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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

At its meeting oun November 30, 1984 the Alaska Commission on
Fostsecondary Education endorsed five recommendations listed on the
following page. These recommendations were considered in light of the
forecasted ste;dy deciine in” real dollars of geneval fund unrestricted

revenues,.

The University of Alaska is £faced with the challenge of maintaining
quality while serving a.grow;ng constitugncy in an era of constricting
revenues. It is the Commission's obligation to offer for consideration
various recommendations that provide for a more efficient use of
financial resources. Also, it ‘is encumbent upon the Commission to
suggest recommendations that serve to protect, and indeed enhénce, the

quality of the services provided by the University.

The recommendations do not speak directly to the Operating and Capital
Budget Request. Rather the recommendations suggest strategies for

increas{qq/éﬁficiencies and/or enhancing quality.
/ . \
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Following are the re@‘ommendations submitted by the Commission:

Recommendation_l: THE UNIVERSITY SHOUWD CONTINUE ITS RIGOROJS REVIEW OF

THOSE DEGREE PROGRAMS WHICH MAY BE UNDERPRODUCTIVE.

AN
Recommendation 2: THE UNIVERSITY SHOULD CONTINUE TO EXPLORE VARIOUS

STRATEGIES FOR INCREASING PRODUCTIVITY AT ALL UNIVERSITY CENTERS.

~

Recommendation 3: THE UNIVERSITY SHOULD DESIGN AND IMPLEMENT A

SY STEMATIC PROGRAM TO ASSESS THE KNOWLEDGE, INTELLECTUAL CAPACITIES, AND

SKILLS DEVELOPED IN STUDENTS THROUGH ACADEMIC AND CO-CURRICULAR PROGRAMS.

Recommendation 4: BECAUSE OF THE SIGNIFICANT WNUMBER OF OLDER PART-TIME

STUDENTS THE UNIVERSITY SHOULD CONSIDER ESTABLISHING A WEEKEND DEGREE

PROGRAM.

Recommencation 5: AS THE PROPORTION OF STATE GENERAL FUND INCREASES FOR

ORGANI ZED RESEARCH AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA, THE UNIVERSITY SHOULD
CONYINUE 20O REVIEW THE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCH EFFORT AS

THEY RELATE 7O STATE NEEDS.



INTRODUCTLON

In accordance with - AS 14.42,030(a)(3), the Alaska Commission on
Postsecondary Education presents this review of the University of
Alaska's FY 1986 Operating and Capital Budget Request. This review 1is
directed at the -educational and prograﬁmatic impact of .the budget
request, and it attempis to address those issues that relate specifically
to the quality of the educational process and efficient allocation of

resources.

At its meeting on November 30, 1934, the Alaska Commission on
Postsecondary Education endorsed 5 recommendations. These recommenda-

tions, along with explanations of each, are presented in this report.

Other sections of this report include the number of degrees awarded for
the last six years for each unit, a profile of students aétending the

University system and the most recent estimate of future state general

fund unrestricted revenues.



ISSUES AND CONCERNS

"he economy of the State of Alaska is at a crossroad. Although the
general fund unrestricted revenues are expected to increase at a moderate
rate for the next few years, the State will experiencé a steady decline
in real dollars.becau;; of inflation. The graph below clearly illus-

trates the future decline of unréstricted revenues due to inflation.

FORECASTED UNRESTRICTED REVENUES

GENERAL FUND, FY 1983 to FY 1990
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n The challenge facing the University of .Alaska is'to'nmintain quality
while serving a growing constituency in an era of constricting revenues.
Since FY79 the University general fund operating budget increased from
$72.1 million to $158.1 million in FY¥84, a 119% increase. buring the
same period, credit hour enrollment increased from 140,771 to 197,070, a

40% increase., It is unrealistic to assume that the University can expect

to enjoy the game rate of bugetary growth in the future. It is to this

» kA

dilemma that the recommendations contained here are addressed.
« -

It is incumbent upon the Commission to offer for consideration various
recomméndations that p{ovide for a more efficient use of financial
resources. The Commission, however, would be derelict if it did not at
.the same time attempt to'protecth and\§%deed enhance, the dquality of the
services provided by the University. The recommendatiéns in th}s\report
do not speak directly to the Operating and Capital Budget Request®

Rather, it is intended that the recommendations offer strategies for

increasing efficiencies and/or enhancing quality.

1




RECOMMENDATIONS .

Recommendation 1l: THE UNIVERSITY SHOULD CONTINUE ITS RIGOROUS REVIEW OF

THOSE DEGREE FROGRAMS WHICH MAY BE UNDERPRODUCTIVE.
[ )

i

In 'February, 1983, the Commission published Document No. 83-6,

Postsecondafyk Certificate and Degrees in the State of Alaska. The

.document identified seventy-nine programs which may be upderproductive.

Since publication_ of this report, the University has added and .deleted

.

many programs. The net-result is that there are less certificates and
associate degrees offered, virtually no change at' the bachelor's and
master's level, and an additivnal program at the doctoral level. Also,
the University has culled out numerous specialty areas ot "majors®™ of the

. hssociate of Arts degree offered at the community. 9olleges. The

Commission commends the effort to clarify the purpose of the associate

¢S \

° . » pdegree.

d

i . .
Thirty-six academic programs (qﬁ the seventy-nine) in this recommendation

are identified using varying criteria which could indicate that the

-

program may be underproductive. The criteria are as follows:

Certificate Program was Numb2r of yraduates over a
or Degree established by: 6-year period was less than:
Certificate 1978 5
. Assocliate 1977 5
. Bachelor's 1975 6
Master's 1977 5
Doc¢torate 1975 5
_6_
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It should be emphasized tha; if a program falls below the minimum crite-
rion, it does not necessarily mean the program is underproductive. PFor
instance, a particular low-producing program may satisfy the needs of the
State or the community for a certain kind of specialist, and it could be
unwise to encourage more ggaduatés in a limited job market. A prodram
may proyide a substantial number of service courses for another program
of high productivity, and eliminating the pYogram may serve little
purpose. Moreover, particularly at the certificate and associate'degree
levels, there is evidence that a significant number of students find

-

gainful employment before. completing all of the course work, and thus,

yo
o~
elect not to yraduate.

