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= - PﬁOVlDIﬁé COMPARABLE INFORMATION TO PROSPECTIVE STUDENTS: l
e Tk _ISSUES,: PROBLEMS AHD POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS . e
. Oséer.T.'Lenning, Joan S, Stark, -and Patricia Hishart - . .
1 . ”L/ 1 . 1] .
- : ' _ ,:
The re]atlvely recent establishment of federal and state programs to . -

< y

. a551st stud'ents mtﬁ"’educatwnal ‘costs has brought the Amer1can dream of -

p equa] agcess to educat1on beyond high schoo] closer to real1ty A1though

-

sufficient funds are still not available to provide fu1] opportunity for

all, only better communication about both ava11ab1e ass1stance and the

- - . e

"3;; d1ver§e types of postsecondary opportun1t1es can assure the eventua]

- "',.t - -
e achnevement of'free choice as he11 as.equal access. oA <
- ’ In order to,choose among postsecondary op%1ons prospectmve students

el

* must be ab]e to cowpare schoo]; ‘and programs in 1xght of thesr needs and

:*- - 1ﬁterests Stud1es of student choice indicate that ‘co'st- factors are _

' of primary 1mportance ( Kohn et al., 1974; Chr1stensen, ﬁed]er a Heisbrod,

T2 . Davis and Van Dusen, 1975) Thus, it is essentialbto hefp students =~ -
:g' ] asseSs accurate]y-the net costs of co]]ege attend;nce Less is known _

about othér’ cr1ter1a students use 1n choos1ng co]leges,'but it is clear that .

’the-1mportance of other e1ements such as parenta} inflyenc , .student .

.

ab111ty, curr1cu1ar prdgrams, 1ocat1on,gco11ege environment, and - ] .

A

perce1ved edutattona] quallty, dlffer for d}fferent students. Auwide ) .

range of comparab]e 1nformat1qn f% ‘necessary. to facilitate choxce by a
dxverse group of prospect1ve students - f . ’ :~ ‘ ..
In part this need for comparab]e information has been met by 2 : S

pro1iferat1on of guldébookg for. the prospectivé'student Editors of

-9
" such guIdebooks have atteﬁpted to prevlde simi]ar 1nformation about ‘
L4 x 4 /
- each %‘stitution. The major ourpose of the.gu1des however, is to\help ) ‘ :
\) ‘ . ,. N .' .- . » . . ) ' . i . . - . ]
_EMC ‘ A -" ' “l‘ . ' ‘. - 4. ‘ .’.: ' ’ N ) - ,‘7:.,:_{
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, students narrow the Tist of alternative 1nst1tut1ons rather than to ' . ;

gu1de the f1naT cho1ce. The final chp}ce from among the-seTected "poss1b1e5

"depends uqon more deta11ed 1nfonnat1on Supp11ed d1rect1y by the 1nstrtut1on -

and by other sourses of counsel such as peers; parentss counse]ors, .

students attend1ng the college, and alumni. o '[ -, ‘;
. A . - "
Student decision making in the final stages of select1on 1s believed c,

-

by many to have been hampered because comparab]e 1nfonnat1on is not

Ll

supp]1ed by the 1nst1tut1ons themselves. Information thet ut111zes .

' common term;noiogy arrived 5& through cons1stent procedures is

—

lacking. For reasons to be dqscussed shortTy, the>h1gher ‘education community =" -

has supported the compar1son of information by: gu?debook pub]ﬁshers]

but has done 11tt1e to develop acceptab}e techn1ques fo; adequate

. compar1son at the 1nst1tut1ona] 1eve1 Aithough college adm1n15trators

_are aware that students w1]1 compare the 1nforﬂat1on they -receive, there .

have been few attempts to cooberate 1n deve]opnng cons1stent content or

* 1

- *

style. Currently, some state and federal agenc1e§ hayeobecome concerned

about the comparability of information. Institutions have been called upon

* ot

to deve]op procedures that w111 fac111tate comparison., .. ..

-

s

. \ ”,

Recent Attempts at Comparability - -

-

A]thdugh ear11er suggest1ons for presenttng‘comparab]e information

v/

2
‘Better Informat1on for Student Chmce3 have recently aﬁ}empted to determ1ne

1Such gu1debooks have, however, been cr1t1C1zed ‘for not ensur1ng that the
same procedures and def1n1t10ns were used in gather1ng information at each s¢hool.

v
2The College Board's Conm1ss1on on Tests d1scussed such matters iir 1968

3The National Task Force, supported by The Fund for the Improvement of
Postsecondary Education,worked between 1975 and 1977, and involved eleven
_ demonstration \nstatutions and four resource ageﬁc1es. -~ . ‘.
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ment largely unheeded 2 four participants in the ﬂat1ona1 Tesk Force on z "
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RN L i techniﬁues fo{ gathering and_ present;ng comparable informatien- . <.

- v »
» . —

f COﬂld be developed mth cooneratmg grqups of 1nst1tut1ons The four

E attempts to compare mfomatmn d1ffere’d considerably in. scop,e, in "', *_;
», , < J. e : L . '

ST the techmqu‘es used, and in the range of institutions mvo]ved in~ —~
. Litheeffortx - < .. N T B . S
'.J‘ é"‘ \ = 1 . . = . . ”
e Co]'fege Scho'iarshwp ‘S’?‘v;ce focused on what\1s sdretnpes referred  *
1 v E]

S . to as access"' mformatwn of th S\niost cr1t1ca1 type T~hey attempted )

v at a mde range of schools \‘:_ ) . .« v

The Bssociated CoHeges of the H)\dwest, a consortmm of hbera] arts L
y . .. - 4

coHeges, 'focused on aspegts of 1nsti’ﬁut10na? "outcomes,

"

‘namely, post-’ -
. - co’Hege eﬁployment and rates of ammssion ‘to graduate and profess1onal '
scheols. The pmJect attpnpted to~dennﬁstrate that already exlstmg

national sour.ces can be utilized to provide built-in comparab?ﬁty

/ . The S,yracuse Un1vers1ty Department of Hzgher/Postsecondary Education

.

| e oo
Y was ¢ancerped with descﬁbm? educatwna] “p cesses" in wh1ch a student

’ houid partrcxpate during the.years of attet{ ance. The researchers Vs
A -1 .

h{
\ examned exi stmg acade?mc and careu?ann ing services and a’ttemptedf
, ‘to \-mte comparab'ie descmpt/ons for nine diverse 1nst1tutions

The fourth agency, The National Center for* H}gher Edu('.atwn Management

.S Svstems, mc]uded aH’ three types of mfonnatmn -- access outcomes,

~  ‘and pracesses -;- in its work Th1s pre.)ect exp’iﬂi’ed what mformatwn,

J pote.nt;ally avaﬂable on campuses but not currently provwded to. prospectwe

f

: students-, is usefu'i for studerrts n makin corrpaﬁ;ons, and tested somes,

-a'iternatwe methods ofapresentmg the ideptified n{format‘lon
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Insughts about *comparabﬂ1t,y gamed in these four efforts, as weu

-T

as in some of the eleven demonstratwn preJects assoc1 ated with the "

.

-

National Task Force,may be onalue to others. -Therefcre, the

re1evant ﬁ'ndings are. discussed in'thi,s paper in five categories:i

L5

(T) a'lternatwe views about comparabﬂ1ty of 1nf'ormat1on, (2) consideration’
- v f

‘of gast and current rel_uctance of institutijons to assist efforts toward .

can'bar:abﬂity of information; (3) professional.obligations to pravide

" comparable ir;f,ormat“ion .to students; (45,accomph’shn,1ents and prob'!ems

. - - . N

enountered®by the TTask Force members; and (5) recomendatigns.?ﬁr the

future, & .

L~ . ) - , ,.* / ¢ * L
T . AgerNaTIVE viEws- oF COMPARABILLTY PO
7 T, . s T

-

Two conflicti ng vzews exi st concermng the use of mformatwn about

two or more wstrtutwns for comparison purposes' " One vzew, which we *

. have ten’ned the "comparable information 61‘ts“ approach, holds- that true

) _Exact]y the same items of 1nformat1on must be obtaméd for each school:

»

comparability requires direct one-to-one»compar“isons among institutions

on spec1f1c items qf-information, such as 1nd1ces or Stat1st1cs. '

T

— A

all basic pieces of data that .are included” in .the’ -1nformat1on 1tem ,\"

.

must be defined identicaﬂy for each schc;ol must be coﬂected during.the .

same time frame us the ,same techmques, dnd must be ‘corhb'ianed i the” .

l

same way to constitute the information 1tem. S1mﬂar1y,§zn th1s vrey;,.
AN
all mformatwn items must be presented in the same format faréath

1nst1tut1on to fac1htate direct compamson. A , .

The opp051 ng view is that one can only compare "who-]e ﬁ‘lctm‘es."
In/ﬁns approach; each institution should 1ndepehdent1‘y t_)a;t'her and present

L]

l-p ’ . L

-
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. descn1be thé 1ns 1tut1on Then the “whole cht re" formed in ihe . }:. .

student s m1nd ?br one 1nstntut1on can be compared to_the "whole p1cturé“
for other 1nst1tutions under cons1derat1on. The p1cture most attractive 9&:
. to.the student -- ihat which colmes closest to meeting’ h1s/her percexved

e

, needs -- ws thus selected ‘In this view, there\Js no concern for

the information prov1deé to students by.other 1nst1tutr9ns The sole

concerm_ 1s thh convey1ng t prospective “students the essence‘of a T « £

- !

s1ngie institution-and its: pragrams in order tq,accurately answer.

