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In 1966 when my work in interinstitutional administration first be-

gan, the three major purposes of consortia were to offer new edu-

cational opportunities, to strengthen the ‘(l‘llil“[y of existing pro-
grams, and, when possible, to gain cconomic benefits. In the last
scveral ycrns effectiveness .lnd cost avoidance have. gained in im-
portance. :
When the topic “Assessing the Costs atd Benefits of L inkages, Net-

works, and TDiterinstitutional Arrapgements” was proposed to The~

ERIC (lcmnghousc on Higher I‘(lumnon it was hvped that the

study could focus to a lar;,’c;\rcc on the financial aspects of multi-

institutional relationships. Stbsequent investigation, howcvc includ-
ing an cxtensive review of the literature, numerous interviews with
coordinators of national cooperative projects, and on-sit¢ consortium
visits mcvnml)ly led to the conclusiofthat assessments of ,ihstitutional
1(‘lal|onshlps would have to include in their scope more than’ |ust
finances. : :

The «educagional benefits, though not casily identified .and quanti-
fied, and political motivation continue to, be important considerations
in cooperation. Toa, most institutions do not know in quantitative
terms what the costs are to sustain the relationships or what the de-
rived values and benefits are. Nevertheless, funding sources will con.
tinue to press cooperative solicitors to d@monsirate cconomic ad-
vantages as a primary condition of support.

>

Lewis D. Patterson
. , November T999
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«The idea of individuals joining together to pnrsue a_coinmon goal
while maintaining their own identity s hardly a new concept. Early #
. societies were motivated to do this by a basie instinct for survival.
Grouping together for mutual defense, the joint production of food,
- and specialization of tasks arc all carly examples of cooperative efforts
- that wexe necessary o develop a stable and growing civilization. While
interdependence under an autocratic leadership may have stifled in-
dividual freedom, in a democracy it was instrumental in promoting
further development by allowing individuals (o concentrate on activi-
ties that thoey could do best.

Institutional cooperation in American Ilighé_r cducation s also not

a new concept. There was & modest form of interinstitutional coop-
eration between the carly colleges Tounded by the same denomination.

In the mid and late nincteenth century the development of ¢é-ordinate
colleges—men’s and women's colleges, such as Harvard and Raddliffe,

. Cohnmbia and Barnard, Mary Washinggon and the University of Vir,

, ginia—was a lorm of institntional cooperation that was the I)eginningg
-of coeducatlon and Inrther strengthened-theAmerican-higher-educa-
; - tion system. ‘T'here were times when institutions in' close proximity

found it o their advantage to share :l(':l(!CnliC programs. An example

. of this is the Amberst, Smith, Momnt olyoke, and University of -
Massachuseuts agreement, where Students from each imstitution could
take courses at the other isticutions withont additional cost.

Today higher education is entering a new era full of conflicts and
Aimcertainties.” FirstCand foremost is that ol declining student demand. -
Facing a potential 20-percent decrease in the nnmber of students
graduating Irom high school, many institutions may find themselves

.. withont sufficient iumbers of ‘students, and thercelore, incomne to sur-
vive. Inflavion, spivaling energy costs, aging Tacilities, and increased
expenses caused by new Tederal, demands also are conwibuting to in-

<

stututienal financial problems. ’ . '

Once solution to these threats against institutional survivgl is the
strengthening of academic programs and conscrving  of resources
through sharing wi* other institntions. But with sharing comes inter-
dependence and with interdependence comes a threat o an institn-
tion's idéntity and ability (A control one’s destiny, It is this fear of
loss ol identity :m‘(l control that has prevented many instilutionsjrom

ERIC o . ‘ .
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entering into cooperative agreements. Many institutions fail to
_examine the question, Do the benefits outweight the cost? before they
react. . ] .

Until recently there has been very little data concerning the cogts
or benefits of interinstitution cooperations. The founding of th
GConneil for Intevinstitutional Leadership (CIL) and its recene study

“N\ Costing Collrgiate Cooperation (1979)  has helped to remedy this

Strwation. In this Rescarch Report. written by Lewis D. Patterson,
Fxecutive Director of CIL, various forms of interinstitution coopera- s
tion are reviewed, their purpos7 examined, and=the cost henefits ,

analyzed. Based on this conprel ensive review of interinstitutional

('()opm':lti()n, administrators and faculey members will be beuer able
“to examine theiy own situation and evaluate whether sharing of re

. . - . . ’ —_——
sources will contribute to future survival., - R . ™

Yo

Jonathan D. Fife, Director

[ ERIC |® Clearinghouse on Higher .Education
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Overview

The first human beings either instinctively knew or quickly learn¥d )
that cooperation yiclds a variety of bencfits ranging from the tmo-
tional to the material. At the sane time, instinct or experience pushed
our predecessors to compete, with the tendency paradoxically to be-
come more compcetitive as resonrces decrcased. For institutions of
higher edncation, the tension between competition and cooperation
merely extends basic aspects’of hnman nature. .

The predicted defines in student. earolhinents coupled with con-
tinuing increases in, costs have caused administrators to rethink the
tradeoffs resulting from cooperation and. competmon In considering
alternative conrses, a review of five basic questions may be helpful: (N
To what extent do institutfons nationally engage in cooperative re-
lationships? (2) Wlmt shonld be considered when analyzing cxy€rnal
relationships? (3)" What are the costs and benefits of cooperatign? (4)
A there signiificant edncational henefits beyond cost advantages? (5)
‘What role will cooperation play in the tutnre?

. 1) To what extent do institutions nationally engage in cooperative
refatipn: sllif)s‘? Responses vary according to the definitions given to co-
operative rel: monshlps they inclnde institmtional participation in al-
liances, associations, clearinghouses, commissions, consortia, linkages,

A systems, and task forces. Onc’s\uney made I)y the American Associa-

tion of Commuinity and Junior Colleges réported an average of ap- -
proximately 100 evoperative arrangements per institntion. Move im-
‘. porsant than the fignres is the fact that the continued i¥erease in co-
perativgarrangements is part of a much larger movement to ever-
lncmﬁﬁle\cls of (e{umllmuon and interdependence, @« movement

. that shows increased Statewide coordination and governance, 1202

Commissions, Edncation Informationr Centers, and Fducation Oppor-

tnnity Centers, not to mention the establishment of a Department of

Edncation at the national level. Particnlarly ph(nmncn‘ll growth can

he seen in interlibrary cooperation, where the founding of academic

- . library consortia has grown, from two between 1931 and 1910 to 99
between 1966 and 1971. A 1978 national inventory of library . co-
operation gglentificd over 750 single-type, multitype, and interstate
cooperatives and networks. _ . -

. 2) What should be considered in analyzing external relationships? '

Administrators first will want to identify and docnment existing re-

.
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lationships: They must also consldcr lhal their institution’ partlcxpates
« #n arrangements {(c.g., statutory syslcms and accreditation commissions)
where there really is no choice regﬁrdlc s of costs or benefits, Purposcs
to be achieved, durability of arrangement, and man.ngcahnhty must all

* be balanced against administrative style, institutional size and re-
“sources, and the accruing costs and benefits. .
. I 3) What are the costs and benefits of cooperation? The underdevel-

oped state of the methodology for quantifying the costs and benefits of
institutional cooperation makes onc of the most crucial ‘questions one =
of the most difficult to answer in precise figures. It-is evident that the ~
only mcthods available to consortium dircctors for determining the
cost effectiveness of their programs must be simple ones that rely on
the use of whatever historical data are available at thec member in-
stitutions and in the financial records of their cooperative programs. '

Using the mecthods developed by Thomas O'Connor James, thcf

' ¢ Council for Interinstitutional T.cadership directed an sinvestigation
between 1977-79 of six cooperative program arcas. Stated sjrply the
findings arc: cooperation ls and can be cost cffective. The following

4 are examples ol rcprcsentauvc savings in cach-area over a one-ycar
period, identified by the cooperative programn area, the name of the
consortinm, and-the dollar ssavings:

@ 1) Cross-registration: Atlanta University Center; derived valnc of in- -

. struction, $1,518,000. :

9) Library and media copperation: Union of In(lcpcn(lem (“ollc;,es of

WArt; joint film center, $124.460. ®

8) Cooperative student services: Graduate Theological Union; com-

mon registrar’s office, $85,214. A E A o
' 4) Group purchasing; Council of West Suburban C. ollege; cooperative )

" employces insirance program, $92,000. -

5) Coopcrative nontr.ulmoml strnctures and dlsmn(elcarnm;, SYs-
tems: York County ‘Com ity College Services; outrcach commnnlty
college program; cost oﬂmun(tlonal savings, $338, 396.
6) Cooperative academic progrant Greenshoro Regional Consortium: )
p consortium summer school, $80,000. - . '
4) Are there significant educational henefits-beyond cost advantages?
. The CIL cvaluation teams, in visiMing consortia across the country,
were able to identify a nnml)m of nonquantifiable benefits from co-
operation. Duplication, avoidlance, quality instruction, mstrue tional di-
versity, increased access, additional Tunding sources, increased com-
munication, alternative approaches, increased: ('fh(l('ncy, greater pldn

ning and control, and leadership structures are but some of the sig-
. . . »

2 | ‘
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nificant henefits accruing to institufions involved in “cooptrative. -
rangements, No one would apologuc for. being unable to (ynntlfy NN
theéir value. In fact there are those who 51y that true values ‘ue'%se Y
that de[y_.quantlﬁcauon ‘

5) What role anll mo/gm’q_lion play in the future? Of the four courses
of action-— survive alone, develop voluntgry interinstitutional rela. -
tienships, accept publicly-mandated systc’ms of (oor(llnquon,An(l ter- -
minate operations — ‘lv:ula-blc to institutions of higher cdumuon‘ :
until 1995, many administrators would favor the order in which the
options have Dbeen presented. In reality,- ingtitutionts likely will accept

tcr(Icpcn(Tencc however, cannot exclud® institgtions of hlghcr educa-
tioh. The world issues resolvmg aroung cugrency, cnergy; environ-
ment, water, food; waste, population, trgnsportation, communitation,
and new l(‘(llnologme~sllow an irreversible trehd. The (;I.mllchge to

educators is to cultivate forms of interinstitutional coopcrdllon and, :

coordination that enhance cfficiency amd enrich quality -but that re-
tain htimaneness and responsiveness to the citrzenry at the commumty

< < \

levels. : ) . ) . .
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. To What Extent Do Institutions Engage
In Interinstitutional Relationships?

Terminglogy

T4 grapple with the above guestion, the full range of relationships ™
external to the institution should be considered: formal and informal;
single and gencral purptse; voluntary and statutory; and local, re-
gional, statewide, national; and international.

Adding to the uncertainty about cxternul.re]ationships is a vgriety
of terms that frequently. are used in higher education without com-
mon meaning: alliances, associations, clearinghouses, commissions,
consortia, linkages,.networks, systems, and task groups.

Because of the varying uses of the different descriptors, no useful
pilrpose is served at this point by imposing strict definitiops on the
térms or by constructing detailed classification systenys.: Instead, it is

ggested that an iristiitut'ion inventory all signiﬁmmj(t‘(‘rnal involve-
ents and thatAlistinctions be made on the basis of strving the needs
of the instituligﬂf. ’ P '

For functional purposes, “interinstitutional” should be defined
btoadly to include not only affiliations with colleges and-universities
but contractual and working relatiohships with corporations and other
entitics. An institution dlso may want to take into account professional
or’gzmiiations of individuals in those cases where the ingtitution® pio-
yitles financial support for memhership or participation in (h¢ or-
ganization. -’ '

' - .

Indjcators of Relationships

- '
Approximation of Nivmbers of Linkages: The landscape of American

higher education has become so permeated with linkage systems that it
is difficult evén to estimate with any precision the number that might
now be in existgnee. The opening sentencg of Cooperation "Within
American Education (Wayne Adderson 1961) began: “Althongh there
may be as many cQoperative arrangements in American higher educa-
tion as therc arc nericans, this report will dttempt to isolate varions
examples. . . 2*He proceeded to describe 83 cooperatives. Interrela-

tionships of professionals, of institutions, and of groupings of institi-
tions have spawned in-r\tnhers beyond imagination in the past 10 to
15 years: in the adinistrative ficld; in the, academy, disciplines, and

4 . - : ' e




¢

in r(‘sczlr("h;/ﬂml in stndent and community services, In most of these

atenas ol activity, hard data on the curvent status are rather limited.
A 1965-66 national survey of “consortia” (Moore 1967), which W'
based on very nuonnpld‘w data, 1(l(nuh('(l 1,296 “existing” or “plan-
ned” consortia m\()l\m;‘ more than 1,500 institntions. There h 1s not
been a comparable suevey at the niational level since then, bt a ity ey

in New York (College Center of the Finger Lakes 1970y identified 125

.cooperative arrangements in that state alone.

