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ABSTRACT ,

‘ The nature and extent of restraing imposed by state
and federal funding formulas, gquidelines, and requlations on
emerging, innovative, nontraditional postsecondary educational
programns was assessed. Interviews were conducted with administrators
of several innovative programs. In addition, a questionnaire was
mailed to over 300 nontraditional programs which were free of
traditioral time or place limitation. Of the 134 responses, 4B

———i. di¢ated some serious problem with state or federal funding
formulas, and B6 institutions reported no particular problems. Of
thcse reporting great difficulty with state or féderal funding
agencies, 70 percent were public and 30 percent were private. Public
colleges and university programs operating within larger traditional
schools seemed to have the greatest difficulty with funding
guidelines. The formulas from which many of the problems arise zare
reviewed, and examples of restrictive policies faced, by }
nontraditional programs are described. Among the possible 'solutions
are the following: pass the costs on to students; use soift money for
start-up costs; exert political pressure on state and federal
legislators; do away with the foruwulas and guidelines entirely;
arbitrarily assign credit hours to everything done in time-free and
place-free programs; develop a new formula based on a concept
entirely different from credit hours; and use program budgeting as a
way out of the formula dilemma. Program approval, another area of
concern to nontraditional programs, is briefly considered. (SW)
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THE 1MPACT OF STATE AND FEDERAL FUNDING
\LGULATIONS On NONTI\DIIJJNAL POSTSECCNDARY FDUCATION

Ly
L. Richard Meceth

'

Innovative programs in Amorican'posteccondarv cducation are
not always rcceived with open arms by" traditional faculty, admin-
istrators, state boards, or lepislators. Sonctimes these pro-
grams have been tolerated, sometimes encourapged, somctimes prema-
turily forced to justify their existeace, and sometimes thrust onto
reluctant institutions by state boards.- Even thouph innovative pro-
grams arc by dofinition nontraditional, they compete with tradi-
tional educotion for funding and are accorded or denied it by the
same criteria. Since the programs are largely efforts to explore
and demunstrate effwective teaching cud learning not present in

' tradilional postsccondary education, the appropriatencss of judging
their {irancial right to life by traditional standards is question-
able. L

Responding to a growing concern. among administrators of

innovative programs, the Institute for Educational Leadcrship of

he George Washington Unlver51Ly, under a grant from the Fund {or
the Improvement of Postsecondary Education of the Department of
Health, Fducation, and Welfare, commissioned a study ta determine
the naturc and extent of restraimt  imposed by state and federal
funding formulas, guidelines and regulations on .erg1ng,
innovative, time- and p;ace Free opportunitics in postsccondany _
educaticn. This report is meant to open discussion, describepihe
range and scope of funding probloms for nontraditional program

and Anitiate a compondium of possible solutions that mlnhL be aLLea

on by each state in the 'near future.

To gather information on the range of funding problems being
experienced by nontraditional education in the United States,
lengthy interviews were conducted with adininistrators of College
IV of Grand Valley State in Michigan; the experimental colleges
of the State University of New York at Buffalo; Empire State College
theé external degree program in New York; the program of modu-
larized general education at Bowling Green State University in Ohioj
College III, the competency-based program of public and community
service of the University of Massachusetts at Boston; and the cxternal
degree program of the Community College of Vermont.
In addition, a questionnaire was mailed to over 300 nontradi-
tional programs identified as 'mew or’ unconventional forms of
postsecondary cducation free of traditional time or place limita-
tions."] One hundred thirty-four of these questionnaires were

I~

AN
1g, Patricia Cross, John Valley and Associates, Planninpg Non-~
Traditional Proprams: An Analysis ~f the Issues for Post-Secondary
Education, San Francisco, Jossey-L..s, 1974, p. 380.
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returned, 48 respondents indicating some scrious problem with state
or {ederal funding formulas and 86 inscitutions reportiing no particu-
lar problems with funding. Even though few programs cited serious
difficulty, many morc have expericnced the problems and compro-

mised their integrity in order to dxist.  Others would have had the
problems but felt the ebstacles too great to cven begin a program
and, in fairness, others have had no problems Lecause of very
cooperative state -boards and legislatures.

0f those reporting preat difficulty with state or federal
funding apencies 70 percent were public and 30 percent private--
about the same as the public-pp;yaﬁ ratio in the total response-,
Almost 85 percent of the programs yAith funding problems were paits
of traditional institutiong--agafh the same as the percentage of such
programs in the total resppnsc.f Thus, public college and university
programs opcrating within $nrge" traditional schools seem to have
the greatest difficulty with funding guidelines. '

In addition to being queried about guideline problems,
directors of nontraditional programs were asked about other
problems with state and federal asencies., In this conncction, half
the respondents reported problems related to program approval,
program exclusion, and faculty work requircments. .

~,
N

The results of these 134 questionnaires were tabulated and, to-
gether with the interviecws, comprise the data for this report. RPefore
the “unding probLlems of nontraditionail Progituns are considered, it
might be useful to review Lriefly the formulas from which-many of
the problems arise. \

Funding;FOrmulasl

Formulas or guideclines are used in two-thirds of the states.
In 1973, tbcnty—fivé states used formulas, eight had guidclines
similar to the formulas but not as comprechensive, and three statces
vsced program budgoting.2 Eight other states, which had previously
used budget formulas for allocating funds to institutions of higher
education, had abandoncd the practice by 1973,

The language of these formulas is complex. As with every
technical ficld; a highly specialized language has developed which
is somewhat difficult for outsiders to understand. Three basf@\\
computational methods are employed: : )

1. The rate per base factor, which, in lay lanpuage, mecans
‘that a university's operating costs of the preceding year, divided
by such measurcs as credit hours, and squarc {eet, are multiplied
by a’' fixed rate of increase to determine the budget for the current

2Francis McK, Cross.\ "A Comparative Analysis of the Existing
Budget Formulas Used for Justifyingp Budget Requests or'Allocating
Funds for the 9perating Expenses of State Supported Colleges and
Universities." Unpublished dissertation, University of Tcennessca,
1973, p. iv. ‘

oLy
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" year. Thus, if instructional salaries were a million dollars the

yecar before and the rate is 1.10, the salaries will go up one I mdred
thousand dollars.

