADUATE
"(S.C.H./F.T.E)

. 1473
CT 1844
. 1524
- O )
143.1
1 317.2 @
230,6
;. 181.0
290.0 )
S o
216.1

.
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I,° General‘Goal'Prﬁgrammiqg Model
i ] . .
g 4 - i g ' .

“Goal programming is a variation of linear programming. As such it is a

. —
L4 0y . -

-v

technique for.minimizing/ior maximizing) a linear objective function subJect - '
T . ‘ L]

to a set of linear constraints. The 1mportant difference between goal pro-

gramming and linear programming-is that in goal programming the ooﬂective

function contains the surplu’s variabl% (amount of goal exceeded)jand th:’ .
,_' ',slack variable (amount of goal unattained) for each goal, whereas in linear - : o
L% * * .
N, programming the objectiVe function contains the decisiod variables.

Figure 1 depicts’a mathematical description of th7 genegal goal. program-

ming model Equation (0) defines the obJective function. As indicated it o .
- v .

is possible to weight the slack and surplus variables for each goal which

allows investigation of priorities for competing goals. .5‘ A
o~ S -

Equation o)) defines the constraint set which cons1stsiof gne equation .

= for each goal The technological coefficien

in each equation defimes the

Ctainment o‘ that goal. The LA

L .

i slack and surplu yariébles also appear in each goal equation. ' >

contribution of each dec1 ion variable to the
N

{f Equation (2) states t t all gec15ion/Variab1es will take op nonnegative
\'9 " - ‘ *

[ . ‘ . PR Kl . . P

. . .. ~ R . ’ . .
III. Faculty Teaching Load Equalization Model ., . . : ’ ©

)~ 2 P - N - .

. © Figure 2 depicts a mathematical description of the faculty teaching load . ' ‘

.A:‘:(_.r
Tos
-

equalization model. Equation (0) defines the’ oh;ective function. As before, P
it contains the slack and,the sprplus Variableg, owever, they- are unweighted
+ Tt is assumed that both uﬂﬁenxrnduate and gradua;e instruction are of equal’ /

N S < "al .“‘
ot AR . . N .
importance‘ . m:;‘. v 5 '; . ,
S

] Equation (1) defines the B¢ _-k:{of satisfyi'ng .the demarh f?x inStruc-tion

- .w .at the undergraduate level. Iheré?is-one équation £Sr each department. Thebn '»

assumption is. made thaL all faculay who teach in a department at the undeg-

o e

4
graduate‘level carry the same ave;age teaching load for that department regard- . ‘

i
+ - . . ~ " -

_~less:of where theéy originate. %’“49;1 - . i . .

- » >

~

< Fquation (2). defines the goal of* sattsfying the demand for instruction S

*&he graduate level., As for tﬁe’mndergrad ateslével, there is one equation for

»
¢
~t

each department, and che same assumption-regarding the graduate teaching 1oad o ﬂ‘a

holds. ' A R N _ .. .~i¥t
) ’ : o . ‘

¢ > H 5 - -
;

Q (' . ) (A\I ‘ ../ i w" ‘. _’4 ' N ’ o .
ERIC cLTe L, &—179- N R | A :

a . ;
A FuText provided by exic [N . . »
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v

e

5 those faculty teachlng in that department. : , - =;

¢ » . \ .
. Fquation (3) requires that’ all‘avallable faculty, teach somewhere in the

system. This may create a surplus (too muck instructional capacity) in a de—

’ 'partment which would decrease the average teaching load for those faculty -~

teaching in that department. Likew1se, it may cngxte'a slack (too llttle‘¥n~
structlonal capacity) in a department, which wouldf;ncrease the avér&ge for ¢

a .

Fquatign 4) sets an upper bound ,on the number of faculty from depart—‘

-

ment i that qan teach in department j at the undergraduatehlevel //leewrse”

a
-

~ . Equation (5) sets an, upper bqund at the graduate level { .

.
.

‘2

quation (6) states that "all dec1s10n variables take on 7?nnegat1ve vaIUes.

~ - - - 1 . ’
. . ‘ T : . f » ] -
IV. Implementation of the Model ' . . !
» ’ I N

Thee .determination of an index of shared teach1ng, T, 1s crucialrto th1s

. model One way to generate/Zt would be to base it on an Induced Course Matrix. .

(Brlefly, an Induced Course Load Matrlx measures the number cf: student credit

-

hours, SCH, that a full- t1me equivalent student in department i takes in'de-

’

\\partment'J ) Slnce a student commonly takes the largest’ share of his instruction
in his owmn department,‘the shared teachi{ng index could be ;eferenced agalnst

th1s value. For example, a full -time equivalent student in Department A takes

"

8" SCH in Department A 3 SCH in Department B 2 SCH in Department C, ‘and 2 SCH

Ln Department D. ‘The shared teaching 1nd1ces for Department A would be as. T
follows= . ' : : o % - ' o o
rAA = 1.0 | T,gé= 0.375 TAC = .25 SRR SR

The use of a shared teaching index, generated as described above, assumes that

poe

the academic backgrounds of the faculty 1n a department are reflected in the

courses taken by the student maJors of that department In ordér to insure .

; some min1mal level of academic background it may be necessary to set some,

-,slower Jlimit on eachrT (e. B T .Z 0. l) e . * .,

The average. teaching loads, L, are also 1mportant to the model. Thev

mlght be based.on Some 1mprovement over previous average teach1ng loads (t.e.

~ ~

E

s oy
z

an ihcrease. in average teaching loads fontthose less than’the campus average
or a decrease fn'average teaching loads £ r "those ﬁeater than the campus B .
. 'avérage) Alternatelv, each LJ could be set equal to the campus average.

Either method~would produce useful resuLts.u .:‘ ‘..

: . , . .
b : “Xléﬁb E _ ..

Qo N ~ v lig3- = . ' R
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* Tablg 2, contains the teaching loads, T Load, and instructional loads, ,

I Load; and Table‘% “ the teaching indices, T, for one run of the model.
g

The 1nstruct10nal loads for each school/college are the same as in Table 1,

while the teachlng loads are the same as' the campus average in Table 1. The

~

teaching 1nd1ces were generated as’ described above.
Tahle 4 conta1ns the opt1mal solution of’ the model for the data just
descrdbed rhe system is almost in balance w1th two exceptlons. Thete.is
" a slack of 535 SCH at the graduate level.in Business ahd a surplus of 536
.SCH'aE the graduate level rn Educatlon. This represents an 1mbalance_of 2.5
» FTE faculty.system wide. It is interesting that this solution is one of 56
. alternate solutions each with the same imbalance-(lO?lSCH).

("\ . ) ~ .

.

¥

V. Extension of the Model

' -

= N . ¥ o PR
The faculty teaching load model’ discussed:so far only considers where

faculty are able to teach, not whete they would prefer to teath Figure’u‘

3 dep1cts a mathemat1ca1 model whlch extends the prev1ous model to include

~ .y

this con51derat10n N

, ~ k}

Equation (3) def1nes the goal of satisfying faculty teachlng preferences.
It includes an 1ndex of des1rab111ty of teaching, D, which is analogous to
the index of shared teaching, T.. However, 1nstead of measuring the extent

* .to which teachlng can be shared, it measures the de31rab111ty of sﬁarlng

\ N . A s L
' . . - - -
-

teachlng

Also included in Equatlon (3) is the fagulty preference,. P. Since the

\

d851rab111ty 1ndex, D, has a~maX1mum value of 1, the faculty preference 1n~
each department will be equal to the number of faculty in eaEﬁ department.
Relative weights for undergraduate and’ graduate 1nstruct10n and faculty
preference appear *in the ob3ect1ve function, Equation (0). By assigning d1f—
ferent values to these weights, it is possible to investigate variOus pr10r1-~.

'tles for the three goals, Equatlons 1, 2, and 3. T

R ,
e .

All other e atxons are the ‘same as 1n«F1gure 2
1 v . . .

. . . ) N . ( “.Q'
", VL. Implementation of the:Extended Model*
. R . . \ ) o ~ .

Table 5 contalns the same test data.as Table 2 with the addition of thHe
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demonstrate the effects of the faculty preference goal and differling weights

for undergraduate and , graduate instructional: loads , R

~

The values of thé index of des1rab111ty of teach1ng weré set equal to the»’
\

-

index of shared teaching in Table 3: KN 7 : - - g

3

. Table 6 contains the optimal solution of the model’ for the data qut de-

seribed. There 1s more 1mbalance in thlS solutlon than in the one shown 1n )

Table 4. There is a surpbus of 5201 SCH at the undergraduate level in Humani-. 1 - :¢T§i

) ties and Fine Arts, a surplus of 10354 SCH at the undergraduate level ‘in ‘ : Lt
» - Engineering, , and a slack of 15632 SCH at the undergraduatg-:level in Eusinesé . s
; This represents an imbalance~of 71}1 FPE faculty system wide. .- Lt -

The increased 1mbalance in this solutlon resulted from the addition-* of

the goal of sat1sfy1ng faculty preference. Ihe imbadlance appears at the

- . .
* undergraduate level due to the increased weight given to satisfying demand

for instruction at the graduate level relative to thé undergraduate level. . , .

.
>
. L3

[y . . . -

VII. Concluslon - Value‘of the Model

. ~
-

- the goal prbgrammlng formulatlon ‘of the faculty teaching load equaliza~ J)
tion prpblem provrdes one approach to resolvrng the 1mbalances In faculty . .
teaching loads that develop_in an env1ronment of changlng program enrqllments ‘

\and restrictlve faculty recru1tment pollc1es . -,

.
. -

For the data used in testlag .which came from a real setting, slgnlfncant

reductions in teach1ng load variations resulted from applicatlon of theumodel. .

¢

Whlie the results are not conclusive, they do demoustrate the potential in-

v herenq in this -.approach.. . he . ,

AIso it has been” shown that it is possible tof 1ncorporate faculry pre-
ferences in the model.,~ W1th this addltlon, the need "for differentially

welghtlng faculty. preferences‘hnd 1ﬁsttuct10nal loadc becomes abparent. .
-y - N\
Hence,lén one model three elements of short range instructlonal plannlng
o

have been combined. They are (1) Eh&-demand Mor 1nstruct10n, 2) the facultygﬁ‘ ) ' ‘/
{

available ‘to satisfy the deménd ﬁhelr workloads, and their preferences anq'
Vo, . A

(3) the priorities for resolving conflict between the first ‘two elements. ,y tf)}

. ] * M ‘ P
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Who's not listen1ng, academlcideciS1onmakers or 1nst1tut10nal researchers9

. To put.it anether- way, who's not _talking clearly or @ffectlvely. The answer,

in a word is both——for academlc declsionmakers as well as institutronal re*

" searchers arg ne;ther 11stening, nor*talklng, to one another. Exceptlons to

this assertion, and oth illgs%that follow, undpubtedly abound but they may be

. :, the exceptions that prove the rule.. In any case, I begin this afternqon # pre-
sentatlon-wlth the premise that more often than not these parties do not com~
municate, and that those who do can always use help in sharpening thelr listen-
1ng and communlcating skillss - I shall now rev1ew why they don t listen to one
another, suggest how 1nst1tut10nal researchers can 1mprove this.31tuat10n, and

Y

concIude by identifyiyg several vital ‘areas where. improved communlcatlon may be

.

critical to_an 1nst1tut10nal’s surv1ygl“ - T R o
),. E . ‘ L
- -~ Put most s1mplf"academ1c dec1s1onmakers don"t listen to what 1nst1tut10nal

researchers'have to say because they are. not 1nterested..'Trg1ned in traditlonal
academic disciplines and’ having scaled career ladders anchor?d”—//xhat disgi-—~
", nline with rungs made of serv1ng oft committees, teachlng within the depgrtment,
- and publishing w;thln the field, " these 1nd1v1duals, for thb most part have not
' developed a sustalned int/xest in h1gher educatlon as a field worth studylng
Moreover, their very success prompts skeptlclsm about "the need .fox spch an in-
\terest. This skepticism extends to inst1tut10nal researchers as representatlves
" of th1s speciallzed 1nterest in higher educatlon, and perhaps helps explain the

"’&-
disdain’ w1th which tradltlonal academics view Ed. D degrees. . : . ,

" . Apprehension strengthens thls d1sda1n. Apprehens1on that the'on—the job

. training received (that 1s, the administratlve and managErlal skills developed,

. R

however inadventently) might be 1nadeq&ete to the task and eXposed through the

.

- <
v

L

S ity of academic adm1nistrators inhablt a world of waiting: chairmen are walting

to _be’ deans, deans are waiting to be vige reS1dents or provosts, and provosts to

be presidents or chanceilors. Under these endltlons research that so much as

suggests less than perfect perfprmance threatenswthe academlc dec1s1onmaker.
“ K t \: N N // s
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efforts of the 1nst1tut10nal researcher.' Remember in this context “that ‘the major—"

.
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S, ] Institutional researchers should be” aware of another fear that they
‘ . awaken in academic administrators=-the fear that institutional studies will . ‘

q? unleash, albeit unintentionally,,dark disruptive, even disastrous f%rces among

¢ . .

, the faculty. Having:risen from the ranks, so to speak, academic decisionmakers

believe only they have their finger on the” faculty's pulse, and they live in N3
‘a 'y almost constant fear that it will be quickened to stroke proportions by an ] {'.
. o '] .
’ o unwitting institutional analysis. . . . . Toaes o

e For these reasons, and obviously others, academic decisionmakers are not -

' especially interested in what institutional researchers have~t6 sdy. To make

«®

matters worse, some academics are- disinterested——that is, theéy, consciously

. disavow the products of institutional research. I recall an academic vice
president telling the representatives from SRG's Campus VIII that he didn' t
cdre how good the data and reports were, they still would make no difference
in the way he ran his college. The_* Yeasons for such disinterest are.fairly .
,compleg,«yet one stands out rather clearly. It is that academics distrust the.
re?%ﬁts of institutional research (perhaps.becaust they want to); thus they ton

-
y " focus -on; and enjoy retelling, stories*of bad datasor reports., The current )

¥ tale making the rounds, and one Ehat is surely apocryphal begins by observing ' <
) that City University of New York enrollments are down 17%-this year.‘ It then '

C s
“o
.

- tells of how the first study prepared at CUNY analyzing the financial impact . .o
of imposing tuition failed to build in a student attrition.factors that would s

[

result from this major policy change. True or not, it seems certain that ?ll |

.
.t[~ . et

. institutional researchers are suffering from a bad press. . . PLNIRRCIN '

~ A bad press notwithstanding, institutional researchers are not free of

c'blame‘_for academics not listening. WhileJWe all appreciate‘the utility of _; '
NS :' multi-purpose survey instruments,‘we should be cautious about relying upon ;ho’
. ...}; 'multi—pumpose?reports, for they tend to have minimal impact. Recipients of‘: T
* such documents, especially when they ‘are indisposed to begin w1th‘ Simply will \

ce " not sift through the layers, columns, or rows of data in search of what they -3

consider relevant. The impact--or,. if you p%efer, readability——is further re- T

) duced when insufficient: care and attention is. devoted to the xeport's format;§
) L I fancy myself an. advocate for institutional reSearch, yet - even I sometimes .
think your reports are deSigned principally ‘for professional colleagues elée-

where, rathersthan the particular,intra—instftutional audience. A related

-~ & - : ' - . 5
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point centers on the report's significance. Researchers, in my view, €an be = -~
" neither tob basic,nor too elementary when explaining the significance of
: their-data. Indeed, a‘good rule of thumb might ‘be that if a feport is so -

e elementary that you would be embarrassed to. share it with a fellow institu-'

A

tional researcher, ‘then it is rEady to be released o

X 4

o . Concerns for format and significance should obviously take into account

~ .

. " the audience for whom the report ‘s intended "I recall an academic dean who

for several years had been receiving from the registrar's office Sem1-annual

2

reports on student attrit §§t As’ soon, as they hit her desk she quickly
" scrawled "fibe" in the top, right- hand corner-and fed them to. the "oyt" bask-
ket. Not until the report title was changed from "student attritlon" to .
+ . "stydent retention and attrition" did she finally bother to ‘look inside. Tt .
’turns out @hat she felt that attrition was the Director of'Admissions and .
’ the Dean of Students problem, whilQretentlon was her concern since retained
*/“i . students received the education for Wthi she felt responsible. Hers is surely
e a naive or narrow view, and hopefully one that is,not too common but institu-
tional,ieseav{hers must be’ aware of, and alert to, nuances of this sort if B

they want academics to listen. < L . L i

. . *Tet's now shlft gears sllghtly ‘and discuss why 1nstitutional researchers “
< don't listen to academ1c de21sionmakers. In some respects, the»following is *
*a mirror image of my earlier comments about academige deq1sionmakers ‘as non-', .

— \
llsteﬁers. Thus, for example, institutional researchers aren't liFtening be“\

3

cause they are qptﬁespécially interested inrwhéf\academics,have to say. 'm(
'Through either formal or on—the—1ob training, institutional researchers ‘culti-%r
Vate a professional intérest in higher ‘educatgon as a field of study As
sophisticated highly trained students, they frequently have little falth in,
and less pat1ence forw people who have merely worked their way up the ranks,
without benefit of formal training and without, at -least by implication, ac-
quirlng the overview institutional,researchers deem essential for really under- *
' ) standing how the’ institution works and ought to work. At best, this impatience Q
- comes through as a kind of conceit concerning what is important»and what has
to 'be done' at worst, it® transmits a father condescend1ng and hence offensive

’ - . ¢ >
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Allow me to illustrate this point with a short, but true, example. The -

’

chairman-—let s call him Professor Hui Wf the Origntal Languages Department

at a southern un1ver81ty--asked the institutional researcher, Dr: Jones, t'o
. ¢

ascertain the cost of teachlng Classical Chinese o¥er each of the last three
years and to cpmpare these costs to the teach1ng of other languages in th1s‘

-

and other departments . Joges, at that time was deéply immersed in a

crash progra !ordered by the President to identify ways ‘of reducing that

year's operatyng budget 8o as to erase a prOJected def1cit of $250,000. Tn

addition with the end of" the first semester drawing rap&dly to a close, he
knew his staff would soon be deluged by student evaluation of teaching formsx
_that had to ‘be processed accord1ng to a prev1ously agreed upon timetable. Un-
fortunately, however, instead\of ldentifying these constra1nts, Dr. Jones chose
simply to inform Professor Hui that. 1nstifut10nal prior1t1es prevented him
from fulfilllng the request in the immediate future, but that if Professor
Hui resubmltted it in the spring, he (Df. Jones) would .see what he could do.
Subsequent conversations made clear that Professor Hui left th1s encounter
thinklng he had been brushed off bx the institutional researcher whose job,
whatever it was, was not 0 support the concerns’ of department chairmen unless
and ‘unti] it .had noth1ng bdtter to do. A; R
Another reasor’ institu onal researchers tend not to listen to academ1c.
de0131onmakers is that they_are not deeply interested in institutional poli- -
tics. They believehthe data ought ‘to stand by itself and if you will, speak
r itself whereas academics want constantly to review ‘the political .context
..because it nat only colors the data, but also occasionally obliterates it al-
together. Froh this positien, unfortunately, some institutional researchers
slip . over the precipice and fall into the pit of believing that the data or

‘a _/i., -

report is the decision ltself that there are mno alternatives to %t. When'

HE

.

‘this happens, storms break. oat all pver. “ Lt .
¥ Most of us know of at least one 11beral arts college attempting to deeglop
career emphases, while cont1nu1ng rather traditional programs , which by any
measure, are_not?carrylng their weight. Yet,kwhen,institutional researchers'
confront the dean or.vice:president;with this fact, he or she stuhbornly're;
. ggges even to consider terminating fhejprogram simply hbeause he or she bé;

;)lieves such programs are essential to.what a college is,ali'about, that there
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~Should not be surprised that they tend to be rather c1rcumspect in deallng w1th

v
# o

-

T

1

-
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e

-

o
féiuﬁdents such as these remind us all Eh?t there 1s a huge d1fferende

RN

rolled back or’
orness,'a

At any/rate,

would not be\a "true college" left if these programs were

nated - Lt will be a long time "befdre data’ overcomes this, '

rness‘dlth whlch by the way, 1 have a good deal of sympathy.

” «

a report ‘and a declslon. .

Cont1nu1ng' the m1rr0r 1mage, academic dec1s1onmakers also are not free of

Recalling academlc dec1s10n—

/

blame for institutlonai reseatchErs not llstenlng

makers previously discussed attltudes toward institutional researchers, we .

. you. y~Fearful of belng embarrassed by the expertise of . others and unw1lllng to

share the polltlcal details of what they are up to, they,iréquently will glve

L3

you only a p1ece of the problem. Yet, they nevertheleéss hope that you w1ll/

develop the entire: p1cture or answer~they seek. In this context, watch for

If, for example, the chairman ‘or dean, out of a

-

sudden changes of heart.

clear blue sky, suddenly desires speciallzed .reports on teachlnguef ectiveness,

be sure you, for your own'sake as well as the 1nst1tution S, knoyl whether - ‘. B

~the 1ntent is to save or get r1d of a part1cular professor.
Kcademlc declsfonmakers contribute further to the lack of gommunlcation

I think of the

by using jargon, jar '

°
&

/.

gﬂ7/they are personally unfamlllar w1th
rms

provost who7used the "headcount faculty" and "Fe T E. Faculty" rnter—

changeable’, until‘hb attacked the work of the vice pr651dent ‘for 1nst1tut10nal

reséarch once too often at the president's 'staff meetfng. A knife could sllce

the silence that descended u'bn that meeting, when the vice president showed

‘““
-

the provost the error of his ways

* Flnally, academlc.decis1onmakers contr1bute to the lackﬂof communlcatlon

-

by frequently not know1ng how to pose questlons adequately. Precisely because

they are not specialists, they do not  know “how to phrase concerns and questions
Perhap

#

with words that are

the best story to illustrate this point is the academlc dean whom our off1ce

iﬁstantly meaningful to institutlonal researchers.

approached about pllot test1ng the ut11ity.and cost effectlveness for small
‘liperal arts colleges of a computer generated 1nduced course Toad matrlx.