4 - -
QUest1ons from prospect1ve students and th21r advisers. One raf?dna;e .
for this approach is that 1nst1tutona1 cpmdar1sons depend grea/Jy

~

* .upon the 1nteract1ons.between student values and.thefr perceptions

.

of the institution. As aCKnow1ed§ed'by thwrence, Weathersby, Curry

¢

and Eden’ { 1971) -". . . ccgparability 1ikd beauty, is in the eye of the -
. or [ . "’ -
beholder.” - ' ” y
~ A prob]em~w1th the "co@paraﬂfe bits” view is, that whu]e a part1cu1ar

’ ~1nformat1on 1tem may accurate]y describe g giveh aspect of oné

-

1nst1tut1on, it may distort. the same aspect ‘for another institution. oo
- N L3 _ . % °

. - 1\ v :
[For example, comparison of therercentage ofgyentering students who

” s -

graduate may -be m1s]ead1ng when\comﬁunztycolleges are compared with

N ‘
lxiijdents “get attract1ve

dvantage to drop outj

»

cuniversities s1nce (f)‘qany voca 1ona1 techn1ca
- job effers prior to graduat1on ard it is to tne1r
.(2)'son3 students whognlan to at nd four-year co]feges and.universitieg ',

transferjat the end of the first year; ‘i3)dmany.part~time students )

‘viork full ;;me and take two or ree times as long to graduate;_(4) a

significant number of students have no intention of graduating--their

geal is merely to take certain courses of interest. s
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¢ ‘ x JAnother problem-w1th the "comparable b1ts" view 1§ that 1t focuses

AT
‘.

L

>

LR e

#

0

nt1on on specific aspechs of the 1hst1tut1on in 1so]at1on‘from other
lnportant aspedts Eor examp]e a focus on "f1nanc1a1 atd awarded e ¥

) accord?qg ‘to students fam11y ;ncome" 1gnores the fact. th&t’determ1nat1on

— of financial need commonly 1nvo]ve§ direct consideration of up to

R

P 4 ’

Torty, more’h'stinct factors.{ A focus on job p]acement rates ignores 4
’theemany other des1rab1e oq’tomes of a co?]ege education. .
Thé- *holistic® approach has its prob]ems‘too It is extremely
_ difficult o compare complex "wholes” without considering how selected :25
- . . ) . - * - »
« parts of each whole compaTe te one another. It is difficdlt to get
a good feeI for the wHoTe jcture at one sych complex 1nst1tut1/n
8.
m be1ng compared For examp]e,riaérﬂat1onal

. Center for Higher Education Management Systems prOJect staff spent nearly .
’ 1 ’ A

1et alone for- severa] of

a week.at'each part?cipating.campus visiting with dozens of people and
e%amining avatlab]e infonnation materiais. . They felt thex had a(pictUre
of each campus sufficientty valid to aldow comparisons But, in comparino
| the campuses after the visits, the d1scuss1on necessar11y dea]t ‘with
':me sector or component of each campus -at a time. Neverthe]ess knowledge
of the surround1ng context on each campus made discussion of particular
1nfonhat1on items more mean1ngfu1 . . TN
Another va11d criticism of the "whole picture" approach is that some
ftxges of 1anEmat1on presented €or one co]]ege may ngt be7ava1lab1e
for othersjithus the student.may‘compare ﬁabp?es\yith or nges"'wdthogt
being aware that this isso. For example, one instituti y discuss
’

the_backgrounds, teach1ng experiences, and teaching phidosophy of its

instructors as, a group; another 1nst1tut1on may give a short background
v ‘




L

. com,ared, each p1cture may ‘be more or 1ess complete or presented in

. of discrete types of information_and the deve?opment of the entire

PR ) . P - . A Ky

‘.capsnle’summary,separately-fer‘each instructor (.but omit his teaching : ' .

’

ph1losoph¥), and a third 1nst1tut10n may st only the names, degreg

credentxa%s and subJects of eaeh instructor,

When whole pictures are ’
-— ‘

-

5uch qgfferent ways that1nst1tut1ona1 compar1sons in regard to a part1cu}ar

factor s’ h1ndered and the pﬁospect1ve student must work much harder. . :

\ :

> . - -

It 1s‘also more d1ff1cu1t for students to verify 1nformat1on that is

b d

givenr in sunnmr1zed narrative- fonn

The exper1ences of the Task Force Qembers suggest that the des1red

~

approach to presenting information_for comparab111ty is an approach

«
between the two extreme pos1t1ons that have beén presented L,

[ e , N

" The institution can supp1ement a data base of 1nfonnat10n with add1t1ona1 M ,

, —
_unique information.for a better and/fore comp]ete se]f»descr1pt1on

-

Complete comparability requires compat1b1e data --cons1stency-;
from one 1nst1tut1on to another ¥n the def1n1t1ons and’procedures
through wh1ch data are deve]oped -- and totally compat1b1e data are
rarely if ever available beCause«data cqllectzéaJinvolves human Judgnent
Nevertheless, useful dgta compatab111ty can be approached through
“estab11sh1ng a fixed structure and data def1n1t1ons wh11e recommend1ng
{to 1nst1tut1ons] a set of f1ex1b1e procedures for’ co]lect1ng data"
1976),

7 (Gamse and Service, Such & p]an will allow both.campar1sons

picturé. A ‘ - .

4The same has been shown to ‘be true of an analogous 1n?ormation exchaoge
program at HCHEMS that has attempted to develop formats and protedures to
.help institutions share administra{ive planning and management “¢nfortnation. -

- The initial mppreach to Sharing management information was similar to the
“comparable bits" approach but NCHEMS learned early.that direct compar1spns
‘must be limited in number. |

» 2
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- H1gher educat1on 1nst1tut10ns,,whether enthus1ast1ca11y og,re]uctant]y, ‘

-« 2 DO INSTITUTIONS- OBJECT TO PROVIDING COMPARABLE INFGRMATIOR? *.

P e ~ . RS ¢ .
- P .
- e N - - »

]

,companable data. Reggrdless of sponsorsh1p, the various reputable
gu1des to colleges depend upon 1nst3tut1ona1 coqperat1on in, furnishing -

the 1nfonnat1on The American Counc11 on Educat1on s;nass1vg»compend1um,

Ameﬁ?san Col];ges and Un1vers1t1es The College Entrance Exam1nat1on ‘

Board's College Handboog, the Nnemcan College Test‘lng Pragran s A

’Co]lege Search/Planning Book,many commercial gu1des, and state- sponsored

CoiTaqes already prov1de for the pub11cat1on of many k1nds Of . '\ ‘

or Ffor- prof1t cempuf’k1zed 1nformat1on services all exrst on]y-w1th , ’.

‘ & .
1nst1tut10nal cooperat1on Furthennore although many of these gu;dis

year. after year, have presented “trad1t1onal" bits of 1nformat1on pout .

colleges, some of them now.venture to present “neu“ kinds of 1nfarmat1on

>

deemed useful to ‘prospective students. 1nc1ud1ng information on attr1t10n

rates, peraent of students with finanacial need whose full need is met,

’ hd #

minority group enrollments and even some student outtome measures

Yo

continue to meet the demands for even more complex types of comparabie
. p o k ‘
data to be used by students at the first or screening stage of eollege

. . Lt .
ChOiC.e. - * - - T \
. s

Undoubtedly most institutions‘share a reluctance to proyide long lists
of data items when, 3s is some%imes the case, thé relevant definftions are
gnc1kar, the.time and cost factors are significant, and_there is ‘no check
on the verac1ty of the information supplied by conpeting 1nst1tut1ons.

-

th then are institutions w1111ng to partac1pate in these outside ventures’

»

-

-~

.
'
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L te - A w1de var1ety of explanat1on9 are poss1b1e,~ S1nce the h1gher I <
- e . . , :. - _'c -
TR A educat1on cmnmunty 1tse1f has notably fa1{/d to establjsh its own . T
. s IR T
procedures, some mstitutmns may fe‘gl tHe hne of 1east re,s1 sbance - T .
2 - - - T . y T .
. ]1es 1n comp1y1dg w1tﬁ demands from duts1de prov1ders. Others are '

" . / ~ N
cOnv1nced that ‘the 1eg1t1mate need of‘students for comparabTe 1nformat1on . .

= ., 7 - ‘
»

supercedes concerns 0¥er methodp]ogy Agarn Some 1nst1tut10ns may be ' .

“ . apprehens1ve tha; the1r cred1b1]1ty m1ghf£suffer,-or they m1ght be

~

o over]qoked, if ‘they were not 3nc1uded in the gu1debooks For st111 ) . L
. * «~ <+ L]

‘ others, 1oosenessxof def1n1t1on and contro1 and. even Iack of comprehenssveness

’
€ - . .

o o 1n current gu1des may seem,advantageous an 4nst1tut1on can put 1ts D

hé
e

.. ® best, foot forward ayoiding poss1b]y damaging compar1sons that might

e ; resu]t froT a.more structured s1tuat1on. . )
A i - ¢

z

N F1nar1y, for ‘lhy 1nst1tut1ons she present two-step system, 1mperfect

- v

L ds it may be, is st111 regarded as perhaps the best to be expectéd and

‘ ‘ \} - one that preserves important areas g!'1nst1tut1ona1oautonomy There is
- L at'least‘the uoss1b111ty that if a w1der range of information were provmded
) -by guidebooks or other girst-step means, the seccnd-step intéraction =f/ )
) uetween prospective student ;and institution might be reduced. fiot ‘ﬁ-
- 7. surprls1ngly, most 1nst1tut}9ns woqu regard such 3 deve1opment as 2 f;_

- v retrogressuye threatening even greater depersona11zat1on of the admissfbns

¢

= procesz. Institut1ons tend to resist any surrender of the1r‘respons1b111ty e '
'\'. for. prov1d1ng 1nfonnit1on auoutﬁfhemselves d}rectly to prOSpect1ve 7 1 A
3 students and theﬂgpportun1ty it presents for stress1ng the1r best 'if . ," . -t
o fetwesl L TR T T e

. * . »
f . . e, -

-

= 3 > /u N . - N e . .
P A review of .admissions literatire revedls that almost never dées an . - .




m‘ 'ft‘s own .