2. The percentage of base factor, which is a straipht per-
centage increcasce over the previous year's costs, apain computed by
unit measures such as full-time-cquivalent students.

3.. The base factor-position ratio, which is the preceding
year's costs shaped by separately established student-faculty
ratios and salary rates. This third computational method takes
into account fluctuating enrollment. Tor cexample, if full-time
students deerease, the state can maintain the ratio and cut facully
or change the ratio and maintain the faculty.3

Mo statie uses.all three iretheds, nor do all states usc any one
method. Computation by the percentage of base faclor is mnst
commonly used to estimate funds for orpganized activities related
to instruction,  This category, of great concern to nontraditional
programs, covers departmental research, faculty and relatéed staff
salaries, and direct instruetional expenses incurred by departments.
The differcnce Letween basc-factor computations' and-zero-base-
factor computations is another important concept in'?opmula budget-
ing. Budgets are built either on the previous year's costs or
the costs are recomputed annually without including any perceatagc
or ra’'e increasc over the previces year. The first formula is the
base-factor method and the second the zcrq;base—factor_method.

The pros and cons of budget formulas have been argued strongly
for a number of years and the debate continues, cven though sever'l
states, deciding that the disadvantages outwecipghed the advantages,
discontinued formulas. Those who support budget formulas believe
that: 1) such formulas provide an objective measure of the funding
requirements of college and university programs since they do nnt
rely on the judgments of program officers and administrators; 2)
budget formulas can reduce open compctition among institutions for
state funds and can assure each institution of an annual operat-
ing appropriation; 3) budget. formulas provide statz officials with
a reasonably unuerstandable basis for detecmining the finanel.l
needs of higher cducation; and 4) budget formulas provide a balance
between state control ovef cach item in a budpget and total institu-
tional autonomy in fiscal matters.

'
‘

The disadvantapges of these formulas for nontraditional pro-
grams arc presented in the next section of this report. It should
be noted, however, that many of the disadvantages for nontraditional
programs arc disadvantages for traditional institutions as well.

31L3d, p. V.
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Ways Formulns a#nd Guidelines Reskrict -

State and federal funding policies restrain nontraditional
programs in a varviety of ways, but most ¢i the problems with fund-
ing formulas and puidelines grow_out of the assumptions on which
they are based. The majority are cither based on or derived from
the coursec credit hour or the student eredit hour as the funda-
mental unit of fund determination. "Nine to fiftecen credit hours
cquals a full-time-cquivalent student. A certain number of full-
time-cquivalent students or student credit hours determines the
number of full-time-cquivalent farulLy who can be supported. Even
though, in most instances, funding is bascd either on full-time-
equivalent students or full-time-equivalent faculty, both of which
utilize the credit hour as the basic unit of fund allocation.

Enough discussions of the strengths and weaknesses of the
credit hour as an educational unit of mcasure have taken place
in the past five years to warrant the conclusion that the student
credit hour, while atteumpting to be standard currency, does not
in fact mean the same thing from institution to institution, from
state to state, or from undergrzduace to graduate education. Even
the amount of tifhe spent by students to earn one unit of credit
difffers as much as nine clock hours among accredited universities.
The/credit hour is an uncommon denominator that has lost much of
its/ meaning by the deviations that have taken place in its name.
But] in spite of  the faults of the credit hour, those who try tc
base.-their funding requests on a unit more closcly related to

learning tend to lose their basis fér entering the competition for

state dollars.

The following.examplcs of restrictive policies document some
of the problems nontraditional programs.face. Each of the -e-
straints presented herc was outlined Ly scveral institutions in
different states across the nation.

1. Many nontraditional curricula, including competency-
based designs, individualized modules, learning contracts, and
external degrec programs, do not usc credit hours. Frequently, pro-/
grams that include community service or work experiences also
have no credit-hour equivalents. In half the states of the nation,

‘thesc nontraditional programs are pcnalized because the very basis

for determining budgets is not an integral part of their design.
Even these individualized programs which do use credit hcears often
cannol generate cnough student credit hours to get funding for
enough of the faculty positions t.ece§sary to tcach in the sg]f pacced.
program. But no other unit of measurce has. been established in any
state to replace the credit hour. As a conscquence, in states with
funding formulas or guidelines, programs that do not usec the
traditional measurc of achicvement adopted by the state funding
ageney oiten are underfunded and thus denied a chanece to demon-

strate their full effcctiveness.

2. Somc formulas and guidelines forbid moncy allocated in one
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category to bLe used in another. This kind of inflexibility within
funding puidelines can, in some instances, prevent administrators of
nontraditional programs from using more cfficient ways of educating.
In New York, for example, paraprofessionals cannot be paid en a
faculty salary linc. Thus, the dircetor of the. experimental
collepes at the State University of New York at Buffalo cannot pay
underpraduates -as peer tecachers out of ténchinn funds bcecause the
underpraduates do not "qualify," yet peer teaching was a way to
rotluce costs, increasce the studcnt -faculty ratio, and producc as
much lecarning,. .
3. Nontraditional propiams arc forced into an extra book-

keeping, system by restrictive credit-hour guidelines. 1n addition
to rccording contact hovws (or other aculty workload figures) and
achlcvcman units assessed i*om specified learning outcomes, they

ust devise a set of credits to report to the funding apency. '
This activity is not illepgal, and may not Dbe unethical in states
vhere it is practiced, but it is confusing and wasteful to justity
programs to the state on one set of criteria, to keep the admin-
istration and faculty informed on another set of criteria, and N
to prepare student transcripts on a2 third sct.