After a significant investment of time and energy, he finally relented and we

went ahead and collected the data Only after we returned with the’ completed

-

reports did- he finally reallze——or at least adiit--that he had been d01ng

. . A

y -
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felt the need fo/ thifs 1nformat10n, but didn't know how to expressgﬁﬁ?;n _- .y

“ "
»”

. meaningful terps.

- - < N . . A

» Thus 1t appeary that neither- 1nstitut10nal researchers nor academlc deci—

~ @ > e

‘sionmakers are 11 ten1ng to one another. (At this juncture, It seems appro—

- x4 o

been mentyoned earlier: - when possible, stop generating'multi—orogram data,
reporﬁ
issti

§> ’ are 'eing asked to do. oL ‘ L oa ' U

y analyze the ‘audierice or recipients before deciding upon a format and

a study, be alert to the unlnbended consequences——espec1all/ political -

K

would llke to touch upon llghtly. Since we. are all in the edycation

S, 1t seems eipeelally appropr;ate that we try to é%ach~one nother.’

ontext of these remarks% this means that I am suggestlng tﬂat youw con—‘

adopt &he role of teacher as well as the more trad1t10na role of a ‘

M supPort service.\ Steel up the coﬂrage,,take the time, and, try té teach your ‘
academlc colleagues about what *you can do and what you cannot do. But don t ‘
undertake this task llghtly——first study thé literature on 1ntervention:and §§ ﬁi

.o teachlng strategies and then developxa plan of attack most suited to the '

audience . e }f o '
This recurring cﬁZﬁ% of know1ng your audience brings to mind an observa-'

) tion of fered by Dav1d Re'isman. 1In a dlscussion concerning the best ‘way to_

train'educational adm1n1strators, he suggested that you should start with
’ peaple educated in cultural anthropology.“ For cultural anthropologlsts know .
' how to draw meaning £rom the art1facts of a c1v1lization and hence, “haVe an -
\+ edge in dlserning s1gnals put forward by people working in complex organlzatlons
- , » Dhey.have, in other words' some skill in analyzing the aud1ence§

“a .
My sedond general observatlon or recommendation for enhancing the communi-

. 'Q‘ cation prd%ess ig to,’ _wherever possible, keep your reports 1nst1tution specific. .
Given what we, know about aquemlc decasionmakers we should avoid.sending them
s abstract essays or detailed llterature rev1ews ~ They are not 1qterested*:n . o
/, ' . o : e o i ©o
” ! T . ! ) ' ) A . °.
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‘these, they do not feel they have the time to read tﬂﬂm, and,/Just as impor-
/ tantly, ﬁhey don't vhink you should’ have the t1me to wr1te them. I recall
the laughter-—it was of the derisive, b1tter var1ety—-of a president who had
requested a study on faculty workload. After, waltlng several months, he'
finally received wha*,he~expected to be an analys1$ of faculty workload at S
his in%titution——lnstead he got a detailed study of the generic Optlons or
varlables one might cons1der in approachlng th1s top1c. Obv1ously, such
stud1es are important to*fhe quality of the inst1tut10nal research being con- .
ducted, My point is simply that these works are best confined to your eyes,

. as background information, and seldom should see the light of day-as a major

2
e

part of your operational reports. . ) .

I would like to conclude today s remarks by suggesting a‘couple of areas’
that are, and w1ll be, . yitally important to inst1tut10ns of h1gher educatlon,

-

and where clear communica on between institutional researchers and academ1c

o o

dec1sionmakers is absolutely essent1al > ‘: . ., 2 . .

« It is not surprising that faculty stafflng is most Important, for faculty
\\comptisgL/he’heart of the 1nst1tuv10n in terms of people, money, .and prcgrams.~
St:"élffj'.n"l has tradltlonally been 1mportant, and, if anyth1ng, will be even more -
s0 in th futiure, given the prOJect;bﬂs of declinsng gnrollments. . Indeed, in-
stitutloral re earchers and academic décisionmakers w1ll have to work hand in‘
glove’ to prepare for the 80's and’ 90 s. And estimates of the capital 1nvest—

ment rep egented by today s tenure decision will not be sufficlent. Institu-

t10na1 r earchers will have to know thordughly the varqékles wathin the .
staffing r personnel system, as weil as the alternatives to it, and find a
way of\g;scussing these issues ip such a. fashlon that thé results are both good
fo¥, and appropriate to, the particular instltutaon. Since the prOJected
crunch“in the 80 s will exert incredible pressure on tfadltlonal personnel
' systems, we must start study1ng and, designﬁng alternat1ves now. :
Related to these iSsues of staffing patterns and personnel systems is the
whole notion of faculty teachlng load and faculty workload. For years these
terms have been used almost 1nterchangeably, yet thegiecent work of Harofd
Yuker, for one, clearly indicates that they are not synonymous.. He has added

to ;hese discussions ‘the idea of facuIty work time~-how much time do faculty

)
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actually'spend working“for the institution, and how is this time spread among

~

’teaching, advising, gradlng, and the like. Much,worR\has still to be done in

this area, bﬁt institutional researchers wopld be well advised: to start !

sharing these distinctions with academic decisionmakers é%cause they may hold

the key to a practical, workable definition of faculty productlvity. They may,

'fot example, point the way toward having faculty teach additional courses be—

cause they realize therd will not be a correSpondlng, equal increase in their

actual work time. This distinctlon will appeal to academic decisionmakers who |
’are naturally concerned about not overworking their faculty and may; as well

vhelp the institution respond more flexihly, to the presSures of the 1980 s+

Finally, institutional researchers and academic decisionmakers are going
to haVe.to get together on,collective bargaining and unionization. Although,
‘as one commentator has suggested unlonization may be a bad idea whose time
has come, there is -1ittle doubt that it’ is ‘here to stay. Indeed, it has been’

with us .quite a long time already. JYet’, few institutions appear to be prepared

‘whﬁn organizing’begins at their campus. I have wifnesSed this p’bcess at four

sharply different institutions and in no case did-management have a clear idea

of how-much time and money it couqd expect to expend on'the negotiations and

the contract administration process. And’lt was “not because data like thi's is.

unavailable;'on the contrary, it ha¥ been published rather widely._% .

And this kind of concern is merely the tip of the proverbial iceberg

There are costs and trends that adminlstrators should be aware they can,

. negotiate the bedt pos51ble contract for their institution. Recall for exam-

ple, the recent piece. in ,the Chxonicle of Higher Education indicating that /‘

faculty unions are ecoming more Eoncerned about job\security than salaries

and fringe benefits This inf tion can help management to antic1pate the
union's demands and, consequently, to prepare better for the next round of
negotiations. ‘Moreover, the kind of information illustrated by this example R
is especially interest1ng to the academ1c decisionmaker ‘because. it may indi-
cate what is on the mind of his or her faculty. In prov1ding it, ‘the institu-
tional researchef is speaking to the aczjbmic on his terms——faculty polltics——
and this may ultimately improve communicétion between the two all the way

down the line. L
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. If so, it will not come a minute\too soon, for in a collective bargalning

+ situation thesé two parties——to use the jargon of the day——must have their .
act together. Returning to a previous example, unionlzed 1nst1tut10ns can ill
" afford two dlfferent &efinitions of what constjitutes a fﬁll time faculty mem~
p ‘\‘ber, especially if key administrators don't know there are two definitionms.
. In a situation like this, the union will matura ally choose the definition most
suite_jto its particular agenda, perhaps to the detriment of management goals,
. If anything, th1s demand for coherence is eveh more acute for publicly sup-
.o ported ihstitutlons. PuBlic cOIleges,,for exampleo that " have different def1n1—

tions for out- -of-staté students, one for internal con mption and another for

-
the legislature, are playing with dynamite. Dynapite whlch in at’ least one
. .
case, a disgruntled faculty member chose to ignlte by tipping off several key
It‘ legislatdrs. The resulting explos1on blew both the academic vice president ‘
"and the director of 1nstitut10na1 @esearch clear out of their jobs.. lopefully,
. others will not have - to pay such a high price for not 11stening
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A "' . INSTRUCTIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN HIGHER EDU@ATION: T 5
Ty - ' «GOALS, ROLES AND PROCESS ¢ N ’ .
M ; 4 ' LN o, o oF '
* - - . A . ‘! . '\ .
* _ - Joseph J. Durzo © R - .
o i New Hampshire College and Univer31tyoC0unéil S
. ~Introduction . ‘ ) o _ L e [ ;>
1 . R ) . . . J

. ¢ The purpose of th1s paper issto prov1de a frame of' reference regarding the

-

nature of instructional development serv1ces 1ntended to ass1st faculty 1n 1m—

proving the effectimeness‘and'effic1eney of collegiate 1nstruction The pr1— -
mary focus of the ‘paper. is on issues related to the‘?r%anliatlon’anga1mplementa—
L tion of such services rather than on speclflc instructional design procedures

1
% oxr mgdéls used by various agencles Nb attémpt is ‘made here,to rev1ew the

theories, research evidence or.procedures used in the des1gn or evaluation of -
‘instruction. Con51deratipn of these 1ssues is béyond the scope, of th1s paper. " "
. '.- .
- General reviews and d1scussiqps of these topics may be.fqpnd in sources such .

as: Baker (1973), ﬁaker and Schutz (l97l), Dlapond ef: al (1975), an&//erlach
and Ely (l97l) : "

d‘ . - -

2

Part one presents general back-

$ . 3 i

.
L T

The paper cons1sts of two major parts.
ground 1nformation about the ‘nature of the goals ana roles of instructional

development agenc1es dravn. from a review of literature. The second part sum-

marizes the prevailing opinions from the literature about several issues< -

O ) 3 .
. which are important to the_ process of implementing instructional’ development -
B ' - a \ -

programs. - p te s \ < - '
“/ [

. B . .

‘e

A Definition of lnstructional'

Development . L.

~

Instructional Development-—-A Exame of Referehce ' : .

AN .
4 : . -

Despite the many different points of view held on various issues by authors
wr1t1ng about 1nstructional development, there s generdl agreement ‘that in-
structional development implies, Some sort of systematlc approachito the design
Jerry Gaff (1975 b) offered a clear, shnple

. % s s .

or improvement of instructien.
definition of instructional developmente ’ R . Coe »

-

! . . ‘.a

For information about the nature of particular imstructional development o Y
agencies see L. T. Alexander and S. L. Yelon (Eds.), InStructional Develop-
ment Agencies in Higher Education. East Lans1ng, MicH. : Michigan State 4}

» . University, Learning Service, l97? . . . . o . -
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*  Instructional development is a recent. academic specialization h

. that may;be defined as- the systematic and continuous applica- o
tion of"learning principles and ‘educational technology to de- .
velop the most effective aad effic1ent learning experiences ;’, )
"+ for students.  (p..47) AR .o - '
. \ . Lo ’ ',g{ ¢ ” i
When ther term "instructional development™ 1s used in’this paper it w1ll be >
. T . . . . .
;  1n the sense of Gaff's definition, N T : - ’
- (- . -~ . . . “/ . : "; ‘
'. ¢ . . - ‘e . [

‘Approaches to Instructional Improvement--{(oals and Roles ///’/ . : \ )
. * . Not all instructional improvement programs approach the task in the same

manner. Tn fact, dif;erent agencieS‘often view the same symptoms, as relating

,

|
to different problems. Follow1ng a study of instructional improvement. programs::
W

» . for, the Exxon Educatlon FOundation Gaff (1975 a) observed . -

» ’ Y. . ooos ,

Although all instructional improvement programs are designed to_ ’ .
raise the quality of teaching and learnipg, these programs vary ' .
considerably. Deépending on' what aspects.of the teaching-learning )
process they emphasize, they may be categorized ina.pne of three e —
ways: as-instructional development, faculty development, or . . <o

o , organizational, devaiopment <Each ,category draws .on. dlfferent 1nk . )

: tellectual tradltions, makes different analyses about’ what ails

. ‘ teaching and learning, and prescrlbes different solutions.r (em-

. e . phasis added)  (p. ), ,\ . - ~® d .

. . . oo N . . ) ) . N

- His book describing the results of the Exxon Study (1975 b) explained the

differences among the three approaches. Tnstructional development, ‘he thought,

focuses on ''courses or curr1cula, and...seeks to improve the cond&tions and
materials that promote "student learning" (p. lO)., “He felt/that the 1ntellectual -

roots for this approach lay in curr1cu1um and instruction, learning theory,

educat10nal media and technology, and systsms theory. Thts view is. generaliy

ig\agreement with the viéws of the maJority of those writlng about 1nstruct10nal

¢ devklSpment. = ‘ - ’ . ' - ‘." R oL
He described the faculty <development approach as -one which "focuses on

o € — ) ‘ '
) faculty members and seeks to promotestheir individual growth and development"

~

R: 8).. He observed that such programs help faculty to. explore the1r attl—

tudes about teaching arid learning and acqu1re~more knowledge and skills re- e
1ated to the teach1ng learn1ng ‘process. Gaff felt”that "the 1ntellectual -
- ' underpinnlngs of faculty development are in clinical, devglopmental and soc1al
P ] . . . K
. ._;; L] . v l’ ‘l‘ _‘/ - ¢ . M [] 0’
T e ' ' . < 2 1 ‘\) R M -
o~ ! . > L . T . - e . . - .o . A
-~ = — " . -
Q . ~~ ¢ ¢
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p;ychology, psychiatry, and the socf’Togy of work and socialization" (pp. 8-
¥10). The focus of this apgroach is on faculty members rather.thpn the c0urses

they teach. . i , : .. . ,

. T ' .,
Y ﬁ* rganizational development he said, focuses on the 1pstitution as a g

whpleﬂor on some. sub-unit such as a department or" a dimision ‘and "seeks to |

e

create a.more ‘effective env1ronment within which teaching and learnlng can -

—a—

roccur® (p. lO) Thxs approach is based on organizational theory, organiza—
© tional change, and grOup dynamics. The goal of organizational development

. 1is :to develop adm1nistrative and.1nterpersonal competencies among organization

leaders and to develop poliﬁies that support teaching improvement. Table 1 -»

-
i Gaff presented’ a useful way bf d1st1ngu1sh1ng among the types of instruc-
tional improvement efforts, however;, he did not attempt. to evaluate the rela—

tive effectiveness of each(approach in improving the; teaching—learning process.

' He' did, however, suggest that these apprqaches are complementary and should be,

combined in any comprehens1ve approach to the problem of instructional improve-

ment. giamond (1974) Buhd (1975), and others have commented on the need for

a comprehensive approach to Lnstructional improvement“efforts without speci~
fically referring to the types of categdries used by Qaff ' %\\ T R C e
) ' 7 . < ' ~ T . ' "
Product Development or Pedple,Development - . . -

ﬁ,’ Professionals -Yrorking withinrthe field of instructional development are,

1beginning to broaden the roles that their agenc1es play by expanding Gaff s
(1975 b) definition of instructional development to include a concern for the
. developmenf of faculty skills as wel! as the development of courses and
- maberials. -Abedor and Gustafgon (l97l) pointed out that any product, no matter
how well~designed'and valiHated. has a relatively short useful life compared
to the length of time that a. faculty member will be at an_ institution. This
is particularly true now that facuIty mobility ds decreasing Consequently,
they argued that, in the’'long rum, a faculty member who' is committed to’ in~ .
structional development and has developed~his/her skills “in the process is

likely to make a greater contribution to the improvement of teaching and RS

L, learning at an institutjon thart will the development of any single course.

: # - 1

‘“ . ) o

td

a4

summarizes the three'approaches described by Gaff, T S - .

pr




T - FACULTY DEVEEOPMENT

4Focu5“ ' Faculty members ™ . (' L
Purpose" fPromoﬁé‘facu]}y growth;
. -help faculty members acqu1re
_ - knowledge, .skills, senSitiv--
.~ + ities, and techniques related
to teaching and learning. .
3 \. . . e R
,'\ . . : ‘ ‘ wl
TR T )
Intellectual Clinical, deve10pmenta], and .
base: _ - social psycho]ogy, psych1atry,
G soc1a11zat1on N : ‘
"Typ1ca1 Senanars, workshops, teachtng ..'-
activities: evaluation. . Wt

. Improve student learning;

* redesign courses; make in-
struét1on systematlc.

INSTRUCTIONAL DEVEZOPMENT
T

»

Courseg‘or curricula

]
da

prepare learning materials;

L4

’ . -

. *
Education, instructio

-media ‘and, technology, 1earn-
- ﬁng theory,

ystems theory~

Projects to produceqnew =
learning materials or ré&--
design courses; workshop&

.on writing obJect1ves,

eva]uat1ng students. .

N

and 1earning. _— <
:-’ .o\ . . F

<°

. / * ° :
_ N R T A 3 v . i
N S : - - s : . ”
, S N - = 3 .
4 - ( : L ) . . ‘ ,:;/ '
ALTERNATIVE CONCERTIONS OF -INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVEMENT ¢ CoL
— . — - : —

ORGANIZATIONAL DEVELORMENT '

-

0rgan12at1on )

Create effective environ-
ment for teach1ng and |
learning; Tmprove 1nter-
sonal relationships;
‘enhance teant _functioning;
create policies that sup-
port effectiye teaching - _.

Organizational theory, 2
qrgan1zat1ona1 change, )

group procesags. ‘ » -

WOrkshops for grqup 1eaders

-or, team‘members action re~ .

sgarch with work groups,
task forces to revise organ-
izational policies.

’ SOURQE:

J. G. Gp?fi'Toward faculty renewal.

San Francisco: Josspy-Bas%, 5975,,p. 9.
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. Beilby (1974) discussed the problem in economic terms, reasoning that the
task of applying instructional development effectively to the public school
setting 'is too vast to be accomplished by any army of instructibnal developers
we could realistically expect to produce" (p. 13). ‘*Hemalso pointed out that
school systems could not* afford to hire the required number of . instructional .

‘developers. The same problem of scale and economics applies to higher educa-

- * »
1

tion. ' ' -
'.\‘ L‘ * ¥ c-

: There arg drawbacks to the people development (or faculty development)
approach. Holsclaw (1974) concluded thar a developpent agency‘with a major
focus on people development may not generate tangible results as quickly as
agencies which focus primarily on course development. Abedor and Gustafson
(1971) also pointed out the time problem, adding that "people development takes
considerably more time, effort, and money while the 1mpact 1s difficult to
measure--or predict" (p. 22). Schauer (1971) commented that, in, the past, ef-

forts by faculty to credte innovation had not been .as productive as he would"

. have hoped and argued for some méthod of supporting their efforts, Diamond

" et al. €1975) observed ‘that academic change is never easy. They emphasized

"that "It is often frustrating, somet imes traumatic, and, regardless of the

investmenx, never guaranteed. It requires talented faculty, full administra-

tive support, and purposeful direction” (p. 3). , L ¢

)

Q

The solution to the' proh¥em seems to be to incorporate both emphaseSr—‘ \

o~

in an instructional “development program. * Abedore and Gustafson (1971),
' Gustafson (1971), Hoban (1974), DeBloois and Alder (1973), and others have
argued persuasively that instructiondl development agencies must strike an

effective balance between product development‘and people development.
. \ . .

N P <
~ N N 1 . ! ‘ .
.

The Scope” of Instructional Development Projects . \ .

~ ~ ‘ﬁ' [ % h
Thetliterature on instructional development describes a genefal agree——

L4

ment among professionals in the field of instructional development “that a

systematic approach Shou}d be used to produce solutions to educational prob-"

lems.. The disagreement among these professionals seems, however, to relate

~to the size or scope of the problems to be solved by instructional development.

~

Some instructional developers concentrate on the development of small, dis-

cretg units of instruction and others concentrate on larger projects,,such as _

- . 3 a
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the- development of entire courses or whole curricula: Eickmann (1975) sug—.

gested that one of the tharacteristics that differenfiates among the varidus,®

instructional development programs in the country»i? the Scope of the projects

undertaken. He listed five sizes of projects. (1) curriculum, (2) psogram, =

(3) course ,» (4) smaller:than course, and (5) tiny. ~“f' . ,
Diamond (l97l) made a strong plea for instructional development programs\\

to concentrate on large-scale projects that wild have major impact. This ap-

. proach is-often called the "major project” approach or the "concentrated" ap-

proach. The opposite approach, called the "shotgun approach," is to engage

in a larger number of less intensive, smaller-scale, short-term projects.

Diamond argued against the uge of the shotgun approach He felt that the

goal of instructional development must be to create fundamental ehanges? and

that to do so projects must be selected appropriately, ,ﬁﬁﬁ“
Supporting numerous, small pProjects may make & lot of fr1ends angxkeep
our staff busy, but our long range impact will be minimal. This route
takes too long to-produce meaningful results. We should select major
projects afid do them.well. Smaller efforts must be, in effect, pilot
case-studies designed to form a base for'complete course, ot curriculum
« design. (p. 7) ) ] :

Not all instructional developers agreé that the "major project approach
is appropriate. Holsclaw (1974) interviewed a group of instructional developers,

some of whom expressed the following reservations about large projects:

1. With a large project, you tie yourself up for a) year and only
.satisfy one or two faculty members. &aﬁ ) ‘

T 2001 your conceritrate on%one big course, you havé a great impact
‘§% within one departmenty buf you end up having zero impact on other
departments.

P

3. Thére are many polLtical and financial obstacles in the way of
the big projects. , . @ 97)

- ¢ . .

=

Withln the field of instructional development there is no universally ac~—:
cepted si%e for instruetional development projects. It' seems to depend on the
 role that each development agency %ees for itself. .Alexander and Yelon_jl972)

sum@arized the,choices facing an instructiqnal development agency:
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. An instructional development agency can invest its resourcess-
L time, energy, and money-—in a large number of small projects or in ..
fewer, more comprehensive projects. . The choice of project size

should depend on its impact.
instructional projects produce an impact on many departments.