The Guide to “Interinstitytional Avrangrments (€onnors et al.
1971) conservatively estimated “more than 10,000 cooperative/coordi-
native institntional lolumnshlps at that vme. A feview of the literas
(wre of the Tast five years suggests the number has continued to esca-
late (h.ll]ldll(.l”\' There probably are few college presidents in the

cconntiy who are fully aware of all the cooperative arrangements in--

volving their mslllntlom

The most recent indication that perhaps only the tip of the ice-
berg has heen visible thus far comes from a 1andom survey conducted
in 1978 by the American Msociation of Community and nnior Col:
leges (Gildler 1979) . A questionnaire m: nl(‘(l to 300 members asked for
identification by name of cach of the institntions' cooperative arrange-
ments. The 148 replies provided a 49.3 percent renun. T'he number of
“cooperative arrangements” reported ranged Mom, a low of 20 for a
small college to a high of 1,700 for a multicampus district. The average
number of cooperatiye arrangements was 99.6 per institntion.

Another stndy compheted in 1978 (McKeelery), cosponsored by the
American Association.of State Colléges and Universities, focnsed spé-
cifically on public-private .cooperative programs, The study found a
growing trend to cooperation and listed 170 co¥perative programs in-
volving 775 colleges and wniversities. In annonncing & publication on
the findings, Allan Ostar, executive director of AASCU, stated: “Co-
operation is not a Inxury but a necessity”™ (Chronicle of Iligher Edu-
cation, Septembery10, 1979, p. 7). :

~-

In addition to the rapid growth of voluntary svsiems is a push from -

government agencies for interstate and intrastate vegionalisn. In a

national study completed in 1978, 35 ol the 50 states reported serious

attention is being given to the concept of regionalism as an aspect of

long-range  planning and coordinating ol postsecondary resowmtes

(Martorana and sNespoli, June 1978). Using the eriterion of official -

state recognition I"n' inclyusion, the study analyvzed 67 case studjes of
regionalization being implemented and 24 other cases under qtn(ly

The trend o statewide coordination and governance of pnhln(
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stitutions (so evidenced by 1202 Commissions, Fducation Informgtion

. Genters, Tducation Opportunity Centers) is well documented else-

where and does not need elaboration here. Tt should be noted, how-
ever, that like the establishment of a- Department of Education at the
national level, statewide cqordination and governance is a part of a
mugh larger movement to ever increasing levels-of centralization and

interdependence. . “ ’ :

To further illustrate the rapid growth that is occurring in institu-
¢ . . . N .
tional external relationships, two spcrn:nhzcd fields are briefly noted.
One is cooperative cducation, where a student alternates between a

program of formal study and on4hejob work experiences. Th" the late

1950°s only 35 institutions of higher c(l)l(';ufon offcred such arrange-
ments. whereas in 1979 the number was over 1,100 (Keeton 1979).
Further, an increasing number of institutions arc finding it advan-
tageous to conduct cooperative cducation programs through a mnulti-
institutional basc of operation. , . !
Another arca that has cxpcricn‘ccd phenomenal growth and that has
been reviewed nationally is intevlibrary cooperation, A study of* 125
“academic library consortia”* in 1972, commissidbned by the U.S. OF

fice of Fducation, found that 90 pereent of the }x{opor:llivc'a,rr:mgc- '

ments were established since 1960 and over 75 percent were established

since 1965 (Patrick 1972). . b
-~ A‘*'(
Chronological Founding of Academic Library Consortia * .
__( Year Founded Number Founded
193140 2 ,
194150 ' \ . 3
1951-60 | 3 Co
1961-65 L
' 1966-71 ‘ 99

1931-71 o s

The ASLA™ Interlibravy Cooperation Conumttee 1n a national in-
ventory of library cooperation in 1978 identificd over 750 single-type.
multitype, and intersgate cooperatives and networks, It has been ob-

served that many of the single-type cooperatives are later reincarnated
as multi-type cooperatives” (Hamilton 1977). .
o - ‘

$Libraries generally e classified by four types: arademic. meaning a college ov
univcrsitz,lilnnrv: school;~ public; and special, The weferenced study defined an
academic lihvary consottinm as one in which more than one-half the members were
academic librarics,

K4
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A partial listing of other specjalized fields that have cxpulcnccd 2
similar, linkage developments inclydes:

. *

s (&

art education and art cdbuncils:- -

allied health, nursing cducation, and. medical programs; outreagl,

community-hased,

nontraditional programs; software and hardware

comparter netyorks; and inl('rn'lli()n‘ql education. The limitations of
available data do not permit an ‘ul(qu yere |ew of these (lcvelopmcnts

at this time.

7/

~

Academic

> Taculty exchange

joint appointnents

visiting scholar/lecture

research and
development grants

research vraupmvnt and’

facilities o .

joint curriculum .
(l(‘\'clnpmvnt

disciplinary S‘(‘mnmq
and workshaps

mstructional

dterial prepiwation

jointicourses -

teaching improvement

joint majors or
departments

joint degrees

joint program
evaluation

- continning education

international education
arcas studies instifutes

faculty development

Afdministrative
consortivim publications
consortium governanec/

policy procechures

The next (-(Illmn of the Consentinum Digectory, schedule
an expanded indexing svstem.

1980, will requite

- -7
» common calendar

joint recrnitment
joint admissions
jointt purchasing
service contracts
i{vu ilities sharing

joint staff (attorney,
etel)

s

telephone network
computer petwork s
li-lvvix‘innﬁvl\\'ork
information network
library exchange
gonrier services
mstitutional research
lofig-range planning
credit union
instirance on building
health insurance
personnel training :
class schednling
travel insurance
fund T‘nising
administrative
appointnients
workshops and  *
conference procedures
summer school

January term

[N

’Community

apprenticeship
programs

work-study programs

cooperative education

enltiral and arts
exchanges

regional involvement

Student

stndent insurance

health-care staff

health-care facilities

('mss-r(-gistrntion

stndent -exchange

joint l)ns‘lr;mslmrmlion

tuition waivers

cooperative off-campus
programs

miversity without walls

foreign travel and study

internships

joint counseling/
remedial services

joint placement

joint calendar of

events

< dunal/an program

exchanges

d for publigation in earl
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Range of Cooperalive Programs:
e Consortium' Directory Index - .
]Zverything that an institution might do individaally probably has
been done cooperatively somewhere elsc. The program information
index of the 1977-78 Consortium -Directory (Patterson and Burns
(1978)), which lists only those 118 organizations that are considered
general purpose consortia,. identifics the ‘nucleus of activity for the ' ) )

more established?cooperative arrangements. - ,

Range of General Purpose Consortium Programs: ' ol C

e FRIC Search of Cooperative Topics . ’ /7 '
(-

A recent computer search of the ERIC system usi‘ng the des_criptors/
“interinstitutional cooperation” and “consortium” revealed the topics
reported below. They were drawn from literaturc published in the last K
three years that addressed the subject headings within the context of in-
terinstitutional cooperation. The topics were screened to,avoid dupli--
cation of the already identified programs listed in the Consortium - *

reclory. : SN

k4
’

'R('lnge of Cooperative Topics Reported in ERIC Search

lifelong learning fine arts exchange - 5
urban centers human relations instruction
rural outreach science curriculnm evaluation
community college e area health education programs
without walls : ) nursing education/field service
career changing , © collaboration
serving part-time _ mc"dicﬁ.nl schools corgfunications,
stndents l,m:;'fl government pgoblemn '
commuhity-based programs ’ © 4 solving services .
regional resource - " local history study
learning centers cooperative sports fommunications
public library student articnlatioff/orientatlon/ *
learning laboratory ' retention
alternative education : quality of stndent[life
experiential learning  *- financial aids
: plnré-l)nunfl student planned mevgefs
programs master plannin

distance-learning

systems interstate student migration »

competency-hased edueation regionalization

computer-hased instruction resource allocation

interdisciplinary programming reciprocity : B
. .

8
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publ.c/private cooperatiog ' academic common market L

education/industry/ interuniversity cooperation
government partnerships tate contyols

university/museum relations ?ederal regulations

outdoor education institutional policy assessment .

prison education trustee involvement :

retirement home programs proprietary school cooperation

acronautics/astronautics’ programs small-college consultation
religious education . tax consultation
¢ . ¢
' { ‘ : -
¢ Library Cooperative Activities , - -

In a’ previous section of the monograph on the numpber of coopera-
tive arrangements, bricf refercnce was made to the rapidly growing
number. of library networks. To illustrate the breadih and depth at
Which cooperation might occur within a specialized area, the varied
types of cooperative library activity identified in a 1975 national study
(Black and Cuadra 1975) are listéd below.

Range bf Librarj Céopéfat%'.

'y

_consulting services

~centralized acquisitions and management, pl&nning, policy
processing _ developmefit
assigned subjéct specialization media loan )
acquisitions media production '
other actiwities - acquisitions media rental
- bibliographic center operation ' 'mcclings
bibliographic verification R * microfilming o
bindery, services periodical indexing
reciprocal borrowing privileges photocopying services g
catalog card procuction public interest programs
cataloging - other support joint p'nrchasing \ .
shared on-line cataloging™ - . recruitment programs ’
central resource or storage reference services

center ) . joint research projects - -
charging-system special collections - . .

clearinghouse <« )

shared staff

special community services training or upgrading of staff

union catalogs and lists -

delivery system ‘ production/imaintenance -
expanded interlibrary loan service - workshops ;
v * 9
KD
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sonnel and veterans (/\_/\'S(]U 1979) . :

r 4

Nationtt! Organizational Activity: Events amorig national educa-
tional associations” provide another barometer of the intcrest in.and
magnitude, of emerging cooperative rclationships. ,
e The Association of Governing Boards of ,Univcrsiti‘es and Colleges
has included major prgsentations on interinstitutional cooperatjon in
its last four national mectings (1977-79).
e The theme of the 1979 Annual Mceting of the American Council
on Education included cooperation and competition as major topics.
e Other associations that have featnred cooperative sessions in recent
national meetings include the American Association for Higher Educa-

- tion, the American Association of State Colleges and Universitics, the
~ American Association of Connnunity and Junior Colleges, the Asso-

gation of American Colleges, the Association ol University Programs
ih Health Administration, the National University Extension Associa-
tion, and the Socicty for College and University Planning.

e The Council for the Advancement of Small Colleges, sometimes con-
sidered a.consortium, has become a major resource for its member in-
stitutions in recent years. CASC is affiliated with the Small College
Consortigm of 51 colleges and sponsors a National Consulting Net-
work. In the fall of 1979, CASC received a four-year £978.000 project
grant to strengthen undergraduate cducation in private higher educa-
tion. B

e The National Univcrsily' Fxteision Association has a_ division on
consortia and interinstitutional coperation of several years standing.
e The American Association of Comnmunity and Junior Colleges has
three major projects that are supporttive of cothmunity-based coopera-

" tion: Policies for Lifelong Education. Center for Community, and

Fducation Work Councils. AACJCralso completed a major study of
commuuity college /vocational education cooperation in 1978 that was
cosoponsored: by the American Vocational Association (AACJC/AVA
1978) , ' -

e The American Association of State Colleges and Universities spon-
sors an Urban CGollege and University Network imfolving over *280
institutions and recently published a major report o Cooperative
Arrangements Bétween  Private Yand  Public Colleges  (McKeefery
1978) . ’ Lo \

e The American Association of State Colleges and Universities and
the American Association of Conmmunity and Junior Colleges cospon:
sor the Servicemen's Qpportunity Colleges, ¥ network of more than 300
institutions ('i);mnillcd to the postsecondary education of military per-,

v v !
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e The Council for the Advancement” ol Experiential I,c‘nmng, in
Columbia, \Lll)ldl](l which began as a project with 10 institutions
five years ago, now is a pcmmncnl assouauon with over 825 members

(CAE141978-79)-.

The National Center for Iidncational Brokering, founded in 1975,

“-represents an “intervention” type of linkage agency hetween students

and’ institutions. The 1979 Dircctory (N( EB 19/9) 1(lcnt|ﬁcd 302
such- agencies.