4. Most funding formulas that usc credit hours do so on
partial enrollments. Because conly +all term figurcs are use.; as
the basis of support, traditional programs stand to beneflit since
they typically have more students in the first term. Not so for
some nontraditiunal education. External degrec prograns espe-
cial”y have found that fall preduces the smallest enrollment and
thus roduces the money allocated through formulas and direet state

aid.

5. Using full-time-cquivalent students as a basis for deter-
mining full-time ‘aculty does net take into account the sphecial
nature of some nontraditional programs. In the external degzec
program at Empire State Collegc, which enrolls large numbers
of part-time students, almost as much faculty time and cffort are
nceded to facilitate learning for a part-time student as for a
full-time student. Thus, wiaen the part-time cquivalents arc
added and used to determine funds for faculty, not enough dollars
are gencrated to handle the recal faculty workload.

6. In states with direcct grants for private coll cpes (and 12
states now provide such aid for somme or all undergraduate programs)
almost all funds awarded arc based on full- -time study on campus.
Thesc restrictions climinate external depree programeg, independent
study, tclevision and correspondence .programs, part- L1mo students,
and persons in prisons, retircment homes, nursing homes, and other
situations fthat curtail travel to a campus. . Because no state
funds are available for part-timec or off-campus study in private
institutions, these schools are unable to mount many kinds of

.innovative proprams. The tuition that would be nceded to cover

the cost would discourage cnrollment. rhUb, while direct. state prants
benefit full-time, on-campus nontraditional programs, they do little
for 1css expensive, morc nccc591blc Kinds of immovations and tend to
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. cducationally disenfranchise large groups of home- ‘or prison=
" bound learncrs., -

Even in public colleges,  some state formulas and guidcelines re-

“quire on-campus full-time study. Arkansas, California, .and Illinois,

for example, have this rcquircMcqt, althouph it has been contested

-in Illinois in reccont months. “Such fiscal control inhibits learn-
‘ing flexibility and the development of loss expensive programs which
-may very well produce equal learning without large capital.

7. Some statc formulas and direcct .aid provisions differentiate
among levels of - sgydy within collepgos and universities. In 13
states, the first two ycars of undergraduate study arc supported
at a set rate based on larpe lectures and high stu@ent—faculty
ratios; the rate is increased for the last two undcrgraduate years
and further increased for work at the master’'s and doctor's level.
Nontruditional genecral education programs or other non--degree .
programs do not always have a high student-faculty ratio in the
first two yecars of study. Consequently, many nontraditional pro-
grams cannot possibly generate sufficient credit hours to support
the faculty needed to teach the curriculum they offer.

Bowling Green State University in Ohio, for example, provides-
an exciting modular general cducation program that featuges
individual attention by teachers and has a low student-faculty
ratio. Although the same learning occurs in 10 weeks in the in-
dividualized program that' takes 15 weeks in the traditional pro-
gram (which means that the University could teach 1/3 morc students
at less cost), the modular program cannot, because of the state
formula, get enough faculty funding from the student credit hours
geﬁbngted in 10 weeks--even .though the program would bc less ex-
pensive. Conscquently, in Chio and many other states, formulas
which presume traditional methods of instruction may not be the
most cost effective or educationally sound in the long run,

8. External degrce programs operating regionally or nation- )
ally have great difficulty getting direct state aid or even state
grants for students who are residents of those states in which
the regional external depgree center is located, Perhaps the beést
illustration of this problem is the Antioch University Without
Walls, which operates many diff{crent programs internationally.
Maryland residents who attend the Maryland Antipch canter cannot .
recelve state tuition grants because the propgram-is administra-
tively based outside the state or because they study parﬁ—time or
off approved campuses. This same kind of problem prevails in other
states and in other institutions. Thus, programs arc penalized
that cut across statce boundarics to provide learning in specialized
arcas at veduced costs or no cost to thosc stales. =

y
- 9. By-basimg student aid or dircet state aid on college charges,
formulas olften reduce the incentive to keep instituticnal costs
down. Neither basc-Tactor budgeting with an annual percentage in-
crcasc nor zereo-based budgeting have any cost effectiveness or
efficicney criteria built into them in most states. The irony is

\
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that collepes which try to hold costs down are discouraped from
doinp, so by both state and federal formulas. Berea Collepe in
Kentucky, lor eaxample, tvaditionally has charpged no tuition and a
very low room and board [oe for students of limited cconomi

means from the Appalachian repion., Each student works 10 hours

a week in licu of paying tuition at Berca Collepge. But, since
state and federal aid Lo students is based on tuition and room and
board charpes, those students .t Berea who would qualify for

full aid at another institution get almost no assistance and the
college must continuc to raise hundreds of thousands of dollaz€
from private sources Lo maintain the low tuition and sclf helf
program. State and federal programs, desipned to support such
cfforts, appcar to be dircouraging them in this case.

10. A1l of the problems with funding are not limited to
state formulas and guidelines. At least threc serious problems
have surfaced as a result of restrictive policies related to
federal funding. Currently, the most widely discussed restric-
tion has to do with the policies put forth in the Federal Register
late in 1974 and again 'in 1975 prohibiting veterans benefits for
independent study and other off-campus external degree programs.,
Understandably, some recent uncthical activity has embarrassed:
a number of institutions as well as the Veterans Administration,
but to restrict veterans benefits for those who choose to partici-
pate in Empire State, Minnecsota Metropolitan, Community College of
Vermont, and othur recognized external degree programs, or for .
veterans who ¢hoose independent study activitices or _individualized
modular programs of f-campus in more traditional institutions, is to
throw out the baby with the bath water.

