_ED 238 324

" AUTHOR
" TITLE

INSTITUTION
_ SPONS AGENCY
 REPORT NO

_ PUB DATE

© CONTRACT
. NOTE
' PUB TYPE

" EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

institutional de
that were federa
designed to assi
‘developmental ac
- substantial fund

' DOCUMENT RESUME
HE 016 850

Davis, Junius A.; And Others

Institutional Development: Implications for
Institutions of Higher Education.

Research Triangle Inst., Durham, NC. Center for
Educational Studies.

Department of Education, Washington, DC. Office of
Planning, Budget, and Evaluation. ’
RTI/2102/06-91F

Cct 83

300-80-0834

65p.; For related documents, see HE 016 847-849.
Reports - Evaluative/Feasibility (142)

MF01/PC03 Plus Postage.

Black Colleges; Case Studies; College Planning;
College Role; *Developing Institutions; Evaluation
Criteria; *Federal aid; Higher Education;
*Improvement Programs; Institutional Evaluation; Long
Range Flanning; Low Income Groups; Private Colleges;
*Program Effectiveness; Program Evaluation; State
Colleges; Two Year Colleges

Higher Education Aci Title I11II; Institutional
Survival

Findings and irplications of a study of the

velopment of a sample of colleges and universities
lly funded are summarized. The information is

st personnel at the institutional level and at the
tivity level. The study sample of 51 institutions had
ing through Title III of the Higher Education Act

during the 1981-1982 academic year and for 4 or § previous years. As

ii:baCkground,
-~ change as we

institutional development is discussed as a process of
o ‘ 11 as a set of interacting forces. Information on the
. .Study is also provided, including the selection of institutions, the

- ‘selection of developmental activities for case study, and conduct of

~.‘the field work. Findings at the institutional level are discussed

. regarding: rating institutional development as positive, stable, or
-~ vulnerable; factors associated with differences in developmental

. status; and other factors appearing to distinguish strong

fyinStitutions. Findings at the activity level are examined concerning:

activities.

riteria for determining success of individual development ‘
factors related to success of developmental activities,

and ‘factors related to success of specific kinds of activities.

n ~.\ .

Finally, the components of development that may be controlled by the
nstitution (e.g., long-range planning) are discussed. (SW) .

.***********************************************************************

:_#ﬁfh Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

s from the original document. *
***********************************************************************




INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT: ‘IMPLICATIONS FOR
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Junius A. Davis

Roderick A. Ironside
U.S. DEPARTMEMT OF EDUCATION -
TIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION Jerry VanSant
EQUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER {ERIC)
This toGcument has been reproduced as

r

<

recewved from the: person of orgamzation

afig.nating it
Minor changes have beer. made to improve
reproduction ruality
® Points ot viewy 0f npINIoNS stated in this dotu
et 06 not pecestanly represent otficiat NIE
postion or pohcy

Center for Educational Studies

£

RTI Report Number 2102/06-01F Octob 1983
er

I3

<
Q k ‘ ‘
FRICESEARC
] ES H TRIANGLE PA ' ' o
e - RK, NORTH CAR ‘
- P ; : S , AROLINA 27709

fed by ERI




INSTITUTIONAL LEVELOPMENT: IMPLICATIONS FOR
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Prepared for
U.S. Department of Education
Office of Planning, Budget, and Evaluation
Planning Evaluation Service
Student Institutional Aid Division

ED Project Officer:

Sal Corrallo
Director, Student Institutional Aid Division

Junius A. Davis
Roderick A. Ironside
Jerry VanSant

Research Triangle Institute
Research Triangle Park, NC 27709

RTI Report Mumber RTI/2102/06-01F

October 1983

This is a special condensation of the final report for the second phase of
work completed under contract uumber 300-80-0834 with the Office of Planning,
Budget, and Evaluation of  the U.S. Department of Education. However, the
content does not necessarily reflect the position or policy of that agency,
and no official endorsement of findings or recommendations should be inferred.
The amount charged to the Department of Education for the development of this
document (as a part of the Phase II portion of the contract) is $39,404.

Qo




Preface .

Institutional Development: Implications For
Institutions of Higher Education

CONTENTS

Acknowledgements

I. The Nature of Institutional Development

A.
B.

Development as a Process of Change .
Development as a Set of Interacting Forces

II. Procedure Employed in the Field Study

A.
B.
C.

Selection of Institutions e e e e e e e e
Selection of Developmental Activities for Case Study
Conduct of the Field Work .