. Tldmhosl(‘l..whrch began ip 4975 when five New Hlmpqhne col-
I(qos envolled 200 older adults in short-term Sllll]lll(‘l\‘l( ademic pro-
qmms cmoll(‘(l 15,000 people in 240 participating “dolleges in lh(.?
summer of 1979, ’

o OCLC] originalty the Ohio College Library Center when founded
in 1967, now has 1,700 participating college libraries in 46 states, em-
ploys over 100 stafl, and operates with an anual budget exceeding
821 million. In 1978 OCLC catalogued 10.6 million books and pub-

" Jications, and )rinlod 824 million catalog cards (Kileour 1979).
I g 2

o IDUCOM, based in Princeton.approved ,\ 1979 the'establishinent
of l‘DUNﬂT' as a permanent g lll()l]'ll{‘()lll])lllcr network for colleges

and universitics (LDUCOM Summer l‘)/‘)) W

~ @ The National Student: Fxchanee, which bheogn with (h cc institu-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(rons i, 1968
facilitardgl
1204 occurring in 1979,

@ The President’s Commission on Foreign Tangnages and Interna-
tional Studies proposed in its final report in October 1979 (Scully
1979) that & network of 125 to 155 national and regional centers for
international studies be established, with most of them based at col-
leges and ljnivcrsiti(‘s.

e The Council for Finandal Aid to EFducation, a nonprofit service
Jorganization that enconrages voluntary. support of higher cducation,
actively encourages business corporations, government agencies, and

_Jms dow cxpanded to 50 institutidns in 1979, NS, his
¥ ~ . . . .
exchange of 5500 students since its founding, with

cducationnl mslnnlums‘to work coopel ‘NIV(IY in joint programs to
solve social problems. . '
The references presented above are only a satpling of tfic interests
of national educational associations in different aspects of interinsti-
tutional 1cl(|lu)nslnps It aJso shonld be noted that educational as-
sociations at_ the National ‘( enter for ngh(‘ Education in Washing:

ton and clsewhere increysingly in the last wo to, three years are

entering into joint sponsgrship of projects, services, research. puBlica:
tions. and meetings. Sonye of the more active organizations in t

L
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gard i‘ncml‘ud‘elth_a‘fAssociation of Governing Boards of Universities and
Colleges, the 'I\'T\&f't’i;inal',Association of College and University Business
Officers, the Counch fot the Advancement of Small Colleges, the As-
sociation of State Colleges and Universities, the ‘American Associa-
tion for Higher Educatipn, and the American Council on Education.
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f ' What Should Be Considered
ilgtAnalfyzing External Relationships?

_ and state systems on a periadic hasis.

.
.

Managing by Objectives

Indtitutions of higher education, often without full awarencss of .
their involvements, are engaged in a myriad of complex relationships
that exact an enormous amount of time, energy, and other institu-
tional resources. This arena of activity is rapidly expanding, « par-
‘ticwlarly in the field of. governmental relations; and is a major reason
for the growing army of“institutional admiristrators in the external

agencies. ' N

It is no longer adequate for presidents ]l‘l\ﬂ to have a general feel- -
ing about this realm of activity. The timeshas arrived when they need
to inventory and analyze external involvements with the same care
they give internal operations. It is not suggested that institutions go
to the extreme in detailing and analyzing inconscquential ‘affairs
where the process itself would be self-defeating. Recordkeeping should
be kept on a pragmatic basis and the questions should be kept simple:
WHit"afe the involvements? What are the co8ts» What are the bene-
fits? ‘ C a

Numbers Versus Control o : -

v -

How many associations, commissions, systems, consortia, networks,
and cooperative relationships should an institution sustajin? There is
no set number that is reccommended for institutions but there are some

~ ‘important factors to consider-iri #paking siich a determinadtion.

To start, there are some relationships where. thitre really is no choice '
regardless of the costs or henefits. F‘»r publie institutions, theYe would
include statutory systems. For public and private institutions, there

. . . . o3 . . . * . -
is little choice in'regard to acereditagion commissions and associations/

As responsible participants within the, larger systuﬁs, however, institu-, .

tions individually and coll(‘.cLivcly,sho'ﬁd press for the same level of
accountability among these organizations that is now heing required
of *individual institutions. Independent, comprehensive evaluations
are equally in order for national associations, regional commissions,

s -
o

The nymber aﬁcxt“ernnl'rclationships of an institution slrould have

. . . . . & . . .
some correlation to institutional jize. Unfortunately small institutions
generally have a greater need but'llcss capacity to cooperate than large

» v ( -
P 2 * v N
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institutions, which probmbly have less need but a greater ca@city to
cooperate. Qne incentive for larger institutions tg consort is that they
alsd have the capacity Yo be the larger beneficiary.
) Related to institutional size are the managerial style of the presi- .

<o dent and other key administrators and span of wcontrol limitations. If
the chief-exccutive officer is willing to delegate a large nmcasure of re-
sponsibility to other personnel regarding cooperative felationships,
the institutional range of participation can be increased. If, on th& .
other hand, the president chooses to he directly involved in each re- (-
lationship, limitations obviously will follow accordingly. 7 '

.

§pecial Purpose Versus General Purpose Consortia O

—

The phrase “special-purpose consértth” is commdply used inter-
changeably in the literature with thesphrase #'sin le-purptse con- .
sortia” to designate coopdfative agrangements devoted to a very spe-

. cific program area. The special-purposc or single-purpose descryption
also often can be translated to mean a “single program.” Some bf the
morc frequent special purpose consortia are lihrhry cooperatives,\rom-
puter networks, and joint international programs. In the United States
alone there are literally hundreds of each of the three types. '

~ Gentral-purpose consortia are)distinguished from special-purpose

consortia in that they arc’used to administer two or more cooperative

programs within a common structure. In the 1979 Consortium Di-

rectory listing, 126 general-purpose groups are identified. Most of

these wdminister at least six or cight scparate services and- programs;

several administer as' many as 30 or 40 different activities over a one- .

year period. : .

» Another distinction between speciakpurpose and geﬁcral:purpose
consortia is that ghe former tend to be ad_hoc. Most frequently they
arc initiated for a specific purpose and tim?'h'am,c and are dependent
in large part, if not totally, on external funding. To hecomé perma-
nent, they eventually need to become sclf-supporting ot shift to in-
stitutional, hard-money sponsorship. " _

Although many general-purpose” consortia are being tested in terms
of their durability, the total number continues to edge upward (Pat-
terson 1979) . A major advantage of a gencral-purpose consortium over
a scries of special-purpose arrangements is that the costs for gover-
nanee,-administration, . .communicasion, and cvaluation can be mini-
mized. It is costly to create a new structure cach time a new coopera-
' _tive scrvice or program is initiated. Frequently, though, entrepreneurs

who prefer to launch new programs, projects, and organizations rather
than be encumbered with established systems will sell an idea to a

14 - '
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funding agency for a set period of time. Because “coaperating institu-
tions.~are not asked to appropriatc major support from their own
resources to participate, the temptation to take a “freg ride” generally
is accepte(l without too -many questigns asked.- One of the extrav-
"agances of this practice is that the soft funding might have been mare

effectively employed by the'same institutions in some other way.

Point of Dzmmzshmq Retums .

JIn - examining external xel‘lnomhnps of all types, an institution *

should consider the point of dimmishing retuim or the toetal nuniber
-of organizations in which it can effectively participate. The question-
naire survey of the American Association of Community and Junior
Colleges (Gilder 1079) found an average of 100 cooperative arrange-

. ments’ per institution” If this is represenuuvc of the involvements of -

institutions i general, then is the number (which likely will increase
cach year) manageable? Each institution can best answer that quesuon
for itself. The point of diminishing returns for each institutjon is de-
pendent on the factors of size, acministrative style, and t]?l'é'{osts and
benefits of the involvements individually and collectively.

A )
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. What Are the Costs and Benefits of Cooperation?

*

» hAEY

The basic starting point to evaluate a service, a programy an/n- K
stitution, a c_ooparativé arrangement, an organization is to ask: What .
- is its purpose? (Anderson et al. 1975) .- This is a universally atcepted )
truism among ,accrediting commissions. The same "principle is ap- '
.. plicable_to assessing the worth of groupings of institutions, e e
The income squeeze. in higher education is pressuring institutions
@ and related organizations to give increased attention to the financial
costs and Dbenefits of their activities Carithers and Orwig 1979;
Mortimer and Tierney 1979) ; and, for good or bad, that pressure’ will
continue to increase in the immediate years ahead. Prior to focusing . -
on the financial aspggts of cooperation, however, it is necessary to
place that dimension in its proper perspective. - .
Few if any of today’s educational, organizations were founded with
the primary purpose being to achieve cost effectiveness. Consortia and
other educational systems, lik¢ their member institutions, prefer to
justify their valu¢ on their centribufions to education and society.
While there:is increased acceptance of the need for greater account-
ahility, a resistance to cost analysis per se still pervades most higher
education quarters. Reluctant compliance is the order of the future
because funding sources will allow benefactors no choice. '

During 1977-79 when the Council for Interinstitutional Leadership
N was conducting on-site reviews of 37 cooperative case studies, visitation
team members intervigpped consortinm, institutional, and community
representatives to assess the value of the cooperative programs. A num-
« ber of substantive consortia did not volunteer to pasticipate in the
project for a variety of valid reasons, inclyding an abscnce of concern
of member institutions for a cost analysis of their cooperative en-
deavors. Of the 37 cooperative prograsm-case studics that_were ¢X- /
amined, many of the institutional presidents, deans. and other staff
- made statements._to the effect that their primary reiisoffs’ for cooperat-
ing werc to enrich programs, to strengtlien the institutions, and to -
provide improved services. Though they were willing to have their 4
programs analyzed, the cost effectiveness, cven where it was being =0
dramati'cnll'y achieved, was downplayed in many instances a8 a SECON;s ., N
dary consideration. - _ Y
Prior to directing the GIL cost-effectiveness study, the author pcflr- .
ticipated in seven independent, comprehensive cvaluations of regional
6 | A
) . Coet e <4
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consortia from 1973 to 1972 In cach instance he was qQne of a (wo-to- .
five person evaluation team. Most of the visits rcquircd three days
for on- site. review and three days for report writing. Additionally,
team yncmbcm were provided with governancé documents, annual”
reports, board minutes, and other pertinent written materials prior to
the visits. To expedite the process, an cvaluation strategy, including
appointments for interviews, was arranged in advance. A part of the
ground rules in (onn.l(lmg.hn the evaluation was that the team
would have access to any materials or any persons in the region that
scemed relevant to the m(lcpcn(lgnl assessment. In cach case, pro-
vision was made for interviews with:

e consortium staff and hoard members .

~e institutional personnel  (presidents, deans, faculty,’ students,
trustecs) : ’

. rommumty representatives (industry, busincss, labor, media, civic,
minoritics) ) '

e funding dgencies '

Evaluation (‘ril(’ria

Thc b‘mc criteria llmt were used to (on(lurl the (‘V:llll.lllonﬁ were
as follows:

1) What are the consortinm’s purpgses? Where can the follow,mg con-
sortinm statements be found?
a. a clear and cpneise mission statement?
b. lists of specific short-tevm and long-range goals and objectives?
c. expressed lel.monshlpq between consortium objectives ‘m(l learn-
ers? . ’

.

2) In what wavs has the consortium fulfilled its mission. purposcs.
goals, and objectives? How doces the consortinm iheasureits cffective-
ness? In what specific ways has the cooperative arrangement?.

a. provided new cducational opportunities?

b. improved the quality of programs?
v ¢ rendered cost-savimgs uml"o[foctnoncss? :

8) In what ways do the .consortium’s mission and ope mnonal struc-
ture allow and encourage the organization to address priority needs of
learners and potential Tearners in the community/region served by its
member institwtions® Does” the consortivm effectively measure and
mecct commumly nceds? .

[T .
4) Does the consortium’s governance structure allow and encourage
the organization to achiceve its purposes efficiently and clfectively?

-
-
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5) What is the role of the consortium ;ulminisn\ninn? TTow adequately
has this role been delineated? How well has the consortium administra.

tioh and staff performed? ’ o

6) What are the responsibilities of the ‘consortium’s ghember insfitu-
tions> What are the commitments of the member instwutions——inkind
service and hard support—to the cooperative mrangement? How
adequate are the consortinm’s resources to its hasic purposes?

7) How adequate are the available physical facilities. equipment. ‘li-
braries. and other dearning resources of member institutions for #he

fulfillment of the consortium’s objectives?
) =

‘8) What provisions are made in the governing and “decisianmaking

processes far representation ol sinstructional stafl. students. institu-
tional trustees, the public ar large, and m¥nority groups?

9) In loking to the consortium’s development over the next three to” 7
five years: - '

a. what are the major issues to be addressed by the consortinm?

b. what options and recommendations for consses of action does the

cvalpation team offer, for consideration? _
» h . . ~

.

A last gronnd rule that was followed in preparing for the consortinm
evalnations was to insure a -balance of backgromnds ajnong the visita-
tion team. including the participation of nonconsortium personnel.
and to select teamn members E;pm outside the geographical region of
the member institutions. : - :

The unique drcumstances of cach consortinm may require slight
modification in thé evaluation procedutes and criteria to mcet par-
tidular needs. but the intent of the design is to insure an mdependent.
comprehensive evaluation of the total comsortium operation.” A basic
flaw in selfstundies and in most “outside™ proarani and project evalna

tions is that they are designed and/or stafled to insure a favorable

conclusion, .

.