A number of institutions, including the University of Kentucky,
also mentioned a problem with federal funding giidelines tor work-

* study. Thesc guidelines placed far too many restrictions on non-

traditional learners. Work-study guidelines require students to be
full Lime and many nontraditional programs arc designed to accom-—
modate the part-time laarner who neceds to work, Students who have
to work and study at the same time could not easily carn cnough
moncy from work-study to remain in some nontraditional programs
gven, if they werc cligible for part-time study. Where the costs
are passed on to the students in private colleges, part-time
students cannot put together a. large cnough financial aid package
to support themselves duc to' so many incligiblilities. Since some
students cannot afford to go full time, they -are eliminated from
many good nontraditional learning opportunities. 1In a rcal sense,
work-study disqualifics the poor older adult from many opportunitics
designed cspecially to facilitate his cconomic and cducational
development.

Finally, some institutions have had difficult; with the Depart-
ment of Labor which has not clearly defined the minimum wape for

. persons who are both students and workers. Individuals,who po to

college part time and work part time at the college may not be
eligible for the {ull minimum wage. Until this problem is.clarified,

~ . .
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institutions will not know what lo pay cmploy s who also study -
or students who also work., :

.

Before the proposcd solutions o these problems are discussed,
it is important to note briclly what states have been doing to en-
courape and gupport nontraditional programs.  In some states,
usually thosce without Lunding formilas or puidelines, the very
impetus for developing nontraditional proprams has been at the
state level, cither in the lerpisluturce or state cducation offices.
Some state agencies have all but bribed collepes and univcgsitios
to develop proprams that offer alternative cducational aveiues Lo
the reoidents of the state. lowa and Vermont are two good oxamples
and scveral others could be cited. Unfortunately, all statcs are
not cqually¥ open to nontraditional cducation.

Fossibice Seclutions

‘ticular situations and would not neccss

‘A number of partial or full romedices to these funding re-
straints on time- and place-frece, innovative educational programs
have been proposed by administrators who have experienced the
problems as well as by interested external parties. Although the
problenis tend to be shared by wmany p1ogiamb, no single solution is
likely. Some of the solutions proposodiby institutions fit par-

rily be useful in all \
states., Others have not been tried by gny instilhtion, and still
others depend on cooperation from statefoffic.als or legislatures.
The iollowing list begins with partial, less appropriatae solutions
and concludes with recommendations for morce far reaching and
potentially effective measures.

1. Passinpg the costs on Lo the students is a course of
action that a numbcr of colleges—-in New York and Michigan, for
examplc--have been forced to choose. College IV of Grand Valley
State Collepe prepares and sclls curriculum materials to students

. to help pay extra faculty and resource persons. This method of

rai'ing funds is possible because the students cannot function
in College IV without curriculum materials sold to them by the
institution. '
Colleges without such entreprencurial leadership simply raise
their tuition for nontraditional proprams. Charpgoes as high as $60
per hour have becn reporterd by some public institutions, which
Tecognide that such fecs v1ruua]1y climinate .students from their
programs and in cffcct dictate an carly demisc.,

2. "Soft* ‘moncy has paid ‘start-up costs for a number of pro-
grams in rceent years. Private fouadations, corporations, and
federal pregrams have awarded many grants to innovative, time- and
space-free programs in the past {ive years. The Yellow Papes of -
Underpraduat.e Tnnovatl ions documents the larpe number of . prorrams,
Wborn thy v private philanthrophy or public prants. The presently
QCpr0°°cA .conomy, however, has reduced corporate and foundation

‘giving and brought about a sipgnificant 1ncro§uc in 1cquostq, according

-
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to a number of. foundation exceutives. This situation means that non-

® . traditional propgrams must compoelt:¢ even more [icercely {for their
continuation., When existence depends on the larpesse of the [odoral
government or private philanthrophy, mproven propgrams are not likcely
Lo survive long without: orfher forms of support,

3. Morce a stratepy than a solution to Lhe probloems of re-
strictive funding formulas, soveral institutions indicated that
they plan to institute a propram of political presanre on statoe
lepistators and federal conprcnomen in ordoer Lo bring about som
chanze in state and foderal Lunding bases. Politieal lobbying is
a danperous cnterprise for Lax-excmpt cducational institutions.
Nevertheless, publie and private collepes and their supportine
councils do apply politieal pressure as a means of sceouring fud-
ing ‘or cnanpging budget procedures to make funding morcé favorable
within a ‘state, '

4. Some have recommended that |the most appropriate soluticn
to state and federal funding rcstriqtions is to do awav with fthe
formulas and puidelines entirelv and let every collepe and univer-
sity progrum be judpged on its own merit. At least eight states
that once had formulas have terminatod them, "although therc is no
cvidence that dropping funding formulas was in any way bascd on a

: desire to implove allocations for nontraditional programs. Never-
theless, nontraditional .programs 1may indeed benefit if they have!
strong advocates in the right courts. .On the other hand, they,
may be climinated altogethzr., In many‘statcs that never had
funding guidelines, colicnes and universicies are single lines; in
an annual or biannual state budget, able to develop whatever &= ¢
innovative programs institutiomyl forees will sanction and legis-
lators will fund. V) ' '

5. & large number of respondents to the survey indicated that
£ood will has offcetively substituted for tceehnical solut.ions to
problems presented by state funding formulas. .Some program direcectors
reported that Loth institutional and statowide administrative
interpretation of otherwise inflewible puidelines wus ‘enough to over- |
come most problems that might be encounteraod., Sometimes, nontra-
ditional programs that have expericenced particular diff{iicully with
state guidelines have not had strong suppori from Lhe central ad-
ministrations of their institutions. Some nontraditional PropTaINS,
for example, have virtually no problem with funding formulas where-
as others in the same state have tremendous difficulty. -

