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Abstract

A summary of a survey concerning .external funding for research of
the 338 member institutions of the American Association of State Colleges
and Universities (AASCU) is presented. Results indicate that AASCU
institutions which have been successful in obtaining outside funds for
research purposes do tend to place more emphasis, in both i policy sensa
and a resource allocation sense, on gradiate teaching and internally and
externally-funded research. Such information could prove to be useful
to AASCU or similar institutions examining policies aimed ét increasing

the amount of external funding for research.
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Predictors of Outside Funding for Kesearch
Among AASCU Iastitutions
Introduction
In the difficult economic envirormment of the 1980's many colleges and
aniversities are attempting to increase the amount of research funds attracred
from external resources. Among these are members of thie American Association
of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU), a group of state-assisted colleges
and universities whose past missions have tiot normally included externally-
finded research as a high priority. As these institutions have matured,
liowever, moré of them have attempted to increase the amount of resesrch under-
taken by faculty and staff with the support of federal and other outside
agencies. The following describes the variables which are common to those

institutions which have been relatively successful in obtaining external
funding for research.
Background

Over <en years ago Dunham (1969) wrote €olleges of the Forgotten Americans

under the auspices of the then Carnegie Commission on Higher Education. This

work focused on the AASCU institutions; which at that time were viewed as that
segmient of higher ecducation catering to the "fergotten' American majority of
students. During the period of rapid growth of enrollments of the 1960's, the
AASCU institutions began to emerge from their teachers' college and technical

institute beginnings into coiprehensive colleges and universities in the

classical manner described by Jencks and Riesman (1969). Since Dunham's work



appeared; little has been said collectively about these institutions of higher
education existing today in an enviromment quite different from that described
by him at that time:

In the late 1960's and early 1970's there was miuch speculaticn 48 to what
direction the AASCU institutions would take as they grew in enrollments, becime
more academically comprehensive, and drew their students and faculty from a
broader geographic and social range than in the past. According te the osucks
and Riesman thesis, they could have been expected to attempt to emulate the
large, rasearch-oriented universities by hiring faculty from the most prestigious
universities whenever possible and encouraging these faculty to undei -ake
scholarly research,; inclvding externally-funded research. There are aata which
oriented doctoral programs in the 1970's than previousiy (Muffo and Robinson,
1981); but there is also evidence that many such faculty have been frustrated
in attempting to do campus-based research; whether internally or externally
funded (Darknell, 1981). The latter study suggests that faculty from prestigious
universities do not, by themselves alone, guarantee a successful research
program at a college or university.

Only a few studies have attempted to dJeal with the issue of which institutional
variables do seem to be related to ability to obtain extsrnally-funded research
dollars, and these Have been focused on the fifty or §o universities which
dccount for the vast majority of all such funds. ELlyson and Krueger (1980),
for instance, found number of doctoral degrees granted and internally~funded
research to be highly correlated with amount of federal research dollars received

at 60 teading universities. Limitations of the Ellyson and Krueger cstudy include
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its restricted focilis on the most Successful universities in obtaining frederal
research funds and its use of only a few predictor variables (i.e.; internal
funded research success which are more broaily based in terms of both

institution and predictor variables:

Methodology and Pata Sources

Data for the study consisted of usable responses to a set of questions
from 212 of 338 member AASCU institutions in the Fall of 1979 concerning
institutional demographics and emphasis on research. A telephone follow-up
of non-respondent institutions found them to be generally disinterested in
themselves as being teaching institutions only. .+ list of thé variables gathéred
by the questionnaire can be seen in Table 1.

One aiffiéﬁlty wizh the data as thev were gathered via the questionnaire
is that many of them were categorical as opposed to actual. In other words
undergraduate student earollment,; as an example; was collected as to broad

Conszaquently the categorical data had to be converted into dummy variable form;
andergraduate enrollment of under 5,000 was coded as a zero and that 5;000

aud above was coded as a ome for Instance: Tn the absence of a more compelling

variables for each response.
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TABLE 1

highly with success in obtaining exterdal funding, the two most recent measurcs

of funding success, i.e., nufibet of grants in 1978 and amount of grants in 1978,
weve designated as the dependent variables, while all other institutional

characteristics were considered independent. Simple correlations were computed

other variables. Multiple correlation was utilized to determine which few
~variables most frequently coexist with funding success; as well as how weil that

success can be predicted {rom the knowledge of the other variables preseun:.