Cost Analysis Literatuve and Methodology . \ﬂ//
. Launching the CIL-Carnegic Profget: Tn 1977, -when (‘.(I, initidetd

the study of cost effective cooperation, an extensive investigation was

* ’

made of the costanalysis literature and ol rescarch methodologies
that would he applicable to multiinstitutional arvangements. Ad-
ditionally.- a number of people of national prominence in college
management and inances weve contacted for gnidamee and advising. It
soon became evident that the theoretical base for the rescarch was

% .
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weaker than had been expected. A major ellort was needed early in
the project to develop rescarclr gutdelines and a sound analysis
methodology. '

To give credence tq the undertaking, a ponconsortium person was
sought to review relevamt literature, who was thoroughly familiar with
the financing of higher education, who had a background in cco-
nomics, and who had experience in the business management of in-
stitutions, Thomas O. James, then the wreasurer and business manager’
of Chatham College, and curremt vice president of financial affairs at
Birmingham Southern College, emerged as a person particularly quali- '
fied to give major direction to the project. James, an active member
of the National Association of College and University Business Officers
and chairman of the Association’s Small Colleges Committee, was also
a member of the National Advisory Committee to the CIIL project.

James used as a lannching pad for his rescarch several studies and
financial manuals that were preparved nnder the anspices of the Na-
tional Association of College and University Business Officers, the
National Center  for  Iligher  Fdncation  Management — Systems
(NACUBO and NCHEMS 1977 and Gamso 1978, and the American
Council on Fdncation (ACE 1978). Tn finding the jteratnre devoid of
cooperative analysis rescarch and methodology, James set about to
establish gnidelines for the GIT. project by drawing from liis extensive
knowledge of financial management principles and by drawing from
his many years of experience as the chief business officer of Chatham
College. which was a member ol the Pittsburgh Council on Iigher,
Fducation. . '

The statements that ®ollow on costine consortinm projects were ab-
stractéd from rescarch papers prepared by James in ‘relation to the
CIL. (‘osl‘(ilfomivonoss study. : ‘

(,‘o.vtin;f Consortium Projecis: A review of the literature veveals that
there is no miversally accepted echinique for cost analysis in higher
education. nor indeed are any of the techniqnes or incthods of cost
analysis from managerial cconomics in widespread nse in higher edu-
cation. Cost analysis is not a highly developed art in higl® edncation
as it is in the corporate world or in the academic disciplines of eco-
nomicé and business administration. The vast majority of institntions
of higher edncation nse the vecords of their costs in recent yvens | their

historical costs «as the basis ol their cost-analysis system. Manv -of

them include average costs in their use ol llis}()l'i(':ll costs, but the
technique for determining average costs varies widely from institntion

‘ . ¢ - - . .
to_institution. Morcover, even among those institutions that use

' ' * .19
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average costs, data between institutions are seldom compared because
the reorganization of data to achieve comparability requires great
effort and the results are viewed with skepticism, .
On the basis of these findings, it is evident that the only methods
available to consortium directors for determining the cost effectiveness
of their programs must be simple methods that rely on the use of what-
ever historical data are available at the member institutions and in the
financial records of their cooperative programs. These will nsually in-
clude one or more among the following kinds of cost information:
e The direct costs of programs—those which have been budgeted di-
rectly to the programs; ° -
e The total costs of programs, which combine the direct costs of a
program with somie indirect costs that must be estimated because
they cannot be readily identified as the costs of a particular program

- but are shared amongy programs;

-

e Average costs, which are unit costs.” _

To have historical data gt hand is not enough. To the extent,that
cost -effectiveness weighs in the devision-making process, the con-
sortium director needs to have available a systematic approach for the
analysis of those costs, Where adequate cost data may not be available

“or may not be fully defensible, a modified technique for arriving at

cost data may be necessary. ¢
Cost analysis is' defined in A Study of Cost Analvm m Higher Fdu-

cation (American Council on Fducation 1978) as . . . any manipula-

tion of cost data that is done 1o provide relevant mform:uion for those
who make decisions.” The study further states that the term “cosl
analysis” cannot be defined without (lovclopmg four categories. of de-
scriptors for the concept: .

¢ The objective or piirpose of the cost analysis for stewardship pur-
pose (e.g. historical costs). -~ )

o The type of cost-gathering tehenique that’is to be applied (e.g. di-
rect or-indirect costs) .

e The method of cost determination used (e.g. project costs or .costs
accumulated by organizational unit),

e The units of measure used and the time: period included (c.g. cur-
rent dollars and costs gathered annually). .

Consortia generally are limited to historical costs because they must
nse data that are comparative or common for all institutions involved
in the project being analyzed.- For the cofisortium director, cost
analysis is the manipulation of cost data to provide relevant informa-

tion on the economic feasibility of a particular project.
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College and‘Um'ver'sity Business Administration (NAéUBO 1975)
identifies 12 “Fundamental Considerasions for Determining Cost in-
formation in Higher. Education,”

* The purpose for which cost information is to be used should de- ,

termine work within whicl cost information is developed.,
"o Cost information should be based on the accrual method of ac-
counting. S

¢ Cost data should be reconcilable to official financial accounting data,
* Nonfinancial data should be reconcilable to official institutional
records. '

e Definitions used in cost determinations should bhe applied uniformly.
e Cost information and related costing units should cover the same
period. . :

e Cost information should be consistently determined,’

* Cost should be.attributed to a cost objective based on a casual or
bencficial relationship. ’

e Indirctt cost should be allocated based on quantitative measures
that can be applied in a practical manner. .

e €gmmon cost incurred to provide two or more services. should be
allodated in an equitdble manner. '

e Capital cost of a cost objective shoiild reflect the applicable expired
(fapital cost of the period, ' :

o Cost information should he accompanied by a -disclosure state- -

ment.

James states - that cost 'annlysis-in a consortium is a negotiatgd
process involving data reconciliation, the process of identifving and
giving appropriate consideration to dilferences in two or more sets of
data. He summarized his position in “Costing.a Consortinm Project”
("Business Officer”) as follows: .

+ .« « the costing of g consortium project is made simple ﬁw the fact that
the possible analvtical tools to perform such a task are dictated by what
*is available in the 4nstitutions with which thev deal. The historical daty
base is the reality in most institutiony of higher education. Thervefore, the
consortinm project is cogted nsing full orgfull average costs, including in-
direct costs if available. The projects that use comparative costs oy cost/
“benelit analvsis are costed using a negotiated list of accounts developed .
with institntional professionals and ave reconciled with institiitional ¢ost
data as much as possible. Nonquantifiable contributions to impoirang jn-
stitntional objectives are highlighted. The level of sophistication of data
gathering is defermined by the stage of development of the project as well

as by its size and importance. The list of accounts that are nsed are those
that are easily available at all of the .institutions involved in the project
and those that can and should be added. given the nature and size and
stage of development of the project, . .

AN
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Consortium directors have often had their projegrs criticized because of '
the lack of sophistication or detail in their project cost analyses, From this
rticle it is hoped that such criticism ¢an be shifted to the state of the ,’_Qarnt
of ‘cost analysis in higher education (James 1079. pp. 26-28).

"
©

Cost Effectiveness Findings
At b AR

The CIL study investigated six cooperative program areas: Cross-
registration, library and media cooperation, cooperative student ser-
vices, -group_purchasing, cooperative nontraditional structures and
distance-learning systcms, and cooperative academic programs.

Summar); Descriptions of the Fi'n(lin[.’{s:

¢ Cross-Registration. Cross-registration has been adopted as a formal
program of cooperation amorgg some 50 consortia of colleges and ani-
versities. Until the CIL study was undertaken, however, there was no
empirical analysis of whether the programs met their objectives! The
study reviewed cross-registration programs at <ix consortia to: (1) as
sess their cffectiveness, enlarging the potential for study through open-
ing academic doors to students their own institution could not open
except through the consortium; (2) measure student us¢ of the pro-
gams; and (8)- compare cross-registragion cOSts with its benefits esti-
mated in ()lollar amounts. The six consortia were chosen for their
varied characteristics and their diverse membership, which included:
three liberal arts colleges: & liberal arts college and two state uii-
versities: four liberal arts colleges and a statc university; four liberal
arts colleges, a theological center and a private university; nine theo
logical schools; and four liberal arts colleges, a business college, a
theological school, a community college, and three universities.

No problems were encountered in the colldttion and analysis of
data on the increascs in academic ()pporl-unitics and the sfudent use
of those oppormnities, but there were pr()l)lcms in the ZOEL-I)cncﬁt
analysis.” Only one consortium estimated its ~L)rogram's cgsts. Senior
officers of colleges and universities usually prw that the costs not
be estimated, viewing them as small and not th medsuring. An-
other mqye fundamental objection commonly stated was fhat measur-
ing the costs would be contrary (O the purpose of qupctfal.ion, which
is for the mutual benefit of the institutions and their students, faculty,
and staff. There was interest in the measurement of croks-registration
bhenefits, althpugh opinions differed on the nferits of vdrious ways to
measure them. The method *selected sets the henefit value as equjva-
lent to an allocation of thie instisutional costs at the institution offer-
ing the courscs. If, for-example, cross-registration Zl(i(i(il’lnl.s for 2 per-

cent .o\f an institution’s registration and its direct ingtructional costs
b

. |
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.- are $8,000,000, an estimate for cross-registration’s benefits is set at
$60,000. - '
. . T - ’o . Lo
. The main findings are uniform. The programs meet their objectives

either. fairly well or extremely well. The praise is high; the criticism is
muted. Educational options arc being enlarged to the extent sought
by the member institutions and are being nsed Py students, at little or
no cost except where intercampus bus service is providedf The ratio
of benefits to costs is extremcly high regardless of how costs and
benefits are measured.

N

° Libra1'y and Media Cooperation. Interlibrary cooperation is an old -
concept whose practice hegan to take on real signifieffice in the mits
1960s, thanks, in part, to federal legislation in the 1966 amendment of
the Library Services and Constructfon Act of 1964 arid subsequent
federal appropriations. The most recent national inventory of library

- cooperation, The ASI.A Report on Interlibrary Cooperation 1978,
notes 92,801 libraries in the U.S. and 750 single-type, n'l‘ultitype, and |
interstate cooperatives and. networks. '

On the voluntary side, library sharing occnrs cither through single-
purpese and special-purpose arrangements dedicated solely'to library
cooperation or through multipurpesc consortia that include library

' /coéﬁration as oné of scveral prrogrzlms.«Frcq:'pcntly, volnritary systems

. M . . L
dre inseparablyintertwined with state-snpported systems.

4 A 1975 natio

areas in which

al study (Black and Cnadra) identified $8 program
cademic library consortia participate. They range
from centralized acquisitions and processing binding services to media
loan, production, 4nd rental to the production maintenance of nnion
catalogs and lists_An the CIL case stndies, arcas of cooperation inchide
film rental, del very scrvices, union catalogs, serials lists, andio-visnal
resonrce poels, And jonrnal sharing. ' ' /) 7

There are numerons reasons for library cooperation, but perhaps
“the Most convincing is economic necessity. Tt is widely acknowledged
‘that no single nniversity can afford to continne financing the same
level of acquisitions cach year when the annual price risc is so far
ahead of the average cconomic growth and gencral cost of living in-
dexes. '

Procednres for assessing the costs and benefits of library coopera-
tion, however, arc not widely acknowledged. "Thus, a range of assess-
ment technigues were used in the case stndics. ‘The most simple and
practical approach, where possible, is to compare the costs and hyne-
fits withont cooperation to llLv costs and benefits with ¢oopgeration.

. 23
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Although such comparisons are often theoretical. they remain valyable
indications of the cost benefits of library cooperation.

For academic institutions and consortia consideting library coopera-
tion, Ruth Patrick's Guideline for Library Cooperatiqn (1972) can be
helpful. Developmient of library cooperation ‘for academic consortia
includes four phases; they are (1) exploratory. during which desired

benefits and potential members are identified; (2) planning, during r,

which objectives, organization, financial support, and facilitics are
identificd; (3) development, during which activitics, personnel im.
plemenmtion_sc}}cdulcs', policies, and evaluatfon progesse8 are identi:
fied; and (4) operation anf cvaluation, during which trial activitics,
evaluation, modification, full implementation, and reevaluation are
conducted. ' A .

e Cooperative Student Services. Student sevvices are providing a fertie
field for collegiate cooperation. The rapid development of these
services emerged along with the active extension of humanizing prac
tices, beginuing in the 1930s, and kept pace with the advancerent of
the social sciences. In the 1950°s and 1960’ these services greatly
expanded as glid enrollments, the holistic view of learning, ‘and the
needs of learners. This expansion attempted to keep ahead of stu-
dents’ neceds. as well as those of institutions, as the numbers of en-
rollees grew. Student services attempted 1o bridge the gap that de-
veloped between size and effectivencess., complexity and opportunity.