A large number of relatively small.

Fewer,

. larger projects produce large changes within the target departments.

The main cygiterion is the estimated probability of success.

Pro~-

produce frustration and disillusignmens.

° v

5

Project Generation and Seléction ’

Diamond et al.

(p. 13)

-

.jects ‘that produce no definite results, or’that are not implemented,

(1975) identified two major methods to generating instruc-
! ~ . .

tional development projects—Jthe internal approach and the external approach.

In the internal approach, the staff of the agency works directly with the N
administration, deans, and department cha1rpersons to identify high‘prlorlty
‘needs and to recruit the appropr1ate faculty to carry out the. pro;ect.
effort is made to sell the services of the agency to the faculty at large.
Rather, the focus of this approach is to support only those ‘Projects which
may potentially have maximum impact on the institution. They 11sted the Ad-

vantagés and d1sadvantages of the internal approach:

. ,Advantages : \ T
" (1) Better balance between priorities and projects. R
' - (2) Fewer rejected projects. ) -

. Disadvantages . ' . T | g; -
(1) The overall effort will - beg1n slowly.

- ) (2) Requires extensive administrative cooperation at both the

. . . department and college level. 3
- . . * (pp.- 28-29)

-

In the external approach a highly-publicized faculty grant program is

7

w~initiated to encourage individual faculty members and departments to submit

proposals for support by the agency * The scope of th1s stipport varies from

agency to agency, depending on the context of the 1nstitution. The advan-

-

,taggs and disadvantages of the external approach were also listed . .

~ - -
¥ i .

Advantages . ) ‘ e Cl . )
(1) Generates many project requests. i EA‘ )
) (2> An excellent method of advertising administrative commit- -~
v . “ment to 1nstructional improvement. -

- E
< N ’
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’ed

" instructional development- activitiés,,provides both financial support and

Disadvantages
(1) ﬁany projects will beglow—priority and of questionable quality.
. (2) Faculty who are turned down may be antagonized. )
¢« (3) Close control of projects may be\lost unless specific opera-
. o tional guldelines are built into/ the - funding process. -

* (4) Coordination of projects to mee specific institution—wide
) goals may be limited.
& (5) Political considegations for i stitutional balance may force,

awarding of grants to “some high—risk 1ow—priority projécts.
: . (p. 32)

%
Alexander and, Yelon (1972) offered a set of four criteria which haVe ‘been
used to assess<such proposals: "(l) ‘the number of students affected° ) evi-
dence of an experimental approachg, (3) potential application in other areas,

and (4) the possibility of evaluation" (pe 9)¢. They ‘alsd added that the staff

of the instructional development agency should stand ready to assist the

faculty members in writing and carrying out the proposals. Diamand et al:

(1975) went further and argued that, if quality is to be maintained with this

approach, "then the control of every project must remain W1th the development

unit rather than with the requedting department" ¢p. *32). They asserted that

in cases where funds have been .given directly to the departments without Suf—

‘ficient- control the results have been unsatisfactory.

DeBloois and Alder (1973) described.the apprbach used at Utah State\ Uni-
versity which they.felt combined the best aspects of the external appro h \

L 4

with the need for developer‘control -The program consists ‘of three pha s of

%ctivity ‘Phase 1 involves_ eness activities designed to make facult

~

aware of the available services and to' circulate information about the teaching-

learning process. PhaBe 2, faculty support activities, provides small grant

awards-to faculty to support limited efforts to improve their instruction and

" provides gratis support fromvthe instructional development staff. Phase 3, °

assistance frOM‘the instructional development program for faculty who wish to

initiéte a full—scale development effort.- They felt that this model repre—

v sented a low-profile apptoach which cultivated faculty support for~ ihstructional

development activities and provided for. control by the instructional development

agency.
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PrOcess Concerns for Implementing Instructiopal Development Programs

. This section of the paper is an attempt to summarize the advice from the
.literature regarding the implementation and operation of an instructional de-
\- velopmént program. While there are many issues which must be considered in
the implementation of such a program, eight of the most 1mport%nt ones are

, .discussed here. ‘ ' v

. . - v
» . . il
.
. ;

. \

_Administrative Commitment_ .
- , L . "

'Major academic: change,requires serious administrative commitméht in ac¢-
‘tions as well as words. Ideally, this'commitment should include ¢1) finan-
‘cial support for the program, preferably from "hard" institutional moneys

 rather than from short=term grants; (2) establjishment of administrative procef
» . dures that facilitate change (a new credit system, flexible classroom
scheduling, etc.); (3) access to various institutional resources which may/be
necesSary in the development process (such as computers,gnedia support, etc. )
Without a firm commitment to instructional change, the fate of any ‘program is
.sealed almost before it starts (Buhl, 1975} Detweiler, l973 Diamond l97l
.Diamond/ l974,.piamond et al., 1975; McMillan, *1975;° Schauer, 1971).

) .
Administrative Location of Instructional Development Agencies . . ;

Y

»

In order to provide a catalyst for change and to- suppont faculty in their
Q attempts at 1nnOVation, some sort of instructional development agency oerro—
.gram should be established “The administrative location of such an agency or
program should be such that 1t reports to the chief academic officer of the
institution. Access to this level of administratiom.is important since a wide-
JERE ranging instructional development program may have 1nstitution—wide impact and
’ .pay necessitate ingtitutional policy changes, reallocation of financial, ma-
. ter1a1, and human resources, or may require other high—level administrative de~
-cisions and support (Alexander and Yelon, l972 Detweiler, 1973 Diamond et al.,

. "1975; Heirich, l97l). - "

) . N - .
- .- - .

-
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. Institutional Reward Structure , : ) .

1

e The institupiéhal structure must reward faculty for quality teaching and

innovation in instruction. Rewards such as campus recognition, facuLty
teaching awards, and the like are a3 step in the right direction, but they are

not enough The most effective rewards are in the nature of ,official recogni-
.

tion by the institutlon in terms of pxomotion, tenure, salary, and® other marks

of status. Instructional development agELcies should pIay,a part - in attempting

+
to change.the institutional reward structure where necessary so that faculty '

may benefit in a concrete manner "from their attempts at 1nnovation (Alexander >
and Yelon, 1972 Buhl, 1975 Detweiler, 1973; Diamond, 1974; Diamond et al.,
1975; Gaff, +1975 a, 1975 b,,Group for Human Development, 19743 Hoban, 19743

Holsclaw, 1974 McMillan, 1975)

] : -

Instructional Development Procedures ) /’ .

‘. There are many.different "models" of instructional development processes i
which are followed by Various instructional development agencies.‘ Each model
represents a particular individual's or agency s method of apply1ng a system—
atie process to the .development of instruction. Little research exists to
guide-an agency in selecting or developing a modél to follow, buf the advice
from the literature seems to be. clear that some sort of instructional develop-.
ment procedure should be adopted ‘and” folfowed in ordef/to facllitate the de— ‘
velopment process andﬂassure communication among the indivIduals involved .
(Diémond, 1971; Diamond et al., -1975; Hamreus, 1971; Holsclaw, 19743 lee, 1971}
Schaver, 1971). "~ - : , B

.

«
»
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' + . - " > N\ [y *
Team Approach td Instructlonal Develépment . "

P

B

The complex nature of the academic change process and the comprehensive—
ness of a systematic 1n§truCt10nal deVelopment effort require many sets of
talents and areas of expertise. The use of a team approach involving several
faculty members and various professionals in instructional development and,

) evaluation, is highly recommended as a method for bringing varied human re- +
» sources to bear on this complex task (Diamond et al., 1975; Faris, 1970;

Gustafson, l97& Lee, l97l Schauer, l97l Wittich and Schuller, 1973),
N\
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Faculty;Development Coe . .
. ' ™ ” 4
Producing meaningful, long-range academic changes in higher education re- :

quires that faculty be effectively 1nvof$ed in the instructional development
program. Attention should be paid to: the development of faculty*members
skills in instructional development The majorlty of opinlons offered suggest _
that a major goal of any 'sutcessful program should be for faculty to become
instructional developers in their own right (Abedor and Gustafson, 1971; Beilby,
1974; Briley, 1971; DeBloois and Alder, 1973; Faris, 1970 ‘Gaff, l97§ b;

“r

Group for Hiuman Development 1974 Gustafson, 1971; Gustafson l975 Hoban, . '
“1974 Roueche and ‘Boggs, 1970; Ullmer and Stakenas, 1971). - , .
K ‘Various workshops and training sessions have been advanced as ways to T .
achieve this objective; however, little data about the long-term effectiveness ..

of thesé approaches are available. Hammons {1975) reported that short-term

14

14

-

'workshops by themselves have not provep to be effective in producing long-
range'éhange. He suggested that certain follow-up activities be included in
order to maximize the impact of workshops. In additlon* he listed a set of
guidelines to be followed in the development of workshops intended to improve

faculty skills in the teachingflearning process. . . ' v ] .

’ .

~ N -

Maximizing Impact . L - s

»

To have maximum impact on institutionaf programs, instructional,develop-

ment‘agencies should identify the top prior1ties of the.jnstitution and %Eggse
projects which reflect tHese prior1ties. ‘The goaI‘should be_ to complete a

few major projects which have widespread impact rather than to support numerous
' small projects which have little overall impact on the nature. of the academic
'program. In addition, every poss1ble attempt should be made to assure ‘the
1ong—term stab111ty of the project. A key first step in the process is to )
select projects from departments where the staffing pattern is relatively '
stable and where the political climate is free from divis&ve proplems which
"would eventually doom any project to failure. Another step toward.stability. '
is’ the involvement of more than one faculty memher in the project, thereby
assuring that other faculty mémbers will be able to carry on’ the project even )
3f a key person Yeaves the 1nstitut10n. Finally, the ageney should structure

2 ‘ ’ . N o0 Ty N




the conditions for institutional support of the project so that after the

developmental stage is completed the institution will continue _to support the

new course as a part of its normal academic program (Diamgnd 1971; Diamond

' .
k1
4

et al., 197; Haney, Lange, and Barsqn, 1968)

A

~a

Inciude Evaluation T ‘ |

The consensus in the literature is clear that any instrucnipnal developqz \
ment effort must include'evaluation; Evaluation can help insure more success—
ful projects by informing the development process, but ip is also important to’
"assist the institution in. judging the worth of bhe instructional improvement

enterprise. yithout adequate evaluation, it is not possible to describe ac-

»

curately what was accomplished. Instructional changes att1tude changes, pro-
gram effectiveness and'efficiency, student learning, and faculty attitudes

should all be examined ‘as a. part of the evaluation process (Diamond, 1971;

Diamond et al., 1975; Engel, 1969; Gaff, 1975 b; Gerlach and Ely, 1971;. ..

1971; Holsclaw, 1974 Lee, 1971; Popham, 1974;
Schauer, 1971; Wittich and Schuller,

Gustafson, 1971; Hamreus
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- - IDENTIFYING DROP OUTS, STOP OUTS AND PERSISTERS = ° .
' " BY AFFECTIVE CHARACTERISTICS e ’ -
. <9 ‘ '

- . David Nichols L
. ' - E SUNY at Buffalo : -

. ”
—~ e s
- ¢ .

—

. To be able.to Tdentify the behaviors, attitudes and characteristics of
Students who drop out of college would be”of great benefit to everyone, - from
the universita\to the student involved Some researchers (Fenstemacher, 1973; o
Suczek and Alfert, 1966; and ‘others) have attempted to describe the typical
dropout, while others (e.g. Astin, l975) have even tried to predict which stu-
* dents will drop out. For example, some variables found to be a factor, are as
specific aﬁ_ﬁhgther or not the person smokes or keeps his desk tidy.' In pre—:
~ dicting the futu& we, as researchers, play the role of soothsayer with the
hopes of" facilitating the .1ives of students, teachers and administrators. -
e The most comprehensive .and definitive statement about college drop0uts has
been made by Alexander'Astin. He has devised a formula which attempts to pre-
dict which college students will stop 0ut anddrop out. The predictors most, .
frequently examined by Astin and others haye been objective and behavioral in
-natur:?\\KT scores or study habits, for example,-* AlthOugh high school grade
point average has proven to be the single best, predictor of attrition and
college ~success, ‘a ;aﬁor part of a person's Jdife and personality, his affecw
Ltive aracteristics, has been virtdally ignored by researchers. Such dimen\~~
sions as relationships with parents, or satisfaction with high school exper-—
iences influence a person ] behavior and should be investigateerelative to
potential dropping out of college. This paper examines .some of those affective T
characteristics and the relationship they have: to students' dropping out of R

. — college. .

. " ,
Procedure - . -
¢ »

¢ The population in this study was 1506 entering freshmen at State University
w York at. Buffalo (SUNY/B) in September, 1973. During their summer orienta-

A

™

ioh program, they completed the College Studhnt Perception Survey (CSPS), a
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~g

questionnaire developed by the foice of Student Testing and Research.
years later in August, 1976, a list of all 1973 freshmen _was obtained 1ndicating

how many credit hours they completed for each of the siy semesters from Septem-

ber 1973 to May 1976~ This list was .then analyzed according to the results of. ~
. the 1973 CSPS. . ) .
TN | o
N The éuestionnaire ) ' . . ) -
The 1973 CSPS consisted of 18 pages of multiple choice’ questions covering
several different aspects of a student's life, e.g. high school experiences,
° ’ career plans,'relationship with family, interpersonal relationships and.self
/ description. - o .
’ ‘ A .
P
Data Analysis . ‘ ‘
. ,4Three years after entering SUNY/B, each student was categorized as either
; a persister, ‘a stopouf or a dropout. These_categories, borrowed from{Astin oS
. terminology (l975) were defined as follows: a persister was any student who
h ) completed not less than three credit hours ‘every fallrand spring semester
- “from September 1973 to May 1976. A stopod;’ﬁas any student who completed nq
J “credit hours for at least one fall or spring semester from September l973 to
. Fall 1975 but returned no later than Spring semester 1976 to c0mplete three .
or more credit hours. A dropout was defined as any student’ who completed no ’
‘£ credit hours for a fall or spring semester from September 1973 to May" 1976 and
continued to complete no c?edlt hotirs from tHat semester to May 1976. .
Following this categorization, each group was analyzed according to 1its
. responses on several variables of the CSPS, The variables examined were:
- l. satisfaction with high school experiences . s
' ‘éﬂif 2?\'frequency_of associatiom with “various categories of people - \ g 5
A - “?. 3. understanding the vilues of those people ’
LY o 4. comfort in associating with those people o i -
~.':5._ description of famlly life .. h o, . .' -
<. . 6. relationship with father . o
] . ! 7. relationship with mother ! ‘ .
! ' 6§‘ 8. mmber of siblings ) . e ¢
¢ - 9. description of self R < I i
.. 10. und‘ersjt":'and'ing of self . 220 ) ot " .
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Responses to,each item wege analyzed to determine whether significant d?f—
ferences existed among persisters, jtopouts and drop0uts at the .05 level of,

confidence. Results were also analyzed -to determine differences in the responses

. s

of malesqghd females for each category. Chi square stat1stics were ca%gulated

for*items with categorical responges and ‘t-tests were used for items answered
on a continuum X ' e ..

The population COnsisted of 1102 persisters, 140 stop0uts and 264 dropouts 1

-~ &
- e
. . . -

Results - . . :

\ - 4 .
.

Considering the number of variables examined (lO major areas with a total

of 93 variables), few significant.differences were found among persistsﬁs, stop-
w
outs and drop0uts. Even for those cases where differences did occur, the

sample size was so large that statist1cal significance showed up “for fairly
small differences among means. Consequently, in interpretirg the results oney

must ask what that difference means to him as a researcher or administratér.
% ’ - ‘ - h T i ‘
e

Satisfaction with High School Experiences <

¢ < .

Freshmen indicated on a four-point scale how sat1sfied they were with

"eleven areas associated with high school.” The areas examined were academic,‘
. social and - extracurricular activities° relationshlps with peers, teachers and.
> administrators, and the degree of effort invested.in these activities and re-
~lationships. Th: scale ranged from "very dissatisfied " "moderately dissatis-
fied," "moderately satisfied" to "very. satisfied " . B . -
Overall, persisters differed from ﬁropouts in only two areas: academic
experience and amount of effort put into academic work in high school, Both
*. - male persisters ahd female pers1sters wegéfmorelsatlsfied with .their academic
.\experience than dropouQS. Also, femaleﬁpersisters were cgnsidetably more satis—
,,;? .y
stopouts or’ drOpowtsalwhile the maleé ?n the three categories weBe equally
satisfied Not surprisingly, it appears that persisters ~View the academic as-
pects of high schiobl more favorably then‘do(dmopouts-and stopouts. ‘ ' '

o B - ! 3
- -

-

1 , Those interested in obtaining additional information contained in tébles,‘
write to the “author. S
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Aside from these academic differences, angement was reached on all other

satisfaction'wariables. The two most satisfying experiences for all three

? -

groups were relations with peers of the same sex and the degree of effort’ theyr.
= had made ‘in establishing relations with them. Both stopouts and drbpouts‘felt
that relations with students of the opposite sex were the third most satisfying
.experience whil ‘persisters chose academic EXperience. Perhaps this has some

meaning in that”stopouts and dropouts may have spent more °"time socializing

« while persisters were more content to stay home and study. .

* * Y '3 -
- e . - P

TnterpersonaL Relationships . . , . .

©

The next three variables examined in’this study dealt more specifically

- with students' interpersonal relationships. For ghe first one, they indicated

2,

. ‘on-a fiye—poinb scale how frequently they asso ated with certain groups of-

°

Jpeople which included peers,- adults' children, elderly people, teachers and‘ v
DA people of a different race, religion and socioeconomic Status. The*scale

. .ranged from "not at all," "rarely," "occasionally," "frequently," to "daily .

‘or almost daily.' ) i

. - ,Male persisters differed from dropouts in that they associated-more fre-

quently with peers of the same sex...ﬂn the other hand, female dropouts were

-

more inclined to associate with people of a different race than were persistérs

~.

R and stopouts, This finding seems. to, indicate a more nonconVentional, perhaps
opén-minded attitude on the part ‘of both male and female dropouts. Also in-
dicative of a more mature attitude were male stopouts " tendency to associate ‘c

. more frequently with people from.a "different socloeconomic background " How-

.
]

! every despite these differences when looking at the three types of people'most

\vfrequently associated with, they are almost identical The most frequent as-
SOCiations for all three grodps are peers of the same sex, people bf different .
religion and peers of opposite sex. ‘ . C s L

The second interpersonal variable was concerned with understanding;the

v

, Vvalues of others. ,Options ranged from. "not well at all," "ot very well,"

"fajirly well" to 'very.well." Thefe were no significant differences amdng

’ Fos
L)

‘-peraisters, stopouts and‘droﬁouts‘along this variabée. Similarlf, they all
“ agreed overwhelmingly that they understood the values of their peers of the

o Sa same sex best. C, "“ .- : T o o
' o ) », 225« ot
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Likewise, no significant differences existed among'the three groups in

v, ‘their degree of‘comfort in’associating with people or groups of people.. How=
'ever, male.stopouts_were more cSmfortable than dropouts in their dssociations

"‘witﬁrpeople from a different socioeconomic background. .In their associations; s
with.elderly people, male—persisters were more uncomfortable than stopouts dand

dropouts. Once again,_the three groups indicated tbey were most comfortable _

- associating with peers of the same sex. - . - .
v ) Ay - . - . ' . .
N L ' ) . .‘ ‘ LA
’ Description of Family Life L
e » N ’ ) : e . /

" "somewhat '

On a three-point stale ranging from "not at all descriptive,
descriptive to "very descriptive,' they indicated what their family 1ife was
like. ‘Some of the adjectives’ to wh1ch they responded included affectionate, .
o cold loving, hostile, loyal and quarrelsome . : ;
*’Somewhat surprisingly, the ,three groups shared very similar family lives.
Not only were there no differences on ady of the dimensions but all-felt that

"loyal " "loving and "sharing" best deSCribed their families.

! . e i -

e -

3

Description and Understanding of Self

~

Using the same three-point scale, students were asked to describe them-
selves according to thirty variables. Once again very few differences existed
among the three categories Persisters described themselves as more honest

-, than dropoutp and stopouts did- and more self disciplined than stopouts did
The data also showed that persistets were more competitive than either stopouts

T or dropoﬁts This finding seems to indicate that persisters will strive harder " N
for, whatever goal they wish to.attain. On the other hand, they rated themselves o
as less "independent in action" than stopouts and dropouts did which probably s
-means they are less willing to step out of line to do something not. socially
acceptable, for example, drop out. When the responses of men atd women were . .
examinsd_separately, the profiles looked different. hale persisters indicated

" being more honest but less insightful than dropouts. Female persisters felt
they were more competitive than did stopouts”and dropouts.,, Despite‘these few %A\_“*\\N_\;;
differences, pergisters, stopouts and dropouts viewed thepselves as _possessing ' )

-

the same traits. The five characteristics chosen as most descriptive of them-

-

selves by all three groups were "honest," "open to ideas,"_"open ‘to experiences,
AN

."regponsible," and "sense of humor."

8 ) ' 222259 o R
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. In regard to their father's values and beliefs, pergisters understood them
h better than dropouts. Students' own valu®s and beliefs concerning_politics
were the least understood of all variables but significantly less understood

~

by *dropouts than persisters and stopouts. ¥

Relationshipiwith Mother and Father

4, ¥ »

N It was hypothesized'that persisters came from a more stable ehvironment
and'donéequently were better able!to-cope with the pressures of college. The
criteria for measuring a stable environment were whether or mot certain aspects
of a relationship existed. ;he results supported this hypothesis, at 1east in
part. When asked to describe their relationship with their parents, no signi-

'ficant differences existed among the three groups in terms of relationship with

- the mother, _but many occurred with the father. For the seven dimensions, i e.