Results

Table 2 shows the significant correlations betweer one measure of success in

-
»

obtaining exter-al research funds, i.e., the number of grarts awarded in 1978
and the other instititional chardcteri-:iics. Measures cf size of faculty and
student body, as we.l as doctoral work in several disciplines, were found to
B . . Lo . . . . . . BN

correlate significantly with grants at AASCU institutionsg, just as they have been

found to do so at the high preéstige, research universities studied by others.
Additional; more controllable; factors such as emphasis on vésearch and rublication,
availability of internal grants; and resources allocated to grants administration

 TABLE 2
{(about here)

-
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Multiple regression was utilized to determine which few variables best
of a grants administration cffice;dollar amount of graats four years earlizr,

ard existence of an engineering doctorate also adding éigﬁifiEéﬁtly to tle
prediction equation: ©Of the total variation of number of grants among the 99
institutiors for which data were available on the dependent variable and all
of the independent variables, 87% was explained by only four variables.

The logic of predicting funrding success in 1978 based upon funding success
in 1974 appears quite reasonable, but it may also preclude other important
variables from the prediction equation, e.g., thosé whirh correlat. highly

building & prediction equation for a second time without including the two

1

ol

measures of funding success in 1974. The results can be seen in ' 1|
becom. 5 the best predictor of funding success; with the existence ¢(f a grants
administration office and offering of the education doctorate also adding
significantiy to the prediction equation. Only 37% of the variance in the

’ ~ TABLE 3
(abotut “ove)

) i
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The amount of gra-cs in thousands of dollars, like the number of grants;
size of institution and metropolitan area, as well as the existence of doctotal
in certain disciplines. The moré controlable factors such as emphasis on
research and internal resources allocated to research likewise showed a
relationship with amount of funding; as can be seen in Table 4. The prediction
equation found success in 1974 to again be the best predictor of success in 1978,

but other variables such as doctorates in s and sciences; engineering,; and

need for funding the research of assistant professors; were also found to add
significantly to the prediction equaticn: Inclusion of these variables allows

the prodiction of 84% of the variation in funding amounts:

TABLE 4
(aboiut Here)

Removing the measures of funding success in 1974 yields the signiricant
predictors ideantified inm Table 5. Both number and amounts of internal grants
in 1974 are the stronpest precictors of funding success, while size of the
mecropolitan srea and the existence 0%;3 doctoral program in education add
significant . Only 347 of the variznre in funding dollars is predicted by

these vdriavies however.

_ TABLE S
(dbout here)
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Discussion

The limitations to the study revolve around those of the data sources

and methodology. In addition to the usual problems of response bias and errors

in filling our questionnaires and the incomplete nature of tiany of them; MO ¢
than a few of the data elcments were gathéred in a categorical format which
corld limit their power to coirelate and predict. The use of statistical

be éééﬁﬁéartd exist: The ééfféiétiéﬁ of many of the independent variables with
each is a further complication; although not an overwhelm. . one.

Wiat the data do show; despite these timitations; i that tle AASCU
institutions successful at obtaining externally furded research mouey do tend

to have certain things in commoa: past success in obtzirning grants; emphasts

on graduate, particularly doctoral work; larger student bodies and faculties;

their metropolitan area; most are restricted as to total =nrollments and gradudte
progrums as well. Many of the other factors, however, are controllable at the

instirutional level.

The results of this study suggest that those AASCU member institutions

seriously considering an increased research effort can make decisions which

“increase the probability of success: Emphasizing research and publication in

W
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promotion ahd tenure decisinns 1is parhaps the easiest to implement,; but to do

so in the absence of support for these activities may be unfair and even
ééﬁﬁtéfbfé&ﬁéfi%é;l The initiation of anm intermal grants program; whereby facuity
apply for institutional funds for specific projects; can provide seed funds for
outside grants as well as provide experience :n grantsmanship. An office

devoted exclusively to the pursuit of externally-funded research could be an

" added srimulus. Resource allocation decisions such as these provide support

for research while also publicly demonstrating that the institution is serisus

~
-

.about such a commitment.