When there were adequate funds, an expansion of student servites
was possible; in the 1970%s. however, adequate funding rapidly di-
minished, even though the need continued.

. How, then, could higher education p;ovi(lc the needed range and

quality of services, while holding the lirie or reducing expenglitures |
and maintaining or improving scrvices? A careful rethinking of stu-
dent services was required of institutional leadership. - "

To those consortinm leaders engaged in sibstantial rclationships
with others in their community of colleges. their work together pros
vided a natural base on which to build sclected functions within a
comprehensive range ol student services. In those cases where care
was exercised in the analysis of the operations of a given service, and
administrative follow-through occurred to define appropriate sharing
in these operations, substantial stndent services in cousort emerged.
The record of achievement (documented later in this chapter) pro-
vides evidence of worthwhile gain to the institutions and to their
student beneficiaries. s

As colleges and nniversities confront the cconomic demands of the

1980°s, cach institutional offering and cach administrative service will
: i d
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be revigwed to ascertain its value. As institutional budgets are con-
stricted, valuable services to students should not be strangled. To dis- .
contm(xe student services merely because institutional leadership can-

not ’perceive alternative strategles for organization and operation
would be at once counterpré#uctive and tragic,

Institutional board membe® or chairpersons, presidents, vice presi-
dents, and deans should now advance the exploration and definition
of joint services in designated areas by calling for a careful detailing '
of the systems and procedures used in each service function. Analysis
of tlie commonality of the functions in comparison with those of gther
institutions in a’ group defined as their community will give specifica-
tion to those functions that are amenable to development in con-. -
sort.

o GroupLurchasing. Only a few consortia have undertaken voluntary
cooperativé\ purchasing,” but the experience has been rewarding for o
those that mave. The Massachusetts Higher Education Consortium,
building on the carlier experiences of Five Colleges, Inc. and the Ohio
Inter-University Council Purchasing Group, for example, provides
participating institutions with a 10 to 20 percent savings on purchases
made cooperatively. The Hudson-Mohawk Association of Colleges and
Universities (HMACU, comprised of 15 institutions, saved its par-
ticipating members $68,000 and $106,280 in the hirsgvo years of co-
operative purchasing. Success required direct ‘gflcrs” from arr im-
portant chief executive officer, agrcement amofe scveral other presi
dents to” cooperate, and willing purchasing offfcials. The activity is a
rewarding onc for the Association. i

Aftet the presidential directive was received, the purchasing agents
- agreed on product lines that promised savings through quantity pur-
chascs. The group estimated their annual campus requirements and g
agreed on product specifications. Invitation-to-bid letters were sent to
every vendor used by the colleges; local newspaper “ads alerted others.
A bid opening date and time were set, scaled bids were received and
opencd, after the purchasing agents reviewed the bids and product
samples. Usually the lowest bid is accepted unless there is good reason
to do otherwise. The campuses made a good. faith commitment to buy
from the successful bidder. Thereafter, all relationships took place be-
tween vendor and the campus; all contacts by sales or servicement, all
» deliveries and invoicing, all warchousing. In short, good standard '
' “purchasing practices werc followed, with Association staff prov:dmg
-only administrative support.
Hl\"CU started its purchasing with fuel oil, miscellaneous office

25
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10 (-()llcg(‘s.‘ Other
groups have started with other produits. The specific initial product
is not as important as is an agreement™{o start. Savimgs average in
the 10 to 20 percent range, with larger purchasers realizing the small
percentage but more dollars because of volume. The small institutions

,experience the reverse. It is dificult to understand why more colleges
do not undertake group purchasing. Hospital groups, in contrasy pur-
chase great quartitics of products cooperatively. FIMACU his found
that moncy can begaved even though the participants also have access
to an-c[fcclivc state purchasing system.

o

supplies and paper,

N

An indirect benefit from group purchasing is that the |)lll"t‘hr£15ing
officils for the colleges, in dealing with the same vendors and am-,
panics, often have similar problems. By comparing notes :nﬁ X
periences, insights and additional savings often can he realized,

. .
o Cooperalive Nontraditional Structures and Distance-Tearning Sys-’
tems. Winston Churchill’s perceptive decription of Russia, “A riddle
wrapped in a mystery in an engima,” would apply equally well to the
various coép(?rzllivc. nontraditional structuves now- heing employed
by an increasing number of institutions to deliver higher education
programs. A growing conservatism on the part af taxpayers and public
ofﬁcizllsnwhich I)(‘gzlh_ in the 1960s, has led %0 an ('mph;mi.s" on the more
efficient use of existing financial, physical, and hinnau resources, the
climination of unnecessary (lupli(i&ii(m, and the maximization of ac
cess and services to learners. ,

"Across the US., there are dozens of noncampus colleges. outrcach
programs. and satellite campuses. Just as noncampus colleges have
made it [l()s'sil)lc to provide educational opportunitics for those who
cannot or do not wish 1@ tavel to a waditional campus, new edu-
cational svstems that use technology and niedia have made it p()ssil)ld
to provide instrnction fm; audiences removed from any fornffal class-
room sctting. M : ’

The nontraditional case studies examined by GIT, included distance-
learning -pr()p,r;lms'. off-campis contracted libvary arrangements. shared
campus facilities, a community college withopt walls, and oll-campus
learning centers organized o serve g(‘og_r_rn\d:i(-ully distant students.
“Nontraditional” seems to be the most appropriate collective term for
describing the great variety of programs that deviate from the custo-
g\zlry’struc{ur(' lel(.l approach of higher education,

Nontraditional educational consortia, like nontraditional instit-
tions, have cmncerged because they meet needs and enable activities
that could not be accomplished as well or at all upless new strac-
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tures were created: In the past, colleges and unLverqmes have not been__
froted for giving pridgity interest to institutional gooperation, Where
substantive cooperatiodhas ocenrred and worked, it usually has ve-
sulted from “financial an{l academic intcrests that coul(l not be ad-
dresse by individual institutions. - .

The case studies examined in the CIL study were not the only
examples that could have been nsed. However, the cooperative ar-

rangements that were reviewed are representative of similar activities

takifig place in other parts of the nation. Becausc there is no established
methodology to assess the costs and bencfits of nontraditional systems,
each -case arplysis had to be (IC\cIopul based on the best comparative
data avail§hle. Althongh these inittl studies focnsed primarily on
cost- cﬁcctieneqq there obviously were .ather very slgmﬁmnf‘ edu-

cational benefits in e"lch‘.q&:: well.,

,o Cooperative Academic. Programs. For manv American institntions,

the enrollment declines predicted for the 1980°s have already begnn’

As 2\(' declines become morer wi(lcqmmd the pressures on low-cnroll-

_me t departments and programs will intensifv. As an alternative toL

pmgrlm elimination, instftutions in proximity to make academic co-
operation feasible should-begin'now to work together.

The scven academic cooperative progeams that were reviewed
‘demonstrate concretely that toigt departments and proarams can work,
do result in cost cffectiveness, and do provide special benefits to the
cooperating institutions.. Investigation has shown that joint program-
ming not only is less expensive but also has been the salvation of many
programs that could not be osl.nl)hsho(f or maint: nncd without intei-
institntional cooperation.

Joint academic long-rance planning is the first step for institutions
to prepare for wademit cooperation. Cardfnl planning that |/olvos
faculty and jdicions action by faculty and (I(Immmr(llorq to replace
or not replace retirees and those who leave for other reasons can allay
faculty fears and can allow departments (o condnct orderly and pro-
ductive transitions.

The cost effectivencss in each case stndy is demonstrated in dif-
ferent ways, according.to the ].umtlmt were- (IVIII(II)}L and the way
they were reported. For example, the New Orleans onsortinm De-
partment of Social Work, dwving 1977-78, produged tuition fees and
grants in cxcess of direct costs to the insfitutions in the amount of
$110,200. The Tri-College University Fdncational  Administration
Programs would have cost an additional $62457 during 1977-78 if

- two independent programs existed rather than a single cooperative
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one. The joint smpmer school operated by the Greensboro Regional
Consortium has generated $850,000 in preject monies for the mem-
ber. institntions over the past 10 years, The Quad-Cities Graduate . °
Study Genter operated at a cost to Iowa and Tlinois of $1,154,000.
This is $1,880,000 Iéss than the cost wonld have been to the states if
the Center’s students had enrolled in traditional institutional pro-
grams. . )

Other, less mature prograins involving academic cooperation include
the New Orleans Consortinun’s Modern Forcign'l.nngu:lgc Center and
Unique Majors Program, thé West Central Wisconsin Consortinm’s ‘
Interinstitntional Review of Existing Programs®and Cooperative Cur-
riculnm Planning. the Greenshoro Regional Consortinm’s Goopera-

- tive Music Degree Program, and the Five Colleges’ Cooperative Fine -~
Arts Activities. .

In each case, thie nnanimons conclusion of all program directors is
that the same or similar academic services could not he provided as
economiczllly‘:ls/lhcy now are withont cooperation amgong instili-

tions. { -
J - . A
Summary of CBoperative Cost Semngs (171(1 Benefits:

The savings and benefits ré‘gprbcd below are extracted from the 37

case studies analyzed Iiv CII, during 1978 and 1979. The firures that

> arc reported are based on the most recently available data and are, in

most cases, for a one-year period. Additional information on cach case
study and on the cost-analysis procedures used is available in Costing

Collegiate Cooperation (CIL 1979) ;¢ an imabridged report of 440

.

. pages and a monograph that highlights the findings in 36 pages. +
) . N

o Cross-Registration o
Atlarea University Center s derived value of instruction. $1.518,000. N

. Boston TFheological Tnstitute: 1,200 cross-registrations; 8.5 pereent of all regis-
“trations; not quantified becanse institutional costs of instructions are not avail-
able. '
Five Colleges, Inc.: derived value of instruction, $|_889_()0%
New Orleans Consortinm: derived value of instruetion, $10.000.
Pittshurgh Council on Figher Education:, $211.000. ' \ ' *

Tri-College University: $151,000. - ) \ o _ -

o Libiary and Media €ooperation N
Tri-College University: joint film center, avoidance of tlnj)li(‘nl}\(\v hooks, and
joint cataloging, $50,416; henefits of sharing jgimals not qunnliﬁv(\

University Center of Georgia: inter-library delfvery service, $6,287; iner-library
book savings reported by | of 10 librarians, $0.010. '

*Sce Appendix B for a listing of consortia and their mesuber institntions.
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Kuoion of Tndependent Colleges of Art: joint film center, $124,460. .
Gereater Cincinnati Library Consoftium: joint film center, $26.956

New Hampshire Colle iversity Council : inter-campus delivery systems,
$44,168. :

Dayton-Miami V'\Hcy Consortium: inter-library delivery system; insufficient
records on 18,125 bulk deliveries prohibits a quantifying of savings.
Central Pennsylvania Consortium; journal sharing, $10,000.

: Rorhesler}{egional Library Council: joint film center, $47,335.

("oo[)eratwe Student Services ’

\Jnmn of Independent (‘oklcgcs of Art: (oopm'\nvc admissions; average henefits -
of $67,667 for each institution. .

Hudson-Méhawk Association of Colleges and Universities: joint student recruit-

- ment, $34,000. ’
New }lepshlrc College and U mvuslly Council: (oopcmtlvc admissions, $34,-
953.

Graduate Theological Union: common registrars office, $85,21

New Hampshire College and University Council: $27.000 inveMed over two
years helped generate $4,409,191 in additional student financial aid monies.

Atlanta University Center: joint career planning and placement services; sav-
ings for each institution, $14,500. '

o Group Purchasing . .
HudsomMohawk Association of Colleges-and Uifiversitics: joint purchasing
$106,280. .

* Associated Colleges of the Twin Cities: joint purchasing, $42,373.
Hudson-Mohawk Asm(lall(m of Colleges and Universities: cooperative surplus
sale, $12.450. '

Council of West Suburban Colleges: cooperative employees insurance program,

$92 000. oo
Massachusctls Higher Education Consortiuy: joint purchasing, $669,000.

e Cooperative Nontraditional Structures. .am[ Distance Learning Syst('ms
Coast (ommumly College District: telecourse production; difference in pro-
duction ¢dsts and income over 7 years, $521,662; gas savings for studénts na-
' . tionally, $6,300,000. ;

Coastline Community College: contracted llln‘uy smn((‘s, cost avordanée over
7 years, $8,500,000. .

. Auraria Iigher Education Center: 'I*TI cost instructiqn avuagm 20 l0.25 per-..
cent less for three institutions.

John Wood Commumity College: contracted mmllmom ¢v0|d l)mldlng costs
and reduge instructignal costs; no fignres given.