III. Summary of Findings at the Institution Level .

A.
B.

W =

~NONE

9

Rating Institution Development as Positive, Stable, or Vulnerable 9

Factors Associated with Differences in Developmental Status
1. Centrality of the Chief Administrative Officer .

2. Characteristics of Senior Administrative Personnel .
3. Other Factors Appearing to Distinguish Strong
Institutions e e e e c e e e

IV. Summary of Findings at the Activity Level

Criteria for Determining Success of Individual Developmental
Activities ] Ce e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Factors Related to Success of Developmental Activities

1. Institutional Factors Related to Success of Activities

2. Factors Related to Success of Specific Kinds of Activities

Functional Blueprint for EnhancingﬁInstitutionalbDevelopment .

A.
B.
V. A
A
B
C.
D.
E
F
G.
H.
Appendix:

The Central Role of Planning c e e e

Overview of Suggested Developmental Process

Recognizing and Specifying Institutional Mission e
Assessing Current Overall Status and Needs, and Budgeting .
Establishing and Implementing the Long-Term Planning Process
The Implementation of Planning Priorities . .

The Assessment of Outcomes and Consequences . . . ., . ., . . .,
Summary .

Synopsis of Contents of the Full Final Report

AN

. 24

10
10
13

15

18

12
21
21



ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Preface

This document is addressed to presidents and a variety of other adminis-
trators and faculty at 2- and &4-year higher education institutions which are
now engaged in broad developmental efforts or are contemplating making major
changes in status, program, or condition. The material contained herein is
presented as a summary of the findings and implications of a two-year inquiry
focused on the curreat and prospective future viability of a sample of insti-
tutions which had substantial HEA Title IJI funding in 1981-82 and the prior
four or five academic years. This study was preceded by a one-year review of
the Title III program as an operational eutity, along with a preliminary
examination of the processes by which institutions applied for and utilized
awards for specific developmental activities.

A similarbsummary document b-s been prepared as a companion to this one,
drawing on the same institutional inquiry referred to above. It is addressed
to operations and development managers and staff in the Title IITI Program
office and, although it reports the same essential findings, it applies them
somewhat differently for that audience.

The two-year study on which both documents are based took place in the
period 1981-83. As a study of the dynamics of institutional development and
change, it utilized case study methods directed tc institutions as a whole and
to selected developmental activities funded in whole or part by external

resources. The general purpose, as stated in the full report of the study,l/

vas as follows:

The inquiry attempts to discover what specially supported develop-
mental activity may contribute to the improvement and self-suffi-
ciency (independence from continuing Federal support) of higher
education institutions with limited current resources; how it con-
tributes; and what institutional practices in general are associated
with improvement of condition in terms of quality of program and
prospects for survival. ‘

This broad purpose was amplified into more specific objectives, including

those indicated on the following page.

1/ "An Anatomy of Institutional Development for Higher Education Institutions
Serving Students from Low Income Backgrounds," report of work done by Research
Triangle Institute under Contract Number 300~80-0830 with -the U.S. Department
of Education. Research Triangle Park, NC: Research Triangle Institute, '

- October 1983. (A chapter-by-chapter synopsis of the full report is provided

as an appendix to the present document. )
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(1) VTo determine the general factors associated with the di:oction of
overall development (growth; stability; and decline or stagnation)
for institutions receiving substantial support from Tit1e~iII.

(2) To identify deVelopmental activities that’seemed to be serving their
functions well, in terms both of Federal intent and institutional
needs and purpose, and to determine the salient factors associated
with such specific successful investment.

(3) To extrapolate and postulate the general nature of institutional
development, as the success experiences obseerd might suggest.

(4) To ascertain the types of impacts and consequences that develop-

mental activities might have on institutional .condition.

In pursuing these objectives, the essential strategy was to explore
excellence and meaningfulness at the institutional and activity levels, mainly
as perceived and reported by institution personnel themselves. The purpose
was to learn as much as possible about success by recognizing it where it
existed, and by attempting to understand it in terms of an array of associated
factors. A corollary .trategy, therefore, was to explore contrasts in prac-
tice that would illuminate development purposes, processes, and outcomes.
Such contrasts were possible because a significant range in the quality of
developmental activity procedures and outcomes was found across the sample of
51 colleges and universities.