.

These caveats notwithstanding, thirty-six degree or certificate programs
were identified as falling below minimum criteria. The Commission urges

that the University pay particular attention tc the following programs in

the coming months.

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA, ANCHORAGE

Level: Bachelor's

Number of Gréduateg

Program Name 78-79 79-80  80-81  £1-82  82-83  83-84 Total
Music Education-Elementary 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Music Education-Secondary 0o - 0 0 2 0 0 2
Music Performance 0 1 0 0 1 2 4

Level: Master's

Creative Writing 0 0 0 0 1 0




UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA, FAIRBANKS

Level: Bachelor's

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
Russian Studies 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Music Education 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
Music Education-Elementary 0 0 0 0 1 1 2
Yapik Eskimo 0 1 0 2 0 1 4 .

. Linguistics 0 0 0 1 1 1 3
Applied Physics 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Geography & Regional

Development 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Level: Master's
Electrical Engineering 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Mathematics 1 1 0 0 0 2 4
Physics 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
General Science 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Level: Doctorate
Wiidlife Maragement 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
Physics 0 0 0 .0 0 0 0
Geology & Geophysics 2 0 0 0 0 1 3

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA, JUNEAU
Level: Associate
Number of G-aduates _

Program Name - 78-79 79-8C 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
Power Technology 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Level: Master's
Business Administration 0 1 1 0 0 1 3
Science Management 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

-3




Level: Certificate

Program Name

Accounting Clerk
Clerk Typist

Level: Certificate

ISLANDS COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Number of Graduates

Program Name

Clerk Typist
Stenographer

Level: Associate

Diesel Technology

Level: Certificate

Program Name

Office Occupations
Home Economics

Level: Associate

Office Occupations
Commercial Fishing
seafocod Processing

78-79 79-80 80-81 8:-82 82~-83 83-84 Total
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
KETCHIKAN COMMUNITY COLLEGE
Number of Graduates
78-79- 79-80 80-81 g81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1l 1 0 0 0 0 2
KODIAK COMMUNITY COLLEGE
Number of Graduates
78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
0 0 0 0 0 1l 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
”~
0 1 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
-9~



Level: Associate

Program Name

Community Health
Practitioner
Yupik Language

Level: Certificate

Program Name

Business

Level: Certificate

Program Name

»

Office Occupations
Fire Science Technology

KUSKOKWIM COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Number of Graduates

78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83

135

83-84 Tota.

0 0 1 ] (1] 1 2

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NORTHWE ST COMMUNITY COLLEGE
Number of Graduatéé

78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total

0 0 0 0 0 0 0
- TANANA VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE
Number of Graduates 7
78-79 79-80 80-81 @ 81--82 82-83 83-84 Total
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 1
-10-



Recommendation 2: THE UNIVERSI®Y SHOULD CONTINUE TO EXPLORE VARIOUS

STRATEGIES ¥OR INCREASING PRODUCTIVITY AT ALL UNIVERSITY CENTERS.

There has been increasing interest in faculty productivity by various
agencies within the State. One appropriate method of determining faculty
productivity is to compute the student/faculty ratio for permanent full-

time faculty at each campus.

Using Fall 1983 data, the student/faculty ratios for the permanent full-
time faculty at each of the university centers were determined. (The
student/faculty ratic¢- of faculty at the community colleges are not
included in this recommendation because a new collective bargaining
agreement has Jjust recently been ratified and contains detail on work
load therein.) The University permanent full-time faculty are classified
a3 either research faculty or non-research faculty. Research faculty are
usually those faculty associated with one of the several research insti-
tutes, such as the Geophysical Institute or the Institute of Arctic
Rinlogy. Won-research faculty are those faculty whose primary task is
teaching. This classification of faculty members was followed here for

the d~termination Jf faculty ptroductivity.

The following data show the student/faculty ratios for each of the

university centers.

-~11-
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UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA, ANCHORAGE

PACULTY NUMBER STUDENT/FACULTY RATIO
Non~-research 151 12.3 to 1
Research 5 4.8 to 1
TGTAL full-time faculty 156 12,0 to 1
FTE part-time faculty 38 11.7 to 1
GRAND TOTAL 194 11.9 to 1

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA, FAIRBANKS

FLCULTY NUMBER STUDENT/ FACULTY RATIO
Non-research 260 9.8 to 1
Research 116 2.3 to 1
TOTAL full-time faculty 376 7.4 to 1
FTE part-time faculty _6) 11.5 to 1
GRAND TOTAL 437 8.0 to 1

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA, JUNEAU

FACULTY NUMBER STUDENT/FACUITY RATIO
Non-Research : 51 7.7 to 1
"FTE part-time faculty 43 7.4 to 1
GRAND TOTAL 94 7.6 to 1

There are essentially five interrelated factors which influence student/
faculty ratios. They are: 1) size of the institution; 2) number of
students in each class; 3) number of credit hours taught by each faculty
member; 4) the curricular "mix" of the institution; and 5) curricular or
program proliferation. Following is a brief explanation of each of these

factors.