’
Mid-Coast Comnumity College Wervices; outreach (‘()mmunily' college program;
cost of instructional savings,.$151,912,

York County (‘mnnumily College Services: outreach community rollcgé/‘m}a
/ f l 338,39 i iy
gram, cost ol instructiona mvmgs $338, b
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e Coopcrative Academic Programs .
New Orleans Consortium: commtmm departn\ont of social work with costs

2 to 3 times more if sponsored lndcpcndently by each of the three members; no
figures.

Tri-College University: joint educational administration program of three col-
leges would cost $62,457 more if offered lndcpcndontly by two members,

Quad-Cities Graduate Study Center: gracduate center saved $1,330,000 in in-
struction and $1,422,716 in student travel.

, Five Colleges, Inc.: saved on facilities, equipment, an\ﬂz faculty, attracted out-

side funding; no figures given. S X W

- Claremont Colleges, Inc.: joint science depaftment; three cGHch;ﬁ mamtame(l
one (‘l.lssm()m/lal)m'\tory complex with one set of faculty; no figures given.

Greenshoro Regional Consortium; joint Bachelor of Fine Arts; costs would be 2

. to 3 times greater if the colleges had independent programs.
(reensboro Regional Consortium: consortium summer schoal, $80,000.. .
. .
a
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Ar ere Significant gooperative Education -
r Benefits Beyondd~ the Cost Advantages?

)

In the\GIL-Carncgic analyses of six’program areas, there were eleven

principal i?lvestig;nors making visits, interviewing personnel, and- col-

lecting data. Using,a decentralized approach to conducting the pro-

ject and employing varying analysis methodologics, there emerged a-

e ‘commonality of ('dcntiﬁcd_C(Mc:nionul_bcncﬁts. in acklition o the cost
wavoidance and cost savings, tlmt)rnmccndcd the many forms of co-
operation. Though the educational benefits are not amenable to pre-
cise measure, expression of their reality was strongest from institn-

tional personnel who were participants in the cooperative projects,

Summarics of their obscrvations fol]qw: -
.‘ s ® B
. " :Duplication- s ’

: Q

Interinstitutional (t(?)pcﬁ:uim‘*:m be used to avoid costly and wi-

’ Jn‘écessnr&"duplicatibn.‘ Tlic ability to provide greater services to- ledrn-
crs by paoling yesources r:llh}rnlh;m by“attempting to meet the neeils
as ﬁel'ceiv'(;(l{‘g'y mdividual institutions offers 2 much more cfficient use
of resotrces. In the past, when financial resources were readidy avail-

-able. for higher cducation, the usual solution to meet an jdentified -

need wg\s':to create another ()r;ﬁnizalionzll structure or institution.
The _COO')CT:lti\'C'Z\l'%‘ 1 offers an efficient and nonduplieative al-
ternative as an :;qsaﬁcr_'t@%cting future identificd needs.

. e,

K

. " Quality A B a .
_ Institutions can strengthen the qualtey of their offerings and services
oo thraugh, a Coopcr:ltivc“urr:mgcmcnl., Jomt sponsorship ol programs,
&osSregistration of students, and sharing library resources expand and
, ¢ . cnrich educational opportunitigs and services for students at each par-
7 ticipating institution, By creating additional options for students, the
.3 . quality of their caucational experience i inercased. Furthérmore, the
" opportunity,to sample and use the arrienla, faculty, and student
~." services of other instittions or to creatg joint programs among thent

Vt

o ~ . . .
. makeg :IV:lllzll)lé‘ quality learning efperientes that otherwise would not
.‘ be available to' the stidents. -
.+ Diversity : N . —7 -
——— . .0 )

In the same manner that cooperatjye arrangements can improve the
L2 i .

. ¢
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quality of educational experiences {or students, they also can expand oL
the diversity and breadth of that experience. The quality is difficult

o measure but the diversity of the educational experience is con-

crete. ‘

»

oW dccess S . ~ .

Intcr;mslitutional coopcrn_tive arrangements have madec it possible tQ
substantially increase access to postsecondary ecducation for a variety of :
populations. For example, geographically isolated or place-bound
populations have been served by cooperative outreach programs, new
learning ¢enters, and common-market colleges. Existing student popu-
lations at " traditional colleges and universitics hiave had access ex-

-panded through cooperative agrecments related to joimt progmmming
and outrcach programs, cross-registration, library cooperation, and stu-

dent sctvices. Some p()pnlaliohs not adequately served by wraditional
higher education (for example, adults, minoritics, women, handicap-
. ped, and cconomically disadvantaged) have, in the last degade, been
served by new cooperative structures.

' ’ »

Financial Advancement ' “ -

+

Cooperative cfforts have made it possible for individual institu-
tions, as a part of a larger cooperative structure, to obtain grants that
otherwise they miglt not have received. #Institutions can olten make a
case for=support collectively that they could ot make infli\'i(l;lzllly.
.They include institntions within a particular geographic region as
well as institutions spread adross the United States, but fulfilling a
specific function. The cooperative -fundraising activities make- it pos-
sible for the cooperating institutions to provide better service for their
¢ students thau they could without the additiona] funding.

Communication~ ~ . : . T .
“The process of planning, establighing, and operating @ (~oopermive".
arrangement has pened up new and creative channels of communica-

tion. The opportunity for open dialog with colleagues at different in-

. stitutions develops new approaches 1o learning aud provides im-

portant new services. Sneh communication and ('()l\nlnlll'ﬁly initiatives

have been a stimulant to interactions of increasing number and
quality.” .

~
(™

Alternative Systems

The cooperative programs rcvicwc:l jn the CIL-Carnegic study -
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flect the edl;catignal needs and concerns of the institutions that com-
prise their membership. As an alternativeﬂstem, arrangements do, not
replace existing structures, they suppleffient and enhance then® in
ways often not open to institutions internally. Alternative structures
can be used for fast action when timing for achievement is crucial,
and they can he employed over long periods of time for sustained*in-
fluence on institutional growth and maturity.

Competition :

Among the most noteworthy characteristics of American higher edu-
cation are its in(lividuality and the autonomous nature of its institu-
tior]s. Colleges and universitics were founded to achieve specific ob-
jectives. In the past three decadés, many if not most institutions have
attempted (o be all things to the students they scrve. However, most
institutions lately have found themselves in competition with other in-
stitutions of their régio fot students and financial resources, One so-
lution to the intense competiveness of the 1970°s has been the creation
of cooperative arrangements that reduce interinstitutional competi- -
tion and increase cooperation, Thus, joint purchasing, joint library
usage,-and cross-registration, make it possible to attract and serve stu-
dents that might not otherwise be available to an individual institu-
tion within its own structure. -

Planning and Control :

,_..]&:itutional interreliance makes it possible for participating insti-
tutidns to control their destiny much more directly, When free enter-
prise, whether individual or institutional, operates without a sense for
community in higher education, it means that institutions. necessarily
will compete for students and dollars. When cooperative arrange-
ment is developed, however, ﬁlanning and open communicatipn be-

tween or amqng institutions assist in minimizing laissez-faire com-
petition. - ’

. .
Efficiency N

v

r

Interinstitutional cooperation. as.a result of planning and open
communication, can prevent needless duplication and inefficient com-
petition. Postsccondary institutions in a given region or in a given
academic area, regardless of where located, have in fact a monopoly
on postsccondary education.” The economic principles that apply to
all large corporations apply equally well to colteges and universitices,
However, since postsecondary institutions are nonprofit, the regula-

3

-»

~ - 83




"e

tions related to restraint of trade are not applicable. In fact, uncon-
trolled monopoly is just as inefhcient and> unproductive for higher
education institntions as it is anywhere. The greatest efficiency and
the greatest benefits for students are achicved when institntions con-
centrite on doing wha

they do best, I institutions can agree 10 €0

ate by limi Their competition, then the greatest clficiency can

Leadership

Consortia and other forms of interinstitutional relationships provide
a structure throngh which leaderslip can emerge and be shared at the
community and regional level, The leadership may come [rom one or*
more institutions, from the cooperative orgagization,- and Trom the
public at Inrgr.’\ﬁff'rc there has been sucecss in cooperation, it is al-

»wavs a result of strong leadership at one or more levels.

M 3 "
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. What Role Will Cooperation Plﬁy in the Future?

Alter nalzve Courses of Action

As institutions of higher cducation plan the next 15 years (1980-
95), a period when there will be a 20 percent decline in traditional
college-age youth (U.S. News and World Report, May 29, 1979 and
Time, January 15, 1979), and when income from all sources may be-
come depressed, there are four possible courses of action:

e Survive alone :
e Develop substantial voluntary interinstitutional relationships
e Accept publicly mandated. systems o[ coordination

e Terminate operation '

Given a preference, most institutionatly based leaders would favor
the order in which the choices are presented above. It scems more
realistic to view the four conditions as representing intervals on a con-
tinuum becaunse, in actuality, cach mstitution probably will accept a
measur¢ of cach condition. That is, a given college prolml)ly will: (1)
go it alone in certain program arcas, (2) cooperate in others, (8) ac-
cept those. systems that are mandated by legislation, and (4) termi-
nate operations that are not feasible.

Unmmcalz!v of Interdependence

The trend of American (ollcgcs and universitics to increased levels
of interdependence in a varicty of forms is part of a larger movement
to interreliance that permeates all levels of society. For example, a
growing body of literature reflects that public school districts are de-
veloping cooperative regional groups across the country (Institute for
Responsive Fducation 1978) . In 1978 the chiel state school officers
and state education” agencies in eight sonthern states formed  the
Southeastern Regional Consortium “to integrate more cffectively the
different components of the educational system of the region--from
kindergarten through higher education and beyond” (Hayman 1978) .
At the National Education Association in Washington. a permanent
staff position has heen established to provide national coordination fors
regional groupings of school districts.

Inquiries from around the plobe and contemporary education
literature indicate that interinstitutional cooperation is rapidly be-
coming an international phenomenon  (International Association of
Universities 19790 Peisert and Framhein 1978). 'T'his movement and

(> .
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the growing concern for international education pér se are evidenced
in a special issue of the Kquainter (October-November 1979) that
lists promingent internationa education organizatipns and reports on
the United Nations University. ' ' '
The universal movement to increascd levels of interdependence ex-
tends far beyond cducation to the world issnesl,‘of armaments, cur-
rency, cnergy, cnvironment, pollution, water, food, -population, re-
ligion, human rights, transportation, _(tommllnica;ion,‘an(l other tech-
nologics. The trend is irreversible. The challenge to educators is'to
cultivate forms of interinstitutional cooperation and coordination that
retain humancness and that are responsive at the*local and community |
levels.
Pragmatic Issue-Related Questions

. Some of the more. pragmatit issues that warrant priority delibera- ;
tions are: N T , '

) Rro there models of viable cooperation and coordination that leave

pafalism, freedom of choice, and institutional integrity maximally .
intact? ' : N

o To what extent should institutional autonomy yield to collabora-

tion and centralization for the public good? ‘

o In what ways can collaboration be employed to cope with the

pragmatic issucs of recruitment, retention, retrenchment, funding, and A

survival? - ’
o What incentives arc necded to encourage institutions to break™new
ground insharing curricula and staff to control instructional costs? ™

e Will institutions collaborate to meet new nceds requiring lifclong
. learning opportunities or international education opportunities?
‘ e How can collaboration best be used to assure quality programming
ontraditional education? ' .

. \

Obstacles to Cooperalion . \

The bbstacles to cooperation, numerous arid complex, may be de- |
scribed \n a variety of ways. The most satisfactory organizational \
. - . - 9
schema phat the author has found to accommodate the range of prob-

lgfns is a simlified classification system of four categorices: legal, fi- U
. nbncial, institational, and individual? ’ .
Legal requirements occasionally have hindered but rarely have (\
negated cooperation where there is commitment. Federal tax regula-
tions for nonprofit, tax-cxempt organizations, and state statutcs on
incorporation, on resource exchange (students, staff, morries) , and on
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public bidding for purchases (group purchasing) gre the more com-
* mon areas that may require special attention. Experience has shown;
however, the problems are amenable to solution jf institutions are

willing to invest the effort. ) <
Financial support for voluntary cooperation from public and pri-
vate sources has been and continues to be limited. Unfortunately, 2

there is'a fecling on the part of same educational leaders that pro-
nouncements arc sufficient, for cooperiion to qccur. The bencfits of
cooperation, like any other worthwhile endeavor, have a relationship
to the investment made in the effort.'Foundations and fecural agencies
can provide timely selective funding, but the primary sourc® of -sup=—"
port in the future will have to come from the state level \if coopera-
tion is to become the accepted practice insteagl of the exception in the
educational community.

Ilstitutional obstacles are best characterized as parochial and occur
in many forms: autocracy, autonomy, territoriality, academic freedom,
etc.} Competition is more natural than cooperation hecause institutions
have aghistory of indépendence and are organized, governed, and ad-
ministered largely to serve status quo interests. Institutions need out-
side encouragement from funding agencies, legislators, trustees, and
community leaders in making the necessary changes to adapt to’in-
terdependence, ' .