The study did not employ a design or a set of strategies that would

permit any overall evaluation of the Title III program or its management by

:, program staff or its direct utilization by institutions. That was not the

purpose of the research. Similarly, the study did not permit generalizations,
regarding the development process or effective use of externél funds, to
institutious broadly or to institutions uandertaking the same sorts of develop-
mental activities. Instead, the work proceeded under the assumptions that (1)
the Congress, in the 1980 enactment of the Higher Education Act, indicated
continuing and substantive interest in developmental support of certain insti-

tutions of higher education; (2) there have been exemplary uses made of Title

. IIT and other external or temporary .funds by institutions eligible for Title

IIT support; (3) a review of events at a sample of institutions would suffice
for arriving at useful insights into the development'process and the generation
of hypotheses; and (4) attention to factors associated with sﬁccessfur‘applica--
tion of Title III funds would be instructive for Program and institutional
managers. ‘

ii
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The purpose of this document is to abstract from the full study report a
set of findings and observations that may be useful to personnel at the insti-
tution level and at the developmental activity level. In a very real sense,
this means sharing with interested parties the perceptions and experiences of
colieagues at a set of institutions which, by definition as "eligible Title
IIT institutions," serve minority and low-income students and have faced
challenges to their viability and likelihood of survival in the recent past.
This report also incorporates the observations and conclusions c¢f the research
team, as drawn from the entire field experience, with special attention to
institutions as operating and developing entities that utilize discrete develop-
mental activities. Thus, there is necessarily an emphasis on the entire
institutional condition and climate which both require and foster effective,
but typically '"separate," developmental efforts. ;

The report is presented in five parts. The first defines institutional
development in broad terms, and the second outlines the field study itself,
both as backdrops for the subsequent sections. The third and fourth parts
sumnarize the findings of the study at the institutional and then the discrete
activity levels. The fifth part draws the findings together into a "blueprint"

or suggested guide for institutional development.
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Institutional Development: Implications for

Institutions of Higher Education

I. THE NATURE OF INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

A. Development as a Process of Change

Institutional development may be defined as the ongoing process of progres-
sive, positive change, as institutions respond to changing conditions of all
sorts in their environments and thus change their own condition. An institu-
tion may cortinue to develop as long as it is in existence; or it may remain
in a status quo, or it may decline--and the same holds true for any component
part of an institution, although at any point in time the institution is the
sum of its constituent parts.

In the long term, institutions of higher education have undergone major
Structural and program changes from the point of founding to the present time.
This broad sort of evolution accounts for the fact that many present-day
colleges and universities have far outstripped their initial or intermediate
status, since they began their careers many years ago as junior colleges,
secondary academies, normal or technical institutes, elementary schools, or
highly specialized training centers for teachers or ministers. Similarly,
some present-day community or technical colleges began as secondary institutes
or as single-purpose schools. Such changes typically represent a series of
forward, upward steps toward a larger or more important place in American

higher edueation, although the idea or expectation of dramatic stepwise revi-

sions in structure and program have seldom been a part of the foundlng purpose.

Moreover, such changes typically require a good span of time in which to
germinate and emerge, and as cften involve controversy among various internal
and external forces as result from a "natural" or logical flow of events. But
these evolutions have occurred. They are a part of the. history of many of our
institutions and in themselves describe development in the broadest sense.

Within the context of such long-term change (or, equally, accountlng for

those institutions that continue to be the 2- -year or 4-year colleges theyvset

out to be), current short-term change takes place. Here we have reference to




significant additions to or deletions frbm the program of offerings; reorgani-
zation of the administrative structure; creation of fiscal or information
systems; and various forms of "outreach" by which the institution extends its
services to new locations or new populations. These changes are perceived to

be quite different qualitatively from tke major evolutions referred to above--at
least in retrospect--since those are defined as very broad in scope and repre-
sent major revisions in structure, possibly size, and certainly institutional
mission.

The more short-term aspects of development, which are the subject of this
special report, differ in the sense that they are easier to "see" and control,.
and generally represent the results of some leve' »f conscious planning. It
is here that we define development in terms of 'response to changing conditions
of all sorts," although clearly the resulting changes decided on by a college
or university can as often be reactiv: as proactive.