-12-



SIZE OF THE INSTITUTION, In general, small institutions tend to have
classes with fewer students than larger institutions. Smaller institu-
tions often are unable to enroll a "critical mass" of students relative
to those course offerings that are essential if students are to graduate
in a reasonable amount of time. Regardless of the size of a college or
university, it must offer a basic core of courses Wwhich encompasses the
traditional liberal arts, and smaller institutions often do not enjoy the
"economy of scale" that benefits a larger institution. It should be
noted, however, that once an institution reaches a critical mass, the

effects of institutional size are minimal.

NUMBER OF STUDENTS IN EACH CLASS. This factor is self evident - the more

students enrolled in a class, the higher the student/faculty ratio.

NUMBER OF CREDITS TAUGHT BY EACH FACULYY MEMBER. .All things being equal,
the more classes a faculty member teaches the higher the ratio of student

to faculty member,

THE CURRICULAR "MIX" OF THE INSTITUTION. The curricular "mix" is a
direct result of the mission of ihe institution. This factor relates to
the proportion of the programs and courses, both at the undergraduate and
graduate level, which are lecture intensive, (which allows for the insti-~
tution to accommodate large classes) and classes which are laboratory
intensive (which demands smail class sizes). Two institutions enrolling
the same number of FTE students could have significantly different
student/ faculty ratios if they have ditferent missions and therefore, a

different proportion of course offerings.

13-
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CURRICULAR OR PROGRAM PROLIFERATION. This influence upon student/faculty
ratio speaks to the number of programs offered by an institution relative
to the size of the student body. Holding the number of students
constant, an increase in the number of programs will tend to lower the
student/faculty ratio because of the necessity of offering additional

courses, particularly low-enrollment upper division courses.,

What strategies are useful for increasing studeut/faculty ratios ané
therefore, increasing facuity productivity? Perhaps the most obvious
strateyy is to increase class size. However, several factors make this
strategy somewhat difficult to implement. First, the physical size of
rooms obviously limits the number of students enrolled in the class.
Second, many classes, because of special equipment, demand a limited
enrollment. Third, although the research is mixed, pedagogically it is
beneficial to refrain from offering many very large classes or sections.
This generalization, however, is dependent greatly upon the subject
matter being taught, the course level, and the level of the students in
the class. Fourth, providing required courses <o that students are
assured completion of graduation requirements within a reasonable time
period necessitates that certain courses be offered in spite of their
potential low enrollment.
//,

o
-

Guarding against curricular ot program proliferation is a very appropri-
ate means for enhancing taculty productivity. Eliminating p;ograms that
are peripheral to the institutional mission or whi:h do not enjoy student
popularity will necessarily reduce to a minimum those low-enrollment

uppet division courses that tend to reduce faculty

-14-



productivity. caution should be exercised, however, concernin¢ the
elimination of programs that are strongly related to other programs
of fered by the institution. Also, once a program is deleted, it may be

very difficult to reinstate it, if needed, at a later date.

ancther way for increasing faculty productivity is to increase the credit
hours taught by each faculty member, Consideﬂgtion of this strategy
requires thoughtful deliberation be exercised concerning the relationship
between teaching, research, and public service = the traditional mission
of the University. In general, the non-research faculty at the
university centers have a nine ‘credit-hour teaching assignment per
semester, and thus, an eighteen credit-hour teaching assignment per

academic year. This compares to a twenty-seven credit--hour assignment

per academic year for communicy college teachers.

1

There is some concern that the work load for facualty mu.:i=rs may he S
in relation to other comparable institutions. The Commission h. . ‘sed
the Information Services of The National Center for Higher Education
Managehent Systems (NCHEMS) to identify peer institutions so that appro-
priate comparisons can be made. Some of the characteristics that were
used to match the university centers with comparable institutions were
percentage of Bachelor's degrees, percentage of Master's degrees, per-
centage of Doctoral degrees, and percentage of degrees in Engineering,
Science, Business, and Education. Other criteriu used included research
expenditures and total FTE students. No attempt was made to identify

peer institutions with the University of Alaska, Juneau because of the

developmental nature of that institution.

~15~
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The reader should be aware that no institution compares perfectly with
another. Rather, a judgement must be made concerning which and how many

critical characteristics can be matched between two institutions.
The following pages contain lists of peer institutions for the University

of Alaska, Anchorage and th2 University of Alaska, Fairbanks showing

several institutional characteristics and student/faculty ratios.

-16=~
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UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA, FAIRBANKS AND PEER INSTITUTIONS

% Sci % Sci _ Student/
FT % rart- % 1st & Eng & Eng % MA ] T MA ] Research Faculty
Students Time $BA I MA % PhD Prof Deg  Grad Deg Bus Deg Bus Deg  Educ Deg Educ Deg Expenditures Ratio

*UA-Fairbanks 3,496 33.9 65.9 23.5 1.5 0.0 15.8 1.0 2.6 19.4 7.9 15.0 $42,628,768 8.0 to i

*U of Tulsa 4,893 .2 62.2 19.8 2.0 16.0 21.6 4.6 7.7 23.8 5.5 13.6 $ 2,093,615 14.6 to )

+Utah State U 9,149 53.0 67.1 22.9 3.5 0.0 29.8 9.7 3.2 14.0 7.5 22.8 $28,453,000 19.0 to

+Lehigh U-PA 5,368 20.9 69.0 28.3 2.7 0.0 48.0 9.9 9.3 27.0 c.4 9.3 $10,207,172 13.6 to 1

. . -

+U of Idaho 7,759 22.2 Nn.8 19.7 2.8 5.7 39.0 1041 1.2 12.5 . 6.4 15.8 $16,811,288 18.5 to 1