" matemal 'Indeed to do so is regar ed in many c1rc'|es as u_nprofessioh, ’ -
PR B b7 4 » ‘

S Yej:, most schools recogmze an ethi aT .and profess1ona'l obligation ° - o '

to pro\nde certam types. of compar twe data as a1d to student dec1s1on

P L —— - —— —_

_# b

makmg. Present'!y, the co'Hege h ndbooks are the rimary veh‘;c‘les to.

, recewe mdespread support

.
‘

i
g

Lo 7 “more comprehenswe, -a certam amount of skept1c1sm shou’ld be L s .

/ b3

ant1cwated from the ducat1ona1 g)mumty. Inst1tut1ons of postseeond@ry" .

= - .

s . mformahon is "ne ," "better," or “more ﬁseful " nor on ‘tonsistent « -
vy < Cou 7 ‘ . . '
B méans of gathemn and présenting them. o ~-

-, *
o It IS for such reasons --4not genera'l 1ntrans1gence -~ that’ man)’of

< ze the recomendations made over six yegrs ago by the Co'Hege Board s
PR G e .
. Corrmssmn on Tests ( 1970) are still unrea’lized " One spetifu: recomendatmn
R - .4

-~

. ,'“ . wgs that )nformatwn prospectwe students receive shouid 1nc1t1de (among

z . >
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s, : e i
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other'wtems) . L. R
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“ . .(i such 1tems as statlst1cs on test-score d1str1but1ons of
enterwug freshmen; the socioeconomic and geographic origins of
enierxng freshmen; the number of students who drop out and transfer.

inseach year and their reasons for doing s0, .including the proportion
- of entering freshmen.who complete college in the normal period; the

— ﬂumberﬂof each typé of degree awarded; the proportion of graduates

going on to profess1onaL!$chools, graduate schoo]s, and var1ous
’ types of occupations ; . .

E . [

Six years 1ater, demonstrat1on 1nst1tut1ons on “the NattonaT Task
[ 4

Force haveregun to prov1de and present some”of these reconnended
types of 1nformatﬁon Yet even among these p1oneer1ng schOols there

was no firm conviction that the information shou]d be prov1ded in a

N L]

comp;rable manner agd re]at1ve]y 11tt1e effort was made to do so.

Indeed, many Task Force-members oppo’sed i requzrement of,comparab} hty
L -
for the "new types" of information. Each demonstrat1on institution, -
. S - .
discovered that it isysometimés costly and time-consuming to produce

In their perceptiohs if a comparability
requ1rement were, added the add1t1ona1 compatab111ty, definitional,

" and verification pfgblems would increase these costs or duplicate them.
. I
Other concerns expressed by’ 1nst1tut1ons both Tas E Force members andf

“others, 1nc1ude . /

.
P ‘ 1]
- ¢ . I » . ’

-

f’ ‘ A‘ g T - .
- T, Potent1a1 acceleration of, the trend toviard decreased diversity

»

among institutions.and 1oss of uniqueness (There was also a
. recognition that the exact opposite effect 1s possible as

- 7! . )
institutidns are compared ) £.

A

C 2 Potential sacr1f1qe of descriptions of many of the aspect$

"_ of the institution that a7§'not quant1f1ab1e to an undue

k4 » -* L]

L. i P - L4

»
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emphas1s @ those %hat ‘are. % N
ST 3 Potent1a1 1mproper 1nterpretat1on or incorrect inferences from

1solated b1ts of information supphed without proper’ safeghards*

o a  ae g - ——— e e T i

-

- desired results. .

>

R

!s

~

~

. bureaucratic reqyirgmeﬂnts that may or'may not ‘faczhta;e;_,.

provide another ayenue for add1t1ona1 poorly concewed

-

IS

e

"L  THE PROFESSIONAL OBLIGATION TO PROVIDE COMPARABLE IN‘FORMATI“ON’

¥ -

< ~

A -7

Ly

A

* heavily on 1nfor'mat1on from friends and par'ents.t Th1s-may be ﬁé-se, in

5

Mdny xnst1tut1dna1 concerris about m1smterpretat1on and misuse of —
comparat1tve 1nformat1on are Just1f1ed Yet, two pressmg cons1derat1ons
demand a concerted; if be]ated,effort by 1nst1tut1pns themselves. Fn‘st
and foremost is the obﬁgatmn to act on the knoxﬂedge that Tack of =

_comp able mformatmn at the final dec1s1an stage can, and has,'resu'lted

-

" . N { Agam, there Was recogmtaon that 1mproper 1nfergnces are.
poss1b1e with. present mformatmn mater1als ) N
- 5 - P ., Q. - - \'
it 4, Re}uctance to become 1nv01ved with comparability that mght ~

2.

- i poor student decaswns, that are costly to the student to. the

Secbnd “the poss1bﬂ1ty that out.fnde

q ’

a.gencies mH soon develop standards of comparabﬂ1ty apd 1mpose them '

1nst1tut1on, and to society.

“ >
£

on the postSecondary educatmn comnunity is real: .

In regard to the educational necessxty for comparable mformatmn,

’

Task Force members found considerable eviden;e that students depend

' »*




RS O : ' 13- ¢+ .7 T T A
. '_ ' part because students find information prov1ded by;1nst1tut1ons
. «“to be irq&}evant, difficu}; to 1ntérpret and lacking in comparab11ity.:’

- ot Most advice from fr:ends and parents is g1ven and rece1ved on the e

",zﬁn correct1y infer at the gype of :
school is. appcap?fate for that sggéeht o%jis of "good" or “poor"
: ~ qua]ity fOn?students 1g general. The a vicé‘may bevwrong as often g
Lo 'i' as right. Thus, in the current two-ste process of college choice, = ,
the fgna and most 1mportant dec1saon‘of en is based on un1d1mensiona1
rank1n s by uninformed parties rather’ than on either an advantageous |
- presenta;1on by the school of its merits or ‘the careful consideration
.of the many'factors’1mportant to an individual stident.

In:trtut1ons of postsecondary educat1on _have 1ong opposed published’
"qua11;y" rankings on the grounds that each schoo] has uéiqUe features

eas11y over]ooked by raters, or on grounds that it is 1mgoss1b1e

to-measure educat1ona1 outcomes accurately, VYet, by abdxcat1ng . N

responsibifity for comparab]e information, unidimensional and.even

. biased ratings by both for:profit guide services and well-meaning N
*w-o parents and alumni are encouraged. o -(‘\xs‘ ; g
N ‘ . : 4 ¥

Indeed ‘wnidimensiord] ratings, whatever their source, are . -

1nappropr1ate today for the diverse group of students and 1nst1tut1ons

. that- compr1se postsecondary educat1on. It is impossible to rank
1nst1iut1ons 1ntended to serve d1ffeqent purposes and cliente]és on the
same scale, or even to rank institutions with somewhat similar

m1ss1ons on & scale ertinent to the educat1ona1 needs of all students

k!

Hhi}e the. pub11c has ac 1ref'notions of wh1ch colleges are "good"
. and which are "second raté,* such global 1mages are'of'tht1e value

. for tqday S students. Further, in a rapidly changing postsecondary
."’(-.é ’ ,: 2 T 16 - _'
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T scene, the accepted stereotypes may no longer be. va11d ¢olleges ! -

'1. R haVe a strqng profess1ona1 obligation to encourage students to avo1d -

14

-~

- . 1nval1d Judgments ' Do
- . ”-~ DUrang the last few years, federal agencies have moved rapidly-to

o estab]1sh gu1de]1nes fof comparab1e data. State agenc1es, concerned
ce, [4
) . about federa} 1ntrus1on on a trad1t1ona] state respons1b1]1ty, are
4 A beg1nn1ng to f91ldw su1t The educational community ftself-can be

more w1d;1y gnvo]ved 1n‘the eonceptualization and practice of_providing ..

.+ amore apprdpriate information standards if some reasonably uniform
T ‘definitions dhd methods gf ca1cu1ating data c¢an be devised. Similar 'y
- types of 1nst1tut1ons "should: seem1ng1y be. ab]e to find common ground
for at least part1a1 standard1zat1on of items, in the same way that
they have been w1111pg to fill 1nquest1onnagres for the various’
‘college guides: As'diyerse requirements areAintrOduced by dutsidé
agencies, and as more institutions adopt varying complex-management i
information syetems, the task~wi11 become increasingly difficult,

. %
and more: cost]y - * o ;7

. W1th comparab111ty of informatjon as a 90a1 there chould ce -
i . an 1nvesthat19n of already existing 1nstruments that m1ght supply . 3
bul}t-1n comparab1]1ty. Those data that can be standdrdized with 5
bnly the- 1oss of aﬁm1nistrat1ye conventence.;hou]d be gradually
,/;ade un1ﬁonn, tﬁose that caanot be compared without v1o]ence‘to the ° g

< - ’mxss1on of, the 1nst1tqt1on and those that need spec1a1 1nterpretat1on

)er should be 9arefu]1y preserved from standardization, ' Unless institutions .

that’are concerned with prese}ving institutional autonomy begin to N
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‘ﬁnformat1on m1t1gateé by a growing recogn1t}on that for both # I
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’ axtack some "of the simpler problems, the war may be }ost aTthough.the \ "f'

f et ‘.'( . "
battle is won. b . '

~

DEVELOPING TECIIQUES FOR- COMPARABELITY . « -+

The efforts of the Nat1ona1 Task Force agenc1es here made in th1s ‘?

t 4

coritext of general reluctance of 1nst1tut1ens to prov1de compara51e

profess1ona1 and exped1ent reasons, tpe time fqr*educators to act;

had come. None of. the agenc1es had author1ty to demand cqmparable

data from the 1nst1tut1ons that agreed to c,t?ezate, 11tt1e,or noi

¢
research.

funds were prov1ded to institutions that pa{t1c1pated 1n
A]l part1c1pants were free to w1thdraw jrom the def1berat1ons at any
time and somg did so.:® . ' . /

Pesource agencies either gathered data themselves and conducted field b ]

Mests using samples of students or provided the partisipating institutions

S , :
with a framework fd? ‘data gathering and field testing. In the field o

tests, students were asked to judge the comparable information presented

. to theh and to provide feedback about what was mostfuseful in terms

of their_own character1st1cs and needs, and in terms of mak1ng ' .
comparisons sa11ent to them. In attempting t0 test the utility of
comparable data, the resource agencies deliBerately eschewed an

evaluative role. No judgments were made of Whether information that
Lould be provided-by the cooperating imstitutions might cause .
prospective students to infer that'an institution ranked "high” or "low"

. =« .
on~any‘s€a1e. Ho attempt was made to construct quality rankings --

either unidimensional or multidimensional.