‘ ’f loyalty, humor, expression of affection, sharing of interests, helping with
problems, and acceptance of other s weaknesses and values, a significantly
larger percentage ‘of persisters than stopouts and dropouts stated that eadh

.was a ‘behavior on the part of both him or her and the father. Why relation- _ l
ships with mothers and fathers are quite different for persisters, stopouts
and dropouts is not clearly understood at this point. Whatever the reason it

. appears that those people who have established a good relationship with both

’

hparents are more stable more secure and less 1ike1y to change their environ-

£ ) - . . "

ment, as-demonstrated by persisters. -, .
e . ﬁ‘\;ﬁ""' -
=, Conclusion

) After analyzing the affective-type responses that persisters, stopouts anH i
dropouts made on the 1973 CSPS, it,is evident that not many differences exist
among these students. For the most part they were equally satisfied with their {
high school experlences and had very similar family 1ives. Although they‘difl

. fered slightly in their association and understanding of a variety of‘people,
they alr agreed that they best understood peers of the same sex. They were
also most comfortable associating with peers of +he same 'sex. It was interesting
F to note that persisters, stopouts and dropouts were very similar in their de-
scriptions of themselves. Finally, their relationships with the mother. was

.

oy the same for each of the three categories. S \
1 . . . L
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.However, some differebées did exist among persisters, Stopouts and, drop—

outs. The most conclus1ve and probably least surprislng discoveryqip this
study was that both male and female persisters were more satisfied with their:

‘ hlgh school academic experience than stopouts or dropouts. ' 'This finding is

closely associated with the well researthed fact‘that high school grade “point
average is the best predictor. of college persistence or attrition. Students
who receive good grades are reinforced for it and consequently will be more
satisfied ' Because the rewards stem from doing well, they will continue to

Y

,strive for them in college. ST . : .
Because few differences ‘exist among the female groups, it ¥s difficult

to make generalizations about personality types. However, the fenale dropouts

seem to be a little more openminded in Eheir attitudes towards differént growups.

of people. Also, they tend to come from a slightly less comfortable home situa-

tion than persisters., \ - ) \ i ’
Similarly for the males, it isldifficult to generaliie\fronvthe results

on how the three groups differ. Pensistefs have established a better relation-

ship with the‘father. Also, they seem to be more peer—or1ented while stopouts ‘

and dropouts are more.likely to assoc1ate with a variety of people.  Agdin,

this may be indicative of a more mature’ attitude on the part of stopouts and

dropouts and as Suczek and Alfert (1966).maintained, a need for a less structured

.and conventional ®nvironment. Persistexrs also indlcated they were more honest

but less insightful.’ The inference here may be that the insightful persen, *° -

being less naive aboyt his environment, views the college experience more :§
critically in that it does not necessar11¥ provide ‘for a good job and a more
secure future. Thérefore he or she dropsd out in searchsof something m%re'

satisfying. - T - ) -
Tiris study offers a fragmented profile of peraisters, stopouts and drop-

outs and a method for more accurately prtdicting a student S future. But what »

implications does this have as far as students, administrators and the univer—,

" ’

sity system are concerned’ . " ' - .
Students are usuglly quite interested when someone attempts to prediet
their future. In addition, I believe they have the right to know what is anti-
cipated for them. Therefore, 1f university personnel haveeinformation abodt ‘the

student which may-be helpful in terms of*his future, he should be informed. One
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should realize that informlng a student that heis a potential dropout may

result in,a self- fulfilling prophecy or it may have the opposite effect Re—

gardless of its influence, it gives the student and another concerned persan,

hopefully his advisor an opportunity to discuss this and other issues 1mpor—

tant to his future, e.g. why he is in college, whether'it is for him, etc.

Identifying potential dropouts will also allow administrators to become

more ‘aware of students' needs and hopefully provide programs that fulfill .
those needs and increase.their chances of staying in.

- Judging from this study, programs which allow for greater academic satisfac-
tion would be appropriate. For example,'tutoring; or providing a greater
variety of courses with more relevancy to student life, or work-study oppor—

. tunities, especially in the community, might enhance satisfaction, In con-
sidering programsffor students who have a *poor relationsh1p with the f!ther, co
they might benefit from support groups or more available couyfseling services.
Another approach which may fil1l,this need would be to get students more
natu&ally involved with author1ty figures, for example, teachers. "By "naturally
involved" I mean allowing stu\ints to see teachers in roles other than teaching;

. where.they can act as role models for the students. Uhether this meani just a :‘

talk after class’ or visit1ng at home, this type of -student needs to ,identify

' or associate with a male authority figure. By providing more of an opportunity

for this interaction to occur, studentsf lives are likely to be enhanced. R
I see several advantages to these‘approaches. First, administraters would
be creating a university with reputation for helping students and having its
major human resource as their ain concezn. Second it is economically sound’.
- As Astin and others have ‘pointe out, a -university loses a*certain’ amount of
financial support by not receiving tuition from those who drop out: Having
" more students persist in college means a more solvent university. ' Also it can- ,
- "not be argued that these programs exceed the budgetaryxlimits for if in fact
they are successful, the cost would be- -absorbed by those students who remain in
: school Third, and perhaps the most important of all, the more students who . &ﬁj'
stay} the better the chancés administrators and staff have of keeping the1r job.
Within-the last few years we have begun to realize that college is not the
right place for every student with college potential .Teachers, admin1strators
~and parents should respect that. However, if a university can prevent”asstudent
fnom dropping qut’ and still have the collége experierce be a beneficigl one for
him, then an effort should be made to keep him. ; = '
. . . o .
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STUDENT ATTRITION AT HAMPSHIRE -COLLEGE: .
; QUALITATIVE AND POLITICAL IMPLICATIONS

.ot Y .
Daniel L." Keganit :
Hampshire College . . . v
' . b . . > ¢ -
A\ N N R
Abstract oo N ! .
.’//‘ " Fifty' students sampled from the 4Q7 who,witharew from Hampshire

College during the two academic years 1973 to 1975 were interviewed

. by teleghone. Three major factors were reported as contributing to

~the students' decision to withdraw. Sixty percent cited problems with
educational direction or resources- twenty pereent cited Hampshire's
isolating social atmosphere, and fifteen percent ‘cited cost considera-
tions. Based on this study of withdrawal's and prior studies of the .
duality of ‘student life using Cycles surveys, it was\also found that
the College's isolating atmosphere, a dysfunctional gﬁnsequence of :
our individualized academic program and Sther factors, cost the Col-
lege over $100,000 in.lost tuition. -
LN 4 : !

» s ‘A formal retention program has been instituted to try to reduce, ,

our attrition rate and to improve the quality of campus life. This -° i
several-faceted program involves greater contact with and monitoring o°
of students, the egtablishment of new student support groups convened coe
by faculty or staff, and ageneral campus—wide heightened awareness
‘of our attrition problem. he extent to which fundamentdl contradic-
tions. in the design and opeZation of the College or more surface pro-..

cedural, issues will ba\addressed is currently an open question. T \ .
L \ ’ - ' .

P
Studeht. attrition has been receiving increased attention froh-eampns ad-
mjnistrators concerned about balancing their budgets:and from administratgrs sl e
and researchers cdnqerhedﬂahehf«the deeper ills’for which attrition is bnt\\
,symptom. For both of these eonqerns‘Hampshire College coftducted a stu&f ef

Ats attrition. ' o .
\ Hampshire College, in consort with much of American higher education,
has a serious ptoblem with student retention& We lose too many students. |
Ftom both the student and the institutionalkp rspective, our.attrition repre- 'i‘ :
sents a significant(cost. . , ‘ zﬁﬂ ” ) : . .
Because of Hampshire's liberal leave policy and its lack of an expecta-
“tion.of graduation_exactly four years after matriculation, our definition of
‘withdrawal 1g someone who withdraws from the<College and does not return to it.
Hampshire s withdrawal rate (virtually all voluntary) is a fairly steady 40%

per annual entering elass.; Because of this, each year the College has a large

. . s
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proportion of new students and a larger proportion of Division I students.1
' Roughly 300 students a year graduate, approximately 200 students a year with- -
‘ Thus, the, Admissions Office_must find almost double the number of .

X

draw.

qualified applicants than would be the case w1thout student attrition.

5] . .
Of ‘course gsome withdrawal cannot be avoidedf some should not be. But

4

matriculation-—is 40%.

The national average for agy kind of "dropout or

Hampshire has too\Q\\cﬁm
) "stopOut"—Tthose'not pleting a bachelor s degree within four years of

However, this national average combines the experience

of community colleges with attrition rates of over SOA with that of elite
liberal arts colleges with attrition rates of under* 10%., | Ty .
These national studies have found that a major cause of attrition is the(
lack of fit between a student's developmental schedule and that assumed by the
four-year program of most colleges (Cope & Hannah 1975; Hirsch & Kenniston,
1970; Shulman, 1976 Timmons, 1975).

person—senior sequence and our flexible, encouraged leave policy shfuld avoid

~»

Yet Hampshire s lack of a rig1d fresh—

this cause of withdrawal. b

Hhat are the causes of our students’.

ﬁithdrawals? What are these students

‘now doing?

How do _they now view their experience “at Hampsh1re7

How do they

" now evaluate their decision t0owithdraw from Hampshire?

These and related

questions were investigated in a telephone survey of a sample on>pur witi-

drawals.* .

’ <

Method

£

’

-

.

[y

Four hufidred and seven students withdrew from Hampshire during the two*

'academic years 1973 to 1975.

From this group of 407, a random sample of lOO

ftudents was drawn.

Some analyses using the College s Academic History data

base used this°100 person sample.

Half of the hundred person sample was also

Y

involved in the telephone survey. Us1ng the telephone number or address last

known by the College for the student or his/her parents,’we were able to talk

with 62% of our telephone sample, .31 students). Interviews were conducted

L]

° W~ .
., 2

.

*David Reuman cohducted the telephone interviews and assiqted in drafting the
internal report on which this paper is based. Thls research was partiailly.
supported by a research subcontract from Empire Statp College, which in turmn
received 'a grant, entitled "Developing cost/effectiveness models for pbst-

~secondary education," frOm the Fund for the Improvement of Post-Secondary
Education. . : o .

o .
. . ,
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during garch and April 1976 and averaged 25 minutes; they ranged from—ll to
V‘BS mindteS. We were able to contact the families- of 6 studentsg, but unable -
to reach these students themselves.\ . Some had no telephones, some were over-
'seas, some could not'be contacted after” several weeks' attempts at various
hours on_differing days. For 26/ of our sample af 50 we were unable, to, contact
** the student or the fauily. No stgdent contacted refused to be interviewed‘
Compared with other studies of attr1tion with oth7r attempts to contact p/gﬁle
one or two years after they leave an organization, or with other survey re-

search p¥ojects, our response rate was very good. Our group of 31 1nterviewed

students.is representative of the entire random sample of 100 students in terms

. of (a) the numbar of terms actively enrolled at Hampshire, (b) the number of
~ Divisional examinations completed, (c) the n%gber of Five College coursés
taKen, (d) leave taklng, and (3) percent men.

The telephone interview schedule was developed, revised in comsultation

with ‘several groups on campus, and pilot tested on students who had withdrawn .

but were'jﬁt ii)the sample of 50 to,be interviewed. for the formal study. ’

’
- »

Initial'Resul/s BN o : . -

7

Although Hampshlre s withdrawal rate has been a fairly steady 404 per

annual entering class, few of these ‘are dropouts" from higher education,

-

85% of them have obtained or plan to obtain a bachelor's degree. ’

Three major factors were reported by studeﬂts as contributing td their
-dec¢ision to° withdraw (see Table 1). Eirst,heixty perceat cited problems with .
educational direction or resources. These {ncluded a personélﬂlack of motiva~

| tion (20%), the student's specialized interests thought better pursued else-

———

where (20/), a lack of facilitles, advising, q00d coursges, or access to faculty

(18%), or the 1nsuff1c1ency of Hampshire»s radical alternativeness (2%)

L]
i

Second, : twenty percent cited Hampshire s social atmospﬁ ere, with equal pro-

-.. portions describin? the alienation, isolation and lack *of community support,
and describing the homogeneity of students. Third, fifteen percent cited cost-
considerations feeling Hampshire was no longer worth that .much money or
having a financial aild reduction (cf. Demosy 1968, also 'see Dresch, 1975, on

~ how the poor'national economy lowers the fullcost of .college). Six percent

Pl
-
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had family or medical preblems.
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Students tended to. 1nvolve their family, adviser, and~friends in their

€

4

decision to withdraw, but did not involve theirﬂHouse Staff, the- Financial

Aid Office,,or the Health Service _Those involved tended to support the with—

Lo . . . - T
drawal decision. ) , ol o= T T
P Most students said there was nothing Hampshire could have done to change
"their decision to withdraw. Most thOught their-decision to leave Hampshire N

was a good one, and that their decision to come to Hampshire was also a good
one. Reporting retrospedtively, only 227 of the students said they were
satisfied with their Hampshire ‘experience when enrolled “In contrastiucycles

surveys over the past several terms haVe found general student satisfaction
with the Hampshire experience to be 80%. 2 As ekpected d1ssatisfaet10n may
.be a good predictor of intentlon to withdraw; our prior studies of contrgtors )

toward satisfaction underscore the importance of satisfaction with acade

9 .

progress’ and not feeling isqlated.® - -

For some student whobwithdraw, the experience of Hampshlre is a useful '

and necessary stage in their furtﬁér growt and educatjon. Some students

A}

: -
initially’misperceive the fit between them elves arid the Collegg catalogs and

7 &
-4 Pl .

admissions proce8ses sh0uld be studied ; to-minimize the likelihood of
" such m.spe;%eption¢ Finally, some’ students withdraw who could benefit from
continuing at* the Collége swAttentioé?to facultywwork respon31bilities and to
,course 4nd advising quality could help reta1n some studentékwho withdpaw, for*
academic reasons. Attention to prbblems of student 1aolation woufd\not o;ly

also retain some students but w5uld imptqvé the quaLity of life for many stu-

. Y -~ @ F A» R
dents who do not withdraw. “ - .. & 1'%, L F .
v \.m z_' L. -4 ~

] L . . e v s
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- \ [
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After our initial analysis of withdrawals from the College, ve, were able

-4
to use ‘the data of that study in combination wiqh prdor stullies of the quality

of student life at the 2. Colllege in order to answer a’queption ad&ressed to us

as part of our study of Prognam Effectiveness aﬁd R%lated*Costs. That questxon
. Was: ) - : ‘ ' ) P ) -
~ What is the cost to the College’of inadequate or. inaccessible ad-
+ vising and lack of "community" support ,meclanisms; what are the
costs of isolatéon? -~ R .
N A . .

1 . : ) ~ . .
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" Based on several studies condhcted during the pastfew years wé were able to

-

5 . .,

P .
‘e -

give an approximate answer. The College,loses over $100,000 per year due to - .

our isolating social environment. P —

E] N

< This hundred-thousand dollar per year figure primarily derives from our

study of students who had withdrawn from Hampshire. : Table 2, indicates the S

major reasons for withdrawal, and apportions them among academic, social; and

exogenous factors. For example,.two —thirds of the problem with specialized

interests is attributed in this analysis to academic factors which could be

improved, such‘as better courses or advising, while one-third is attributed

to exogenous factors the College cannot control Likewise, two- thirds of the

Problem with alienation is attributed in this analysis to .social féctors the ",

College could improve, while one—third is attributed to exogenous Factors the

. College cannot control. These attributions of causality are rgﬁgh assumptions,

but they are reasonable and serve to yield an initigl rough estimate of the ; .

cost of deficient academic or social programs at theACollege. )
While ghe attribution of various reasons for withdrawal to a pProportionate

social f;ctor is relatively straightforward, the ceﬁf?ality of 'student isolation

needs additional comment'. It' is assumed that if withdrawn ‘students had been

more interconnected with other students excitedly engaged in intellectual pur-

suits, then the wlthdrawal—pronestudents may have been more 1ikely to find an e~

academic path of interest, and thus lack of personal motivation would be less
of a reason for withdrawal. Homogeneity of students as used by our students,
Drimarily refiects their feeling of being outside ,the dominant group and .their
lack of any positive group of other students with which to identify and inter-
‘act. Cost 1is generally associated with a "not worth that much" feeling. A
withdrawal-prone student WOuld be more likely to remain actively enrolled if
s/he felt more identifie\tion with and reward .from the College. ‘
By this analysis of reasons for withdrawing froy@Hampshire, it is found

" that ZSZgof our withdrawals or 50 students per year- leave due to social factors.'

At $2045 tuition per term, this amounts to $102 250 per year lost to the College.

Much ‘of. this cost may be considered a true cost to“the College, since we have

ey

been unable to maintain oyr desired enrollment of lSOO‘students. - -

Additional student enrollment to the desired-1300-would-somewhat decrease .

. the proportionate cost of fixed, administrative, and other overhead expenses.

huch more importantly, howevery if we had a lower withdrawal rate Admissions

.

P
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would be undfr less pressure to find sufficient qualified applicants and the
College would be able to enjoy less uncertainty in enrollment projections for

xfuture budge-ing ‘As- discussed in adother Hampshire ‘report (Kegan, 1976), the
uncertainty of a series of one-year soft—money faculty appointments in the

‘amount currently borne by the College has severe dysfunctions for the - College,
.for the students, and for’ the faculty. . .

There are additional costs of Hampshire's isolation and lack of community
support‘mgechanisms: The College loses room rent from students living off- ¢
campus when the Houses are not fully utilized. A February 1976 sutvey found .-
that a quarter of the students would want to live off—campus if there were no
‘ res e reqpirement. #Since. there is' bgth a residence requirement and a some-
what ,restricted close off-campus housing market, the College does’ not have as :

— _many unpaierooms as it might under freer market conditions. This very re-

\ striction, however, must increase the frustration of some on-campus students.

Not feeling isolated is an important cont:ibutor toward satisfaction with -
" one's Hampshf%e experience (Kegan, 1975), and this withd;awal study found that ’
Qdﬂstudents who withdraw are much less satisfied with their Hampshire experience

~

than students who rempin.
¢ Altogether then, there are sﬁbstAntial financial, psychological, and
educational costs to our current isolating social atmosphere. Thére are thus- ,
substantial financial, psychological, and educational benefits that could occur
if the College worked to decrease its isolating atmosphere. Such is possible.

OS; rate of felt isolation 1s not immutably connected with the American
coliege experience. 1In April l97§ %arallel Cycles surveys were conducted at . '
Hampshire College, Amherst Collége, -
’Benedict & Grose) At Amherst and’ at UMass 407 of the participating‘ents -

. reported that they felt isolated from m’gt of the people’at their college. At -

and the Uniwersity of Massachusetts_(Kegan,

~

Hampshire, the reported sense was half again as much,, 60%.
Our academic program and the personal dispositions of our students cori-
\tribute to their individual freedomfand also to their isolation. However, it "
1 ,1s possible td’develop support systems to balance these* isolating factors.
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Conclusion . '

.. There.are several implications of this study for institutional researchers

at other institutioné. Methodologically, this was an inexpensive study: inter-

viewer and telephone costs were less than $350. Symoolically, this was a.
‘*study with major impact. The study‘provided an opportunity £br correcting cam-»

pus misperceptions of our attrition rate and focusing attention on the ptoblem.,

Administratively, a formal retention program was instituted to try to reduce

our atsrition rate. This several- faceted program involves greater contact
_ with students while on leave, more active monitoring of and discussions with
potential 'withdrawals, more active monitoring of students' academic progress,
the establishment of new‘student support groups convened by faculty or staff,
and a general campus-wide (administrative and faculty) heigh;éé:d.awareness of
our attrdition probfg'. o

Politically; the implications of ‘the study and its recommendations are

still being worked out. Conflicting images of the Col‘%ge s proper and possible
role will influénce the depth to which corrective action may be taken. A

Jprincipal issue is the extent to which fundamental contradictions in the design

“and operation of the College ‘or more surface procedural issues will be ad-

dressed. v
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o TABLE 1. Stated Reasons Coptmibiting to Withdrawal L

o . ‘ . - . . o i .
o - . . Reasons Weighted =  Weighted
’ * e Reépotted T Reports¥* Percent*
' . _— ) - v I
1ack of motivation , - - 10 s+ 6.0 . 197 )
. Specialized interest . 11 6.3 202
" Lack™of -facilities%pr guidance 10 4.6 . 15% l
HC not sufficiently alternative 3 . 1.5 5% , -
. -
»

Direction and Resources ) 34 - 18.1 .- 597 ‘
Alienation, isolatian | - 8- - 2.9 9% ‘- |
Student Homogeneity ", 8 .t 2.6 - . 8% - ‘
Residence requii‘ement - N 1 0.3 \ 17 . I
: ' Social Atmosphere ° 47 5.8e. ' * 197 e
Not worth that much _ N 7 3.4 11z - -
Financial aid cut . , 2 v 0.8 ‘32 '

Cost . y . 9. \ﬁZ - 147

¢ - - "
Family/Medical Problems *© - - . , -2 " \‘2.0 . 6k .
° S ' °
Emotional Pgoblems T 27 0 27
, 4 AY . ) 72.7. . 9°, . ' .
TOTALS o , oo 64 . 30.8 -7 . T 99% -
* Weighted so“that' each, interviewee's reasons ‘sum to 1 . ’ )
g o s . . g . -
‘ o TABLE 2 ’ R
Reasons for Withdrgwal Allogcated Among o
2 Academic, Social, or ExogenOus Factors
. * Allocations to Assunieci Causal :Factors N
Reagéns for Withdrawal . ' Academic » . “Social. - Exogenous )

" Lack of 'persaonal mog:ivatiog S /SRS U & 1/3 . 1/3 .
Specialized intérests < —20% 2/3 - . 370/3 1/3uwe -
Lack of facilities ° . 20% 2/3 K 0/3 : + 1/3-
Alienation ° N _- 10z 0/3¢" ...213 .. 1/3
Homogeneity of students - 10z - o0o/3 « "7 2/3 : 2% 1/37
Cost . © _“ 15% " 1/3° R Y "1/
Family/Medical 6/ .0/3 - .0/3 ‘ ’ 3/3

3 s . . ‘ . ki .
TOTALS N . .101z . 38% 257, ”’"ﬁ’ "38%. .
s A»‘l@; h . ‘ K )
. ) . - o - .
. . d 4 s
4 7 [ "'gg‘- \
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" L * FIGURE 1. ' L T v
Withdrawal Phone * - "]Al\IPSIHRE COLLECE - Office of Institutionai
Survey . AMMERST, MASSACHUSETTS 01002 . Research and Evalua'tion
- P X ‘ . . ’/ é
. Start time: ° | : _ ' | ¢
=“Heilo. Ilm from\Hampshire College and I'm helpéng the
. student/faculty Admissions Committee here survey a small sample of students
E who withdrew from Hampshire College. I have a few questions to ask which will
, + . take about 10 minutes. Is this a good time; /pause/ . )
o - 1f*not, when: Day & Date & Time ’ L , Phn ° . )

+ Your answers will be held strictly confidential; that is, your name will not- be
identified‘with any of your answers. Your responses will simply be tallied
with’ these of other alumni, We would like your answers to be as open and frank

Co as possible. .Because this Js a long-distance phone interview, please answer

SO briefly. W : "

- L.