Individuals often comprise another form of institutional paro-
chialism in a lower common denominator. It may be in the form.of a
trustec or alumnus who wants to preserve the past, a president who

~ measurces ‘success by individual institutional progress, a faculty mem- *

- +ber who perceives outside activity as posing a security threat, or ya
o consortium administrator or association director who advocates co-
.operation among member institutions hut ‘does not extend the same
principle horizontally to a larger community. .

«Essentially the future success of vofuntary cooperation will depend -
) on the tapacity of the people involved to change from autocratic
' styles of governance to shared, participatory forms of government.

‘e

2
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- Appendix A

}vlajor Contributing Authors to the GIL-Carnegie Study of the Gost-
Effectiveness of Cooperative Programs )

Cross-Registration: Webster C. Cash, Atlanta University Center, and Franklin
- L. Courson, New York City . .
Library and Media Cooperation: Lewis D. Patterson, Council for Inter-
institutional Leadership : =

Student Services: Dean, EgTollefson, Union of Independent Colleges of Art;
~ and Webster C. Cash,'*anta University Center
Group Purchasing: Robert M. Briber, Hudson:Mohawk Association of Col-
leges and Universities ) ' '
Cooperative Non-Traditional Programs: George P. Connick, University of
. ‘ Southern Mains, and Donald A. Johnson Quad-Cities Graduate Study
' Center ' '
Cooperative Academic Progrags: Mary H. Ellis, New Orleans Consortium,
Robert L. Bums;*West Central Wisconsin Consortium, and John McCune
Tri-College University '{' .
" Cost Analysis Mcthod(ﬁz)'gy: Thomas O. James, Vice President for Financial
/éﬂairs, Birm_ingham-Sol\thern College; and Chairman, I\‘IACUBO Small
y olleges Cominittee L -

<

*Co-Editors of The CIL Reports: Lewis D. Patterson, CIL, and H. Clayton . -
Ackley, Ackley-Petosa Associates, Union of Independent Colleges of Art.'
~— 'l . ) .‘
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‘Appendix B .

A °

-
-

Listing o\Consortia and Their Member Institutions That Participated
tn the CIL-Carnegic Study of Cost-Effective Cooperative Prog‘rams

Associated Colleges of the Twin Cities (ACTC) - .
Augsburg College, The Collegé of St. Catherine, College of St. Thomas,
Hamling University, Macalester College : o

Atlanta University Center (AUC)

Atlanta University, Clark College, Tnterdenom:national Theological Center,”

Morchouse College, Morris Brown College, Spelman College

Auraria Higher Education Center (AHEC) : ¥
Community College of Denver/Auraria, Metropolitan 8tate College, Uni-
versity bf Colorado at Denver - - : .

§

Boston Theological Institute (BTI) " ' (\ﬁ‘ o
Andover Newton Theplogical School. Boston Co fege Department “of
Theology, Boston Universtty School of Theology, Episcopal Divinity School,

Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary, Harvard Dipinity School, H
Cross Greek Orthodox Seminary, St. John's Seminary, Weston School of
Theology

Claremont Colleges .
Claremont Men’s College, Pitzer College, Scripps College

Copst Community College District
Coastline Community College, Huntington Beach Library and Culturaly
Center ) — .

Council of West Suburban Colleges (CWSC)
George Williams College, Illinois Benedictine College, Aurora College,
North Central College

Dayton-Miami Valley Consortium (DMVC) .
Air Force Institute of Technology, Central State University, Clark Tech-
nical College, Educational Opportunities Center, Kettering College of,
Medical Arts, Sinclair Community College, Southern State College, Uni-
versity of Dayton, United Theological Seminary, Urbana College, Wilber-
force University, Wilmington College, Wright State University, Wright-
Patterson Air Force Base : 9

Five Colleges, Inc. - B e -
Ambherst College, Hampshire College, Mount Holygke College, Smith Col-
lege, University of Massachusetts at Amherst )

. American Baptist Semingry of the West, Church Divinity ‘g(‘hool of the
Pacific, Dominican School of Philosophy and Theology, I"mncisga’ll School
of Theology," Jesuit School of Theology at Berkeley, Pacific Lutheran
Theological Seminary, Pacific School of Religion, San Irancisco Theolqgi-

- cal Seminary, Starr King School for tf¢ Ministry, Graduate Theological

Graduate Theological Uhi(} (GTU) :

b

Union, Center_for Urban-Black Studies, Center Judaic Studics, Center for '

-~ . N
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'.Grcatér_"’Cin'cinhati Library Consortium (GCLC)

A

“Women and Religion, School of Applied Theology, Center for Eghics ang
Social .Policy, The Berkeley Priory and. the Institute for Thomistic and
Ecumenical Studies, Center for Hermeneutical Studies (in Hellenistic and -
Modern Culture), Program for the Study of New Religious Movements in -

- America, Pacific and Asian American Center for Theology- and Strategies
L

Cincinnati Bible Semipary, Cincinnati Country Day SchooLCincinnjiii .
Technical College, College of Mt. Saint Joseph, Edgecliff College, Northern
Kentucky University, Thomas More College, University of Cincinnati, UG
Raymond Walker Branch, Ursuline Academy, Xavier University .

Greenshoro Regional Consortium (GRC) _

Benrtett College, Guilford College, Greensboro College *

Hudson-Mohawk Association of Colleges and Universities (HMACU)
Albany College of Pharmacy, Albany Medical College, The College of
Saint Rose, Hudson Valley Community College, Maria College, Rensselaer
Polytechnic [nstitute, Russell Sage College, Schenectady County Com-
munity College, Siena College, Skidmore College, Union College

John Wood Community College (JWCC) ‘

Culver-Stockton College, Gem -City College, Hannibal-LaGrange, John

" Wood Community College, Quincy Beauty Academy, Qui‘ncy College,

Quincy Technical Schools, Southeastern Community College
Massachusetts Higher Education Consortium (MHEC)

(Forty-one colleges and universities in Massachusetts, including eleven pri-
vate institutions) °

Mid-Coast Community College Services (MCCCS)
- University of Maine at Augusta, high school, libraries, vocational-technical
institutes, hospitals, museums

New*Hampshire College and University Council (NHCUC) i
Colby-Sawyer College, Franklin Pierce College, Keene State College,
Mount St. Mary College, Nathaniel Hawthorne College, New England Col--
lege, New Hampshire College, New Hampshire State Library, Notre Dame
College, Plymouth State College, Rivier College, St. Anselm’s College,. Uni-
versity of New Hampshire, U&H Merrimack Valley Branch, UNH School

)

w

of Continuing Studies

New Orleans Consortium-(NOC C . )
; Loyola University, St. Mary’s Dominican College, Xavier University of _

. - Louisiana

\

—

Pittsburgh Council on Higher Education (PCHE)
Carlow College, Carnegie Mellon University, Chatham College, Community
Collegg of Allegheny County, Duquesne University, La Roche College,
Pittsbutgh Theological Seminary, Poiut Park College, Robert Morris Col-
lege, University of Pittsburgh : ' \

Quad-Cities Graduate Study Ccnt(:{ (QCGQC) c :
Augustana College, Towa State University, Marycrest College, Northern II- -
'l-iao{is University, Bouthern Illinois University, Sangamon State University,
Unversity of Illinois, University of Jowa, University of.Northern Iowa,

Westetn Illinois University :

.
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Rochester Regional Rescarch Library Council (RRRLC)
" Colgate Divinity School, College Center of the Finger Lakes, Convalescent
Hospital, Genéral Railway Signal, Highland Hospital, Hobart and William
" Smith - Colleges, Kodak Rescarch Library, Lincoln First Bank, Monroe
Community. «College, Monroe Development Center, Nazareth College,
Roberts Wesleyan College, Rochester Institute of Technology,- Saint Johp
Fisher College, State t%nlverslty of New York at Brockport, SUNY. at
Geneseo, University of Rochester
Tri-College University (TCU)
Concordia College, Moorhead State University, North Dakota State Um-
' : versity
' Union of Independent Collegcs of Art (UICA o
Atlanta Colleges of Art, California College of Ets and Crafts, Centcr for
. ' Creative Studles-(JoIIegc of Art and Design, Clevetand Institupe of Art,
Kansas City Art Institute, Maryland Institute College of ‘Art, Mlnneapolls
College of Art and Design, Philadelphia College of Art, School of the Art
" Institute of Chicago
University Center of Georgia, Inc. (UCG) .
" Agnes Scatt College, Atlanta College of Art, Atlanta Public Library, At-
lanta University Center, Columbia Théological Seminary, Emory Univer-
sity, Georgia Instifute of Technology, Georgia State University, Ogelthorpe
University, University of Georgia :

. York County Community College’ Services (YCCCS) ' -
¢ University of Southern Maine, Southern Maine Vorational Technical In-
stitute, high schools, public libraries, hospitals, churches, Nasson College

»
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Appendix C—Annotated Bibliography
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All of the annotated references are citedt in the general Bibliegraphy —~
following this appendix. ;

I. The relationships hetween four community colleges and their respective

school districts ave examined in Four Case Studies: Working Partnerships
Between Community Colleges and Community Schools {Amecricag Association

of Community and Junior Colleges 1977). The 60-page monograph describes .
and examines exceptionally successful community programs at (1) Clackamas
Comnumity College, Oregon City, Oregon; (2) Towa Central Conununity Col-
lege, Fort Dodge, Towa; (3) Florida Juniov College, Jacksonville, Florida;
and (4) Washtenaw Community College, Ann Arhor, Michigan. Topics re-
viewed include factors leading to cooperation, specification of school and college
roles, administration of community programs, and educational and social bene-
fits of cooperation. ' : o -

- . -
0

2. AAC]C/AV A Joint Study®ooperation in Vocational Education (Ameri-
can Association of Cowmunity and Junior Colleges and American Vocational
Association, 1978) is a 25-page “Executive Summary” of a 314-page study re-
port Fducation and Training: A Guide to Interinstitutional  Cooperatioy
( SACJA/AVA, 1978). The goal of the USOE-funded project was to locate

and describe suceessful artivulationsefforts among postsecondary institutions’ in

g -

local commun! . 4 -
I3

COF 203 éomuaty-based programs  that were nominated for. reyiew, 22
were visited to adentifs policies and procedures that help or hinder coopera-
tion. Nine Iocations wer  judged to he practicing successfudaarticulation when

. . . . . . .. by - P SRR
assessed against 10 criterm. Four major hatriers to articnlagion :\rg?_m comm"" -
peting external expectations of speeial Mterest-Brofps; #2) stere8typed pereep-
tions of programs and practices of other nstitutions; (3) a trend toward pro-
vidhing a common set of edncational services; and (1) conflicting -educational
values. The vepprt ofters federal, state, and local recommendations on fmance,
data’ systems, vocational education, interinstitutional cooperation, and cre-
dentialing. | ~

3 Warren Bennis forefasted in 1968 i “New Patterns of Leadersip for To- .
morrow’s Organization,” Technology Revictn 70, that burcaucracy a pyramided,
centralized, Mnetionally specialized, impersonal mechanism  will end in the
next 25 to-50 years becanse the system is out of joint with contemporary

Crealities. Inits place will be adaptive, problenm-solving systems of diverse

specialists, linked together by comrtlinating execntives. A major leadership quali-
fication will be interpersonal” competeice comparable to stibstantive  com-
petence. Other necessary epalifications will be: knowledge of large complex
systems and their dynamics, knowledge, of practical theories of intervening and
guiding these systess, and integrating individuals and groups; and an ability
to use all types of information systeins. ('.nll:\bl“'illivc Igadership must be de-

veltped. Lxcetutive constelftion means an abandonment of executive leader-

\
\
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ship responsibility but an onlnrgemcnt of executive effectiveness through real-
istic allocation of responsibility.

4. Costing Collegiate Cooperation: A Report on the Costs and Bcneﬁls of
Interinstitutional Programs wigh  Consorttum- Case ™ Studies dand (“zudelmcs
available in an unabridged report of 440 pages or a monograph of 36 pages,-
reports on a_two-year study conducted by the Council for Interinstitutional
Leadership and supported by the Garnegie Corporation of New York. .