.
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. Using thesé guidelines in testing the uti1ity of comparable

. mich thought was given to:thé-interpretatfons necessary-both For
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-, 1nformatxon, the resource agenc1es\pa1d ‘considerable attent1on to
1

inferences that could logically and effect1ve1y be made from comparater

data as welL as the 1nferences students attempted to make. Similarly, .

-

students to ut111/e the information to maximum advantage and to

S T
accommodate d1fferences among 1nst1tutrons. .Some generaixzat1ons

- /

that emerged from these experiences are swnnarvzed under two main

categor1es (1) efforts to structure comparable 1nfonnat1on, (2) barriers .

to comparabfl1ty. ' !

¥ .
Structur1ng Comparable Informatfon . .

I: A

v

. The co,Zege Scanarerzp Serv lce prejéct developed a Truth- 1n-A1d1ng

the m1n1mum information that should

Statement that attempts ‘to" establgshf

be commun1cated to students about costs and f1nanc1a1 aid opportumt1es.5

The statement has three levels. The f1rst leveT GEScr1bes in nontechnical

terms the basic qua]{fﬁcations‘and/award.cbnditions'fbr studengs seeking”

aid from federal and state prograns

-

. Such items would. include:
citizenship, unit course Toad requirements, class 1eve1 requirements,

max1mum awards, n1n1mum awards, fduration of awards, 1nstitut1onal e!1g1-

)

b111ty fbr part1c1pat1on in fe ral programs; and app11cat1on sourée

Such a Statement could be d1i§r1buted.by federal and state governments as’ ’
v * P . ’ M -
a basic source of information about their pl:ograms.5

+
-

~ &

5 The statement has been refined slightly by the Nationq1 Association ‘of Student
Financial Aid Administrators and may be recommended for nat1ona1 adoption.
6Fe,deral law now requires that 1nst1tut1ons participating in federal

assistance programs distribute this information t® students. -
~
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Hl The secdnd Tevel is a statement Uo,be provided” by thgfpostsecondary

V) ,
1nstitutions part1c1pat1ng in federal “student financial aig programs

\ —

N It wou]d include the precedipg information and in addition:
p

4
‘ ’

11m1tat1ons that the 1nst1tut1op places ‘

Pl .
¥ fo federal aid programs-( such as m1?imum unit

course load, academic pregress, renewa] cond1t1ons, 1ﬁst1tut1ona1
max1mum awards) ' e .

b. a descr1ptton of all groups and categor1es “of students that
are not aided by the 1nst1tut1on from federa funds ( $nch as

S students seeking a second' bachelor's ‘degree unclass1f3ed students,

Ve

- partic1pants in cont1nu1ng educat1on progr )3 and '
v é

c. a description of the six basic budget’s us 'by'the\instituﬂﬁon

1

in the 'award of aid and directions for hoa to obta1n other !

\,
budgets used by the)fnst1ﬁ1t1ons beyond thebasic six types.
,f

This information was suggesggd for. d1str1but1on to every pbtent1a1
»

or present student who applied for or 1nqu1red about financial a1d

-

The third Tevel of infermation is a reconmended stgtement descr1b1ng )
.. comparab]e 1nfonnat1on about awards made under state and 1nst1tut1ona1
' student aid programs. Included would be data about ehe number of
$1d app11;ants\”f’e number of ald a&ards, the 1nstxtutsona1 a1d .

packaging policies, and so forth

v 4

These recommendations are ref]ected in & number of the°Natfdpai S

Task Force p;bspectuses, for example, those developed by Barat College,
. Mountain Empire Community Coilege, Macomb Community. College, and the’

University of Califernia at Ir:vine.7 It appears, however, that the

7 The Tlatter two 15§t1tui1ons whn a national award frcm the College “
-Entrance Examination Board and Aetna Casualty Company:fdr their
excellent financial gid-information. . -

e
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-but t6 introduce parity among amfferent opportun1t1es

" career patterns can be.collected through one or the othef of two

-

. -18- .

-developmeht.of guideiines for good p?a;t#ce and the implementation

-of good practice are separate proceSSes. ‘The goal: of the project

has been to urge the,student to 100% beyond gross costs to the

“pet expense of a.particular form of éducation and to recognize

thati the -aim of f1nanc1a1 a1d programs is not only E% increase access

Thws explora;ory proJect'has demonstrated that 1t is nTcessary

to have good commun1cat1on 1ines between the person prepar1ng the

4

information for prospective students and the’ appropriate individual
in the financial aid offﬁcé if adequate eomparable'data are to be’
provided. The language of financial aid is extremely techpical and

therefore difficult to communicate responsibly. Further, the' ehanges _

-

in the avadlabtlity of financial aid from year-to-year requiré;

. 4 h ’ - * N - N .- -
either very frequent up-dat1ng of information or add1t1o‘a1 hedges

%

against unavailability of money. -In general, however, the pro3ect

qﬁas successfu] and a structure has been created through which 1nst1tut1ons

can present comparable data about f1nanc1a1 aid.

The Associated Collegée of the Midwest sought to demonstrate that

comparable data on aspeets of graduates amployment, earnings, and

- ’ -
different methods: ( ) by using a common survey instrument, or (2) by

-

uswng estt1ng pub/lic and quas1-aub]1c data sources.

L

For a survey of the graduates of the class of 1975 representat1ves

-

of eleven of the Associated Co]]eges designed a questionna1re subsequently

mailed to all the 1975 graduates at each to]lege. The same procedure

‘was fo]lowed ?Br a second questionnaire, sent to graduates of the classes

of 1970, 1965, and 1960 ( each college surveyed two of these classes).

~ " .

L4 i . 2‘1 : 3

-
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. A selected 1ist of D1ct1onary of 0ccupat1ona1 T1t1es was .inciuded

X
‘n the questionnaire, a]ong with space for write-in titles that

Avn

* were 1ater coded fo]]ow1ng the same definitions. Similarly, the Lo

quest1onna1re prov1ded a chojce of 1ncome categor1es and types of ' RN

emp]oyer By and.large, these methods.appear to have resu]ted in R

" @ high-level of comparability, although had there been .a pilot study, ’ '\\\,»

certain pccuhationa] titles that proved to bé popular for liberal §\§
in '

arts graduates could have been included, reducing the number.of éri%e-’

N fond -
The survey instruﬁeﬂtgjf applicable to all types of colleges for

- .
] t ~

se]f;study\ggd.comparabi]ity purposes. -

Although the surveying and data analysis were performéd centrally,

e . o

the results are presented by individua])co]lege as well as for the ‘

entire'group, sg that each co]Tege can compa#e the_responses of its

alumni with those of other colleges. ‘

-

. In another demonstration of comparability, the‘AsédETEted Colleges '

chose to present,data on the attainment of the Ph.D. degree by braduatee
over a six-year period and had expected to present a s1m11ar ana]ys1s )
for-admission to medical and law schools. To do th1s, the ACM Colleges .
turned, with varying §uctess, to information co]?écted and présented’
by oufside organizatiohbs. The most comp]ete easiiy'obtainable data are
thoee on the Ph.D. degree co]]ected‘by the Nat%ona]uAcademy of Sciences
and‘§upplied jn.computer.print-out form. At the time the ACM f%gures

were optainéd, the pri@t-out shows, all Ph.D. degrees awarded in the * ) -

yearsll968-73 by the cd]leges of undergraduate origin of the candidates. .

‘ Subsequent figures have now been released ffr doctorates obtained’in 1974,

Because these figures are available for all undergraduate institutions,

varying kinds of comparison are possiblé. ACM chosé to relate Ph.D's

1 * () .
) . 22 v, J ) .
“e - \i' .4
N . . 4 N -
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obtéioed by ‘graduates of each uddergraduate college to the batca]eg;eate , ;;é .
degrees awarded.by thap college. ) - L o~ 1%
In the case of medical and law schdo] admisston, the situation ds' |
by nq,me;;s open\to th public gaze, There {s no computer print-oﬁt
where one may discoyer the record for graduates from specific under-
graduate!do]1eges. And’neither the Association bf‘dmerican Medice] Calleges -t
(AAMCf nor the Law School Admissions Program of the Educational
Testing See91ée can supply data over time, even if requested to do

SO by a co]lege - The AAMC, however,.had published .in the October ]974 .

issue of the Journal of Medical Education.a taéle showing med1ca1

5chool admissions rates by selected undergraduate institutions. They’
very kindiy—agfeed to supply similar data'?dr ACH co]]eges,thet hadjgot P
been 1nc1uded originally. The ‘Associated Colleges were thus able to'
produce a tab]e.show1ng this comparable 1nformat1o# \

*?'Snnce that time in 1975 when the ACM co]]eges f1rst made their ‘ -
request, the AAMC has revised its procedures. How any co]lege can, '
upon-Rayment of a $15 fee, receive a "Roster. of Appticants" sHowing the /
character1st1cs of its own.app]1cants to méd1ca1 schools. At the end
of the roster,‘there appears a sunmary of the*adm1ss1ons actions
taken by, medical schools and by the candidates themse]ves. The Assoctated
Cd]]eges of the Midwest feels that the requests they .-- and undoubtedly
other institutions -- made may have Yacilitated the inauguration of this

» ) .

new serv1ce Co]]eges can in turn, release such summary information to R

prospective students if they choose to do-so, and it wi]] be comparable.