C oy e
+

\

1. Could you tell me what your major current activity is? /pause, 1if necessary/‘
T -school, work, something else? - ’
-* . /probe for specifics, eg Berkeley, junior in psychology, bagel baker/
.

r

2. How=long have you been doing this? 3

3. What did you do during the first semester after you left Hampshire? ”

€
.

—e

. < 4. [Only if needed/ What were you doing between then and:now&

. L 2
5. .XYou requested n transcripts from Central Records for- Sy - did

you_complete each anplication and where were you accepted? « '

?

As I mentioned, “H'm doing this study to help 1earn about students decdsions to

withdraw from Hampshire. , . ) . S
6. What factors contributed to your decision to withdraw?, Lo )
7+ [If no Hampshire factors mentioned/ How did your Hampshire experience .
contribute to your decision to withdraw? - o P g
\ - T T e

8. /Only if neéded/ Did you have control ‘over your . decision to withdraw, -
. vcould you have stayed 1f you wanted to? . -

9, Could you list the mames of the people you talked with about withdrawing,

-~ + . +from the time you first thought of it through your formal withdrawal.

' ~*Inclide both Hampshire and non-Hampshire peoples:, . '
. /CHECK THOSE MENTIONED AND OMIT FROM QUESTION'»11/ S

. 10. What was the reaction of’those peaple to your withdrawing?




- e

11. I n going to read a short list of people students ssmetimes congsult before
withdrawing. For each person, would you ‘tell me first whether you
thought of talking with them,about withdrawing, and second, if, you had
thought of it why . you decided not to consult with them. 5.

. /CHECK THOUGHT Y OR'NO, AND LIST’ REASON/ co ae |
.- your. adviser : e . . .
. “ your hous® sgtaff /which role/ S . .
Sy *»  the office of the dein of the college, Kén Hoffman or N
! Courtney Gordon - . ) :
- financial ‘aid offioce, John Taylor X ~
R the health service o ' )
A . your .parents 7 ' oo
- 2 ] > ' ~ 1
12, Was there anything Hampshire could have done to change your decision to
¢ withdraw? - .. : ) s towo - -
. * . : ¢ ¥
13.. Do you now feel your, decision to leave Hampshire was a goods%;e? -
14, Do you think your decision to come to Hampshire was a' good one?
« . L]
” 15, Was any’ of your inigial information ab0ut Hampshire unreliab1e7 What? ...
r ; ’72xp1icit informatﬂbn and source/ . . e,
. - v 1 n e .
16. Iﬁ a word or phrase, what effect do y0u feel your Hampshire experience
had on you? . . . - e e
= 17 What do you think you'll be doing,OVer the next fewwyears? .
" i /probe to get feel of expected career/life-stylef ,
18, How satisfied\are y0u with- y0ur Current major activities; w0u1d y0u say
. You are:..very dissatisfied, dissatisfied neutral, satisfied, or
very satisfied? . R . .
i : S \? AN
* 19.\ In retrospect, wheh ybu were at.Hampshireg how satisfied did wou feel with
S . your Hampshire experience? fusé above_@ategories-phrases/ '
’ 20, From your présent perspé;tive, how satisfied‘are y0u w%fﬁ—?bur Hampshire'-
. ) experience? /use above phrases/ *
. l \' B 2N ) ,‘.},’ @ EPS » ) LI )
That 8 all the\questidns 1. have nows {pause/ ¢ b
If you'd "like, we-can send ypu a summary of this stuﬁy, Would y0u like to ’
* ' receive one? N o . ®r
. /1f yes/ Do E have your address correct: - e : ‘.
. - - 2
. " Fihigh time: \ -
> ,’"\«fﬁ ’.\\ &r A N » ~
. ' @% . - n %} g ’ X }:
. N , 4 5'?‘» L/ ., .
¢ . %‘-g . R . . . * .
’ . /’ -z 4%@‘
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The sole meagdre of aéﬁtudent's academic good standing at” Hampshire 1§, his/her
“progness on/six Divisional examinations--gtudent initlated and- designed learning
contracts fhich are approved by a faculty member. A student begins in Division .
I (whick consists of four distribution exams) and graduates from Division III.
Hampshire participates with Amherst College, Mount Holyoke College, Smith College,*
and fhe University of Massachusetts in a Five College Consortium, Students at

. of theseé five colleges located In the Connecticut River Valley may'relatively
'asilyfgegister for and attend classes offered by any o} the Ffive colleges.

A T . L - : ')
gCycles sﬁrve&s are fif@y—item qugstﬁonnéires periodically used to monitor the,.
‘quality of*student.life: These indicators, developed at Hampshire, provide
"a low c&gﬁilongitudinal research and_qyaluationlprogram“and permit data com-

parisons with pther institutidns. ° ~ .
e : . ..

~
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STATISTICAL DECISION-MAKING AND PRACTICAL REALITIES: THE . .
EFFICACY OF PREDICTING PROGRESS IN COLLEGE FROH.HIGH SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT

a
-

ti “‘ N .
~§<san Loveland and Barry Kaufman .
SN # CUNY | : . % )
- l b

Y -

The prediction of academic progress and achievement in'college has been

and remains.a topic of considerable study by college admissions personnel and

B -

researchers. The investigation of the relationships between the various meaSures

of achievement at the high school and, college levels 1i3.of theoretical interest,
whergas the feasability of asgessing a student s probable degree of success in
collegge prior to his admission is of practical interest. However, the evalua-
tion of the regressions in predictive studies 1s often complicated by such
factors as: (l) the choice of the criterion variable, which is frequently

limited to freshman year cumulative grade point average and/or second semester

) retention, rendering problematic +he langitudinal validity of the regression

e

¢

-
.

equation° (2) unknown attenuation of correlation, due to the study's being'

limited to only those students whom the institution selectively admitted from )
the more heterogeneOus pool of'applicants, (3) the lack of inforhatién‘on those
students™ missing data, calling into question the representativtness of the re=-
gression sample and (4) the difficulty in. interpreting the practical uSefulness

of the predigtion equations, since the closeness of fit is usually expressed

» .
LY

as ‘the proportion of aécountable variance.
The present study’ eiimines the prediﬁtability of performance of 1970'and
1971 seqior college freshmen at the City University of New York four years

after&their initial enrollment.\ ‘ K i ' o

3

More~specif1caliy, the study/analyzes the relationship of pre-college aca=-
l\
demic achievement to college performance by (l) comparing applicants to en-,

rollees with~ respect to the disbributions of thé pre-cdflege variables, (2) - .
examining the distribution of the criterion varlable in both the total enrollee

population and the populatioﬂ for which complete data were available' 3 re—

gressing the crigerion variable on the pre-oollege entry variables; (4) cross-\ ¢~

(validating the prediction eguations and (5) assessing the practical signifi-

cance of the regression analysis through cross- tabular’tables.

4 o -~

~ — B -~




I+

¥ Pre-college. entry variables consist ofy’ the total number of academic
+units (TOTU) completed as of the end of the junior year (llth grade) in high
school; the grade average (CAA) based on these academic courses; the cor+

responding percentile rank (HS/) of the student in" his classj and the student's

raw score on a,standardized reading test (OATR), administered in the fpring ‘. _pzh
' preceding the fall admissions. ' Due to the apailability of lougitudinal data, oo
” all college performance variahles are measures taken four yéars after initial .. ’;
admission and consist of: cumulative grade point average (CGPA) cumulative ° e
«credits earned (CCE); and enrollment or graduation status. B .

Since graduation is the successful outfome of the college experience from

an admissions point of view, students wéTe categorized as to their progress
towards graduation, thus defining the criterion variable (RTNSC8). Accordingly,
‘students who had graduated receiyed the Highest‘scoré, those enrolled in the
eighth semester with at least lower senior status (based on cumulative credits .
earned) and a cumulative'grade point average of at least 2.0 received the next

s 1 . ' k]
highest score, those énrolled wisth less than lower senior status or less than

-~

a 2.0 cumulative grade point average received the third highest score, and

-

those not ennolled whatsoever veceived the lowest’ score.

T It should be noted that the 1970 and 197T'freshmen entered the City Uni-

. 3

\

. ‘more homogeneous than that of applicants with respect to CAA,, although the v

versity under an open admissions policy in which all diploma graduates of New
York City hiéh schools were guaranteed admission, rggardless of their high
school'average. This provides the study with a fairly heterogeneous pool of
ennollees. Thus, most attenuation of correlatidn is due to the self-selection
“of the applicants, rathan_than selective.admission on the part of thel instita-
tion. v . 0

Table 1 provides distributions of CAA, HSZ, and TOTU for the l970 and
1971 applicant and enrollee populations. Note that OATR was not available for

the’ applicants. It can be seen that.the two populations of enrollees were .

medians and standard dev1ations do not differ radically from a practical point
of view.: With respect.to HS/ the enrollees, as a group,. were of slightly : ,
higﬁer calibey. All populations were essentially identical with respect to
TOTU. . o, . - v e " '
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Since it was knonn.that of the four independent variables' (the .pre—~gollege
entry'neasures) HSZ and PATR were. the most likely to be missing, Table 2 was
prepared to indicate to what extent three important populations differ with
respect to the distribution of RTNSCS8. :It can thus be seen that thegféqnire-
ment of cqmglete data on CAA, TOTU, HSZ, and OATR produces a population which,
is relatiyely'more "successful" than'the population of all enrollees. However,
the exclusion of only those cases missing bAA and/or TOTU does not affect thev

s

distribution of the dependent variables., . ot
Linear, step—wise, free- entry multiple regressiens were then run. RTNSE8

was first regressed on CAA, TOTU, HSZ, and OATR for both the 1970 and 1971
freshman cohorts, yielding R2 s of about .128 and 125, respectively. For -
cross-validation ﬂurpdses, the regression equation derived from the 1970
freshmdn was agplied to fﬁzbl97l freshmen and the resglting predicted RTNSC8
. was correlated with its actual. Value. This. resulted in a co lation coef-

ficient of .35245 which compares favorably with\the multiple regression cor- -
, relation coefficient of .35335 obtained from the regression run on the 1971

data and is the maximal R°possible from the 1971 datjg’ o

Since HSZ and OATR were éntered into the equatib $ last,'eontributing
very little additional accountable variance, and, since these data were missing
for roughly a thigd of the freshmen, linear, step-wise, free—entry multiple
regreSsions were then run on CAA and TOTU only, resulting in R2 s of about 127
and .119 for 1970 and 1971 coherts, respectively. Similarl}3 for cross-—valida-
tion purposes, ‘the correlation' of ractual l97l cohort Usuccess" scores nith '
the scores predicted from the 1970 .derived eguation yielded an R of .34363
which also cbmpares Quite favorably with a 1971 multiple R of 34431 )
© Two }nterestlng outcomes, of the regression analysis are illustrated below
///in which the four pre—college entry variables dlcng with CGPA CCE, and the

¥

product of CAA with HSZ £CAAXHS/) are correlated with RTNSCS8.

> . =

. Correlation Goefficientst Iﬁdependeﬁt'Variables with RTNSC8 "

CGPA . CCE CAA . OATR HS%Z | CAAXHSZ =~  TOTU
#1970 ‘ : T .
RTNSC8 - - .59 . .8 = .34 .22 .24 .27 . 29
1971 ' ' . -
RTNSC8 57 T .85t .34 24 .24 .27 .28
LSRN : ' I
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Firstly, since CCE correlates much higher than CGPA with the criterion
variable, the téntativé implication is that predictive studies unable to obtain
gtaduation data should perhaps conslder the validity of using credit accumula-

ion méasures as’criterion variables, rather than the more commonly used “cumula-

tive.GPA, , .

: e4<:econdly, it appears that high school averages, even unweighted by rank
in ¢lass, are better measures of college success than high school rank alone
and at least this particular standardized test. Perhaps it is because one'

grade average includes non—cognitive components of academic success, such S,
=~

¢ persistence and other related motivations, whereas a standardized test is 'a

) one -ghot" cognitive_measure, that the unweighlted CAA was the more important

variable. N * .
Lastly, to evaluate the pré&tical usefdlness of the obtained regression

“ﬁgquations; especially in these‘cases where relatively low Rz'si were obtained,
the predicted scores, using the 1970 regression equations, were cross-tabulated
against the actual score§ (see Tables 3- 6) for both the 1970 and l97l cohorts.

‘ To facilitate the C‘PSSTEabular analysis: the predicted hsuccessA scores were :
first 1inea£ay transformed to maximize score spread and then collapsed into

five categories, each containing roughly 20/ of the caSes. -
It can be seen that all dross—tabulations yield roughly the same percent~
2%% distr1butions Scross rows and columns. Due to the high pércentage of
unsuccessful" freshmen and to the low R2 s, a large number of . students with
low griterion scores are instead predicted as being SucceSSful" and barely over
one half of the "unsuccessful" students rece1ved the lowest 407 of scores. On
" the other hand, approximater two thirds of the graduates received predicted
scores in the upper, 40% of the range. Thus, these regress1on equations -appear
to be less effective at’ identifying unsuccessful cases, but reasonably effec-
“tive at predicting successful cases. It is suggested that the cross-tabulations
represent an’ important supplement for evaluating the usefulness of the regression
analysig since the der1ved equations may be differentially effective along the
‘range of predicted scores. - . 3 Ty )
In conclusion, this study of pred1ction of college success from so- called
"admission variables" involved large numbers of students with relatively mini--

mal attenuation of correlation. The dependent variable, instead of being the

- - S
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more common criterion of cumulative grade point average, was a composite measure,

based on progress towards graduation. “The regression selection procedure .
favored unweighted high school grade averages over more standardized achieve~
ment: variables, with potentially “important implications for admissions personnef?m
The ?ffect of missing data upon the distribution of the criterion variable was

B explbred Lastly, through cross-tabular analysis the practical usefulness for

decision making purposes of a relatively low R2 is illustrated.'

°
o
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Table 3:
\, = After Eight Semesters, 1970 SC Freshmen

PREDICTED SCORE .

I 4

N
- N
’ PERFORMANCE \
COLNT I .
RCw PLT 1
CCt PCT I yoT ENROLLED

rCt PCT I ENROLLED lUNSUCC

—
0
0

1369 | . 596
58.5 1 2646

L 267 1 26.3
10.2 1 4.0

2
46.6 1 . 22.0
24.6 1. 25.1
9.4 I 4.4
5-1 -------- I
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1 6.8 1 3.6
—fm—————— e -1
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1 29.2 1 1l4.5
1 17.4 1 18.6
| 6.6 1 7 3.3
- —|~ -------- l, _______
5.1 656 1 222
1 24.5 1 8.3
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_l ________ l ________
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TGIAL 38.0 17.6

Predicted Scére (CAA, OATR, HS¥, TOTU)Ety Actual_Performance Predicted Score (CAA and TOTb) by Actual Performance

After Eight Semesters, 1970 SéaFreshmen
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1
1
1
I
1

_l-_-_-_L_l----____

124 1 —-569-- I
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I
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Table 5: Predicted Score (CA¥, OATR, HS%; TOTU) by Actufd Perfomance
N After Eight Sempsters, 1971 SC Freshmen ‘
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Tab1e ‘6: Predicted Score (c@a’i’ld TOTU) by Actual Performance
After Eight Semesters, 1971 SC Freshn‘e/u
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.'and the most recent data will be reported in this pape?.

’ werecﬁbse academically successful and-more “likely to have transferred.

Student Educathonal Goals - .o . 3

.ordinators from Maryland community colleges:

. rd
- \

IMPLICATIONS.OF TWO STATEWIDE FOLLOW-UP STUDIES .
FOR PLANNING AND EVALUATION o

- s . Y

-

James D. Tsthechtelin ) *
. Maryland State Bpoard:for ,Community Colleges

»
\

This reporg\draWs implicationdrfor'planning and evaluation from two State-
wide Student Follow-Up Studies, 1oint projects of the State Board for Community
ColYeges amndr the Maryland Community College, Research Groupﬁ The full reports
are available from the State Board office. The central problem was that Mary-
land community colleges and the State Board for Commuﬁity Colleges had insuf-
ficient information about the outcomes of the community college education, in-'
formationjiecessary to improve the quality of education., The primary purpose
of. the study was to help Maryland community colleges evaluate the extent to
which they are assisting students in achieving their educational goals, their
immediate career development) and their preparatidn for tr%nsfer to senior

. . , 2

. T, . [
. . B
. - .

colleges and universities.
studént
educational goals, goal achievement,_career development, transfer *%nd

W

In 1975 and 1976 questionnaires were sent to all .

Specific research questions were directed toward five areas:

satisfaction w1th college.

persons who were first time students in a4 Maryland community college in Fall . ﬁ
1971 and l972,—respectively. The results from both studles were quite similar,
The response rite

among those receiving the questionnaires was 48 percent,

A sequentlal sampling

- procedure was used to test for nonrespondent‘bias, and significant differences

were found between, respondents and nonrespondents. In general, the respondents

‘L

» . -
- ~ <
.

Colleges should consider assessing»student educational goals at each

There are two variables to be assessed‘ the first is ‘the
~ ¢, . N K

- . b " > .

registratign.

The follow-up . studies were conducted with the excellent assistance.of co-
Roger Anderson, Richard Behrendt,
Allan Bickling, Susan Bravman, William Campbell Robert Gell, Marc Goldstein,
Jan Janssen, Mary “Johnson, - Mafthew Kelly, Tom laBonte, Paul Larkin, Toby Miltonm,
Cheryl Opacinch,. Charlene Wenckowski, and Paul Yorkis. -

4 ‘ LI -~
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student s degree aspiration and the second is the student's personal _goal,

Sugh as immediate career development or transfer. The‘follow-up studies have
t

shown that programs are not a valid indicator of educational goals. For

example, many students in career programs aspire to" transfer (Table 1).

3 } s - -~ R

- . . Table 1

‘ Educational Goals of Respondents by Program Type

~
T

) . . % : . Educational‘Goal
N - o . ¢ Career Courses of: -
Program Type '~ Transfer ~ . Development Interest
Transfer ) - 72%. ) - 17% . 11%
Career " : 36, - © 57 . 7
" Special Student ' “30 S 36 7 - 34

* -

L

/™.
-Without an assessment Qf student goals, nothiﬂg is known about the grow—

ing numbeér of studénts who do not declare a program and aré classified as .

special students. In Fall 1975, 21 percent of all Maryland community college

1 -

students were in this category. d

PN

Since the follow*up studies .also showed that students often change_their PAN

educat&ohal goals, it would be insufficiant to assess goals only upon entry

to the.college Oor even once a year. In order- to ﬁnderstand and be responsgive -

'*“to student educational needs, goals should he assessed at .every registration.

Figures 1,\2 and -3 illustrate the changing goalg of students.. The reduction
Ao

between column 4 and column 5 reflects goal/changes in each figure. Im all,

nearly one in five%said they changed/pheir educational goal since entering the

community college. S . -

Definixion'of Student Success .

A new effort must be made to inform educators and citizens about what

~

constitutes success in*a community college. The follow—up studies not only ‘g

found that half ofcthe 1ncoming students did not want an AA degree (Figure l)

but that nongraduates get jobs, ‘receive increases in salary, and even recommend

their experience th their friends. Figure 1 shows that only 21 percent of all

respondents had receaved the AA degree within three and one—half years. Fow- .

, %
ever, column 6 on the Same figure shows that among those w an AA §oaL;
D ' ) Al ¥ "" . ' ) -‘\" "
e ”ﬁ . . . '
' " - 'y “”‘ B ¢ ;‘. % ' - e
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45 percent earned the AA degree. While 55 percent were employed full-time,

[T

~

.3 74 percent were employed full-time when their goal was career development,

. (Figure 2) While only 38 percent transferred 68 percent transferred when s

their goal was transfer (Figure 3). The common - definition of the term "drop— ¥ o

out" and its connotation of failure must be changed The program proposal

. &

manuals and the program monitoring systems should ‘be revised to describe Suc~ ; T

cess in the context of student goals and in terms of criteria, such as educa-

. tiomal goal achievement and employment of nongraduates. ] R

- . =~ . R 4 . - -
'_Concept of a Program in the Community College < SRR

-

.