The significance of all this is that many institutions have experienced
special pressures or circumstances over the past 10 to 20 years that have
threatened their survival. Declines in the student-age population, various
legal requirements, a societal change in the valuing of liberal education,
lower apparent levels of readiness for college study, the emergence of new
specialized careers and professions, increase in the numbers who prefer to
commute, new opportunities for minorities--all these and more have affected
enrollment, retention, fiscal condition, faculty quality and morale, and even
the colleges' place in the sun (that is, their special reason for being).

Some institutions have closed as a result of not being prepared or able to
meet such challenges; others have merged with or been absorbed by larger or
more "'successful" institutions.

Yet many institutions have struggled valiantly ard to some degree effec-
tively with these modern-day pressures. And some have accomplished notable
reversals in their attractiveness to students, their enrollments, their program
of offerings, their fiacal viability, their attractiveness to alumni and other
donors and thus their endowments. How? They have made changes. In'réspcnding

~to the general situation in the nation as well as to their own unique circum-
stances, they have engaged in'"development" as defined ~:re and they have done
so both reactively and proactively. Put another way, th.y have taken a measure
of control over their situations and intervened in their own long-term evolu-
tionary development by altering a number of current, short-term aspects of

their total institutional operation.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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B. Development as a Set of Interacting Forces

Clearly, institutional development cannot be a single event or the result
of a single decision. Many forces and factors are involved in "ordinary"
current operations; it seems reasonable to assume that the same would be true
in making progressive changes in any or all aspects of current operations. In
order to get a handle on such interacting forces and set the stage for discus-
sing various ways of attacking development needs, a simple mecdel is proposed
here: institutional development has to do with the progressive structure,
functioning, and consequent condition of the institution, as it may evolve
over time.

Applied to an institution in existence, structure includes physical
facilities and human resources, educational program, administrative and manage-
ment structure--in short, what the institution has to work with (or to use in
generating support revenue). Functioning has to do with how the structure is
applied to the particular educational mission of the institution (or to other
missions it may serve), and includes such processes as resource allocation,
exercise of policy and traditions, service delivery, decision processes, and
the like. Condition, which at any point in time is a cross-section view of
the stage of development, involves the degree to which structure and func-
tioning interact in ways that sustain and enhance the institution, and may be
reflected through such constructs as quality of program or impact on students
and community or nation, or through such indices as those for fiscal assets or
current risk position. Finally, development, expressed as successive changes
in condition, may be understood through examining how structure and function-
ing have contributed to those changes. Change is an instrumental criterion
toward enhanced viability as the ultimate criterion.

For .urrent purposes of understanding how particular developmental efforts
impact on an institution and its condition at any point, it would be useful to
distinguish three kinds of activity, each of which can be postulated to have a.
unique and necessary kind of role to play in an effectively developing insti-

tution, although not necessarily occurring at the same time or directed to the

same institutional purposes. These are (1) educational and .student suppoft -

service program development activities, or those concernedkdiréctly with

improving the educaticnal program, its quality, and its impact on stﬁdents;'

(2) administrative and management activities, or those concerned with improving -

the functioning of the institution as a whole through improved general manage-

1o
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ment practices; and (3) fiscal development activities, concerned directly with

improving revenue, the allocation of fiscal resources, and control of the mix
of factors that interact to determine overall fiscal condition and prospect.
Further, these three components or domains interact in various important
ways, regardless of the particular "stage'" each happens to be at at a partic-
ular time, and in sum they define institutional functioning in the most basic
sense. Thus they are also necessarily involved and synergetic in institutional
development (which implies improvement or enhancement). Developmental activiti
in the program area involve' the creation of new educational or student support
programs and/or the creation of (improved) capability to deliver these programs
and services. Developmental activities in the management area involve the
improvement of the process by which decision among program development prioriti
and investment of funds and resources are made, their operation monitored and

facilitated,'their impact and consequences evaluated, and the process by which

all or part of their outcomes are incorporated into the institutional structure

Developmental activities in the fiscal area involve, at least, improvement in
the continuing assessment and elaboration of the institutional condition, or

the search for new sources and_amounts of fiscal support (e.g., a program

' designed to attract new funds).