‘with that of other colleges that use the sunmary report. ‘ Ve

[
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The U&w School Admissions Program of ETS does not now offer such
. a service. ACM, in the course of trying to obtain comparable 1ﬁformat1on,
) urged that the law schools consider such a deve]opment and was assured
that-our suggestions would be given ‘consideration at ;ar1ous future“ ‘
- .. program commi ttee meétinés. To test out the comparability of present
infonnation ACH requested and paid for a trial hand'tahulation Q%
whatever 1nfenmat1on was ava1]ab¥e about law school applications “from
students at ACM co]]eges. The resu]tang tabu]at1on was marred by
the fact that many of the participating ]aw/schools do not report back'
to ETS the ultimate dispo;ition of waitlTisted and other candidates.
It 1s to be‘hoped that law schoo]s may recognize the merit of 1mbrov1ng
- the1g;data and*offering a service similar to the one supplied by L
the Association of American Medical Colleges.

The Aesotiated Colleges of the Midwest has demonstrated.that

'prospective s?adents can be édpp]jeqsyfth meaningfut crgss-ipstitutiona] .
. compayisdns g?’%he careers and earning patterns of graduates, at‘
]east for inetitutions of a s}mi]ar type; and in particular for private
llbera] arts co]leges 1ike those in ACM. There is a wealth of published
data ava1]able or actually on the campus, which presumagly needs only
to be put 1nto a comparable fonn useful to prospective students and the1r
"parents. It is deemed essent1a] however, that 1nst1tut1ons prospect1ve
students, and their parents be made fully aiere of the proper and improper

inferences that can be drawn from the ‘data presepted.
. 3 /’ ‘ A
The Syracuse University Department of Higher/Postsecondary Education

compiled comparable "prospectus-type” information from nine diverSe

+
~
-
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. postsecondary institutions. The prospee}uSes focused on two major <\$¥
9
ree

educational processes -- individualized academic programming and ca
N

planning ~- as Seen through pertinegi institutional policies and practices.

*

Data were collected thrqugh interviews with administrators, faculty,

and students, as well as through deta11ed anaiyses of cdl]ege publications.
Because the colleges were assured of anonym1ty 1n the field. tests ,
Jater conducted, the investigators were free td write reasonably cand%d k/ .
descriptions of actual practice. The researchers took‘par;icu}ar
care not to make quality judgments about ;netjtutions when writing
descriptions. it was)however, necessary to make decisions about what
represegted redlity since all perseﬁnel on a given'camphs seldom
contrwbuted identical data and 1nterpretat1on

After struggling with several methods of present1ng the information

it was acknowledged to bé‘gnwise tor coﬁstructJa chart that noted each

_institution as offering or not offering a giwen service. Such a structured

-~

format would necessjtate frequent.se of‘“not available” or "not applicable”
for smaller schools. Many institutions had little or no data on the
extent to which students availed themselves-of college services or

pursued available academic and careef planning optiods; therefore charts
SN

and graphs were not useful modes of presentatlon. Long narratives

e

were judged unsu1tab1e because of the risk of researcher bias in T

writing, The question and answer format was finally chosen as most clear,

-~

fair, and comparable Nevertheless, attempts to compare decentralized

polic1es with scarce documentation while maintaiping accuracy made the N
C

" _comparative descr1pt1ons sound vague and nebulous. Fairly detailed

questions were necessary to allow descr{ption of those schools with the

most elaborate options; consequently, answers often seemed repetitivesfor
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sraller schools or those with a 1imi ted focds. Proprietary institytions

" R . M . .
were difficult to fit into the questitn and answer fbrmat since the

‘policy to be'noted. An illustrative example is a statement that

terms USed and the mode of operat1on in these 1nst1tut1ons differed
rad1cally from non-profit_schools. 7
4
It wns not possible for every important deviation from official
’ s .
ca1non1y appears in college documents: “Faculty are expected to issue

warnings a$4qidrt§;m to stadents who are doing work below passing

" quality." As stated, this is a perfectly accurate policy statement

»

4

in many institutions. ‘It may be more meaningful to the student,. however,
. -t

’

to know, whether most faculty fulfill this expectation. Participating
b hd ’ ¢
schools rarely had statistics of this sort, n9r did they know how many

students received such warnings. They wer@'ﬁglpfu1 in'givihg best

estimates. True comparability for students seems to imply that the

institution make explicit not only its philosophy and policy in such
" : .\
matters but some idea of how the policy actually operates.

Four descrigtions, which remained unidentified,'were'tésted with - f‘
{

enrolled c011ege students and coljege-bound juniors-from three high schools.
One f1nd1ng is that students who perceive themselves as having specific

needs are likely to view information pertinent to those needs as

-

particularly important. For example, students uncertain about career
choice viewed career counsé}ing information as particularly important

when responding to a checklist of information items. But-they were not

neéessqri?y;"frnore Tikely, ghen making a hypothetical choice among the

institutions described, to select an institution that offered such services.

-

.
- —_

Do
<5



e N »
- -

3 “Local school atmosphere was inferred fro the.dessrﬁptioni-by the
" “students in the field test. Thus; a "holistjc" view was formed from
T ;‘the duestton and ‘answer data ‘ Byt different!students placed different

M _emphases on the factors that con§t1tute school atmosphere. Séme students e

placed heavy emphas1s oh guality of teaching, while others were more*
ig}erested in flexible rules or the sSial environment.. Further,
motivations for seeking the,sahe information differed. Fon example,

two groups of students des1red to know about academ1c standards on the

o

-

campus -- one group sought to be associated w1th an academically
.- serious group of students, the otherJSroup desired to avoid a high -
pressure academic $ituation. Thus, w2;1e other Task Force proJects
have stressdé subgroups based on. age, ethnicity, and geographic origin K -
.<\\\ as need1ng d1fferent types of 1nformat1on, tne Syracuse researchers, . .
= found evidence that student motivatio is‘als6 a factor in the\?nfonnation
perce1ved as important. ‘ P .
Students made 1nferences that went far beyond what could be £ -
1eg1t1mabe1y 1nferred. They attributed variapce in 1nst1tut1ona1"%?
clinate'and esprit to statements of policy and procedures insthe

.prospectuses. In discussing a school thﬁ} provided detailed p011c1es

and procedures, sorhe, students interpreted this as evidence of fa1r

N

-

practice toward students, othepﬁ as evidence of high academic pressure, .
and still others equated detailed pol?cies with 1nstitutiona1 rigidity.‘
The results of the study indicate that while comparability of educational oo

processes, as deScr1bed E;Ppof1c1es, procedures and student behav1ors,

¢ is possible, some of.the uniquenessof'each school may be Iost 1n the
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. descr1pt1ons and students may make unwarranted inférences. It is not .
- T N

I_- ) Known, of’course what inferences the same student would make from
7 ' trad1tlona3 1nfonnat1on material currently supplied by each 1nst1tution.‘

«? . -
.

The National Center for\Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEUS)

s gathered over 3300 responses -to a College Infonmation Needs Questionnaire

- . from high schooi students, college students, parents and counselors.

.
~ M N 3

In addition, over 500 pfﬁthese'peop]e and various gollege officials

L)

ware 1n;erv1ewed Considerable consistency was found among these’

groups regarding the 1nformat1on perceived as necessary for college

choice. In the survey, 29 items were considered.either important or .~
.very 1mportant by the majority of respondents in a]l groups, and- 20 ‘other
1tems were considered to be important by s1gn1f1cant numbers.of respondents
Most of the important dtems clustered into five general categor1es
instruction and instructors, adm1ss1ons/transfer tformation, financ1a1 -
aid, outcomes, and information re]ating.to pro;}an major. Least 1mportant ’
was information about enro]]ed'students\\ ‘ e :
I'h working with five of the partjcipating‘dnstitutﬁons, NéHEMS found
that excengfonigutCOmes information and student ratings of services - ’
and instru iqn, the information considered most important by the,y
@ugiences participating in the survey was generaT1y_ava$1ab1e.‘ Further, .

R institutions said that they were generally willing .to release these
, . ~ 7 ‘

rd 4 .

items of information to prospective students.

.

The NCHEMS project also sought to examine the effects on understand1ng

and on comparability of different ways of present1ngthe various informat1on

- items that had been rated as especyally 1mportant. This was done through

v
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;i~J ‘administration of a Rating Ways of Presenting Information ‘questionnaire.
Actual. case data were presented in the questionnaire. for tWere of these " .

, "information items, separate]y for two colleges, A and B, using each of

five presentat1on formats: (1) tables of stat1st1cs, (2) tables

with cartoons or car1catures, (3) scrlpt paragraphs, (4) question and answer,

and (5) chargg and graphs. Severa] hundred new freshmen at five quite '

. different colleges in different. parts diishe countny responded to the . R ]

. o,
~ alternative presentatipns for each item sepafately in terms of two

criteria: "Which way of presentino this information is most understandab1e}

. . : Con
- and meaningfu] to _you?" “and "In which way of presenting tgis'type of

information is it easier to compare College A and Co]]ege BN This was

on1y a pre11m1nary exp1oratlon using a small sample of students and
no attempt was made to have the samp]e representatlce ( eash col1ege
was asked to choose a diverse sample), but, the resu]ts are 1nstruct1ve:
The form of presentatlon most often used by’coT]eges An the1r '.
materials, scrlpt paragraphs, was Judged poorest for both © ' é
meaningfulness and comparability. Surprls1ng1y, the h1ghe$t rat1ngs for i ' ;
most of the items on both mean1ngfu1ness and comparability were given , 3
to tables. For severa] of the items of information, there were clear .