":v‘. ’

The txaditional _concept of a program in community colleges should be re~,
considered. An increasing number of .students are enrolling as special students, -

- declining to make a commitment ?2 .any particular program. The follow-up S0

0 studies ‘have shown that only a m1nority of students complete. an academic pro-=

gram (Figure 1) and that special students rate their educational experiences

<

as highly as students who were enrolled in a specific transfer Oor career pro~ -

gram (Table 2). In short, fewer students are using the traditional’ program o

‘ structure and they axe find1ng sucess as special students. It 1s suggested:
4that,governing boards and appropriate faculty committees review the traditional

. definition of a program and chsider alternate ways to plan, structure, imple-
. _ ¢ Tee ' v st
ment, and evaluate educational experlences. . ¢ N ; 5. .
. & - \ »
* : ‘ A N _Table 2. o ) -
¥ n , Satisfaction with Program by Program Type -
Ea - 3 A ' .
. .o - ‘ "Would you recommend your program of study to° friend?" .
. Program Type Yes - _No Uncertain
. - — — -
X, ¢ ) o .. o Toe - . R . .
R Transfet - . 79% 9% S ) 2
"~ career - . C79, " 10 - 11 ~
" Spécial Student P L T © T, e 1k
‘.. g , 4 \ S R \ . " /45
) Careeg,and Personal Adjustment vt AZ MR ;

It is suggested that- further research be conducted bn the massive adjust-

- ments that apparently'take place between the students 1nitial goals andywhat

1] v

/ . ) f “y
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they ultimately\do after,leaving the community tollege. For example,. the

follow-up studies showed that a considerable proportion of students entered

~

a communtty colleoe aSpiring to an associate degree and transfer to another

college. Iin reality, few students transferred and even fewer achieved the

.

AA degree. Comparetcolumns 2, 3, and 4 among, Figures 1, 2, and 3. Degree

achievement an}»transfer are clearly underachieved " while employment is -

‘

-~

clearly

og‘racﬁ eved."

Further éesearch could explore whether this career and personal adjust—
ment is real or imposed. A "real" adjustment is .defined as a genuine rec—
onciliation of \personal attitudes'and abilities with the demands of the world
While 6ften'painful,

of work. real” adjustment is positive. . To the extent

that the student's adjustmernt is real, the research could investigate the

ways in which community colleges are helping or- hindering this process. An

fadjustment can be defined as "fhposed" if the disparity between initial goals

and actual outcomes: is imposed upon sfudents from\causes beyond their control.

For example, do persons become turned off by the academic life and change

tneir goals because of a frustration with classroom or, collegelexperience7

Further research would help to determine if the student adjustment process
. A Y

is real or impoesed and suggest ways to deéi with it.
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- . THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN ACADEMIC PLAN .
Pe . . _ . | POLITICAL REALITY AND RATIONALISM ° ‘
| " 'A CASE HISTORY:, SUNYAB -

- - ’ /

_ S . ‘ A. H, Kuntz o
- ' - SUNY at Buffalo

. 4
“ s
.
. .
0

A Univeréity is a collection of heretical minds gathered at a common

~  Background:

\ »

physical site. -Ié\is usually divided into studénts, faculty, administrators,

. Operationa i staff and others. The most heretical minds of all seem housed

- » -

in the maintenance staff.
N - ¢

~ " )

Political Realitz - .

. Administrators appear to be figures of authority. Faculty Seem to prac-
tice highly ind1vidua112ed profe551ons, sometimes unlque unto themselves. .
S?hdents are of an age where it seems natural to reject guthority and every-A
thing‘blse outside thedir culture. Faculty and students"ppear to believe
Lo that any authority except their own is réstrictive and often are contemptously
hostile to any authority at all. Students question the legitimacy of both
faculty 3nd administrativexauthority, as well as ancestry, ffom time to t1me.

- _ Tha loc tion of authorjty to respond to and to resolve major un1ver51ty pro-

§§§ bleﬁs, ast\well as student grievances, s very confused Et is not clear
whether fa ulty or administrators gre to maintain l&w and order, to teach and
to adminisger, or to protect life and property. Faculty maintaln, in the
radition, that the§ are the un1ver51ty, they formulate educatlonal
poiigy, they govern the university. - For a brief review of.statements con-
ﬂacerning facu%gy, stuggnts, administrations and university governance, please
© see thé}puhlica;ion of {ohn Millet'™Strengthening Community in Higher Education.s-

. e .

X o 4

-.SOme'Rationalzsm i g
Specific tq this paper, the State Un1ve5§ity of~New York at" Buffalo ig a

R large urban’' university, one unit of a fa1r1y large un1versity system." The
. . - ey
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o ' g D e T
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context of the social forces at work in the early years of this decade is well

known to all of you. Those forces were at wofk at SUNY Buffalo. Tear gas°on

Main Street was no%gunknown;to many- of us. <0 _ ' ' o
\University responses to thﬂ/::ciaIJPressures at %@rk.in the eariy seventies
were many and varied. Some universities changed presidents, some.established
task forceg on‘university goals, on academit“reform, on governance, on special
programs. - Some put fadulty senates to work on educational policy and planning.
At least one produced three abortive attempts’ at a comprehens1ve university
planx‘ SUNY at Bbffalo did all of the above. PO
- The need for a comprehensive un1vers1ty plan grey, despite .the confusion
of organizatlon governance, and management., The slﬂzétion demanded 1eadership
to persuade policy makers to dec1de and which now must ass1st managers to
manage in h "face of d1m1n1sh1ng resources. Further, it must allocate those-'
Iesources co sistent with a policy statement to which the majority of the

L4

. -.university community can subscribe. . - .

B '*.f;'_ Theé? esident of the State University of Buffalo announced during the

sprung semester of 1975 that the coming academic year would be one “in which an
":ii intensive effort was to betmade to develop an academic glan for the un1ver81ty.

The president app01nted a commlttee and charged i€t to develop and reeommend

o almdnished resource ailability responsive to the needs of both the un1vers1ty

<=+

.fl-f: o .Sﬁé its,’ const1tuents, detailed to convey the future conflguration of thé uni-
Y fﬁ~ft'versity and to .guide the budget development and Tésource allocation. hat,com—
E ) mittee eveloped the following statements on Universéty mission.
5"jf'-" 2“As a state‘unlvers1ty with both teaching and research functions‘per—

© .- 0 z- tident to local and urban’ regional concerns, "the committee u rstands .
o f‘»*“‘i the university s community mandate to. expand, selectively and progressively
- " . Its'public service capaclty beyond the primary responsibilities in re-
search and teaching. Anything less than present academic excellence or
the reasonable prospect of its attainméfit in the wide.range of the uni- _

versity's academic program, constitutes an unacceptable situation. In
oo the first instance, the rigorous intellectual discrimination: normally
: ‘charactérizing intellectual life should not condone undistinguished pro-
“grams. Second, an gra,of budgetary restrictions and state financial
.exigencies may-leave the university only two future ch01ces. general

}:ﬂ an.académlc plan con Estent w1th institutional goals and cognizant of .a poss1ble-

mediocrity at best, or seiective superlorfty. ' - SR
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and employability, it would appear an obvious candidaté fdr optimal snpport. ¢ e .
. The suggested 1nd1ces of performance cons1dered by the president's committee
. vere: o ) - , )
. 1. efficiency in usinglresources, . 2.
” . 2. faculty scholarly and creative prnggzgon‘ . ‘. .
3. interaction with other programs, ‘ . ) ¢ " t. .
\4. attractiveness of program to students, ' #SSEﬁ ‘if
5. employability of -degree recipients. - - .
,/ fhe judgments made by’the committee_translafed statements concernin )
mission and goal into criteria for judgment with the purpose of determining
the degree tq which any -program Suppor'ts the goals ‘These jndgments concern;
- . 1." .the need for the program, o ’ ) ’
’ 2. the type of clientéle served, ] o B = ’
3. 'the quality of programs; { - ) . . - . i l
4 pﬁblic'serpices activities related to‘%rogram mission, ‘ ‘j
) = %L participation in multidiéciplinary>programs, . aor . ‘ ‘
. program efficiency, . T ﬂ LT . - -
; ’ 7. resourcé,néeds.: A , s ) ) .
z%@, The Judgment ultimatedy made is to strengthen, maintain diminish, or phase .:
ﬁ?: out the particular program for the bachelor, master, or- doctoral level studies "
' ‘\as it dis presented by a particular program. St T N - -
; More than 130 academiy programs and organlzed academic activities ;ere -
’evaluated and‘in Februar; Z*_l976 the interim report of the president s commit— ’
\tee ot academic plannlngfwas distriﬁuted to the umiversity community. It is ) N
. fnstructive to quote the preface.of that interim report. . - Sy ) A a
” - . E e o N
oo L _ 7'” Sl
. ' - 2 - - &,
o L e -‘284 I g .
ERIC . - TR .
T k .
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The univergity cannot willingly choose medioerity.' In-its search for or . -

confirmation of excellence,hthree kinds of criteria are suggested. These are
. Ao 1] . .

the quality, need and promise of the academic programs of the university. It

is axiomatic thae while from some perspectives all programs may have some .
V1sibility and respectab111ty, not+all of them can be equlvalent in the alloca-

tlon of resources.. Thus, where a program 1§ presently 1dentifiable as capable . 3 2
of or already manifesting excellence, as ev1denced by premier research .and

teaching, strong student enrollments, ,and a high level of student sat1sfaction

]
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The Presidemts Committee on Academic P1ann1ng wishes to indicate

.the context within which it operated. " First, the members of the com-
mittee did not adt as disciplinary or identity group representatives.a
Second, the committee did not act 'as a hudget cogmittee. Third, the' -
committee wishes ‘to stress that this is. necessarily an interim report <\\
focused solely upon the presenf -positional profiling of each of the )
wuniversity's operat1ve ‘academic units and programs. It is in that

frame of reference that its present recommendations have been advanced.

. The committee is fully aware and wishes the university community:-to be
aware that the fourth phase of its deliberations, which involve con- .
sideration of what new programs and new directions the university max
wish to pursue, will require reflection and review beginning with' the!%
status profile developed here. This may lead ta recommendations for
realignment or reconstitution of some programs atready reviewed.

. v ‘

~ In general, difficulties encountered by the committee apart from those of
incomplete data'can bevcharacterized as' resulting from data being'available in
a form primarily relevant to ‘the kind of teaching and research that occurs in{
the majority of .the departmentsg, while ifi ‘some programs a significant function
of the effort is devoted to the delivery of education or service in very dif-
ferent modes. For example, a question arises. concerning the appropr1ate Zésess—
ment of the place and the significance of the noncurricular activities of tﬁe
colleges which_impbsela_load on faculty and staff and occupy student time, and
which are supported out of the same budget as the curricular activ1t1es. Tn |
‘ad/ition, some curricular activities sponsered by the colleges are Supported
by departmental budgets. The most prominent problems oceur 1n assessing pro-
s . grams with a clinigal component ,programs which support cfﬁnical instruction
through ,the c11n1cal‘departmenté§k Clin1cal‘}nstructlon is provided by faculty
with a number of different types of appointments in the uniqer51ty, in loca-
' tions both entirely within.;he unlversity, the Dental Clinlea‘and entIrely out-
s1de, the associated hospitals, and is ‘paid For in a number of arrangements. )
Clearly, it is «not directly comparable in any dimension w1th classroom instruc- '
- - tion in a nonclinical program. An analysis, of clinical programs reflects‘more

sim{larities tha? differences with nonc11n1cal departments but differences are

numerous enough and interactions complex enough that in the absence of .serious

study and a differe ata base, only general conments about the clinically~

I
based programs coul ade. The same problems arose when the Bas1c Science

. ‘ departments of the.Hea h Sciences werq-considered. The partic1patzon of .re— |

Search faculty from the Ba51c Science departments, along wfth practlcing .

L] . i
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. .

‘ | 26“ ' '
* . N . v ~

DM 262- ., o




b

Y

'not, perhaps,’ as complex.

'clinicians from-the clinical departments, in the instruction of clinical

students is an important facet in maintaining the quality of American medical

education. These faculty mgy‘also engage'in the supervision of school or
hospital clinics or clinical laboratories. b

The relationship'of‘department size and cost to information-available
on course registrations, credit hours delivered student’ demand and"so forth,

wheg the department “has such multiple m1ss10ns, is difficult to assess on the

‘

L%
same bas1s as nonc11n1cal departments. For example art and music, ‘each with

both studfo and academic programs, present some of the same difficulty, though

The principal probilem is the development of a common data base.

The next major functiop was the development of the final report, w1th re-

commendations to be s“bmltted to the President and the university community

The title, Report on the Future of the University.- i

Th1s report addressed its effort to a statement of mission, a profilé of

the un1vers1ty, in general ‘its statistical profile, its area of strengths.

It next addressed 1nfluences and forces influencing the specific university in ..

terms of (a) societal demand, (b) untapped clier'tele, (c) support for students,,

(d) level of university suppo (1. federal,-2. state), (e) the state master

" plans, reports on the comm}ssion on prigfities, and (f) increased influence of

—

-

. . .
external institution$ in university operation.’ ‘

The general responses to influences upon the universmty‘are summarized in

improved self'desc31pt10n increased mutual understanding and support, improved

-

operational performance of units, improvements of ;ducatlonal operatlon and
program responses. Directions for the future includekedﬂcational programs in
general education,-liberal studies, \merlcan Culture, language programs, a -

School of flne and performing axts, and address1ng Lhe needs of new clientele.

. - The areas of research inc}ude technologlcal aqg sociological-assessments and

E

P y . .
[ [ .7

~improvements, research and training support, developmental, resourées and the
2 o’ i -

administration and the academic plan and second, a future ¢f planning 5
* ’ s l o . il a e
) . ... W o - .
- . . . ‘.,@ﬁ . i .
L. . = - ‘ P 6 b 4 _ s
\)‘ . \ N . sy -

" the development of basic 1nformat10n. Means of implementation with a gedéral -~

comﬁentary, faculty development,\mﬂtidisdﬁplinary research, selective program

. - !
maintenance of balance, cOnclude the directions for the future, N N

Unsoliclted hut also included aré two sections concerning first, university

MC * . -263- :- . b if s’
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~acdtivities for the university. It may be instructive t6 close with the final

3
O

e,

Yo

P e

'~ should be directed_to the marshalling of evidenci:'valid, reliable,’ and ger-

set of recommendations concerning administration and the planning office.

"The University administration give careful attention to its interactions '
with operating units, that a planning off1ce be organtzed w1th1n the presi- >
dent's office, that a plann1ng committee ‘be continued." -

. Now, what is of impgrtance to institutional planners abeut all 'of this?

‘'

B

Conclusions N
b

Fitst, there is no institutional research bffice at Buffalo. All the ddta

. {

>

graduate assistants working for the Committe . ’ )

‘Kn obvi:bs concern was the accuracy of the data submitted. Some errors were ‘
foundtbut certainly some,were not. g Some data was 1nc6mplete, and neve; qere’,
fOund Grave decisions hung on Very slender ev1dence at tith;, Accuracy is .
impossible to over- emphas1ze Data‘validity is a “sine qua non. : . .

Second, academic planning does not exist in a vacuum of\external events or '
influences The political redglitiet of.a legislative power controlling reSOurce.
‘allocations, both at the Federal and, State level, c nnot be 1gnored .Mas51ve * §‘
shifts in support money can, does, and ought to modgfy some University effort.

Howevér, for the ins;itutional researcher,, the major empha81s and,fﬁhbtlons 4 ‘

mane. A major question has to be which evidence Yo gather and to display.

Ve would all feel better if all the evidencé?f\ere objective. They are

'notf ahd"cahnot.be so¢ OMne small monograph of thirty pages can change the .

ent1re “research focus of a maJor s%}ence from an organfsmic approach tor cell "«; )
and mo¥ecular biology Ft‘"cdunts only as one publication.in a referred &\J

journal ‘All the eV1dences must be weighed ugén a subjective scale and errors e
. N 2 iy

.

are to be expected from the outset. az/gluation requirés judgmentu
1

Th1rd the style of 1nst1tut10n eadership is/critical to the. design, .-

4 \’-

1mp1ementation adoptions and managemenc an 1nstitutional academic plans

e
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vst, democratic processes ti’ork Any :tnstitut,ion will toltrate deviance .
> ! . s,
until a tolerance limit is reached. Once civer that threshold, reactive cor- v
. rective measures will be applled; Nften 'the data gatherer has to feel.ignoted. . .
£y ' |
. S . . ] |
. That reports are sent out and never read. . That policy makers don't; decide, ] .
: and that managers_do not manage. Take heart, faculty, administrators, and .
-~ .« students ‘hear you.” They don t often listen, but they hear you, and they need - -
" you. S_eék facts, think st:,ralghg and look far ahead. . » &
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. -+ s THO APPROACHES BASED ON PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

.t . ) : -

MEASURlNG THE OUTCOMES OF - HIGHER LDUCATION

3

® . -AND PER@EIVED NEEDS OF EXTERNAL AGENCIES

L] . . .
. . - AP
.

‘o Richard L., Alfred P
R S New York City Community Colilege.-

',’. » o - LN
’

¢

. - ) . o

Researchers and planners have known for a long time that evaluation is

-

supposed, to begin with a statement of educational obJectives. And,every good
manager knows that evaluation 1ncludés an\assessment of program costs which

is supposed to involve some consideratign of program outcomes. In the field

.

of community college education, however, these bas1c rules have often been
. 1gnored by administrators ‘and external agencies attempting to carry out evalua-=

tion studaeS> “ducationallmaster plans, for example, developed by community

~

colleges, have little to say about outcomes ‘or costs even though these’ plans ,

» .

tional structure. A “ .

contain a variety of prop081t10ns concerning financing, programs and organiza-—
.~‘ Two-year college faculty, department chairpersons, and deans engaged 1n
making annual recommendations on how academlc departments should be budgeted
as a matter of policy do not include any. cons1derat10n Qf/ﬁﬁtcomes. Year —-in
ang year—out program budgets are determined on a percentage basis- as an in-
creas or decrease fro m the previous yeat's, budget. ‘This practice, as lorig
it is continued can hardly be expegted to encourage faCulty to deal with

outcomes in’ th r programs and budget decisions. " .

’ -

"Externmal Pressérés for.AccOuntability ' .

- v ~ -

Ihile it is not(entirely clear why the outgomes issue has: been ‘avoided.

by collgges and their’iqternal constituencies, it is becoming 1ncréa51ngly

°-'c¥ear that sgate boarﬁs and leg1s1atures are’ 1nteresteﬁ in higher education
: outcomes. ‘Policy makers are becoming ends-oriented rather than means—oriented

The attitudes of fundxng sourcas~clearly reinfo{ce th1s trend* college should’

be"rewarded not only for the number of programs and services they offer but,

. £ “ -
., for the outcomes they prvduce and the cost benefits to the consumer..,,;;.;.!!,'!Iir
t “ . ’ Naid . ' )
N ” .
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. Although 1t is perhaps unfortunate that higher education, agenc1es are

rquiEIHg 1nstitut10ns to prov1de ev1dence of outcomes in return for resources, N
it is likely that ‘many pollcy questions would be much easier to settle«lf ve .
had a“better understanding of the outcomeS>problem. The issue of programse .
budgeting, for example, is one topic’ that has stimulated a goeod deal of de-/
bhte. At.what level should programs be funded?  What types of’measures should ‘
be used to determine program fund1ng7 Who should make the hard decisions on LT

funding7 What criteria should be used to determine funding levels? Should . "1

°

T,

programs be funded on a‘’"relative' basis (as an increase or decrease over the

'

previous year' budget} or on ‘an "absolute' bas1s as a meaSure of the minimum

amount of resources needed7 Such.issues would be readily resolved if data ]

were available on the outcomes that are actually generated by two-year college

-

T

pro rams. ''ow many -students are enrolled- in amprogram and what Tiumber of credit A .

h0urs do they represent? How, many complete their degree requirements withln .' ' '

two yearq'ohree years, and so forth" What is the- cost;er FTE student? _ Do ‘

the outcomes, produced meet or»fall short of a minimum acceptable standard7 .

What are the cost .benefits to, the tonsumef7 ‘ o L '
The maJor premise of this presentat10n is that much more research needs- !

to be done on the 0utcomes of communlty college educatlon before community

colleges can be truly evaluated or rece1ve their fairs shire of resouroes. Whe

studies described herein relate ~to outeomes in.career programs, torthe charac— BN

teristics of these programs% and the information needs of external agencies.\

Suggestions are made as to how- outcome measures_mlght be used te improve the . .

position of higher educatlon 1nst1tut10ns 1n their quest for resources. _ - - =

s - v - T ' - .
- M s .
] . ~ ; - . ' . -
Outcome Measures and Decis1on Making ’ - D “
- . -

Whlle there are many posslble methods "that can be used to measuie 0utcomes'

in communlty college programs, a fundamental purpose of- outcome—oriented re~ °

L 4

search should be to produce 1nformation that~can -be: used by decision makers

&

to detérmine the resources for ‘career programs. Outcome data are.most likely
“to be” useful if they are ‘based on an upderstanding of the resource allocat10n a

process itself, particularly that involved in the xelationshlp between the in- ', -

o

“w k) oy . . . 4

stitution and-the state/ ~ . . C . . . L. %

-~ -~ « .- .o~
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. The need for rendering a dec1s1on relative to the resources for community

¢ollege programs implies the é;IEEEnce of two fundamental COHdltlQnS. some.') -
recognized educatlonal objective and limited resources for achleving this ob~
jective. necisfons on higher education appropriatlons typically involve a

cq ice between avallable means by which manpower ‘and educational’ requlrements

cati"be met., Tn a.densely populated urban region, for example, these‘means

power requirements of bus1ness and industry, support for baccalaureate dégree~

might lpclude funding two-year ‘college programs to mee% the technlcal anggman—

granting 1nstitutlons to meet m1d—management and human service néeds; and sup-
port for profe351onal degree—granting institutions to prov1de trained, prOv

"fessionals for emerging manpower needs in health, eng1neer1ng, and the social
. servites. S ‘ - : s >
- " Every appropriations ,decision is predicated on a belief in the existence
of' causal rel.atlonshlp oetween SOme educational outcome and the resources

allocated to achieve that’ outcome. Patlonal dec1s1ons concernlng program

~

“resources can be repdered by ceonsulting the avallable 1nformat10n in a college

regarding the outcomes it is try1ng to produce and balanc1ng thiswwith 1nfor—
/\

-matlon gbout the outcomes 1t has actually produceda The principal functlon of

? .outcome research is to extend th1s fun? of information to help dec1s1on-makers——

bo h w1thin and outside of the ihscitutlon-—to hetter understand the consequences

L2

- ¥

Of the resources they are .mploying 3‘ oL ) T -

* Two studies were ctnducted en outcomes in curriculum programs Inﬁthe

LA

nt Allled Health and Natural Science, and Eng1neer1ng Technology divisions.of New
\York C1ty Communlty College during the Fhll of 1975 . Ihese studies were de-.