.- A vivid illustration of the lack of adiministrative good will
was provided Ly two responses to the qucstionnuinq from a state
) university. By accident, onc questionnaire wias sont to the pfosi—
dent's office and another to the progran director of the univer-
sity's uxperimental collcﬁb. According to the propram director,
"if our nonltraditional pProg1un were not included ¥n the peneral
fund other depurtments would be more weeessiul beeause they would
* not have to compete with us." Such a situation, he said, "pives
Tisc to intrainstitutional suspicion and the administration docs
not give us wuch support in these instances.* That response turns

* J : 113 ‘ ' -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

«

-10-

out te be an understatement since the special assistant to thoe
prcsidan_rnturnud a blank guestionnaire stating that the univer-
sity offcrs no nontraditional jrograms.  Therd is no substitute Lor
trust and pood will in Lhe odncational enterprisge.,

6. Arvbitrarily assipning credit hours to evervt hing done in
time= and place-I'veo prograns 15 anoLhornr uu&utiun. such aclion.is,

ol course, a conceplnal conlradiction and wOsults in extra book-
keeping for the institation and occasionally lor the students. In
competency-based proprams with credit hour systems, for example,
students may be certified competent bub 51313 not quality for gradu-
ation because they have not accunulated o sulficient number of
credils=-a predicament that is understandably confusing to the
students and the'institucions. Double bookkeeping his other -
artificial rapiifications in that tle registiar must keep Lwo sots
of records, reporting in credit haours to the state and in compao-
tencies or other learning out:come Lerms on a student's transcript.
The arbitrary assignment of crodit hours will not work in every
situation; nor is it necessarily appropriate, though it has become
Lthe solution of least resistance in many instances.,
- [ B

7. Giving a lump sum of "monev. bascd on full—tim@-equivalunt

students or faculty in a procran 1s a way ol increasjng the flex-

ibility in states like Hew York, where the guidelines currently
pProhibit spending in any category cxcept the one for which the

money was assigrad. This partial solution, already available in

somec staltes, offers the chance to demonstrate cost cffectiveness.

In Ohiv, Tor examplc, funds can be generauted throupn stwient credit-
hour production for faculty but used for paraprofessionals and

other less ‘well-credentialled individuals who provide certain
learning opportunitics as well as faculty but cost considerably less.
“tates that now practice flexible funding should, by all mcans,
continuce tiw- activity and other states should follow. Line budgets
are much less appropriate for traditional and nontraditional pro-
grams. Again, a kind of double hookkecping_fs nacessary since

funds are received on one basis and spent on another. This practice,
as with arbitrarily assipned credit hours, leads to waste and con-

“fusion but offers flexibility and is potentially cost cffective. "

8. DPaveloping baseline data particularly suited to non-' .
traditional proprams; is a morc hopelul and appropriate solution than

most of those mentioned carlicr. Since most states with formulas

or guidelines use a zero-base or provious-yecar basis for determining
traditional budpets, nontraditional programs nced to develop the same
kind of bascline information about their costs if they are to com-
pete successfuliy for funds.- Colleres and universitics cannot roly
on tne good will of funding agencices or the assumed worth of their
programs, expecting lcgfslators and state administrators to beliceve
that 21l nontraditional progriuns Warrant support simply because Lhey
exist. 1! timwe- and place-free proprams are Lo continue to be
supported, they must- develop withia Lhree-years alter initiation

data to show that they cither produce more learning Lor the samg
dollars spent for traditional programs, or the same level of learning

4
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for fewer dellars.

/jm N h _U”]p],:‘- i])(\_( s
Far too many nonlral;llnnn] p10P1 N lv¢ T Justir about the
lack ol Mll support without making affpiv Sy {'O“p Cepy their

existence.  ALL programs are not off (/.1“1 an arTe ung,, Winly do
not desecve to continuc, A]Lhou ) S NY (7T O ”1V' -{ St Sn ‘Way,
some supportoed Ly the Fund Cor the §myp? Llrlf Y 9 arree Ly, ondary

Education, no sound basis for demens!y” Leg ™ lbod L0 f””(ll ‘hess has

been developed yet that conld bo prcﬂf}y t, © Cllnu(d “\)Q
& SLence

apencics or boards of repenls to justi
of nontraditional programs. .
. AL

9. Developing a new formula palc ey el
from credit houts constitutos a vinsy D RWU ‘llury ol LQLQ tradi-
tional Junding Jormulas or puidelipes. . g e base Lege 1V,
Grand Vallcey State, recommends doevelOp pPL . yn¢ p.pn. Q*CLmllrJ
by the anount of 1(\1rn‘n" added o L,Fu{,n_ " ‘\\J 2 jgltzlvi hQ of in-
struction. Thus, valuc-added achiovr? iha?kcs %oﬂ rCCaj e the
basis for determining how much monhey A f NcLlrl blllL }Qb for
educational programs. Such a coneent ‘ph\anUnl wd LuLl Aged on 3
direct assessment of the amount ol ica JJQ \C“U '& a rQJ Y tlan on
a4 proxy measure such as the studentg ¢r IS _&Uf{ pot 1le1u—
tionary concept. Dut the valuc-adged 4uuw “%h 19 it Posa ]y Lo

catch on quickly because of the tiep?h (w Ty, e ey havae | to those
tradit)onql programs that do not L oW IQL“: Q},L qulTC thqdvd to
the lcecarning of their students nor, how to at lnforma—

tion if{ they wantoed it,
a7 i
Another possible basis for a fu’md}lQ“ N f 1d,;g?Qleopod by
Harold Hodgkinson and me undur a grant Fun e 70f05510 o Improve”
ment of Postsecondary Lducation, ig Chﬁpc n 1tj - onal QQnQ1 Tuask
Inventory. This instrument lists a1l bﬂu\ng{eSG;ﬂnh Lasqulor, in
which facuity engage as part of thei? W Wingid, o oculty m, On the
inventory is weighted and the nuibory 0fﬂ01anf 4 ' (hat Lag ‘ber
performs the task is multiplied vy ght UhiL (Y ra acu]k to
determine the total Professional Sn*“lC,MN\, s 7 4 can he Y meinber
for a term or for a year. A faculty Re ml‘L& 102 by Styg, Rseribed
more complaetely by Professional Scepy)Ce irbl3 rhanscudcnt Mg credit
hours since the units portray (separatc 58 Lo iYL rvice Qo) the
total work of faculty. A tcachers prof RN Cﬂth tag ts cun
be divided into his or her salary and t DLb § ok o fac“]tk per-
Jormed, or any task performed by aly Mo “i\ Y4 hvdsc fop > can be
calculated. This method could provid@ Nst Non-
traditional programs.
. el