1nd1cat1ons that graphs would definitely aid comparability, and the students

definitely seemed to prefer bar graphs, over 11ne graphs. There WEre

f}(ﬁ'lso-1'ndications that different types of students preferred different
presentation formats -- both with regard to meaningfulness and comparabi]ity,'

" each fonmat had its advocates for a11 twelve ltems

The HCHEMS resu]ts suggest that an 1nstitution can, 'on its own,

- . . *

’
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‘ improve the comparability of its information to that of other

!

’%nstitytions. The results also suggest that factors other than

.
-

‘Acontentkdnd format .are crucjal. For example, defining important

-

terms used, and having the information piece well organized are important
. v _criteria.  _ . PR
. F 2 .

There are cons1stent types of 1nfonnat1on that students feel
: 5wo(mi be helpfui aed attempts to compare these types of information
should receive f1rst attention from co]]eges. Unfortunately, many of
%He items rated most important, such as ratings of instructors and
.jpstroctTon3 are also the materia]s that seem likely to pose the
:greatest difficulty on the campus, both politically aod because of
v

LS

xPotential misinterpretation. Few of the National Task Force demonstration

“.institutions attempted to introduce comparability on such items.

o~ . ) N

Although tomparibility was not their major focus, Fational Tagk Force

*

demonstrasion ingtitutions conducted cooperative actirﬁgies that

. promoted comparability across the information materials being developed.
o ‘ ’ . ) .
Every three to five months at Task Force meetings, project coord1netors

compared prob1ems, information under consideration for collection and
- ’ .‘

;presentation to prospective students, the:composition of potentia11y

* u%eful:indices! definitions of terms, organization of materials,

17 dhdexing techniquec to facilitate information use, desirable formats
. -forgdifferent types of %nfonnation; ;ﬁd so forth. They a]so discussed

RprobT‘ems and issued re]ated to comparab111ty with resource agency

repré§Entat1ves Influenced by these d1scussions, some s1m11ar1t1es

.ln techn1ques, format, and content were introduced into a pumber of
' ; . v ) . ’ B . ) ~

the-eleven prospectuses.

9 o :"'; o e . 3(1 : -




r : ~ ) h - ’ - -28-
" {t should belemphaéized that, in many_instancés, Eoncerns ;bout

providing-q]earer and more meaningful information, rathef'than;cbncerns
Axﬁth trJ%ﬁsn;o makefdata comparAp{e,‘leE to improved comparabil¥ty
acﬁoss;ﬁ%ﬁ@ectq;es, ‘This is made clear in a Task Force ;esource paper
by Loeb (1976):% Q

. . . Similarly, sex and student ability level affect such  °
outcomes, as-academic and voluntary dropout, and salary level, on
the one ‘hand, and retention, graduation, exiting test scores, and
‘ﬁ” graduate school admission, Qn the other. Where reports have -
been blocked on variables such as these, the motivation has typically
been- to provide a tlearer picture to the institutiop's students.
While a certain degree of interinstitutional comparability is.the
result, we believe that to subdivide reports only to provide
comparability will have a negative effect on the student. For
example, to make the participating institutions' attrition reports
potentially comparable would reguire subgrouping of all of them by
full- versus part-time, ability level, academic program, and -
reddmitted versus continuous. Such subgrouping would be
- tremendously confusing to any reader, in addftion to suffering
from small sample sizes. HWe tonclude, then, thdt standardized
definitions and reports should not be sought except for items ~
of known and major comparative value to students. While supperting
the goal of cross-institutional comparability, we believe local
student and institutional needs should govern information selection
and format.

. Overall Task Force experiences sugdbst that there are a number of
_ generally &yailab]e information items that can be compared in a straight-
forward and valid manner, even .for dissimilar ingtitutions. Jhese

include head-count enrollments ( subdivided into full- and part-time

o

categories), sex, age distributions, racial/ethnic distributions, .

geographic distributions of students, percentage of freshmen' receiving

financia?l éid of various types ( and average awards), typical financial

. —

aid packages, grade point average dist;ibutions, efitrance test score

. b X \

; ‘éIt should also be noted that some Task Force members disagreed with
thé view presented by Loeb, expressing the view that it will not be
possible to determine which items can be meaningful to students when
presented in a comparable manner until such an experiment is tried
and-student decision making studied. °* : ’

iih; v ) ‘

e

.

a
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. .F. triguticns, tnit%on and other°costs?.type of cgnmunity in which
//7;—tf: institution je@located, available nqgsing, available student .
services, institdtion—ﬁide requirements, ruies, regu1ations and pqlicies.
Other 1nst1tut1on-W1de 1tems shoiQE probab]y on]y be compared ~o-
— across sjimilar 1netitut1cns. These 1nc1ude percéntage of students
tranéfenring to different types of instifutions’ prior to graduation,

percentage of those graduat1ng who go on to follow-up schooling of

d1fferent k1nds, and percentage who get jobs of various types.

A college's ran¥ among a standard and representative ( nonned) group
of their type on data l1ike the ACE freshmen survey can also be a usefu1'
intb;:ation item on which to make direct che-to-one comparisons.
Howe#er, it {s important that the population bases for these ranks kand
this also applies to other student data distributions men{ioned
earlier) be specified in an-obvious, understandable, end clear nanner.

; For distribution data from‘standardized tests to be meaningful
to a prospective student,‘it may be necessany to relate the data to the

type of institution,.to the particular program within the institution,

and to incomjngﬁstudent abi]itieg, aspirations, and goals, so thet the
input differences in student and program characteristics are'taken into.
EEe;gnt. Thus, if the etudent compares Graduate Record Examination
scores for the department of business at College A to those for the

department of business at College B, in the context of other information ¢

.about the two departments, their students and their institutional ) N

environment, this base item of information will more likely be interpreted ‘

EOfrectly. Direct'comparisons of such data can only be really meaningful
if they are made across similar nrograms in similar institutions, or

- N
« / M

across similar fostitutio® with similar students and programg.

. \ . .

. ¥
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Hea]d‘ColIege and the University of California at Los Angeles

’ both developed prof11gs -of incoming students that were based on N
- the American Council of Educatior's annual, surveys of co11ege freshmen. ‘

Both of these profites can ‘be mean;ngfu] and useful to prospect1ve . tet

-students, and for comparatlve puﬁg?:es when it is realized that 1

w B -

Heald Col1ege'prov1des a "highly focused program of study" designed

to'train students for a specific job in a short period of time, while

-

UQ&A s undergraduate program is largely des1gned to prepare "students

for advanced profess1ona1 pos1t1ons and graduatg or profess1ona1 §choo1
Except for items applicable only to an en%1re institution,

ehe NCHEMS project’interv}ews suggested that it midht be useful

to‘stud;ntiﬁwho have narrowed their choice a% a.program if the f}pes

of information already pentjoned were available separately by program

for éroéﬁ-instftutional eomparison. Similarly, i? would be usefud - R

to major subgroups of students ( older students, major racia]/ethnie

groups, partftime and’ full-time students, and by sex) if student distribu-

.ffode Tike thQSe_cited earlier were made avai1ab1e'sépara£e1y‘by sub-

-

'.grouef For example, Educational @portunity prdﬁram Counselors and X
minority‘siudents reported that comparﬂsonslon their eypenof sfudent
are particularly useful. e .

Even relatively straightforward information items can be misleading h N
for some institutions if the basic information is nmot put in context

—— . .

wheﬁever the institution being described féels that the information

(4

could be misinterpreted. The emphasis on particular information itemé

in this disqussion should not be cons%rued to contradici the value

-

-of combining a"comparable bits"rappranH with a “hd]istic" approach,

P
il
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- Barriers to Comparability g -
I ~ N
. encowntered are not new or unexpected, and some of them“have already
* ]
' _been mentwned. In fact, most have beepn readﬂy cited by campus , L
.7 admfnistfators in their negat;ve reactwns to federal attempts to N ‘

at1on requ1rements for students recewmg

l- ’ . The barriers to t_:omparing information that Task Force agencies : . }
- > . 1
impose standard i i
|
|
|
|
|
\

# federal ,1nancia1‘aos1stance. The work of the resource agencies d1d .
- how’ever, oelineate ma.nL of these problems more clearly,‘and thus, some e
-+ " positive steps to improving the situation may be sugge'sted. The barriers .
j fall into .four m:;h categories: (1.) those inherent in the organizational | .

structure of higher educltion; (2) those due to la‘k of “dvailable

1
information; (3) those due to diversity among institutional types and
missions, as wel] as di}e_rsity among stodents; and (4) those due to )
A i inadequate bases for interpretation of informatign. q T '
) . C:rgmzizational Szructure Postsecondary institutions, part1cu1 arly / _ -
— -

non-profit -schools, differ in significant ways from other business and
* service or:ganizatior)s in American society in the relative autonomy
- accorded the professionals who are employed within them. Hot only are

facu]ty members relatively autonomous and free from administratfive

. control in the way they conduct their teach1 ng and research, but they s
-~ . ’ are also closely involved in‘institutional governance. The degree of . ™~ -
autonomy and p51 cy-makmg 1nvo]vement d1ffers in different types
of 1nst1tut1ons, igrds a promment characteristic of research umvers1t1es \ ,:

and highly ‘selective 11t;era1 arts coHeges and less prominent in public / ‘
community colleges andiproprietary institutions.
. ) ’ _ Barriers to comparability are inherent in this decentralizéd

governance s;'ste& Specifically, the a'utonomy of individoal facu'lty

Q ‘- B ' 34
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e meﬁber% and of the lowest organizational unit, the academic depaktmeﬁt, .
. resulfs in a diversity of ope}ational policies and practices throughoht