-

e s1gned to identify student outcomes pertalning to thﬁir career patterns, their
=
, tmsfer plans, thelzfperceptions of college curricula, and their att1tudes :

toward work -and fuxther education. The study populations .consisted of 922

,graduates of the D1v1s10n of Technology betweeQal969 Jhd 1975, apd 595 re-

~—

- spondents from the Division of- Allied Health and Natural Sc1ences.‘ Qaestionmt

) naires were«sent to graduates of these programs during tha Spring and Fall of
‘» 1975 Approxlmately 44 percent returned usable quesﬁionnaires. lhe resgonse'
- rates varied over the 5even—year perlod%Eanglng from a low of 35 percent in

l969 tl{ a high of 60° péercent in 1975 e overall response t'ate of gy pefcent ”.

was cons1dered ‘a: gratifylng return for studies of this kind.
) .. ' .

2

.4
»
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,Because the number of outcome measures used in each study,was very large,

a taxonomy was . deyeloped_ not only for ~classifying EXisting measures but akso

for suggesting ‘additdonal ones (see Figure'l). ,This taxonomy was based on

the traditional functlons of two—year colleges. teadhing, student development,

and "public service. The first dimension of the taxonomy was comprised of

three categories' career preparation, transfer'preparatlon, ‘and- public service.

" The second dimension involved the time dimension in. wh1ch outcomes in each .
category were measured: before college, during, college, -and affer college.:

The categories in each dimension are to some degree interdependent. Cer-

“4
tain transfer a;d career preparation outcomes, ‘for example, can be evaluated
o%he same outcome measures.

come measures of a

b

through analysis Thus, one of the critical out-
udent's_ preparation for transfer or a career is his grade
point average in the major field of study. By the same token, one of the most
- _Important aspects of a student's public service is his participation in or--
\ganized community activities. Public service can be assessed in terms of the
quality and quantity of ‘student’ imvolvement in the community at every point

in his relationship with ' the college——before'hevenrolls, during enrollment and
after graduation. Each outcome is classified simultaneously by the L¥pe
function involved and 1ts temporal sequence in’ the college env1ronment.

Institutional Functions. The institutional fu ction dimension was used-:

to assess the effects of cqllege programs om vario (s student outcomes under
< : tonsideration. ° ‘The outcomes in each study differéd according to the character—
istics of the programs being studied .and the. fugction being gxamined For
example, students enrolled in the Allied Health Jprogram are required to success-
fully complete a licensure examination before they‘Ean\practice in. their career
field The outcomes 1nvestigated in this study were those udﬂer ‘the general
-rubfic of career preparat n but particular to the examination results and

.

curricular perceptions of students (see._ Figure 2) Students enrolled in
Technology programs, on the ogﬁZr hand, are not réquired to take a certifica—
“The fo )

cu:/shifted in this»study
- from a concern with examination outcomes to a concer with job performance.

tion” ‘exam as a’ condition for career entry.

.MEasures such as saIary,?Jobimobility, supervisory responsibility and employer .

perceptipns were used to evaluate performance on the job (see Flgure 2)

R
-~

~
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Career Préparation
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Figure 1

-

Taxonomy bf‘dutcéme‘heasures

Transfer Pfeﬁ?ration
SREIAE

%

» ~

_delic Service

h01ce of career
(w ile in high school)
*high school cyrriculum
kigh school grades

pre-college aptitude in

' reading, math and

. +yriting (interest tests)
high school curriculum
hlgh school,grades

=1 -7

" -

community activities
while in high school

»
‘e

" grades (major -field)

grades ¢gemeral' courses]

change of major
withdrawal :
graduation/honors
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;. ment(while in -college)
.Student perceptions -
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grades (major field) .
change of major
withdrawal . ‘
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community activities -
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r .

\ time to finish program % . ]

— = H t ¥ o
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certification/* . .. i vl :

licensure ,scores enroliment injtransfer o b w |

sa1ary i, institutions e place~of r&sidence: - [
'Supervisory respon51b grades . ) {in ¢r qut of - « le
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promotions¥:. .’ . honors t conmunlty act1V1t1e%

- job-relatedness ®f ,
.college curricula

.professio -license .

student perceptions

student perceptlons
years’ to finish. adw
degrees )

o Pt

- employer perceptions -

ced -~

ry
-~ \ .
. .
"




o~ : ' ~ . ?

?

<

The Time Dimension(/—Classifiéd into a-temporal dimension, the functions

‘

- 1 .
in Figure 2 portray the sequence of the outcome measures used in both studies. Y

Although it -is not often considered. in the deliberations of educational policy

!

makers, time 1is a critical element. * Is it more appropriate to make dec1sions
on’ the basis of immediate outcomes of the college experience--that is those

' that are eyident after only a brief span of time--or the joutcomes which show

- +

the long term effects of higher education?

‘officials and external agencies must

This 1s a question that college
From the standpoint of

?apple with
those de?ermining institutional suppo t, the long—term effects are too remote

primary interest lies in much more immediate outcomes:

and, too difficult to comprehend to be used in appropriations decisions.

Their’

»

How.many students were

graduateéd?. How many retained
" to>produce certain outcomes?

" for contiuued funding9

& :

LA -~

Polit

colleges are to obtain.the ‘resources needed for programs.

jobs in the local community? How much was spént

Did the\outcomes produced meet a minimum standard

Qudtions such-as these require answers if two-year

~

cal-Uses of Outcomgé/;esearch . ~

- .

vy

~ ' The call for’ outc me data is becoming increasingly persistent on the part G
oyvstate boards and le islator&.
o

It reflects in part a failure of confidence
in many of ' our institu ions and in part frustration over rapidly increasing

) cOsts.. What purposes. ~can, Dbe served by the’ results of. the studies reported‘

~a

¢

herein9 Those ﬁho wish to hold institutions accountable should become the re—

cipients of o&tcomes data épd should use Such data to examine tesults and costs
:Zformation between institutions
and agencies cannot bpt help,tg'bring some ratior

relating to resourcés.. . B .

‘ . o
- Published result’s of outcomes studies lend a focus,to the types of re-
_sources needed to operate programs "They separate questions.related to pur-

’ : . 5

1 POSEs, and procedures and permit educational policy makers to develop a better

in the edgcational enterprise. The exchange of

1 element to. all_questiqns

- .
v
[

~

understanding of the educational process. }n this sense, outcome data is a

) weapon. It caﬂ’gzﬁused fo educate the policy makers abouttthe .academic and
institutional facts of. life providing them a far better,-more complete and

cogprehensive picture of the academic enterprise-than they now -have.

Tending'*

or

<

1. e 4
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y . . ) . Amherst College . -
- - P e +

. . . ’ 3 BRI
d . , B . e }_

. .- The use, of individual learnlng histgries is.of long standing inlﬁsycho

A\ d A

logical and educational research Few recent studies are available however
/ at the collegiaﬁe level kCSF Blackburn et al. l976) Current emphases appear
to be those of atomisticydata element$ and short term, cross-sectienal analyses..
;TT_’ Yet I am urging here a return .to the longitudinal study of indiéidual students
_to a1d our academic decis1on making . ’ ’ A
' There are several factofs influenclng my intereSt. One cluster relates
, to non-traditional 1nstitutions Such things as naxrative transctlpts at < .l-.

w» Goddard College and New College in Sarasota, prigress by examination at Hamp-‘

of comﬁ)-e\tency assessment b.y Alverno College, the, Sch for New Learntng at ‘

. De Paul University, the Coopegative Kssessmens,of Experlentiél Learning (CAEL)

- and the deVelopment‘3£~the cqnéept bf 1life- -long learning so ably delineated
Vw e g

by K.\Eazricia Cross——all 1nsist upon the "’ unique character of each student and

his experience These develoPments further suggest such other possibilities'

?  as campus—free, space~ free, credit—lree, and time- free modes of learn1ng.

Part of My motivatibn 1 suspect, also comes from my discomfort with the

depersqnalizatlon and meehanizatlon‘that is takiﬁg place" in\many of the data

management spstems and modelg %dr resource allocaiion. I looked up the.other
u- o '

day the definision of student 1nL£ﬁ§3VCHEMS Data Element Dictionary and was

taken aback that a student is defipeﬁ,there salely as' "An individual who has .
formally applled for admis51on at tﬁ%‘institution, or an ind iﬂﬁal who is ¢
making “a demand ‘on the instructlbnalféesourcea of the institution.' Nothing .

focused an the accumula;1on of eduqafional experiences by the student himself

or herself,,bub 1tems featured racuIty, fa0111ties, finances, costs, informa-

' tion exchange program measures, resoutce requirements<or—state—wide meaSures. .
a1 [y ‘o
The integrated s1ngular human belﬂg called tte learner was hard- to find.,
L td el t s
- The- third source of. stimulation was ar cent batch of questions coming o

from_faculty, students, faculty committees, and administrative offices. They’
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f——4———lxasked about how one—tourse leads to another, hOW'maﬁvgi;Laents in

. 'take courses in a field and,how many do not, and "what’ is the cong

it

enrollments in a department amon

g its majors as against general education :

p
elections. hﬁat were the results of a special freshman sectiéy/in terms 6f
dv

S later selection of coursei in that field? ising in terméj

of the’ breadth of electives of s{pdent ?  Ho® useful was their freshman semT 'r

*How effective was

experience in opening up, new areas o ddy to sgpd&nts and so fbrth Thusy . .

I was led\toi:onsider more seriousl and ift varying detail th nique educa—

4 tional expertence of each student as or she goés tRrou h four years of study
g

&y
.

»
taking four courses at a time, moving from one lével of CQEEEE,tO another, b

sampling one domain of knowledge and another, accunulating 32 courses, under—-
going failures, successes, disappointments and insighés:!L°““‘““““" -

The Mathematics Department

* "

Let me "turn £o ‘some examples Example

those students who werg,Judged not % b well prepared fo®the study of cal-

culus by their secondarxkchBQLs é{ sp cial Ik‘i;ductof' Calculus section met.
for six class hours afweek ather the*u\ual our 9nd4was given Special‘ N
attention in terms of tuéor aJsi nment of .instructor and rate‘of dgvelopmenﬁs
1 of tqpics. At the end of the' semester’NJyese students were expected to reach 4u
the same level of..competence as Jthose in the . regular"course. To answer the -
question méant ggin® back and Hdent fyiag specific iddivdduals s¥§,‘seven, and'
eight years ago and‘e%?mining theiriperformance in~the specia ction of t |
- " calculus course, their later choice of majors, their election'of'latéf mathe—~
, maties gputses and the like. It was fairly laboridu%sand took qany hours.of

.
‘ L]
.

clericaI work to’ get even a partial picture/Gf some of the answersqto the

Department s 1egitimate educational questi ns,

o students and what éTfect the course may have ha '

Although we do have a relatively sOphisticated computer ‘system with a

)

person—oriented data base, it was impossible to go back viaaghe computer and

¥
reconstructsthe total histaries of individuals with a paiticular éducationa

experience, namely, ‘Participation in a particular courée @nd section. We d &

»

this by ‘hand and were able to demonstrate .mixed resules, sﬁbse in- turn led'

- to’'a further analysis he érformances of students withrcomparabl 5 "TT
| of she p 9‘

e

I
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grounds that were in “the regular calculus sections.

ae -

(All of.this led to drop— .

N
~
' i

Y. My second example is drawn ﬁrom“the humanities. Here, a faculty member

ping the speg;al seqt jon and making prov1s1ons’for student diversity in

. . &

regular sections. \ . ',‘ : . .

— _~§§f ‘the Eng ish Depaytment was 1nteres{wd in what courses Eﬂglish majors ac-
Ing:

‘tually took with he department since they wefe given a rathef’free rein to ,

- ¢ .

¢hoose ampng a large\nzmber of English offerings.

Moreover he wondered how -
. many studen;s would have satisfied a reasonable set of requirements that4would
g, - <
have ensured that English maJors experience several dlfferent areas of - 1itera— B |

.ture and modes-+of study. Most enrollments had beepn® at leasf of modergte size. NS

n’ English courses during the years in question. Tt turned~out/that aftern.a . .

reat- deal of clerical labor, we e able.to ascertain that very ﬁgg of the

JInglish majors In the¥r ordinaé& selectlons wouldhave completed a program any- ‘'

‘ thing like the one proposed For example, there waSroﬁf§’one out of the 60 7

‘majors that had taken all seven of the;courses se§10u§1y proposed as the core .

Curriculum Changes in the majdr requirements in Engllsh ‘are therefore no&

0
’ - . ' .
. '

'berng overhauled. - St .

_ The most complex query to daoe (and my th1rd example) came from.our Com—

‘ 'mittee on Educitional Policy and later, the Select Committee on XCe Curric*lum._ )
Since at Amherst College we - currently have a_ distribution-free ele tive pro- '

- gram with required courses only in the maJor, students have considerable ‘ ) ’

. lat1tude in selecting their cour!%s both on the campus and, at the rest of the

! Five Colleges in the Pioneer Valley.

The Central questlon was‘

o

“

liberal educat10n are our students choosing9

o

=)

1

-

Hhat kinds of

. A summary of the academic history file of our graduating‘students_in.the ~

; Class of 1976.was printed out showing the number of courses taken in each of.'iy‘ —7\

* the departments or course groupings. These were summarized b?‘divisions%' ’
Division I - Humanities and.the Arts; Dﬁvisiq&‘ll - Social Sciencesi Divisiom — "

III - Hatural, Sciences and Mathematlcs;'Dlvision'IV.~ Independent Study, Inter-

disciplinary c0urses, special reading courses, and the 1ibe\« We also counted

up ‘the courses taken atﬁihe other of . the Five Colleges' Mount Holyoke} .

Pampshire Smith, and the University of Massachusetts. By grouping students

by their majors we wére able to,gather even ,further 1nformation. <, .
v . y >
e ‘\9’; ¢ . - A o
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B How best to d1sp1ay these data is not clear, 90ne approach is found in

—_

division_igrted by increas1ng order of. magnitude.. We did this first by,
Division I - ilumanities, as in the example, and then the' same thi1g sorted

‘by Division IT - Social Sciences, and Di;IEdon ITI # Natural Sciences. (Only .
a single @xample is given here to show how thrs would appear )).Table I gi\zses‘d

an overall picture of the wgy. in which® 1ndiy%dual students allocated their >\;

\\\' . courses in broad curricular areas and glves the detail rather compactly for .
the some’ 222 students in the samplé Note that ‘the median number of - courses’
- . . @
‘ ‘5 in\Division Iis guiekly judged. _f o - 7 - o .

. - o In apother approach one may simply count’ departments that are. sampled by:

-

- eaqk'student %nd one composit® graph (Flgure 1) shoys fdr these same 222 students
. 1
the’ number of departments they sampled in their four years at Amherst,. (The

mean “and median aqg.lZ S of departmedts‘chosen ) But'the mean is perhaps not’
"""as important as the d ersion that is demonstri?éd We have done .this also 0

&

.o s F
2 i; for major groupings wd for PHi Beta iappa students, ! i et
~ : !
If one cobﬂects theé;etal programs of students and sums\them together .,

over time, one gains help ul pictures of the education that is occurring ,Iﬁ'
< s
Table II may be seen how some 289 students of the‘Class of 1976 distribuped Lo

" their 8,617 courses over fohr years among the various departmePts both in terms

of numbgrs of coutses and in' terms of percedtagcs.. Majors in the three Divisions
’

° of umanities Social Sc1ence and’Natural Sdiences do“d&étribute the1r courses,

dlfferently. Note that this not the. same qs a’ course lead mat’!!ix carﬁed i

"
' aqut eonly, for, ayear or semest ‘pt i the. result of the course grograms of~
v.. # ;
p individual students over their ot:al académic career. y *”° N g
» . P .‘-s

IR Table III for the same class of 289 students with~bverall figures are

BAERY

shoyn of Row many had one or more coursestin particular departments sometime

r years. The seriea of columns at the rightaare related to quesJﬁi

- *

“tions we had about 'our pre- medical and pre- -law students'in the class.. .Vhat .f

. Table I° showing simp¥y the counds ofonumbers oﬁ/courses taken w1thin each { A

ﬂ'

/

a%

~ kinds of. cour es ‘had they sampled or not sampled7 - "fﬂ P P
- The degree-Jf concentratlon'within the maibr department by students may
"« also be of interest to decision makers. The- numbers atc a- small college are =\ ' .
" often sﬂfficiently Small to make much generallzation shaky on a single yetar's -
S e - » . SN @, .°
N . N , - —_~ o, c ‘ 2
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l. { M
" basis, but in Table III, for example, 38 English majors over the four years ’

‘took 381 courseés in En.lish, or an average of about ten per student, this is

something close to one-third of their courses. le Bad anticipated moreuéon—

qentration by students on’ the average in their maJor departments

-~

~ - o

" Finally in Table IV the arrangement is. shifted -the dther way ,around.

" The total courSes given by a particular department are examined to see who .t
actually took them. Looking at the fourth roq” for example, we find that-the
English Department over the four years for this Class of 1976 had. 942 coufse-

14

¢engollments (shown on-the far right) We have-already noted. that 381 of these

were taken'by the 38 English' majors. In other words, 40% of the department s

. ¢
. course enrollments (381/942) were devoted te its ewn majors. -

> I haye no brief for these being definitive or crucial data. They are
first attempts——attempts to f1nd descriptive techniques so that thé varieties
. of student patterns of courge programs can be understood.

An unpublished paper by Alexander W. Astin asking for a’ Student Oriented
Management Information System. notes in, its 1ntroductory paragraphs: (Astin,
1976) e , ) ' ‘

Although ‘most college catalogs claim that studept development®
is a fundamental institutional purpose, the dec1sion—making process
. in higher educdation often ignores the student implications of al-
ternative courses of action. This tendency is exemplified by the:
computer—based management information systems (MIS) now used by -
many colleges and universities.' Except for simplistic inﬁormation
. . on enrollments, majors, and credits, these ‘'systems provide almost
4~ no 1nformation on students. Thus, administrators who ,re¥y on such
' systems are encouraged to view planning and decis1on—making basically
. as a problem in’resource manipulation. The ‘benefit' side of the
decision equation, as it-reflects the probable consequences for .
student ,development, receives scant ‘attention at best and in most
*cases is ignored.altogether in the deeision process. .= ) -

.~
-~

;0

. Those’adminlstrators whg might be sympathetic to a more student—
" cause they belleve it is sim y unfeasible. . Nat .only i#s such a

., '8ystem feasible, -but it would rovide an oppoftunity to improve the
quality of planning and dec1sio' making substantially and in the

© o use.... “n
\ .
: We are not yet very far along in ;tovidingfspch information We are pre-

learned. But evenl with our simp tallies, there are a number of difficulties

. - € -
4 .

A
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. Most of our computers do not maintain cumulatiye records over a suff1ciently

long period of time to enable such analyses. Frequently only a semester or . )

two are availabie and labels are' produced to make a hard copy for.a permanent
.« R X » ‘. f

transcript

. A

0}

Another problem we encountered is that transfers- from other colleges or
from other schools within a university will not. always have all of their .
materials in the same sortable rubrics.. A s1gnificant portion of an insti- '
tution S students may be transfers, have had educational leaves of absence,
‘ or have either credit by examinatiqn‘bd by assessment of experiential educa—
tion. These discqntinuous records are not to be derogated but simply must .

- be set aside for certa1n sorts of analyses. Fxperiences and courses taken / CN
Brigr to post—secondary education are usually not Ancluded either. Such
factors only point up the magnitude of the challenge to find new and meaning—
ful ways to describg the continuous student. ' '

. The program of the student has‘the characteristics oﬁ&being both an in- :
dependent variable and a dependent variable. ‘To use Astin S terms, the “one : ot

academic history can be viewed both as an outcome measure and a process measure.

That is,-the selection of courses may be looked upon as the end result or out~
come of other variables such as academic advising, particular student character—
istics, ar experience 1n earlier courses, wheneas at other times we may wish . ‘
*to look upon the student's variety of courses as ‘a process affecting later _ .
performance An such’ things as the Graduate Record Examination,} acceptance at\

medicaI school, performance on t e 1?b, or student—expressed sat1sfaction with

- Il

his oy her general cultural kmowledge. s . - .
One may have a bit of‘serendipity.ths I have carried out some of these

comparisons with the class that graduated last June, I found myself asking .

odd questions suth as the extent that Amherst College had .given the courses

needed for graduation for this class. I discovered that 10% of the Class of s

4

1976 %€ courses had been taken at the Five Colleges; another 7% had been taken

at other institutions by transfer students, those on educational leaves, and

such. Thus only/83% of the courses for graduation had been delivered at

Amherst. « (I -will not dwell on ‘the” fact that we have also been providing

litérally hundreds of course enrollments for the incoming.Five- College students, .,

K ~

so it does happen to more than balance out in this case.) -
s “ i

i
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You may.also find it 1nteresting to’ &heck on the ' potato chip" hypothesis.