. 10. Program budpeting, for the fc/ ;lt ﬂ“;nifczr in it,

has not presented any major problems fofgo]“lkqd ; any op Dram

" While this method was not proposcd as A g s pe an - the
institutions surveyed, propram hnduphlﬂ’ml n. dOO‘ nU‘Q_Q?r]”‘
way out of the formuTa d17 e, L(,,rldl’ Wy, L{’ 1 allowy nnLch' re
with any particular kind of cducat ignal VlQ Wp,l ;“ a byg,Sach Lo

justify its ox1°|onco and sct 1iLs pr10r7¢L @ thv Vcl of" ﬁ‘QL that
describes the money ncces°ary to carry dvuLQq\l,-. «1L1Qs QL1v1L10S-
Developing program budgeting for larpl ¢ \h;VD kQuld Lie
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extremely complicated and conscquently will not casily catch on as

.a solution to the problems ol nontuaditional proprams in such insti-

. ' . -
tutions, Ir could, of coirge, be combined with other systoems of
fund allocation or be uscd exclusively as a basis for justilying
innovative programs. '

11. perhaps the most far rveaching possibility for solving
fundinpg rescriclions comes from Norway, That country has developed
the equivalent of a council) for inhovalion which ean supercede
any and a11 wraditional funding puidelines Jor educalional programs.

Using its oun criteria, specially dcvciupud for lepislative purposes,
the couneil establishes the merits of innovative programs that

do not fit traditional ways of Ludreting for education., This
council, recently described Ly Norwepian cducators visiting in the
United States, scems to offer cach state an ombudsmanlike poten-

tial for golving the funding problems’ of nontraditional programs.

12. of all suggestions reccived from the, institutions surveyed,
the largest pumber centered on changing the forimulas or puide-
lincs Vlheasolves. Several different ideas werve presented in re-
spoist Lo the way certain states developed theiv {ormulas or
guidelines, Som~ of the ideas may be. broadly adopted while oithers
apply to the specific situations out of which they arose.

, .

One suggcstion/is to build an override into the formiila system
of every gsgate. This finds supporl in Prank Gress's recent study
ol anding formulas i1 25 gtalus. Gross recommemds that “pro-
vision Lo made in cach state's formula for additional reauests
supported by objective and subjective data."® Such an overvide’
could be accommodited cither by 4 welghted basce formula for long
term support, ovr a direct amount for a short teriw. Funds would be
aliccaled for planming, program development, implementation, and
the cost of determining the base linc data.’ '

Another possibility is to include a parcentage for program
development as a new category of funding formulas. This supgestion
is similar to the override hut specially designed [or new program
development, Similar resulls are alsc accomplished as in the
override byt on a slidi..g scale instead of through a flat amount.
No public discussion of. formulas has ever considered new Programs
as a lepitimate {ormula catepory. Neither Joim #illet, Francis
Gross nor any of the other writers who have concerned themselves
with the problems of funding formulas and guidelines has mentioned
the nced for a category of innovative progrnm development. Yeot,
considering ¢he large number of innovative programs introduced
annually in public and private cducation, the addition of a per-
centage of cither the base factor or the [lat amount to a funding
formula far the developument of nontraditicnal programs scems

appropriite,

A third recommendation for changing formulas is to establish

by, .
Ibid, p. wvi. \
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a full-time-cquivalent student hase factor, if not already estab-
lished, and add a speeial vale for nontraditional programs. By

such a deviee, if a base factor of $1,200 por student was allocated,
depending, upon the lovel of Lhe program, an additional ten or
twenty porcent rate ol that base would be added {or start-up costs
of innovative proprams, '

Likewisc, the basce [actor per full-time-cquivalent student
could be chanpged by allocating an expanded (lat amount per {ull-
time student in a new formula caterory for nontraditional pro-
grams.  The flat amouat in traditional propgrams mipht. be 51,200
for the first two ycars of underpraduate study == 51,500 in non-
traditional programs. But this supgestion, by 0 owing that
innovative programs are always more cxpensive tie.n traditional
onci, is pour justificat.on for their continuation. '

A Titth alternative would use a zero-base traditional cost
standard and add an incremont for nontraditional programs,  Ta all
states with formulas, either Lase factor, wero-basc factor, or
full-time-cquivalent student lat ailocation os pereentage allo-
cacion is used to determine funding,, Fach could erasily be com-
Lbined with an inerement for nontraditional programs,

Another approach is to usec o student-faculty contact-hour
ratio instead of a credit-hour ratio for determining instructional
costs, and then add a percentage for planning, developmcnt, im-
pleientation, and departaental expenses in addition to iaculty
salaries. -Many Fformulas incorporate some Lind of student-faculty
ratio in their dnsigh. Ag pointed out ecarlicer, this ratio is
ordinarily based on the student eredit hour but could just as
well be based on the -contact hour vhich, in modular programs and
other individualized activities, wdHuld be a more meaningful mea-
sure of [aculty effort. Empire State College in New York, for
example, uses contact hours and designates one contract month,of
study as cquivalent to four credit hours in a traditional system.