+U of Rhode Is. 11,087 32.8 7.1 1941 2.6 0.0 29.5 6.4 3.3 17.6 ,/ff 2.7 6.7 € $20,277,004 16.5 to 1

+Clemson U-SC 11,050 12.7 76.8 21.4 1.4 0.9 4.4 8.9 1.8 19.9 8.9 " 16.3 $21,052,216 16.5 to 1
+U of ChA- :

Riverside 4,577 7.3 67.3 22.9 9.9 0.0 36.2 14 6.5 1 12.8 2.9 1.5 $29,003,803 9.8 to 1

NCHEMS CLASSIFICATIONS

*Comprehensive Institutions - these institutions are characterized ty diverse post-baccalaureate programs, but do not engage in significant doctoral-level
education. Specifically, comprehensive institutions.include institutions in which the number of doctoral-level degrees granted 1s less than 30 or in which
fewer than 3 doctoral-level programs are offered. In addition, these institutions must grant a minimum of 30 post-baccalaureate degrees and either grant
degrees in 3 or mo-e post-baccalaurcate programs or, alternatively, have an inter-disciplinary program at the post-baccalaureate level.

+Doctoral-Granting Research Institutions without a Medical School - these are institutions characterized by significant level in breadth of activity in and
commitment to dcctoral-level education as measured by the .uber of doctorate recipients and the diversity in doctoral-level Progrem offerings. Included in
this category are those tnstitutions which grant a minimum of 30 doctoral-level degrees. These degrees must be granted in 3 or more doctoral-level program
areas.

2
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UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA, ANCHORAGE AND PEER INSTITUTIONS -
% MA Student/
FTE ¥ Part- % 1st % ing Sci & T MA % % MA % Research Faculty
Students Time $BA % MA % PhD Prof  -Jeg Eng Grad Bus Deg Bus Dug Educ Deg Educ Deg Expenditures - Ratio
*UA-Anchorage 2,132 57.6 76.0 24.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 2.6 ° 2.6 i8.4 19,6 32,7 $1,020,544 11.9 to 1
*L of Colorado
Col. Springs 3,565 49.1 n.7 28.3 0.0 0.0 4.9 0.3 6.6 22.4 14.3 1.7 328,370 18.9 to 1
*Saginaw Yalley
State Col-Mich 2,900 51.6 72.9 27.1 0.0 0.0 4,7 0.0 4.5 23.4 22.4 30 83,084 16,0 to 1
*0akland U~Mich 8,676 41.5 70.6 29.0 0.4 0.0 6.8 2. 2.6 16.3 22,1 270 2,152,384 21.9 td.l
*Y of Tenn at ) )
Chattanooga 5,884 31.9 77.4 22.6 0.0 0.0 7.0 0.9 4.4 22.9 14.0 26.3 743,404 17.9 to 1
AN
ﬁ' *Purdue U ,
Calumet, IN 4,853 59.2 46.7 18.1 0.0 0.0 14,2 1.9 1.7 114 14.6 19.3 9,176 18.8 to 1
*U' of Nevada >
Las Vegas 7,923 49.6 67.3 23.2 0.9 0.0 1.6 0.6 3.7 35.4 14.3 22.6 1,816,579 18.0 to 1
*Western

Washington U 8,932 8.9 86.3 13.7 0.0 0.0 2.8 1.4 0.8 15.9 7.3 19.2 579,837 19.4 to 1

NCHEMS CLASSIFICATIONS

*Comprehensive Institutions - these institutions are characterized by diverse post-baccalaureate programs, but do not engage in significant doctoral-level
education. Specifically, comprehensive institutions include institutions in which the number of doctoral-level degrees granted is less than 30 or in which
fewer than 3 doctoral-level programs are offered. In addition, these institutions must grant a minimum of 30 post-baccalaureate degrees and either grant
degrees in 3 or more post-baccalaureate programs or, alternatively, have an inter-disciplinary program at the post-baccalaureate level.

+Doctoral-Granting Research Institutions without a Medical School - these are institutions characterized by significant level in breadth of activity in and
commi tment to doctoral-level education as measured by the number of doctorate recipients and the diversity in doctoral-level program offerings. Included in
this category are those institutions which grant a minimum of 30 doctoral-level degrees. These degrees must be granted in 3 or more dottoral-level program

areds.
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Recommendation 3: THE UNIVERSITY SHOULD DESIGN AND IMPLEMENT A

SYSTEMATIC PROGRAM TO ASSESS THE KNOWLEDGE, INTELLECTUAL CAPACITIES, AND

SKILLS DEVELOPED IN STUDENTS THROUGH ACADEMIC AND CO-CURRICULAR PROGRAMS.

Y

-

In the review of the Udversity of Alaska Operating and Capita{ Budget.i
for FY84, the Commission called fok the University to develop performance
criteria for the assessment of quality. It is appropriate again to
strongly urge the University to develop an’assessment program éo measure
the impact of the institucion's curriculum and instruction on student

learning.

A panel named "The Study Group On The Conditions In Excellence In

American Education® was established by the National Institute of

Education and was charged with thq task ‘of subjecting higher education in

the nation to the same kind of analysis and scrutiny that has been given
s

to elementary and secondary education during the past few years. 1In, its

report, entitled Involvement /hm Learning: Realizing the Potential of

american Higher Education, the panel of distinguished educators urged

that institutions should be accountable for stating their expegtations
and standards and also assessing the degree to which those ends have been
met. The following is a obrief, albeit eloquent, statement from the

report that summarizes the essence of this recommendation.