One graduate student working with us developed this notiom while he was

. examinlng how many. courses were taken in a part1cular department by stydents.

For some”departments it seems that students seldom‘take 1yst one course; they

take, either none or two or more. As yet, I do not know Just how this relates

to our plann1n or stafflng, but certain content and certain faculty show

s

;;rather consistent cthces by students. I am also*conv1nced that _most depart-
A"‘\

. meq?s would ngefer to be in the "potato chip" o

salted peanut" category
‘1
where once you take one you can hardly resist taking more. " L

) You can see that J suffer from one of the serious dlseases with® wh1ch we

.in instltutional research are affllcted namely, I have more answers than I

yet have questions. I an. intrigued by the patterns of student choice‘in‘ )

growth and learning. I“féel‘tﬁat'these lohgitudinal data about individual

.

courses of study_belong somewhere in our scheme of thlngs. As our colleges

‘shift away from expanslon ﬁb their management of Scarce resources, academic

declslon—maklng will w1thout doubt. call upon our knowledge of students

learnlng historles. We muse examlné beneflts as well as resources and costs.

. ; \\ - . , . ) <
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ociology

TOTAL .

Biol. & Biophys.
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T e s ' e 'TAB;E’ 111 -
N ‘XLAR COURSE ELECITONS oF STUDLHTS IN ?nL NHERST COLLEGE .
GRADUAT ING CLASS OF 1976 RN
. 2 . . .t ’
’ - -
R IC_INTIRE CLASS '\ ° PRC-MFDICAL STUDENTS PRE-LAW STUDENTS
S, TN TTNET60 - N=T82
e % Dectind | T Not 1 Clecting ¢ Not Y Clecting . % Not
b . One or More’ flecting * One or+More Llecting . One or More Electing

. - . Course. n . Tourses n Courses m Courses 1n vCourses 1n « Coyrses an

© Deparfment _ ____the bept, ____ " the Dept. * _ the’Depti __the Dept the Dept. the, bept .

1.7 Artt o, . 53.6% - - 46.0% 55.0% 45.0% 48=1% . 51.9%

© 7 Classics 0.4, 68.9% 40.0% 60.0¢ 32.7% 67:3%
.Drasatic Arts 23.%% ‘76.8% ?16.7% 83.3% . *26.9% 73.1%

- English . 87.5% 12.54 - 95.0% 5.0% L 82.7% 17.3%
French 42.2% 5A8% 36.7% 63.3% ) 40.4% . 59.6% %
German 16.6% . 83. .20.0% 80.0%,° - 9.6% 90.4%

- Gregk 3.1% 96.9% . -, 100.0% 7.7% 292.3%
Lacin v, 6.9% 93.1% 6.7 93.3%  ° 9.6% 90. 4,
~Husic 49.5% 50.5% . 60.0% 40.0% 57.7% §2.3%
Philosophy 52.9% < 47.1% 56,7 43.3% 55.8% . 4423
Relrgion 22.8% v 77.2% 26.7% 73.3% N.5%2 88.5¢
Russian - 25.6% 74,4% 28.3% 7.7% 28.8% 71.2%
Spanish ¢ 3.2 76.8% 23.3% 76.7¢ - 17.3% . 82.7%

Overall 99.3% +\ l{-7? 100.0% . - . 100.03 ., . -* J
. . . . 'Y ” LN - -

il Amgrican Studies 2328 76.8% 13.3% 86.7% 32.7% 67.3%
Anthropology Y VB X 58.8% .36.7% 63.3% ® 30.8% 69.2%
Black Studics 1595 ¢ . 84.1% 16.7% 83.3% 13.5% 86.5%
E£conomtcs 60.2% ¥39.8% 50.0% 50.0% ' 80.1% , 19.9%
History -57.3%7 47.9% - 383t V61.7% 80.8% * 19. 2%,
PoliticalsScience 72.3% L 27.7% 71.7% . 28.3% . B86.5% 13.5%

* ksychology . 63.7% 36.3% 65.0% 35.0% * '61.5% 38.5%,
Socidlogy . 24.6% 75.4% 18.3% 81.7% - . 23.1% - 76.9% -

3 3 ‘ ' N -
¢ Overall g 3¢ 1.72/ -98.3% 1 S 100.0% O
- . LI § "
DIV. Y11 As‘{ronomy . 16. 3% - 83.7% 25.0¢0 ' . 7%.0% . 7 )5.4% 84.6%

Biology 54.3% 45.7% . 100.0% . - © %3853 61.5%
Biophysits .73 . 99.3% 3.3% . M .96.7% - 100.0%
€hemis Lry 43.3% 56.7% * 160.0% - . 19.2% 80.8%
Geology 23.9% « 76,18 10.0% . I 23.1¢ . 76.9%
Mathematics * 64.0% 36.00 83.3% .16.7% ‘ 63.5% 36.5%
Neuroscience . - 4,20 ® . 95.8% . . 18.3% 81.7%, -- 100. 0%
Physics " 43.3% " 56.7% 88.3% N7 . 28.8% 7).2%

) Overall 87.14 12,97 7100.0% -- 86.50 13.4%

IV. Colloquium . T28.03 71.6% "31.7% 68.3% AN S 78. 8%
reshman Seminar 54.7% 45.3% 5178 . - 48.3% 55.8% 44,24 ,
Other .  J 44.6% - 55.4% 33.3% 66.7% 53.8% - 46.2% -

. Overall -  82.4% 17.6% L. o 8.3 1go.8y° - 19.2% -
5-College Hampshire 18.7% ' 81.3% 13.3% 86. 7% 1.5% 88.5% .

“ML. Holyoke 42.6% 57.4% , 28.3% AR L 48.1¢ 51.9%"

Smi th 56,7% 43.33 15.0% 55.0% 55.8% LI S
U. Massy . 46.4% 53.6% ¢ 35.0% 5.0% - ¢ 40.4% 59.6%.

_Other $o + 98.3% -~ . .-=1p0.0z "1.9% 98.1%

) * Dvepall 87 5% 12.5% . 83.3% 16.7% 84.6% 15.4%

’ » LI N .
- ! ¥ - Y . — .
. ’ “ ) =, . .
[ . . ' _286_ K ‘ - s
S ‘ ‘ &~
; - ; * » Rors




- N A . -* , . - ,
- . . MAJORS (4 YEARS) ‘ . .
. : ‘ CLASS OF 1976 ’ : ‘ ‘ ’
. . ’ ) : TOTAL ¥D. - <
oy . ‘ . MASOR  NO. OF ,COURSES * % OFTOTAL  NO. WITHIN § WITHIN® 5:COLL. OF CCURSES v
CETISTVINT h I\ CEPT OF MAJOR  Mopy IN DEPT DiV. OF MAJ.  DIV. CF ™MAJ. N g IN G YRS, |
Al - ¢ . . . .o o~ |
N DIV. I Ars - & T 62 ., 7.8 25.1% ne - Y4828 - 59 23.9% 247 |
' Tlassigs 1. 0o . .0 "o 1 o 5729 8 421% -° 19 i o
Dra-a i 15 . 5, 715.0 ' 46.9% .19 . 58.4% 4 12.5% 32 ' :
- , Erzisn .38 381 0.0 - 32.9%, , 668 . - 57.7% €0 7.8% . 1157 e
- Fracza 7, 56 7.7 29.0% 93, 53,2% oL 7.5% 185 .
Sevran - 2 13 . 6.5 23.2% 27 .0 .. 4372 o6 10.7% 56 ¢
Grezc 0 0 -0 . O « 9 . .oCy =0 g 0 .
Lz3in 0 - 0 °? 0 .- 0% 0 04 0. 0% 0 .
tosic 6 84 14.0 42.2% . 12Q 60.3% . 277 13.6% 109
Pnficsephy - 8 . 53 6.6 . 23.87 12 55.6% <33 16,83 223 . R
. , 2elacion 3 . 23 7.7 24.5% 4 - 50.C% 1% 14.9% 5¢ '
Rerznce Lang. 1 0 0 % ' 21 73.0% 1 3.6% 28 .
fussian 3. 60 13.3 41.7% " 59 61.5% 8§  8.3% 1 .
Spenish 3 28 v 6.7 23.34 o 35 T Fa2m - 21 24.4% 8 - R .
.. T,OT\.-\LS 8. 745 9.2 30,73 \ 1350~ 55.7% ° 785 T11.8% %3 . ¢
OIV. II A-erican St: 15 ©o87 ., 5.4 17.1% 221 63.3% 19 15.5% 512 .
! T Atm-odology 5 33 " 6.6 ‘2i.2% - €8 ) £3:6%" 27 17.3% 135
. Blzck Stucies 2 27 13.5 40. 3% ) o 50.7% > 157 22.2% 67 . T
N ‘ Ecorz=ies - 28 ° 256 . 8.7 ©2875% 435, - 43.937 113 12.7% 850
®. - Rissory 14 07 N 0 76 " 29.9% . 185 . 5172 - 033 " 9.2 | 333
* “ Political Sci 29 221 7.6 28.2% ‘382 ‘. .48.7% .88 11.2% -7 785 )
', . Psyerblogy 20 150 7.5 25.4% 252 | 42.77 . °70 11.9%  , 59)-
- " . Sccitiogy 5 35, 5.8« 19. 4% %0 50. 0% £ 11 9.2y 12) o
. . TeTAS 2T .  9ig 7.6 . 25.8% 1673 47.3% 452 . 12.5% 3533
DIVIITY Astroncry "2« W0 5.0 o 15.6% ° w ¢ T 518y 3+ 478 64
¢ ' . Sroiczy . . 18 139 7.7 >4 5% 27} 47.7% 25 4.4% 5%2
Zicznys 2 . 4 2.0 © 8.3 3, -53.1% 6 S.6% &4 .
Cnupistry 15 120 . 8.0 26.7% 21 < 871y 17 . 3.8% 450 . ‘
Ggaiogy . v . 7 " 80 1.5 35.2% 108 s 47.6% 10 4.4% 227 - .
M2inematics 7 59 » "8.4 27.1% . 123 55. 45 7 2.2% 218 g
Neurcscience 16 24 1.5 3.9% 197 v 40.4% 17 34.8% 423 >
Physics 3 22 8.0 25.3% 48 50.1% & 4.2y" ¢5 £ - ‘
. TCIALS 70 460 6.6- 21.2% , 1030 . 47.4% 89 4.iz 217 . o
L) - . o ¢ i . . o
g MOIV IV, ‘Asizn Siudies ) 2 : 2.0 " 6.3% .4 ' 12%“% 3 25.0% 32 =
‘ T © . turcpszan Str 2 10 g 5.0 15.9% N 17.5% 7 Ny ' 63 -
¢ Ind. Seh. © . 14 <~ 18- .61z ¢ 21 911% 27 1.7% 222
' . JInterdis. 6 10 - - 1.7 - ) 6.3%~ - 20 12.6% J18 0 11.3% 135 )
TOTALS 17 3% 230, ¢ Ty " 56 N6r * 8 172.4% %23 ‘




. ’
. ) COURSLS BY "COURSIS BY OIHIR DIvISION 1 DIVISION 11 DIVISION 111 DIVISION 1V
.o ) «  MASORS IN  MAJORS WIdHIN il HUMANITIES  SOC. SCI. NAY. SC1. & OTHIR
DLPARIMENT: WL DEPY,  DERT'S DIVISION MAJORS_ - " MAJORS MAI MAJORS_ - MAJORS
sQivision1 L ~H 22 Nox R S T 1 R% Noo- %
& N <.
A»t (Fine Arts) 6? 21% 67 233 A 129 441> 99 .33%- 57 19% 13 4%
- Clansics - 0 22 23% . 2 3% .39 9% 33 35% "l % -
Drrama 15 14% 33 31% 48 45% 45, 433 . 10 10% -2 2%
fuglish 381 q0% * 90 10% 41 507 286 30% 144 15% A 5%
French 54 2?2% 77 32% J31 541 64 27% , 33 14% 13 5%
German N 13 14¢ ‘260 28% .39 42% 7 8% 34 3713 W12 13%
Greek 0 0 14 67% - 14 671 3. ! 5% AR T £}
Latin 0 0 19 5i% 19 51% 6" 169 10 27% 2, 6%
Music, 84 26% 87 27% 171 83% 103 32¢ 44 13% 6 72
Phi losophy C 5% s 55 19% 108 37% . 97 33% 66 229 = 2 8%

" Religion ’ .23 23% 35 - 347 - 58 5'12. 2/ 267 1Q 102°° = 714 " 7%
\Rusman 40 22% 18 26% 88 " 48%°, 58 31% 36 19% 3 2% -
Spanish L2001 32 _gg 443 4 37% - 19" 163 - 3
' . TOTAL 745 267 605 21 1350 47% 878 3 AT T, Wy 5%

Division.1l
" e . N . - .
American Studies 87 53% 12 25% ot 13y 129 78% » 12 7% L3 2wl
Anthropology 33 15% 78 " 36% 55 25% 11 . 5% 3 6% i7 8%
Black -Studies, 7 27 19% 2. " 30% 20 §% 69 . 49% 23 16% -28 20% §
Economics * 254 50% 109 223 49 1d% " 363 721" 74, 15% a7 3%
Uistory 107 27 145 3% 77 . 19% 252 637 4] 102 32 8%
Politicay Science 221 3% 184 3% 110 » 18% 405 68% 67 o 11% 20 3%
Psychglogy 150 33% 108 243 .- 70 15% 258 57% 116 +« 25% 1M - 3%
Sociology .. 35 278 51 40y . -23 172 86 67% 9  I% nooo%
> TO1AL 914 35",# . 759 % & . 426 16 1673 % 76 4 . 139 67"
o . - . .
3w1_s_'g‘_l_1_l. - . ) . ~
P f" A ' R ‘. . ~
Astronomy- , ,llgs - 162 20 33% 11 "18% 18 .30% 30 49% 2 3%
Blochemastry Tt -0 0 0 . 0 0o .0 0 - Q 0 0 0
Biology & Blophys é%43 34% 117 28% 68 16% 67 - 16% 260 62% 25 6% °
‘fhonnstxy o ‘{. 120 ?28% 180, . 41% 67, 1% 51 12% 300 . 69% " . 18 A%
Geology v: 80 46% < 26 152 17 108 49 28% 1064 61% ' 2 ‘g
Hathematics ., 59 - 16% ‘93 26% 59  16% 120 335, 152 2% 33 9¢ -~
- Neurogs c1cncox 24 96% 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 96% 1 0
Physics % « 24 91 134 521 3413 8 19% 158 612 19 2
- rprAL \460 26% 50\ 33% 256 V5% 4 383 207 1030 59% 100 6%
Divxsmn W - , Y » "
Co]loQV\um LT o~ 0 .0 10 - "9y . 23 T2 44 429 L2921 10 "9%
€urgpean Studiks . 10 2F% 0.0 9 241 14 38% 4 1% 10 27%
Field Study - 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 1.1006 ~ 0 0 0 0
Freshian Seminar 0 0 7 1z \ 41 257 76 - 45% 4 ., 26% .7 a7
nﬂcpcndcut Sch. 14 93y 0* 0 1 7% 0 0 0 ~0 14 93%
Inquiry 0 0 2 4% .20 40% 21 427 7 14% L2 47"
AsFan Studies 2" 674 0.,.0 0 o 1 3325 0 0 ~ 2, &N
Llpterdisciplinary * 10 100X © 0 0 0 0 0 =0 0 107 100%
JKenan . 00 _1 2% . 13 _25% 33 63‘1 5 10% | 2
{ T TOTAL - 36 81 ~ 20 * H% . o7 24w Yoo ' 45% i) 204 - <36 I3
Fivc-Col lcg - * ,
: - . T L A
Hampsmre Col)cge . 19 25% 4 54% 14 18% 2, 3
rMoun‘t Holyoke College > 70 .31%2 -+ 109 497 0° 18 7 A 2%
Suith College 141 372 142 38y 61 162 33 97,
Univ. of Mass, - '48 18% 145* . 53% ~ . 60 22% 21 7%
Other {Amherst:) . N1 5 267 1.3 0 0
1AL, ¢ . . 285 29 g W T9Y 60 6%

N
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%
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3
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TABLE V |

N

‘'
.

6617 -
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259 10
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. L "sTitle and Address

@ \

Director, Elluc. Research, New York City Community College
300 Jay St., Brooklyn, N.Y. 11201. s

. A
\ .

’

o : N Montgomery Communyty ‘Gellege
340 Dekalb Pike, Blue Bell Pa. 19422

- .

| Off. Career Development DartmOuth College, Handver, N.H.
« . . 03755
Inst Studies Office, Adm1n. Bldg., Un1vers1ty of‘Mass
" Amherst, Ma. 01002 .

Idst. Res. Program for Higher Lducat1on, Roseda%e Rd.
Pr1nceton, N J. 08540 '

“Vice Pres1dent for Adm1n § Fistal Affairs, West Chester
" State College, West Chester, Pa. 19380 .
Anal¥t1tal Studies and -Planning, Bost n dniversity,
‘141 Bay’State Road,, Boston, Ma. 2215,

Director of Research Harcum Junior College \
Morrls’a Montgomery St. Bryn Mawr Pa 19010

Assoc1ate Provost W1111ams College, WLlllam town Ma. 01267
< ¥
Academlé Dean, Mt St. Mary College Newburg, N.¥%. 12550 -
D1rector, 0ff1ce of Inst Research Touro College -
~30 West 44 Street NeWn¥ork N.Y. 10036

~ Director of,ReSearch Bryant & Stratton

v

b

)

1028 Maln St., Buffalo, N.Y. 14202 + .

W

- s
- N

Director of lnst. Research, Syracuse Univensity B -
- Skytop Office Bldg,-Syracuse, N.Y.r13210 .

Dean of Studénts, K1ng s College of New, York
g ’Br1arc11ff Manor, N.Y. 10510 '
New Hampshlre College,and Univ. ~Counc11 L '
-2500 ‘N. River Rd Manchester, Nt H.. 0316% , -~

-t o

Dlrector of"’ Info Systems, Room 308» 01d Ma1n ‘ R
Ponnsylvan1a State Un1v ,~Un1v Park, Pa. 16802 - .
> # ‘x"l@’ - .

Off,- of Plann1ng § Inst Res ) New Jersey Inst of
Fechnology, 323, H1gh Street, Newark N.J. 07102

T . - °

' V1ce Pres1dent for Academrc Affa;rs Rider College,
. Trenton, N.J. 08602 .
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© €layback, Thomas J. -

Cqu James B. \
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Coles,.H. William,
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¢ X
~

I11.

Cooley, Gary M.. ., . -
.. . \"

.

Cromack, Theodore .

I

Curvin, Patricia

. Cyros, Kreon

b Deupree, John C.

" Dollman, Elsie M.

’
>

"Durzo, Joseph J. ,

Elwell, Albert R.
]

5
.

o

Espey, Dav1d M. . .

-

* E¥ans, Hiram"J.
N ’ .

~

Es
- e

o S e
BFaricy, William H.

b4

’
> -

Fenstermacher, William ~

!

-

p _‘ ) -4
Ford, Andrew P.

Yo . <
Garcig, Juan
Gﬁy, Diane

... 0

[Kc

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

"Systems Office,

of Inst. ‘Niagara County Community College

Rutgers University,

Dlrector Off. of Facilities ‘&nd Management Systems
Mass Inst. of Technolqu, Room E£19-451,

-

1083 lawrenceville Rd.,

Y

‘Registrar, Rider Collége,

Trenton, N.J. 08602 . .
’ - ? ) . : .
Dir. of Inst. Research, Kean Cbllege of New Jersey
Morris Ave , Union, N.J. 07083

[

, Cambridge
02139,

.

Dir. ‘Res. , ‘
3111 ‘Samnders Settlement Rd., Sanborn N.Y\, 14132
Asst. Dcah Rutgers University, University College
(New Brunswick, N.J- 08903
316 Harrlman Libhrary, SUNY at
Buffalo, Buffalo, N.Y. 14214
. Asst. V.P., Ofﬁ. of the President, Univ. of Mass.
One Washington Mall, Boston, Ma. 02109
. Coord. Inst. Support, Johmnson State Collegek Johnson,
) Vermont 05656 .
‘.. , ¢ N .

<f

Instructional beﬁélopment'Coord., New Hampshire College

& Univ. Council, 2321 Elm .St., Manchester, N.H.

Uniéersity'of New HampsKire,.Durham,

N.H. 03431 . .
Dean of Regéstration *§ Registrar, Mpnmouth College,
W. Long Branchy N.J. 07764 " ’
'Vice—President Inst. Res. § Plannlng” Curry College,
Milton, Ma. 02186
. ’ . . . - T
,Director of Inst. Research, Montclalr State College,
Upper Montclair, N. J Q7043

Director of Educational Pla
Harbor Campusp~Boston,

1ng, UanCTn{Of Mass.
Ma. 02125

e

New Hampshire College and University. Coun&il, .
2321 Elm St., Manchester, N.H. 03104 -
S ’ . he P
Budget Analyst, Univ. of Mass. 304 Admin.
Bldg , Amherst, Ma. 01002 - : .

at Amherst

DA Columbla Greene Community (ollegw~
P.0. Box 1000 Hudsen, New York 12534
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\ Gell, Robert L. - '; . .Dean, Inst. Researchy Montgomery Comm. Lollege;, _
b | o ) . 51 Mannakee St., Rockv1lle, Md 20850
_Genevie, Lou | T ’ Off. of Prognam & Rolicy, CUNY 535 ‘East 80th St..

New York, N. Y. 10021 - n
.Gerethoff, Jane S. 2 ‘Res.. Asst to Dean.of’ Reg1strat1on, Monmouth College,
; : . ) W. ‘Long Branch, N J. 07764 "

” a

Gonyea, Meridith ' Dir. of Inst. Research College of Med1c1ne & Dentlsty,
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