The report presents the most thorough review ever undertaken of consortium
cost effectiveness. Thirty-eight cooperative programs located at 25 consortia are
presented as ease studies and are analyzed for their cost effectiveness. The six

categories of cooperative programs inclade: cross-registration: hlumy and media
cooperation; cooperative :tu(lon( services, group purchasing; cooperative non-
traditional higher education' mq‘\mm(mn‘\l structures and (Imtan(c learning sys-
tems; and cooperative academic progr‘um

A concluding section identifies major educat: onal henefits of cooperation be-
yond “cost effectiveness and the appendices include a position paper on cost

analysis ‘in higher education and on cost- -analysis nw(hn(lolm'y for cooperative

progmms' . R
-

. CILs 1977 Consortium I)m’rlmv (1978) includes 115 cooperatii@ar-
r"lng( ments, involving 1,398 institmtions, which meet five criteria, Fach™con-
sortinm is 2 \()lllllldf)’ form\l orgapization, includes two or more lnoml)m n-
stitutions, is multipurpose (moré than one program), is administered by a pro-
fessional directer, and requires continuing membership support. T

The information on cach consortium includes: oreanizational name, address,
telephone number, title and name of the ¢hief administrative oflicer, listing
and location of member institutions, and a narrative on the consortium’s history,
purpoges, programs, and funding.

ndex references 66 different types of ump(rmvv programs, e.g., cross-
registration o fiﬁnl(y exchange, under four general heading: academic, ad-
ministrative, community, and student. Indexes also are inclnded on “Con- *
sortium Directors” and “I,0f~n(i()|| of*Gohsertinm Mewbers” =™ ., &

6. The “Consorti Dircctory Listing” (1979) is updated ﬁ)ntimmusfy:#\s a-
mpplmngn( l(yﬂ«/lr:'ﬁ( Consortiim Directory (see above), CIL's current list-
ing of 125 multipurpose consortia represents an overall incgease of 10 over the
115 consortia ropnrt('(l in the LFighth Fdition of the Directory. The. Nmth $di-
tion of the Directory is slated for publication in carly 1980.

7. Interinstitutional Cooperation in Higher Education (Binmett) is a 126-page
paperback report on the proceedings of a national conference in 1960 in ‘Corning,
New York. Tt ree aps the history of the consortiim movement and the involve-
ment of New York, offers the viewpoints of consortium directors, presidents, a
faculty member, and a student on ump(mlmn‘ and m(ln(l(' a directory of 47
consortia. :

8. A-“Special Tssue: International Fducation™ Acquainter Newsletter (Octo-
ber-November 1979) researched by Marilyn Emplainéourt and Walker Bush,
provides an up-to-date review of international education developments as they
relate to interinstitutional  cooperation and  to national and,, international
agencies. The newsletter, presents alarming statistics about the inadequacy, of ing,
* ternatjonal education in the Umlv(l States and contrasts that condition with lh(‘
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role of America in the world community, The publication also cites current

activities of major import, such as the deliberations of the President’s Com-
mission on Foreign Languages and International Education, and lists the names,
addresses, and telephone numbers of 21 national and international organizations
that havg,a primnary eoncern for international éducation. Brief reports are in-
cluded on five consortium prog'mms,’three national resource agencies, and the

] }Jnitcd Nations University.

9. Although the document is ten years old at the time of thig writing, Five
College- Cooperation: Directions for the Future (1969) is annotded here be-
cause it reports on the most comprehensive and thoroupJong;range planning
process ever undertaken by aconsortium. The conspriuim administration and

_three representatives from each of the five institutions et regularly for more

than one year to consider: academic programs, and complimentarity, course
exchange, institutional calendars, supplementary academic activities, coeduca-
tion, planning and use of facilitics and services, community relations and public
service, governance, and economic consequences of cooperation. :

Five Colleges, Inc., was then and continues to be a major national leader in
the .consortium movement. ' -

10. Resources for Change: A Guide to Projects is an annual publication, now
into the fourth issuc, of the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Edu-
cation, U.S. Department of Education. The 1978-79 issue provides single-page
descriptions of 175 projects including naines, addresses, and telephone numbers
of project directors. Included in the project descriptions are 12 sponsored by
consortia, cight sponsorgd by associations, and 19 sponsored by community-
based organizations. At least 50 percent of the other projects have some clement
of interrelatedness. The organization and indexing of the document enhances its
use. as a resource on current higher educational developments.

11. Mdnaging Interinstitutional Change (19%5) by Fritz (“rupc, has 12
chapters; Impelling Pressures, Why a Consortium, Cooperation Versus Coordi-
nation, Moving Toward Cooperation, The Board of Trustees, The Executive Di-
rector, Planning, Managing Conisortiwm Priorities, «Administering for Change,
Criteria for Siceessful Cooperative Programg, Financing and Consortia 1985: A
Feasible Scenario.

12, “The Costing of A Consortium Project” was prepared by Thomas O.
James, who served as a primary advisor to the Council for Interinstitntional
Leadership in conducting *a  Carnegie-supported - study of cost-cffegtive co-
operation.

In addmssiag the cdsting of consortinm projects, James asks five questions:
What is cost analysis? '
What are- the basic principles of cost analysis?

What cost-analysis methods are available for costing consortia ‘projects?
What are special problems of costing consortia projects?

What future developments can be expected in costing consortia projects?

In answering the questiops, James: (1) reviews revelant literatnre and the
state of the art of cost analysis in higher education; (2) outlines basic principles
of cost analysis that are sfised by the National Association of College and Uni-
versity Busingss Officers and the Natioyal’ Center for Higher Education Man-

~

agement Systems; and (3) snggests basic analysis methodologies that are
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pl‘ actical and that take into aceount the problems of comparing data among two .7
" more institutions. James also notes the importance of (oopcmnw(- cducational
. bcncﬁts ' R .

13. Among the H0-plus dissertations over the past 15 :'mrx on consortia and
interinstitntional relationships, Richard Lancaster’s “Inlm(l(pond(‘n(y and Con- = »
flict in a Consortium for (operation in 1lgher Education: Toward a Theory
of Interorganizational Behgvior” (1969) stands out as a classic work, Tl
searcher’s documentation and analysis of the operational dynamics of one of the
nation’s leading consortia makes the publication the hest consortium case study
undertaken to date. Lancaster conclnded, contrary to hlL'h(l education litera-
ture, “that the consortium stuflied was not organized in response to reeognized
lnlcul(‘pondon(y hut was formed primarly to ereote intevdependency.” Further,
he observed, “conflict was not conceived as dysfunctional Imt as defining boun-
daries and generating search hehavior,” 5 s

;
14. The foreword of this sln(ly, edited by Clarence Mmsh' and published by :
the American Council on Education, 1)cum\ with a quote by lhc president of
the Association of Geverning Boards: *

We e just heginning to awaken to the fact that ropigmglism as a con- _
cept_haa much significance for us. . .. Manv colleges .n@mivvrsilics are ’
distributed without much 1hvime or (?ﬂ§()[L Thev overlap, they duplicate,
they compete, ... Almost every one of these institutions tries to do its
work just as though theve were no other institutions near it.

The 110-page report Cooperation and Coordination” in Higher Edvaction was
‘ published in April 1938, "

157 Regionalism in American Postsecondary Education: Concepts and Prac-
‘tices (Martorana and Nespoli, 1978) representy ope of the two or three maore
substantive contributions to the research” and literature on interinstitutional re-

. lationships that have been published to date. The veport of 334 pages provides a
thorough treatment of the history and practices of regionalism at the interstate
. and intrastate level. “Regional arrangements”™ are distinguished frofy voluntary .
consortia in general in that the term was defined to inchide gronps “that are in
some way officially -recognized hy one or more aunthoritative agencies in a
state. . . .7 (page .3). Consequently, several consortia that are state sanctioned
but function voluntarily were inchuded in the 98 case-study analyses.

A major portion of the study findings is devoted to the current state of de-
velopment of regionalization. It was found that 35 of the 50 states report serions )
attention heing given to the concept of regionalism as an aspect of long-range
planning and coordination of postsecondary resources. The document is a, must

m for any library on cogperation and coordination.
A

16. Study, Talk, and Action: A Report of a National Conference on Re- !

gonalism and Regionalization in American Postsecondary Education {September

1978) by Martorana and Nespoli followed the conclusion of a two- year national

study of regionalism (Martorana and Nespoli, June 1978). The volume pre-

sents papers from the invitational conference, which was held for 1w purposes:™ \
~ (1Y to disseminate findings, conclusions, and recommendations of the national .
[ — .

*Dr. O, ] Hagen, a physician and a member of the Board of Regents of the Uni .
. versity of Minnesota, was ppestdent of the “Association of Governing Boads of .

Sla!c Universities and Allied Ipstitutions.”
v
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study,-dnd (2) to engage educational leaders from various agencies in a discus-
sion of gegionalism and to consider future implications from vatious perspectives.
Topics discussed in relation to regonialism included: coming conditions in aca-
demia; state-level policles, planning, budgeting, and governance; leadership;
consortia; brokerage; p(;stsecondnry education planning commissions; and inter-
state graduate and professional cooperation. '

17. A 193-page feasibility study report, Midwest Alliance in Nursing (MAIN
September 1979) is annotated because’ it is indicative of cooperative activity
starting to develop nationwide in the allied health field, nursing echication, and
medical education. “The regional study, wghich began in March 1977 under the
sponsorship of the Committee on Institutional Cooperation, #ulmindted in the
establishment of MAIN as an ongoing organizatiomn effective September 1979.
Encompassing a 13-5tate.region, MAIN is

. a unique, member agency organization, comprised of nursing education
institutions and health care agencies providing nwsing services. Its goal .
is to facilitate regjonal -investigation, planning, communication, and col-
laboration with a view towgrd attaining shared, worthwhile goals and

¥ resolving persistent * issues and problems. In addition to promoting col

laborative endeavors hetween and among nurses, MAIN will provide a
mechanism for *promoting region-wide_coopefation between and among
nurses and other leaders engaged in planning for health cave services, fa-
cilitics and personnel, and in planning, coordinating, and controlling post-
secondary education, including nursing cducation.

18. Cooperaiive - Arrangements Belween Privgte and Public Colleges (Mc-
Keefery 1978) reports in 28 pagm‘on a study thfit was sponsored by the Ameri-
can Association of State Colleges and Universities .. . to document the inter-
dependent nature of the relationship between the two sectors of higher educa-
tion.” Study.objectives were to identif@ different types of cooperative programs,
to isolate factors that®nurtwre cooperation, and to counter divisiveness hy re-
inforcing a favorable clitnate “fot problem-solving. The documeny addresses a

¢

. . . - . . . . .
awide range of topics and issucs but is limited i its treatment of gach. The re-.

port is recommended for general information purpgses and for pevsong wanting
a hroad overview of |)ul;|i('-|n'ivzll(' cooperation, '

19. MacTaggart’s draft of A Syllabus for Deterymining -the Cost Effectiveness
of Alternative Experiential Learning Programs (November 1978) is designed to
help students in analyzing, comparing, and evaluating the cost effectiveness. of
‘alternative pexperiential programs. The document supplies few direct answers,
but it does provide learning objectives, identifies activities and resources for
achieving the objectives, and suggests procedures to eviduate the learning out-
cpmes. The paper is referenced because it is the first and only publication to
grapple with comparative cost analyses of alternative experiential education pro-
grams. The concepts presented aresincomplete but do offer a starting' point for
future research. ‘

20. A Guide to Higher Education Consortiums: 1965-66 (1967) by Raymond
Moore is signifcant because it attempted to inventory the number of “con-
sortia” nationally. The survey, sponsored by the ULS. Office of Fducation, 1n-
fortunately humped ngollwr all types of intervinstitutional relationships as
“consortia.” Misgivingd in the field abont the purpose and vale of the question-
naire survey lead to vety incomplete and uncertain findings but the publication

? . v
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4 . . .
nevertheless called national attention to a widespread movement toward new
4

interinstitutional relationships. s

.

21. The Charles Stewart Mott Foundation 1978 Facts on Grants is a 512-
page report_that swinmarizes 369 projects funded for $10,000 or more. in 1978.
A very concise “Fact Sheet” formgat provides vital statistics and information on
each project inchuling the amount of funding, contact persons, program pur-
poses, and accomplishments to date, Reference is included here because almost
all of the projects are community-oriented and involve ?);n'tnorships of schools,
institutions, education centers, and related public’ and private agencies. The
Foundation makes the book available at no charge.

22. Franklin Patterson’s Cglleges in Consort, published in 1974, stands ont in
the literature as the classic book on interinstitutional cooperation. Iis analysis
of problems facing collaboration in higher education, based on an examination
of the history and status ot 55 consortia, is both realistic and optimistic. As a
former college president, he speaks with awthority when he states that the day
of pure autonomy of colleges and universities is passed. Patterson concluded the
book by making a persuasive case that consortinm governing hoards should he
made independent of the institutions they serve He urged that government and
foundation officials help consortinm leaders make coopération a reality.

23. Consortia in American Higher Education, ERIC Report 7 (Novémber
1970, L. Patterson) outlines the history of consortia, the stages of development
for a consortium, the purposes and various types of “consortia, and funding re-
quirements. The number of general purpose consortia that were established when
the publication was released (61 in 1970) has more than doubled (126 in
1979). “The major value of the publication at this time is in its selected an-
notated bibliography of 52 major documents on consortia and interinstitutional
relationships. ‘

.
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