Excellence in higher educadion has traditicnally been judged in terms
of institutional resources, using measures such as endowments and
expenditures, the breadth and depth of curricular offerings, the
intellectual attainments of faculty, the test scores of entering
students, and selectivity in admissions. Both educators and the
public at large have valued these institutional characteristics
because they appear to facilitate educational growth. And, indeed,
some of them, such as the depth of the curriculum and cthe adequacy of

-19-
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libraries and laboratories, have the potential to influence student
learning in very direct ways.

But there are two significant problems with these measures: (1) they
are all proxies for educational excellence, and (2) they are all
inputs. None of them tells us what students actually learn and how
much they grow as a-result of higher education. None of them tells
us anything about educational outcomes. As a result, we have no way
of knowing how academic institutions actually perform.

However inadequate they may be, these measures continue to be
employed. They encourage institutions to focus their enexgies on
acquiring more resources, sometime to the detriment of student learn-
ing and development. Excellence in higher education, we believe,
requires: "

. 1. That institutions of higher education produce demonstrable
i improvements in student . knowledge, capacities, skills, and
attitudés between entrance and graduation;

2, That these demonstrable -improvements occur within established,
clearly expressed, and publicly announced and maintained stan-
dards of performance for awarding degrees based on societal and
institutiona: definitions of college-level academic learning; and

3. That these ipprovements are achieved officiently, that is,
that they are cost-effective in the use of student and institu-

. tional resources of time, effort, and money.

Adequate measures of educational excellence must thus be couched in
terms of student outcomes--principally such academic outcomes as
knowledge, intellectual capaqities, and skills. Qutcomes also may
include other dimensions of student drowth, such as self-coanfidence,
persistence, leadecship, empathy, social responsibility, and under-
standing of cultural and intellectual differences.,
Another cogent tegtimony to the growing concern of measuring student out-
comes is offered by Alexander Astin. In an excellent article, found in
e s R R
Appendix B of this report, Astin emphasizes the importance of documenting
intellectual and personal growth of students through appropriate assess-
ment procedures as a means for determining institutional excellence. The
Commission stands ready to help in any way to facilitate this endeavor

and to work in partnership with the University to enhance the learning

process.
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Recommendation 4: BECAUSE OF THE SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF OLDER PART-TIME

STUDENTS THE UNIVERSITY SHOULD CONSIDER ESTABLISHING A WEEKEND DEGREE

PROGRAM.

In last year's analyéis of the FY85 Operating Budget, the Commission
suggested that the Unviversity consider more innovative and flexible
scheduling of <classes to accommodate additional students. This

recommendation focuses particularly upon serving the older part-time

students.

In th University of Alaska system today, approximately seven out of ten
part-time students are over twenty-five years old. Indeed, over 50% of
the part-time students are thirty years old or older. Without Question,
the University has been, and continues to be, a valuable educational
resource for the mature adult learner. Thus, it would seem appropriate
that the University devise curricular strategies specifically designed to
accommodate the needs and interests of this important clientele. Put

another way - the non-traditional learner clemands “ non-traditional

educati~nal response.

Enough information has been gathered from various sources about the adult
learner in Alaska to offer two interrelated generalizations: (1) because
of various factors, many adult learners have difficulty persisting for a
full fifteen to sixteen week semester, and (2) therefore, short, inten-

sive educational experiences are preferred by many adult learners.
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The weekend degree program envisioned im this recommendation is a
specific response to the mature adult learner. Several institutions in
the United States have established such programs with remarkable
success. Although there can be variations to the format, generally the
student enrolled in the program would attend classes on alternate week-
ends, five to six times. A typical weekend lasts for eight hours on
Saturday and four hours on Sunday, rather than the traditional fifty
minute class hour offered for a full semester. Instructional strategies

are adjusted to attention spans and fatigue levels.

This program strategy 1s quite apprépriate for undergraduate general
education redquirements (particularly if they are interdisciplinary) and
graduate work. Through a combination of independent study, individual-
ized course work and classroom work, the student can complete a consider-
atle number of semester hours in a slort period of time., It is important
to emphasize that this is not an easier way to get a degree; in fact, in
several ways éhe demands are dgreater than in a traditional program.
Students are asked to do extensive work outside of the classroom experi-
ence. This extra-cl-ssroom work is, in essence, the strength of the
program., 'It allows the part-time student to adjust his or her schedule

o complete course requirements.

It is not assumed that the weekend proyram, as described here, is a
feasible concept for all of the units of the University system, However,

for those units where this curricular strategy would provide an effective

' response to the mature adult learner, the mission stands ready to help

in any way possible to implement the program.
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Recommendation 5: AS THE PROCTOR.'ION OF STATE GENERAL FUND INCREASES PFOR

ORGANIZED RESEARCH AT THE UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA, THE UNIVERSITY SHOULD
; CONTINUE TO REVIEW THE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCH EFFORT AS

THEY RELATE TO STATE NEEDS.

Since FY 1980, federal support for»organized research has declined while
state general fund support has increased. The data below show that there
has been a 52 percent increase of gene.al fund appropriations to orga-
nized research from FY 1980 to FY 1983 while there has been a 6 percent

decrease in total expenditures toward organized research.

GENERAL FUND APPROPRIATIéNS TO ORGANIZED RESEARCH
COMPARED TO EXPENDITURES FOR ORGANIZED RESEARCH

FY FY FY FY % Change
1980 1981 1982 1983 FY80 - FY83
GF Appropriations to
Organized Research $ 10,085,861 $ 12,036,567 $ 14,008,916 $ 15,329,700 52%
Organized Research
Expenditures 44,098,602 38,694,651 42,127,753 41,332,997 (6%)
% GF Appropriation
Compared to
Total Expenditure 22.9% 31.1% 33.3% 37.1%

3

Source: UA Financial Statistics
Research Reports
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Figure 1 illustrates the percentage of general fund appropriations

~—\\compared to total expenditures.