Besides demonstrating How an Institution might pursie imore extarnally-
funded research; the data gathering portion of thé study also pointed up the

see themselves to be emulating the major research universities as was feared

by Dunham (1969): This finding supports the position of Baldridge, Curtis;,

Ecker, and Riley (1977) that American higher education is becomirg more diverse
rather thag more homogeneous. It also raises the issue, however, of possible
ﬁrpécration experienced by AASCU faculty trained at the more research-oriented
ggiéé%éitiéé who are now cut off from pursuing research.

[y

Conclusion




and success a* obtaining externally-funded research grants: It was found that

success, emphasis on doctoral study, size of student body and faculty, urban
environment, existence of an internal grants program and grants administration
office, and emphasis on research and publication for promotion and tenure purposes.
Despite the fact that no cause-and-effect relationship can he posited between
these variables and external funding Success, there does appear to be a set i
critéria common to the more Successful institutions. The demographic variables
are basically outside of control by institutional decision-makers, but inteérnal

and dotlar amounts of externally-funded research grants.
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TABLE 1

Institutional Variables

of AASEY Institutions

Degree levels by academic field*
Number of undergraduates; 1974 and 1978*

Number of graduate students, 1974 and 1078*

Percent of students from out-of-state

State limitations on out-of-§tate students”

State limitation on institutional enrollment®
Existence of enabling legislation in the state™
Existence of collective bargaining at the irstitution®
Number of assistant professors, 1974 aﬁd 1978*

Number of other faculty, 1974 and 1978"

ﬂﬁiBéf of research grants; 1974 and 1978

Number of graduate students supported from extetnal fun
Perceived importance of increased external funding for assistant ﬁféféééé?ék
Federal and state mailing lists™
Research publication sub”st:rip’tion's’rE
Existence of grants administration staff*®
Existence of external liaison for research purposes™
Reception of research information from institutional aSSbéiatibhs*
Parceived need for research information from assoclations™
Avai ability of internal g;&a£§*
Number of internal grants, 1974 and 1978
Amount of internal grants, 1974 and 1978
Percentage of internal grants held by assistant professors, 1974 and 1978
Tenure weight given to: research funding*
scholarly publications®
teaching effectiveness™
service*

Three major current problems facing the institution

* Dummy variables
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TABLE 2

Relationships Between Number of Grants in 1978 and

Significanuly Correlated Institutional Characteristics
(1974 Grant Data Included)

Variable n Simple Correlation Beta Weight#
Arts and sciences doctorate 202 J42%%
Business doctorate 202 7%
Engineering doctorate 202 L27%% -7.45 (4)
Education doctorate 202 AL L
Metropolitan area over 100,000 202 L 24x%
Over 5;000 undergraduates in 1978 202 c45%%
Over 5,000 undergraduates in 1974 202 L 5%%
Over 75 assistant professors in 1978 202 AR
Over 75 assistant professors in 1974 202 G 2F%
Over 100 other faculty in 1973 202 AT
Over 100 other faculty in 1974 184 L 51%%
Number of grants in 1974 171 .89 * .99 (1)
Amount of grants in 1974 173 . 75%% 101 (3)
Funding for assistant profs. important 202 L29%%
Grants administration office 198 L4Bx* 94 (2)
Externat iiaison 197 L19%%
Internal srants available 197 . 35%%
Number of internal grants in 1978 134 J45%%
Amount of internal grants in 1978 141 Gl**
Number of intermal grants in 1974 113 I51%%
Amount of internal grants in 1974 124 43w
Publications emphasized for tenure 202 D29%%
‘fﬁtéfééﬁg - @,

*p £.05

*%p <, 01

#R2 = .87; n = 90; number in parentheses is order in which variables
entered the prediction equation




TABLE 3

~ Relationships Between Number of Grants in 1978 and
Significantly Correlated Institutional Charactertstics

(1974 Grant Data Exciuded)