} ' tﬁe-cahpgs and often in the 1a$k of systematic data collection characteristic

| of a loose1§ structured admiﬁ?;tgéti{e'sjstem:: For exanpie, i ‘ o -

- ’ attemptfng to write comparable d;scriptions of ;cademic po]ihig% in

2 ) nine institutioms, the Syracuse University resource Egéncy,fodhg that:
. - . .‘ R

* * The policies concerning a given procedure varied widely even

2o within a stngle institution, making it difficult to state a_
cle;f i;stitutiﬁna; policy that a student could ;ombare ;jth_that -
of another institution.
; - * The mechanisms‘through‘which policies actuall{/are carried out .
. - are frequently informal and do not coincide/witij officially -

stated.polfcies. Thus, clear stafementg of institutional- .

policies may actually be misleading £o0 prospective stﬁden;s. o

* Single purpose institutions'( such as.&ocatibnal schools) are

- o - ﬁore likely to héve clearer policies and operaéiona]r&echanisms
than are compregensiye institutions. This is related to their
more céntralized system'of control as well. Lo

* Institutions that see their roleasindividualizing education for

—_— the gfudent are less 1ikely to be able to state specific policies.
- ' 3 “ ] . ’

Thus, ironically, the institution that intentionally gives more
- * - >
attention to the individual student may appear,,gn a _comparative

¢ , sense, to have nebulous policies or even fewer services when it

js described in terms of its stated practices. : . -

* Comparability is more easily possible regarding topics, such as

' - LI r—y
PR
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9:. " dismissal standards, whénéi because of past legal vulnerability,
“c. ) the institution has formulated‘cjear stafements,and centralized ,
~ 5§ . ‘ - / * -
~ authority. -
S Lack of Adequate 'Dgta lLack of adequate data -is clearly one‘of the

. . " . - .
¢+ greatest obstacles to comparability enqun%eréq not only by the resource
agencies bﬁt also.by the demonstration institutions associated with the

" National Task Force. Institutions possess little statistical data
/ about many'of thedr activities, particularly those related to the
) , ”
development and\achievement of their students. Eyen. fewer d;}a are

available about the activities of faculty and staff in contr buting,

14

to student outcome'goals. Recent pre$sures have been toward accumulating

data relevant to financial decisions,.not to curricular or student ' s

developmgnt detisions, £ - . .

—

Yet all the resource agencies pointed the way toward the use of

. /
already existing information: colleges and universities do not need to

‘-v’
reinvegt the wheel. HCHEMS found that much of the 1nformat1on students

>?’lamed they needed was aVa11ab1e on its part1c1pat1ng éampuses, having

/
) been collected for use in adm1n1strat1ve decis1on/mak1ng The ACH \
used a commonly avdilable standardized data source to compare graduate ,/ ¢
and professional school admissions and achievemeffts. The College N

Scholarship Service discovered that information officers were not dlways
in communication with financial aid officers and that this hindered
publication of ald information a]réady available. And Syracuse discovered

that, while much data of the type they were seeking had not been collected,

the deficiencj resulted ‘from lack of concern with the processe$ under
, o ' . .
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.- ) cons:deration rather than cost or d1ff1cu]ty in gett1ng the 1nformat1on
Among .the demonstration institutions too, s1m11ar data were
R available on several campuses. Most noteb]g are the resu]ts of well-
o known env'ronmeht surveys: the ACE freshna;‘survey; the Educational
Testing Service's Institutional Goals Inventory and Instit;tienal
Finctioning Inventory, and hesu]ts from the College Student Questionnaires :
. and the Ch]]ege and Unfversity Environment Scales, among others. Even
now, colleges and universities frequent]g'publish'se]ected statistics
from one or more of these surveys in their student newspapérs or
Elumni 2§§§;1nes, often in connection with national norms, to show how
the1r 1nst1tut;on Eompares with others. Similarly, "small’ groups of
fnstitutions share information confidentially to compare their

»
standings and progress. Examples of such sharing include the former

Col]ege Research Center, an ETS- based organization wh{ch conducted

institutional research for groups of sma]J colleges, the Council fork/

the“Adtgncement of Small Co]]eges, the ivy Leaguerun1ve§§3t1es,

the women's college consort1um and groups of land- grant un1versit1es ‘ C e
in certain areas. In many states, data concerning all gub11c institutions

are available }n a ceritral data bank. The next and logical step is.

to make this information available to prdspective students. R

>2iver8ity 0f,In8ti€ﬁ¥?on8'and Students. The American syste& of «
_ pos tsecondary ed&cation is very diverse. .In spite of claims that
i': }Q§t}tutibns have tended to become too mpch alike in their phi]osophies,‘
purposes,,governance_structures; anq methodo]ogies, the amount ﬂf .

. « diversity is staggering even within a.single type of postsecondary - °*

institution, “Just as the purposes of institutions are diverse, the - i .
- ,( - ) . — ..’ = ¢ - .
Q . {
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purposes of StUdERtS in attending a given institution also range

wi 3y. ‘The outcome measures appropriate for a liberal arts college

"may be just as clearly inappfépriate for a commurfity cellege. And yet,ﬁ»

these areas overlap: some vocationally oriepted students do attend “u
1iberal arts co1ipges andfsomg students intent op broadening their
cultural horizons do attend community‘coaleges. Evep aDRarentYy homo71

) geneous prospectige student groups.ps "adult students,"tgsiécf students’,”
and "Chicano students". are composed of important.subgroups each of which

has unique educational needs as well as unique information needs.

-

Three o% the résource agencies produced,evidence based on subgroups
of students: NCHEMS examined many subhgroup responses to its interviews
! and’quesgtonnaires; CSS specified six different(sténﬁ??ﬁ financiail-
aid budgets but admitted that individual circumstances might'reQUire
as many as fifty different budgets in making aid decisions; Syracuse

found that stugengs with different perceived needs valued different

v

information in college choice. « . o
) Alihough because of expense, tradition and poii;icé, data bgégﬁ
. -
also vary from instijution to institution ( and some are fimly entregched),
A~ it would seem possible ¥or institutions of similar typ: to formulate

13

several typical stddenﬁ‘types on the basis of available data. §nformation
.about previogé student Successes and outcomes could be geared to those

basic types, aﬂthough each student will sti)1 consider individual factors

4

in making decisions. Presently, information disseminated by institutjons

is&imed primarily at the “"typical” student, but a demarcation of six
~
to eight well-founded types might be more ‘appropriate.

- \ “f !
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" “viegrpretation of ‘nfbgnation. Even %f valid,accurate and compérable
~ information is provided, stadents using the information may mi s'interpré't..
= it or interp}eé the same information in different ways. Several
" of the Task Forée projects, for example, found-that common . terms -
)j 'ip péspsécdndary education are often misunderstood or misintérpfeted
by prbspéctivé students, To fl}ustrate, many high school senior§
in;ervie%ed'in the NCHEMS projgct thought thatclass siie referred either
to llggsroom fizg or to thé-nﬁmbers of fréshmen, sdbhomore§, 3unior§, ‘
and seniors. -Other colleges found that students did not understand
a college major. - . ’ -
Tenns‘éaﬂ bé easily defined once they are identified. Other
‘problems are more complex. .Earlie;, we mentioned a number of
: infonnation—variables that we considefed to be "relatively stragght-,
forward and valid to compare directin" These iteﬁs, however, aré
- brobab]y no; as crucial to studenf chcice.as other, more difficult
to interpret informatfom,uhich needs special qualification by the
instiiution. Attrition data, mentioned earijer, is a good.exanple.
,Hé%y institutions do not record or report how many graduates are
re-admitted students { "stop-outs") who were considered drop-outs
-~ .at an earlier time, Simi]arly,graduatian rates by program may.count
those who changéd'hqjors as drop-outs. If such information is

« properly qualified it could be qui;e useful to‘students.]0 ~

.
~

Other information items that require interpretation include:

-

mDifficu‘lties in interpretation may explain.why students, counselors
and others tendad to downgrade the importance .of attrition data in several
of the Task Force surveys.

“*
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changes in major, 13brary adequacy, grad1ng pract1ces and f1scal
N stab111ty. These 1nfornataon 1tems should not -stand by themselves,

but should have clarifications in obvious v1ew
Typestpf 1nformat1on that need even more interpretation than
tﬁpse in the preceding peragraph_include: attrition rates, quality of
teachicg, number of graduate studen}ﬁ teeching, almost any kind of 'l
a calculated index other than simple percentages (facu1tyfstudent ratio,
total FTE credits, cost per treditrhour, etc.), and much of
the quite specific, detai1ec information that several Task Force
institutions found that prospective students desire: faculty
philosophies and warkload breakdowns , the "real” bases and cut-off
points on whicK students are accepted or rejected. These types 1
of inforpation come closest to needing the “who1e p1cture" presentat1on
And, perhaps even more than with other items, these descfiptions shoulq
‘probably only be given for simtlar programs in similar inst;tutions.
Another serious problem, related to interpretation,is "information
. overload.” 1If several institutions that a student is con;idering
ardyide an ebundance of c1arif§ing inforﬁation about a/;;}ticu1ar index,
and tke clarifications lead in different directions for each institution,
the student is 1ikely to become confused and frustrated Institutions .

need to be selective, brief and simple in c1ar1fy1ng the 1nformation they

provide, ° ° ' -
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and Varied information distributed annually by institutions is often
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DELIVERING COMPARABLE INFdRMATION?-ARECOMHENDATIONS FOR THE FUTURE

¥
]

J J— 2 '
Published guidebooks give prospective students a variety of .
information about postsecondary institutions across the country.