% GENERAL FUND TOWARD RESEARCH

UA RESEARCH, FY80 — FY83
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Traditionally, the University has concentrated on problems and phenomenon
of the Arctic and Subarctic regions. 1In doing so, the University is
maintaining links with institutions and laboratories in several countries
wigpin tne same latitude area. Iioreover, scholarly works that relate to

the Pacific Rim are becoming increasingly important. The University has

. a distinguished record of research contributions and has acnieved both

national and international recognition,

~24-



The State, however, has a legitimate proprietary interest 1in research
activities to the -extent that it contributes fundin3. Thus, if the
proportion of state dollars dedicated to research continues to increase,
it is obligatory of the University to carefully assess the mission of the
research effort. This recommendation is.not intended to discourage or
inhibit those research contributions that continue to enhance the
University's reputation beyond state boundaries, As a matter of public
policy, however, it is advisable to maintain an appropriate balance of
that research which penefits the citizens of Alaska and that research

which is more global in nature.

.The Commmission is not prepared to advise, at this time, what the appro-
priate balance should be. Instead, this recommendation is meant to draw
attention to the issue and urges that communication be enhanced between
all patties involved in making decisions concerning the research effort

in the State,



DATA

The University of Alaska operates three university centers, eleven
community colleges and twelve rural education centers, The locations of
these higher education delivery sites are listed on the following page.

This section provides, in part, ‘selected summary information for the
University of Alaska. Tables 1 through 13 ident?fy degrees offered 3nd
awarded from 1978 to 1984 for each unit.* Table 14 provides a profile of
students attending the University system according to age, part-time and
full-time status, and ethnicity. Table 15 shows the state forecast of

general fund unrestricted revenues.

It is intended that these data provide an information base to assist
decision-makers concerned with the state's University system. The data
should also serve to stimulate additional questions that relate to the

objectives of the Univeféity and the quality of the educational process,

*Appendix A defines program areas in which degrees aze offered.
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University Centers

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA SYSTEM

Locations of Unive:sity of Alaska Sites

Community Colleges

% Rural Educition Centers

o Unlversity Cen.ers
@ Community Colleges

Rural Education Centers

Anchorage
Fairbanks
Juneau

Anchorage

Bethel (Kuskokwim)
Fairbanks (Tanana Val ey)
Ketchikan

Kodiak

Knotzebue (Chukchi)

ome (Northwest)

Palmer (Mat-su)

Sitka (Islands)

Soldotna (Kenai Peninsula)
Valdez (Prince William Sound)

Adak

Cold Bay
Delta Junction
Fort Yukon
Galena
King Cove
McGrath
Nenana
sand Point
Dillingham
1ok
Unalaska
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TABLE 1

Degrees Offered and Awarded
UNIVERSITY OF ALASIKA - ANCHORAGE

Level: Bachelor's

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79-80 . 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES
Biological Science 0 9 7 8 7 10 41
TOTAL 0 9 7 8 . 7 10 41
BUSINESS & MANAGEMENT
Business Administration 34 35 28 46 51 23 217
Accounting 0 0 0 0 C 37 37
Finance 0 0 0 0 0 6 6
Management 0 0 0 0 0 17 17
Marketing 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
Real Estate 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
TOTAL 34 35 28 46 51 89 283
COMMUNICATIONS
Journalism &
Public Communications 2 3 Jd 8 12 12 38
TOTAL 2 3 1 8 12 12 38
COMPUTER & INFORMATION SCIENCES
Computer Science 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
nOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
EDUCATION
Elementary Education 22 14 19 17 26 33 131
Secondary Education 2 2 4 5 5 5 23
Music Education - Elementary 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Music Education - Secondary 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
Physical Education V] 0 0 3 1 2 6
TOTAL 24 16 23 28 32 40 163
ENGINEERING )
Civil Engineering 0 0 0 0 2 8 10
TOTAL 0 0 C 0 2 8 10
-28~




TABLE 1 (continued)

Degrees Offered and Awarded
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA - ANCHORAGE

~ Level: Bachelor's (cont.) A

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 8§2-83 83-84 Total
FINE & APPLIED ARTS )
Art 6 12 5 10 9 12 54
Music Performance 0 1 0 0 1 2 4
Music 2 0 1 3 2 1 9
Theater 0 0 2 0 1 5 8
TOTAL 8 13 8 13 13 20 75
HEALTH PROFESSIONS
Nursing Science 21 35 28 49 52 40 225
Medi<al Technology 0 0 1 1 0 1 3
TOTAL 21 35 29 50 52 41 228
LETTERS
English 6 5 1l 9 3 1l 25
TOTAL 6 5 1 9 3 1 25
MATHEMATICS
Mathematics 2 4 6 5 7 7 31
TOTAL 2 4 6 5 7 7 31
PHYSICAL SCIENCE
Chemistry 0 1 0 1 3 1 6
TOTAL 0 1 0 1l 3 1 6
PSYCHOLOGY
Psychology 20 13 21 12 16 10 92
TOTAL 20 13 21 12 16 10 92
¥ UBLIC AFFAIRS & SCIENCES
Social Work 2 2 12 11 10 12 49
Justice 0 7 7 7 4 12 37
TOTAL 2 9 19 18 14 24 86
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TABLE 1 (continued)

Degrees Offered and Awarded
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA - ANCHORAGE '

Leve;l: Bachelor's (cont.)