Another formula modification suggested is to establich a dif-
Tferent balance in the formula ratio for nontraditional proprams. -
In New York, for example, the traditional ratio is one full-time-
equivalent faculty for every 24 full-tim:-equivalent undergrad-
uates. Empire State originally was placed on a one-to-thirty
ratio, which actually ncduced the amount of monay available for
developing proprams., This rccommendation moves in the opposite
direction, urging a lower faculty-student ratio for nontraditional
programs during start-up and until they can justify their exis-
tence in a cost-cffective manner.

13. The solution to problems of aid restriction to collepoes
for part-time or of f=campus students s to chanpe the repulation.
Since these restrictions were imposed by states and the Voeterans
Administration to overcome misuses of state and federal funds, any
chinge in the regulations must continnoe sl epuanls against abuses.
Requiring regional accreditation [or part-time or off-campus pro-
grams would still penalize some students and programs but considerably

Q Co - 15
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{fewer than are now disenlranchised. Or, in licu of accredita-

tion innovative proprams desivine state aid or VA benefit elipibil-
ity could be l'(-qni:;u(l-lu mect specially developed emiteria similan
in cancoepl lail nol content to accreditat®on standards.  The state
or loderinl povernment could then validate and cort ity propgrams fow
elipibility. Such criteria could and should be developed to keep
from stifling some ol the most promisinpg coust-offect’ve ways of
delivering postscecondary cducation.

While by far the larpgest number of respondents to the survey
indicated Lhat the best way to fund nontraditional proprams is Lo
change the [ormulas, puaidelines, and repgulatiens in the states,
yhcy also were quick to point ont that change of that mapnitude

rdirarily occurs only when the budpet strincture becoires intoler-
able to administiators of traditional colleginte programs. Non-
traditional programs; usually have to derive their benefits in-
ditectly [rom the actions of the traditional program officers.

Reénondﬂnts also noted that the frequently limited burcaucratic

~their state in courses or hours to he completed., Such a prac-

L
at a political disadvantapge within their instirutions.  They may
be at the top of the pedapogical orvder but at the bottow of the
pecking order.  Although changing Ludget formulas secms to be a
good solution, nontraditional pvogram directors thersnelves are not
likely to be in a position to elfccl that chanpe. They nust -
rely on institutional administratons, state budget officers, and
state divectors oi higheér cducation to comprchicend the problems and
scek the solutions,

skills of persons who generate neutraditicnal programs place thein

Pir-oblems of Approval

Funding formulas are not the only state restrictioas non-
traditional programs have felt. Problems ef approval have becn

Smuch more widespread than funding problems ana are considerably

more devastating since licen:sing establishes {unding elipibility
and student cnrollments. Faculty workload definitions and
burcaucratic violations of state law compound the problem of
getting recognition for innovative postsccondary cducation.

In onc form or anofher state pfogram approval has curtailed
more nontraditional education than any other single repulation. The
problem manifests itself in a number of ways, noue consciously or
maliciously aimed at nontraditional cducation. Many state edu- ]
cation departments define requirements for deprees granted within o

‘tice tules out time-shortencd and time-frec depree proprams as A
well as competency-based programs in which students write their oo
own curriculim or use prior learning without acquiring crodit for :
it. In Illinois, for ciample, students in time-free programs : /

5The jssue of approval is treated here only bricfly. TFor a
more complele asscssment, sce Richard Granal's study for the
National Institute of Fducation on Lepal Policy Constiraints to the
Devaelopment of External Depree Proprams, January, 1975. LERIC report

number HEOOOG323,
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somel imes comploete a Masters degree belore veaching 120 hours and
teacher certilication,

Using courses Lo define programs eliminates Lhe use of compe-
tent prolessionals to help a student Lailor a program to a choson
carcer or scbt competencics separate {rowm required courses. Non=
traditional enpincering, sccretarial, aud accountiug projrums
were eiLted by vavious institutions as bLeing coutined Lo one exper-
icnee track.

Requiring students to have 24 Lo 30 credits in residence is
a very conlining state policy [or external :icpree programs.  In
fact, nearly all [ull-time, on-campus requi:cments adverscely
affgct nontradiLtionual ¢-lucation.

In some states it is quite difficult te get a license to
offer a less Lradiltional suhjnct like filmwmaking, and in many statces
nontraditional subjccts in secondary teacher education cannot oot
approved beecause they do not nzel preset eriteria.  Even.guidance
and counscling has been rejected. In other states, even thouph

all eriteria -arc net, nontraditional programs scem Lo be deniced

approviil because of the extrome conservativism of state nursing .
b01rdu, publiec accounting boards, and education departments. '

On the other hand, rrograms in some staltes hawve almost no
trouble getting approval. Boards in these states are cager 1Tor
inncrative programs to develep and give vory strong support and en-
couragomonr That 17 state edvcation doepimituents have uvrged
cospeteney curricula for teacher cducalion partially refleets this
support, although nontraditienal competceney progrdams of tecacher

" eduecation cannot get approval in sbme states that have mandated it

Generally the supnortive states have no funding guidelines Tor
higher cducation programs and have to generate 1ntcrest 1n cxparn’’ -
ing pcdagoblcal horizons. »

Some other approval rules interfere with external depree pro-
grams in states with very speeifie criteria. . In a few states, for
example, programs without 'proper' librurics cannot be licensed. In
others private colleges or extensions cannol get contracts to scrve
students in that state (and thus reeeive student or direcl aid)
unless they affiliate with a public institutien. Althougl these
restrictive technicalities are rare, burcaucratic jealousy and

territorial ‘protection arce not. Responsible program officers have

reported an alariing number of overt or covert violations of sLate

laws by state administrators who,: for personal or territerial rea-

sons, wantcd to keep new programs 'out.' Granial's study fully docu-
ments this problem. '