< ... - = -
Similatly, computertzed information systems can help students to

“narrow their institutional options quickly and easily. In general,

such books and computerized;systems supply a limited number of traditionally

accepted information items for a large number of colleges. The . .
1nformation they co/tain is most useful in the first stages of coliege
choice for screening purposes Currently,each separate auidebook [ .
serv1ce co]iects its own information SO that col]eges»and universities

are bombarded w1th’requests from proprietary companies non- proégt service

A &=
agencies- and professional, associations, as well as agencées of

state andvfederal government. .Seeminglyga first step to/more adequate ‘

attention to better information for students and increased efficiency ' é§§ )
for;colleges would be to collett all information through one agency

that would make it available to the others. - . - 2

ft is‘ciear from Task force studies that students have additional

LRy

- dnformation heeds of great importance, which surface at a second;ono

final® se]ection stage of the co]]ege choice process 0nce the¥student ' .

" has’ used guidabooks, a computerized system, or other methods to narrow

'doyn/the 1nst1tutions to be considered, more detailed and ip-depth - 11

comparable information is needed for the final ‘choice. . The extensive ' ’

L)

inadequate in content or form and varies marked]y from institution to

€

inqﬁitutiqn. Students, parents, and counselors find it difficult to
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.- . ' most useful %o prospective students, specify data from existfng .
) , instruments that could be utilized, and conduct research and R
a . < S .,

. ) . % ‘exploration into problems and issues of comparing information.
The information should be up- dated regu;;;Ty, be made ava1lable ’
to students in a timely fashion, be partitioned for 1mportant sub-
groups of students for each college, and be stored in disaggregated
form o) that 1t can be arranged-and packaged-.in-a multitude of . -
ways to serve the needs of other agencies. o ' -, 7
Since educational community wguld assume leadership, “sed
on its traditions of voluntarism.and self-regulation, such‘
an agency could lay the groundwork for retrieving frob testing,

; K & regulatory, governmental and commercial agencies the responsibility

- for providing information to students and institutiops.

2. The new agency could a]so provide a neutral critiquing and re-
ferral service for colleges. Specia11sts wou]d be ava11ab1e to

critique any information materials for students that.a college f

wished to send them,'suggesting how the nub1ication might be.
improved. The agency could also make staff members available
at cost fbr on- s1te consu1t1ng ‘with co]]eges or by sending them . .
| (P:" a list of consu]tants in thEIP area ﬁho have been trained and - '

certified by the agenc}fés qualified to assist. ‘These services

- could be provided for a small-fee or: fret of cha?ge, depénding -
upon funding arraJSements. ' - . -_'
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3. The new agency should publish a college guidebook which will 5 -
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- ' "40"

most useful %o prospective studepts, specify data from existing . e

instruments that could be utilized, and conduct research and

The information should be up-dated regu;:;\y, be made ava1]ab]e :
to students in a timely fashion, be partitioned for 1mportant sub-
groups of students for each college, and be stored in disaggregated
forﬁ o) that‘it can be arranged -and packaged-.in-a multitude of ,{
Ways to serQe the needs of other agencies. .- o i
Since educational community w;L1d assume leadership, !‘sed

on its traditions of voluntarism.and self-regulation, such(

an agency could lay the groundwork for retrieving frob testing,
regulatory, governmental and commercial agencies the responsibility |

- for providing information to students and institutions.

2. The new agency could also provide a neutral critiquing gnqgre;
ferral service for colleges. Sp?cialists woy]d be avai]abﬁe-to
critique any information materials for students that.a college ‘
wished to send them,.suggesting how the bublication might be,
improved. The agency could also make staff members available

at cost for on-site consulting’with colleges or by sending them

' \ - . g 5 . F J
‘ ¥ a list of consultants in their area wWho have been trained and .

certified by the agenc}fﬁs qualified to assist. ‘lhese services

- could be provided for a smail'fee or: fred of cha}ge, depénding -

i

upon funding arraé%e@ents. ' - .o
r s we !

.
t »

t
E

3. The new agency should publish a college guidebook which w111’§5 ' -
‘ ' ...43 - i T bg

+
' B ?h ’ R f'! P




T : - -41-
B | P denonstrate neu types of comparative data for studeﬁt use.
\ A T would provide, For the first time, a corrbcehensive, comparative
?:g‘ :1 ' uﬁew of the American student experience at ident;?ied institutions.
:a ; o . The‘guidetaou]d include any instituttqn that agreed to furnish
designated.types of.information, particularly that concerning . v e
- . - 'the nature of the student body, the educat1ona] and social
. procesgts "and student outcome’ meaSures Such items might be
se]ected from exist1ng national surveys, supplemented by a common
N ‘ ’._ careen or_vocationa]‘instrument for éraduates fron each type of
‘ instjtutf%n. Funds should be available to institutions demonstfatind
B ‘ a serious commitment to this voluntary effdrt, but daunted by the

. ' . o~ costs involved. While only a few hundred institutions n@ght

paFticipate’in the first year, the numbers would likely increase

“with each subsequent edition of the.guide.

« ¥
4 X .
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@3 it is a]so recommended that the states use the data base from -
‘}»’Ph;new agency to develop and distribute well-organized and

effect1ve handbooks that will provide potential students with
. . ’ j: 1nfonnatxon‘they need about relatively local o?portunities. .States

4 5 ~
. .

..1 i State
- , . . 1 -
.. . who are considering a regional institution. State commitment to

‘cou]déglso usefﬁi]y devalop cooperative relationships with other .

in their regien to supply a handbook for local students

. 9 . ., .
.. <2 and support of stch an endeavor would enable the information
- ’ to reach each prospective student in an_inexpensive and manageable

. form for use at home as well as in schools and counseling agenciﬁs. s

. . It is also récomnended that the states develop apgropriate com- -

_ puterized jnformation systems for vocational dnd educational
¥ ‘ * o
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.- :‘ . . 'decision making based on the models developed in the U.S.0.E. !
7 J : :pilot project new underway in eight st;tes. The coﬁputer ter-
- minals for thi;f@ystem, és weﬁl as the student handbooks discussed
abbve, should be available in public locations in addition to high ‘ '

v schools.

- » . - -

-

_; 5. In ordér to develop adequate info;mation for the second stage of
decision making, colleges and universities will need both assistance
and added incentives. Governmental agencies and other/funders |
should support the development of comprehensive information byr
instifuéioﬁs, either through commissioned studies or throudﬁ
the agency suggested earlier. Guidelines and suggestion§ for
éo]]eges, beyond what have already Leen produced by the National
Task Force, are needed.

Institutions unduestionab]y need some incentive system to‘
g reinforce their professional obligation to help students compare.

v " While other motivational téchniques may be preférab]e, monetary

competitions to se]ect‘iHStitutjons that best typify ideals of
comparable information might bevused.A Stugent insistence on more
comprehensive infarmatign,’possib1y resu]f%ng from guides which
T ’ help students ask the right questions, can also be effective. While
students can become the most fmporéént (and the most natural) source
. for ensuring thaf institutions provide the information needed by
- "prospective students, regulations from agencies.external to posgf

secondary education that mandate compliance in inflexible ways are

the least desirable motivational technique.
[ 4
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The lack of comﬁarab]e tnformation for prospect%ve students.can and _

4 -~

- has resulted in “wrong“ studgnt détisions, which are-eostly -to the

student, the 1nst1tu£:ons and soc1ety Therefore; the strong possibility

— exists that outs1de agencies w11] soon impose additional standards of

comparability on postsecondary institutions. Such externally imposed
standards may promote homogene1ty, may be costly, andmay give a distorted |
p1cture to prospective students -- the precise situation institutions .

hope to'avoid -- unless institutions initiate cogperative actions.

Building upon the beginning efforts of the National Task ?orce on . 453

Befter Information for Student Choice, institutions of similar types

-

# to agree-on some reasonably uniform definitions and methods of,”

'ébllecting, presenting, and qualifying particular items of information

.
o * ”

appropnlgte to valid educational decisions.
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CHOICE is A Center for Helping Organizations Improve Choice in , )
Education, located in the Department of Higher/Postsecondary Edu- ‘/
cdtion at Syracuse Umiversity and supported by the Fund for the ,
Improvement of Postsécondary Education.

The goals of CHOICE are:

* to gather and disseminate to institutions current knowledge
about "the content_and process of improving information for -
prospective students.

* to provide technical assistance to institutions seeking to o )
review and/or improve the current information they provide
to prospective students. )

* To evaluate the impact of more comprehensive information
dissemination on student decision-making and institutional
operations.

* to facilitate the invdlvement of institutions in the devel-
opment of information policy alternatives for use by both
governmentdl1 and nongovernmental groups.

~
‘Project Director . Assistant Project Director

Joan S. Stark Patrick T. Terenzini

315-423-3701

m*mﬂm***ﬂ****#***ﬂ’ﬁi*****ﬁ Jede e % % % Kk ok dodcdrdedrdodede g dededo R Todede dek %

Among -the longest-established programs of its kind in the country,
Higher/Postsecondary Education at Syracuse prepares professionals
for a wide variety of leadership careers in postsecondary education,
including positions in colleges and universities, federal afd pri-
vate agencies and foundations, state-boards, consortia, éﬂf educa-
tional research settings.

The Department current1§§offers the M.S., Ed.D. and Ph.D. althqugh
most of the eighty enrolled students are studying for the Ph.D.
Academic programs include courses from many departments and other ‘
schools and colleges of the university, including the Maxwell School
of Citizenship, and the Schools of Public Communication, Law, and
Management, as well as specialized work in higher education ajmin-
istration and research. The faculty includes members of ni-
versity administration and full .time scholars in the field. In ad-
dition to teaching, faculty often have grants for.research and -
development projects, such as Project CHOICE, in which students
participate, ' .