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-813 83-84 Total
SOCIAL SCIENCES .
Anthropology 5 7 3 8 5 8 36
Economics 2 - 2 2 3 3 2 14
History 9 4 4 2 4 3 26
Political Science 8 1l 4 8 2 6 29
Sociology 4 10 4 5 6 3 32
TOTAL 28 , 24 . 17 26 20 22 137
INTERDISCIPLINARY STUDIES
Natural Science 0 3 3 4 4 3 17
Interdisciplinary Studies 11 0 2 1 3 2 19
TOTAL 11 3 5 5 7 5 36
OTHER 8 2 1 2 0 0 13
TOrAL BACHELOR'S DEGREES 166 172 166 231 239 290 1264
Level: Master's
ARCHITECTURE & ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN
Planning 0 0 0 0 1 3 4
‘TOTAL 0 0 0 0 1 3 4
BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES
Biological S ience 0 0 0 0 1 1 2
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 1 1 2
BUSINESS & MANAGEMENT
Business Administration 1 4 6 5 13 11 40
TOTAL 1 4 6 5 13 11 40
EDUCATION ,
Education 44 53 38 35 35 43 248
TOTAL 44 53 38 35 35 43 248
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Table 1 (continued)

Degrees Offered and Awarded
JNIVERSITY OF ALASKA - ANCHORAGE

Level: Master's (cont.)

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78~79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total ¥
ENGINEERING :
Civil Engineering 0 2 3 .2 2 1 10
Engineering Management 2 5 14 3 6 6 36
Science Management 3 : 3 0 0 0. 1 7
Environmental Quality * .

Engineering 0 1 0 0 0 - 4 5
Environmental Quality Science 0 0 1 .1 . 1 0 3
Arctic Engineering - o 0 0 2 2 : 1 5
TOTAL 5 . 11 18 8 11 13 66
HEALTH PROFESSIONS
Nursing Science- ) 0 0 0 0 9 0 9
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 9 0 -9
LETTERS (*-
English 0 5 1 3 2 0 11
Creative Writing 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
TOTAL 0 5 1 3 3 0 12
SYCHOLOGY ) .
Counseling Psychology 6 4 6 13 . 7 . 4 40
TOTAL 6 4 6 13 7 4 40
PUBLIC AFFAIRS & SERVICES )
Public Administration 15 4 7 6 3 6 41
TOTAL 15 4 7 6 3 6 41
INTERDISCIPLINARY STUDIES .
~ Interdisciplinary Studies 1 2 1 0 1 0 5
TOTAL 1 2 1 0 1 0 5
OTHER 0 0 1 3 2 U 6
TOTAL MASTER'S DEGREES 72 83 78 73 8¢ 81 473
-3]-




) . TABLE 2

Degrees Offered and Awarded
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA - FAIRBANKS

Level: Associate

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
OTHER 17 15 22 37 32 23 146
TOTAL ASSOCIATE DEGREES 17 15 22 37 32 .23 146
Level: Bachelor's .

AGRICULTURE & NATURAL RESOURCES

Fisheries Science 0 4 2 5 11 5 27
Wildlife Management 6 . 8 13 7 18 . 5 57
Natural Resources Management 5 13 9 10 19 20 76
- .
TOTAL 11 25 24 . 22 58 30 160
AREA STUDIES :
Russian Studies 0 1 0 0 0 .0 1l
Northern Studies 0 0 3 0 0 2 5
TOTAL 0 1 3 0 0 2 6
BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES 5/
Biological Science ) 20 30 3 23 40 30 176
. TOTAL 20 30 33 23 40 " 30 176
BUSINESS & MANAGEMENT
Accounting 6 13 14 14 16 . 14 77
Business Administration 7 8 24 27 27 36 129
TOTAL 13 21 38 41 43 50 206
COMMUNICATIONS '
Journalism "~ ° 9 12 12 6" 11 5 55
TOTAL 9 12 12 6 11 5 55
COMPUTER & INFORMATION SERVICES ’
Computer Science 0 0 0 1 3 7 11
TOTAL 0 ] 0 1l 3 7 11
-~
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TABLE 2 (continued)

Degrees Offered and Awarded
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA - FAIRBANKS

Level: Bachelor's (cont.) \
' Number of Graduates
Program Name . 78~79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
EDUCATION
Education 9 0 1 0 0 0 10
Elementary Education 14 23 25 21 27 36 146
Secondary Education 0 3 5 5 10 5 28
Early Childhood Education 0 3 ) 1 1 3 10
Music- EdQucation 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
Music Education - Elementary 0 0 0 1 0 1 2
Music Education - Secondary 0 0 0 5 4 1 10
Physical Education 3 1 6 4 0 4 18
Cross-Cultural Education 0 3 2 7 11 6 29
TOTAL 26 33 43 44 53 56 255
ENGINEERING
Petroleum Engineering 0 0 0 5 8 . 12 25
Civil Engineering 16 13 16 17 17 15 94
Electrical Engineering 2 5 10 10 13 8 48
Mechanical Engineering 2 5 4 9 18 14 52
Geological Engineering 3 7 5 4 5 5 29
Mining Engineering 5 2 3 S 1 4 20
TOTAL 28 32 38 50 62 58 268
FINE & APPLIED ARTS
‘ Art 7 7 8 8 7 9 46
Music Performance 0 0 4 1 1 1 7
Music . 4 5 1 0 3 1 14
Theater 0 2 3 1 0 2 8
TOTAL 11 14 16 10 11 13 75
6 .
FOREIGN LANGUAGES ’
Foreign Languages 0 0 2 2 0 0 4
Inupiaq Eskimo 0 2 1 0 1 0 4
Yupik Eskimo 0 1 0 2 0 1 4
TOTAL 0 3 3 4 1 1 12
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TABLE 2 (continued)

_ . Degrees Offered and Awarded
o . UNIVJE;ITY OF ALASKA - FAIRBANKS

Level: Bachelor's (cont.)