State approval has not bLeen the only other problem Tor non-
traditiounal prograins. Definition of facully frequently has . limited,
the personnel available to teach offcetively in innovative proprams.
Some stales, for cxample, have overlead limiLs and wminimum con-
tact hours which sharply curtail distribulions of facully time in
otlier kinds of Leaching activity. 1n other situations state puide-
lines give no "credit' {or certain, faculty tasks. If the full-time
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cquivaldnee is based on teaching 12 hours, for examplae, " nd faculty
in an external deprec program teach six hours and help 50 studonty
write learning coatracts they are still comnted only as hall GLime,
Such systems discourape havd vork and Lhe desive or abilily to inno-
vatece, :

In recont months Iabor union:s representing, faculty have also
begun to dmpinee upon nontraditional propramming.  In stabes with
Taculty barpaining units, all Faculty ave representoed and 1re-
quived Lo function within negotiated contracts, These apreements
are based on "normal® behavior at traditional universitics bt
tend Lo have an adverse effect on nonbiaditional Faculty roles
in much the same way that state approval. policics have alfected
workload. » -

Perhaps Lhe pgreatest evidence of state restrictions on non-
traditicensl education is the total lack of proprams in law, modi-
cine, and certain other prolessional discirlines. Progams arb
not cven attempted in these fields because neither the nropgrams
nor the students who participared would be licenszed.  Even if
programs were approved, students could not Lransicr. PRecause
sucl: programns aré\ncvcr tried, state officials and -cducators
have not Leen' blamthd for squeclehing them. Nevertheless, time-
and placc-free programs have developed in cvery field that has
been open, and the void of programs in ccrLa1nvar°do spoaks for
itsell.

Those” programs' such as Antioch's University Withous Walls
and Meva University, which function in many statos at tha same
time, have approval probloms cempounded. Fred Nelson, administra-
tive vice president of Nova, a national -externial depgree graduate

-

university, said recently: o _ -z
The greatest single bLavrier to the development of
any national cducationzl progsum, whetlor .graduate, pro-
‘fessional or even undergraduate, is statce-by-state dif-
ferences of control and the political 1un11L1cs of state-
by-state- 11an51ng requirenents.,

Somec of these institutions have been forced to file suit or to
modify their program radically in order to opcrate in certain
statces.

As with funding problems, the most difficult foederal apency
has been . the Veterans Administration. Competency evaluations and
written statements in licu of pgrades have not been accepted by the
VA, céusinu vaterang to retreat 'to safer proprams with' tradi-
tional grades. - Over 40 institutions mentioned difficultics of

\ one kind or amother with VA policics or 1nlorp1<tn110nf of policics,

Qll of which had the efleet of climinating veterans from the
programs or forcing, oomp:nmxscs in program design. :

\Ihus, state and federal policics do\mffuqt the kind of proprams

.-

\
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that can be devoeloped, ‘when and where they can function, who may
attend, when and for how. long, No one can say that restriclions
should be eliminataed altopether from hipher cdocation but neither
should they be administored absglutely and arbitrarily alike lor
all proprams without more scriois consideration of the price of
consistency. Flexible policies cevenly administoered could include
most eXisting nontradicional programws, helping them become moro
effcetive alte:natives to tLhe tTndLLlOUJl forms of PO”thCOHdQTy
OdlK\lLlOD.

Conclusions . . -

Clearly state formulas and guidelines and some Federal fund-
ing policics are too re trictive and inflexible to allow non-—
traditional programs to function effcctively, - The {formulas or
guidelines currently used by 33 states offer no incentive to bLe
cost. effective since the basis for budgoeting is last year's ov
this year's actual costs. Same [ormulas, designed to improve
accountability, to incrcaze fairness in programming, 2nd to pro-
vido resources for the most effective programs within a state,
have become a mechanism for dcfcaLlng Lhose very aims. Thus, the
irony of budget formulas is that they may work against the pur-
poses they werce designed to scrve. This contradiction results
when formulas fail to be flexible enouph to take inté account the
developumental costs of nontraditional programs, when they fail
to rogquire that innovative as well as traditional programs be
base on wmore cost-aflcctive ‘coacepts than last year's expenditures,
and :hen colleges that do not pass tlhieir costs alenp to students
are f1nnnc1d11y pcnalized becaise support is based on those .
charges. : :

Fhile innovative time- and place-{iee programs must bLe cost
effective to compete in the marketplace of higlier cduc1r10n,
they 'must also bc given sufficient funding to develop the skills,
assessment instruments, teaching-learning LCChuquC‘, and admin-
istrative strategioes necessary to reduce coan o1 increase learn=-
ing achievement. Start-up costs, operating parallel nontraditional
and traditional progrims, and rcsearch, much of which still. must
be trial and error on new ways of delivering cducallon, are all
cxpcn°1ve. If budgeting formulas and puidcelines cannot prov:dc
for thesec initial costs by some legitimate means, thea the possi
bility of developing meaningful alternatives to tradltlondl cduca-
tional structures are greaily diminished, .

. Thosc states that desipn budget’ formulaa and guidelines.
arc justiliably concerned about bglng accountable to their pcople,
but by failing to build in p10v1sidns that allow developing pro-
grams. the years aul rupport-they nced in order to justily themsclves
on any cost cffective basis, states hamper their own longp-term
educational efficicncy and lock themscelves into Lho continually °
infTating costs of traditional programs. By supporting the devoelop-
ment of sound cducational-alternatives which someday, hopnfully,
will p)ovc to be con51dcrab1y less cxpcn51vc and more effeective,

219



T -18-

governments can be more accountable to the people ol this nation

than they have in the past. Only by a concertid action of cduea-
tors, administrators, state buapet olfficervs, lepislative commitloes,
federal program officers, and chicl higher cdugational of ficers in
every state can some satisfactory solutions to restrictive state and
federal funding puidcelines for nontraditional programs be established.,
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