ITI. PROCEDURE EMPLOYED IN THE FIELD STUDY

‘Case studies‘were conducted in 51 two- and four-year institutions that

';thad received Title III awards over a period of five or six years. -While

s advance study of the h1stor1ca1 record of grants and other facets of 1nst1tu-_

Vtwo day site visits to each campus.' V1S1tsvwere made between July 1982 and-
"}Apr11‘1983 hy'teams of three specialists drawn from a pool of'twenty profes-
_51ona1 staff and . consultants, us1ng ‘semi- formal 1nterv1ew gu1des and struc- N

“5tured report1ng forms

‘7A}'3 Selection of Institutions

Sample s12e was arb1trar11y set at SO at the outset--large enough to

T”represent a var1ety of institution types and a range of funded developmental
: Act1v1t1es, “and sma11 enough to perm1t a case study approach through site

»v1s1ts. (A.later addrtlon, because one school that had dec11ned to partici-




pate then agreed to, brought the actual total to 51). The issue of public
versus private control, and the implications for institutional purposes and
use of development funds, further helped define the sample into two subgroups
ﬁhat would be large enough to permit contrasts: 20 public and 31 private
institutions.

It was reasoned that continuation in the program over time and something
more than minimal investment would be required for impacts of Title III funding
to be discernable. Accordingly, the sampling pool was restricted to institu-
tions with active grants in 1981-82 that also (1) had received funding for
institutional activity (as opposed to consortia activity) for at least 4 of
the 5 years preceding the 1981-82 academic year; and (2) had received an
éverage annual award o€ $200,000 or more over the 5- or 6-year period. For
practicalvreasons, the sample was further restricted to the contiguous. United
States. Applying these criteria to the 537 institutions with prime grants in
1981-82 yielded 77 public and 81 private institutions (a total of 158).

From the resulting public group two samples, each of 20 institutions. and
~ designated prime and backup samples, were drawn by purely random means; prime
and backup samples of 30 privately controlled institutions were similarly
selected. Letters (signed by the Deputy Assistant Secretary then responsible
for the Title III Program) explaining the study and inviting participation
were mailed to chief administrative officers in the prime samples, with follow-
ﬁp telephone calls by senior project staff. Of the prime public sample, the
presidents of 15 ultix:tely agreed to participate and did so; the corresponding
number of acceptances was 24 from the prime sample of 30 private 1nst1tut10ns
(supplemented by one additional college, as noted above).

Replacements for those declining to participate were drawn from the
~backup samples, attempting to match replacements with prime instiiutions in

terms of control (public, private), program (two- and four-year), and predomi-
“nant ethnicity of student body.
The ultimate resulting sample is characterized as follows. Of the 51
‘}‘1nst1tut10ns, 20 (39%) were public and 31 '(61%) were private, located in 23

dlfferent states. The public group included 9 twe-year and 11 four-year

"‘1nst1tut10ns; the private'group, 1 two-year and 30 four-year institutions.

'TWenty—seven of the 1nst1tut10ns (53%) were tradltlonally black. Headcount

~ for pub11c 1nst1tut10ns ranged from 900 to 9,200, with a medlan of 3, 150
' §- s, .



private institutions had a headcount range from about 200 to 3,200 students,

with a median of approximately 1,000. Thirty percent received their first

awards in the Advanced Institutional Development Program (AIDP); of the remaining
70 percent starting under the Basic Institutional Development Program, one-fourth
had moved into AIDP prior to the start of the new SDIP program in 1979.

AVerage annual Title III awards over the five- or six-year period ranged from
$200,000 to $780,000 with median values of $281,000 for public two-year institu-
tions, $483,000 for public four-year institutions, and $408,000 for private

four-year institutions.

B. Selection of Developmental Activities for Case Study

While institutions were selected randomly within the constraints outlined
above, developmental activities were chosen by purposive means. In line with
the research objectives, every effort was made to identify specific activities
that institution personnel "believed had [already] contributed significantly
to the development and fiscal viability of the institution." A developmental
activity was defined as a unit of actiVity éupported in whole or part by
external funds, conducted within the previous six years, designed to improve
the fiscal viability and self-sufficiency of the institution directly or
through improvement of quality of program or functioning, and which was
(1) described by a formal plan outlining purpose, strategies, expected outcomes,
and time lines; (2) assigned a discrete budget; (3) managed by a person (or
committee) designated as responsible; and (4) formally monitored with iecords
of milestone or outcomes attainment. Developmental activities were deliberately
not restricted to those funded by Title III in whole or in part, thus encouraging

"institutions to consider similar efforts supported by other kinds of external
agents such as foundations, businesses, or non-Title III Federal offices.