Variable n Simple Correlation Beta Weight#
Arts and sciences doctorate 202 LG2%%
Business doctorate 202 L17%
Engineering uoctovate 202 L 27%%
Education doctorate 202 AT 16.24 (3)
Metroyolitan area over 100,000 202 L 25k %
Over 5,000 undergraduates in 1978 202 J45%%
Over 5,000 undergraduates in 1974 202 LG5%%
Over 75 assistant professors in 1978 202 XL
Over 75 assistant professors in 1974 202 PR
Over 100 other faculty in 1978 202 AL
Over 100 other faculty in 1974 184 LS1k%
Funding for Assistant profs. important 202 L 29%%
Grants admintstratfon office 198  4B** 17.58 (2)
External liaison 197 . 19%%
Internal grants available 197 :35%%
Number of internal grants in 1978 134 LG5k
Amount of internal grants in 1978 141 AL
Number of internal grants in 1974 113 . 51%% .38 (1)
Amounit of internal grants in 1974 124 L43%% '
Publications emphasized for tenure 202 . 29%%
Intercept 2:07

*p €.05
*kp £.01 o ) ) ) , , , o ) ,
#R? = .37; n = 97; number in parenthieses is order in which variables entered

the prediction equation




TABLE 4
Relationships Between Amount of Grants in 1978 in Thousands of Dollars

(1974 Grant Data Included)

Variable n  Simple Correlation Beta Weight!
Arts and sciences doctorate 212 L 37%% ~423.74 (&)
Busimess doctorate 212 L 2h%%
Engineering doctorate 212 17 -383.83 (6)
Education doctorate 212 LG1Kk 871.86 (2)
Metropolitan area over 100;000 212 L 26k*
Over 5,000 undergraduates in 1978 212 R
Over 5;000 undergraduates in 1974 212 D34k %
Over 3,000 graduate students in 1978 212 17%
Over 75 assistant professors in 1978 212 L37%%
Over 75 assistant profescors in 1974 212 L33%%
over 100 other faculty in 1978 212 .38%%
Over 100 other faculty in 1974 193 NACEE
Number of grants in 1974 172 LT TR%
Amount of grants in 1974 187 . BE** 1.52 (1)
Funding for assistant profs. important 212 - L 25%% 251.97 (5)
Grants administration office 208 . 40*%
Internal grants available 207 L 25%%
Number of internal grants in 1978 138 L35%%
Amount of internal grants in 1978 149 L 34%%
Number of internal grants in 1974 116 .52%%
Amount of internal grants ia 1974 130 GEFF 2.44 (3)
Publications emphasized for tenure 212 L 28%%
Intercept —l%§{35

*p €.05
**p5 .01
’’2 = .84; n = 90; number in paventheses is order in which variables

entered the prediction equatio
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: TABLE 5
Relationships Between Amount of Grants in 1978 in Thousands of Dollars
and Significantly Correlated Institutional Characteristics

{1974 Grant Data Excluded)

Variahle o Simple Correlation Beta Weight!

Arts and sciences doctorate 212 L37%%
Business doctorate 212 L2
U gineering doctorate 212 L17%

Education doctcrate 212 AT 468.16 (4)
Metropolitan area over 160,000 212 . 26%% 4608:52 (2)
Over 5,000 undergraduates in 1978 212 L 33%%

Over 5;000 undergraduates inm 1974 212 D 34%%

Over 3,000 graduate students in 1978 2o LL7%%

Over 75 assistant professors in 197¢ 212 . 37%%

Over 75 assistant professors in 1974 212 L33%%

Over 100 stlier faculty in 1978 212 . 38%%

Over 1060 other facuilty in 1974 193 LLO%%

Fundiiig for ajsistant profs. Iimportant 212 L 25%%

Grants administration office 208 AR
Internal grants available 207 .2
Number of internal grants in 1978 138 .35%%

Amount of internal grants in 1978 149 34k

Number of internal grants in 1974 116 . 52%% 15:45 (1)
Amount of internal grants in 1974 130 L46%% 3.75 (35
Publications emphasized for tenure 212 2B

Intercept 120.48

*p 205

*p 0L

#R2 = .34; n = 100; number in parentheses in order in which variables
entered the prediction equation
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