Presidents were asked to nominate up to four activities in each domain
(fiscal, management, or program) meeting the definition employed, and believed
to have accomplished something meaningful for institutional development. The
intent was to select one activity in each domain for review on each campus,
and over the entire sample to derive a wide variety of activity types for
later analysis. GSelection was made jointly by institutional representatives
‘and professional staff at RTI. There was a conceivable universe of over 1,200
funded Title III Activities undertaken and/or completed in the period 1976-82

by the 51 institutions. Because institutions were asked tc select among these

6 - 15



in terms of significance rather than by random means, the activities selected are
clearly not representative of all funded activity at the sampled institutions.

Of a planned 153 activities (ome per domain per in§titutioﬁwx 51 institu-
tions), 150 were ultimately selected for onsite review. The large majority
had been assisted by Title III, but some had been supported by foundatiouns,
businesses, various non-Title III government grants, and other temporary
sources. As noted below there was an imbalance in favor of program Activities
since not all institutions nominated fiscal or management Activities., Activi-

ties were ultimately classified as follows:

Fiscal Domain: Fiscal Accounting Systems (22 Activities)
(N=39) Resource Enhancement . (11 Activities)
Planning and Improvement of (6 Activities)

Fiscal Management

Management Domain: MIS Development (10 Activities)
(N=48) PME or PME/MIS Development (11 Activities)
Institutional Research (11 Activities)
Long Range Planning (5 Activities)
Administrator or Trustee Training (2 Activities)
Development Office Development (1 Activity)
Institutional Self-Study (1 Activity)
Program Evaluation (1 Activity)
Creating New Organizational Unit (3 Activities)
Student Recruitment (1 Activity)
General Administrative Support (2 Activities)
" Program Domain: New Programs or Majors (10 Activities)
(N=63) Strengthening, Refining, or (12 Activities)
Upgrading Existing Programs
Enhancements to Instruction (16 Activities)
(Methodology; Academic Services)
Student Support Services (25 Activities)

C. Conduct of the Field Work

After extensive formal and informal communication with chief administra-
tive officers and other personnel; review of appropriate materials in the
Title III Program office, and study of an array of documents such as catalogs
and long-range plans, two-day visits were undertaken on each campus. A team
of three specialists (one in higher education administration, one in fiscal
affairs, and one in academic/support program assessment), with one designated
leader, carried out a number of tasks related 'to the overall functioning of

" the institution in the assigned domain, and also to the operation of the

pre-selected developmental Ac;iviliés.

; 16




These assignments were structured around prepared instrumentation that
served as a guide to overall interviewing, observation, and study of materials
and records onsite. The same instrumentation, when completed, tuen served as
the formal documentation for each specialist's reports which were submitted.
along with relevant ancillary materials.

The fiscal specialist was charged with determining fiscal condition in
terms of current values (and trends over the preceding five years) in revenue,
resources, expenditures, and overall risk position. The charge also included
speculating on internal and external factors that appeared to affect fiscal
condition, characterizing fiscal management practices and the role assigned to -
external funding, and postulating changes in fiscal practice that would advance
institutional development in the particular case.

The management specialist was charged with examining the institution's
condition in such areas as faculty resources, applicants and enrollment,
quality of educational and student support programs, organizational structure,
and fit between mission and market--in terms of current status as well as
five-year trends. This person was also asked to abstract the institution's
planning process and context factors affecting development-~-along with exploring
the history of Title III and similar external support in terms of present and
future needs and assessing the critical management challenges it faced.

The program specialist was asked to examine program development history
over time in terms of origins, purposes, interrelationships, fit with and/or
impact on mission, internal facilitating forces and barriers, and the impact
and consequences of specific program development efforts. This charge also
included noting the role played by Title III in program development, assessing
the perceptions of key faculty and staff in how this role might be enhanced,
and tying such data to the institution's philosophy of development. Attention
was given to academic and technical programs as appropriate, and also to a
variety of student services. | |

For discrete developmental activities, each specialist was asked to
explore the origins of and need for the activity; the objectives and chief
strategies employed'fbr their