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
LETTERS
English 2 3 9 4 12 5 35
Applied Linguistics 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Linguistics 0 0 0 ] 1 1 3
speech Communijcation 2 1 2 1 0 3 9
Philosophy 3 1 0 0 0 1 5
i
TOTAL 7 5 11 6 13 11 53
MATHEMATICS
Mathematics 6 5 5 5 4 8 33
TOTAL 6 5 5 5 4 8 33

PHYSICAL SCIEMNCE

Applied Physics 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0
Physics 3 3 3 3 0 1 13
Chemistry 4 3 4 1 8 4 24
Geology 8 4 7 5 11 6 41
Earch. Science 0 1 1 1 ,2 1 6
TOTAL 15 11 15 10 21 12 84
TUVOHOLOGY >
Psychology 4 5 - 5 10 9 7 40
TOTAL 4 5 5 i0 9 7 40
PUBLIC AFFAIRS & SERVICES
Justice 0 4 4 4 8 11 31
TOTAL 0 4 4 4 8 11 31
-34--

11




TABLE 2 (continued)

Degrees Offered and Awarded
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA - FAIRBANKS

Level: Bachelor's (cont.)

Number of Graduates

Program Name ) 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
SOCIAL SCIENCES
Anthropology 6 2 1 2 11 8 36
Economics 3 2 1 4 2 8 20
History 5 1 3 6 9 3 27
3eography 5 2 4 4 3 4 22
Political Science 1 4 8 5 9 7 34
Sociology 3 9 4 5 10 3 34
Alaska Native Studies 0 0 0 0 1 1 2
Geography and Regional 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Development
TOTAL 23 20 217 26 45 34 175
INTERDISCIPLINARY S'TUDIES
General Science 1 3 2 0 1 0 7
Humanities 3 0 0 3 4 1 ]
Interdisciplinary Studies 0 0 V] 0 1 2 3
TOTAL 4 3 2 3 4 3 19
OTHER 10 8 4 4 0 0 26
TOTAL BACHELOR'S DEGREES 187 232 283 209 376 338 lo85
Level: Master's
AGRICULTURE & NATURAL RESOURCES
’ildlife Management 4 6 7 7 5 6 35
Natural Resources Management 2 0 2 5 6 ' 3 18
Fisheries Biology 0 1 3 1 .0 . 6 11
TOTAL 6 7 12 13 11 15 64
BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES
Biology 1 9 2 4 6 3 25
Botany 3 1 0 0 0 2 6
Zoology 1 3 3 1 2 3 13
iMar ine Biology 0 0 1 0 1 1 3
TOTAL 5 13 0 5 9 9 47
..Jb_




TABLE 2 (continued)

Degrees Offered and Awarded
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA -- FAIRBANKS

Level: Master's (cont.)

Nuwber of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
BUSINESS & MANAGEMENT .
Business Administration t0 6 8 ‘12 13 3 52
TOTAL 10 6 8 12 13 3 52
EDUCATION
Education 24 17 31 11 12 16 111
Elementary Education 0 0 0 2 6 5 13
Secondary Education 0 0 0 2 1 3 6
College Student Personnel 0 0 0 3 5 2 10
Administration
Guidance and Counseling 0 0 0 3 3 10 16
Public School Administration 0 0 0 6 6 7 19
Vucational Education 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
Cross-Cultural Education 0 0 1 2 1 3 7
IVocational Administration Q 0 0 0 0 1 1
\ TOTAL 24 17 32 31 34 47 185
ENGINEERING
Petroleum Engineering 0 0 Q 0 1 1 2
Civil Engineering 1 2 5 3 4 0 15
Electrical Engineering 0 0 0 G 0 1 1
Mechanical Engineerinqg 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Geological Engineering 0 0 0 "0 0 2 2
Engineering Management 6 1 1 0 3 2 13
Science Manacement 0 2 1 0 1 2 6
Mineral Preparation 2 1 0 1 0 2 6
Engineering
Mining Engineering 0 1 1 0 2 1 5
Environmental Quality
Engineering 0 0 0 2 1 0 3
Environmental Quality Science 0 2 1 0 5 2 10
Arctic Engineering 0 0 0 1 4 0 5
TOTAL 9 9 9 7 21 13 68
FINE & APPLIED ARTS
Music 0 2 1 2 1 1 7
TOTAL 0 2 1 2 1 1 7
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TABLE 2 (continued)

Degrees Offered and Awarded
UNIVERSITY OF ALZASKA - FAIRBANKS

Level: Master's (cont.)

Number of Graduates

Program Name 18-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
LETTERS
English . 1 0 5 4 3 5 18
TOTAL 1 0 5 4 3 5 18
MATHEMATICS i
Mathematics 1 1 0 0 0 2 4
TOTAL 1 1 0 0 0 2 4
PHYSICAL SCIENCES
Physics 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
Chemistry 1 2 0 2 2 0 7
Atmospheric Science 0 0 1 1 4 0 6
Oceanography 2 5 7 3 1 8 26
Geology and Geophysics 7 6 3 8 14 3 41
Space Physics 0 1 2 3 2 5 13
Geology 0 0 0 0 0 4 4
TOTAL 11 14 13 18 23 20 93
SOCIAL SCIENCES
Anthropology 3 0 7 3 1 3 17
Resource Economics 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 3 0 7 3 1 3 17
INTERDISCIPLINARY STUDIES
General Science 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Interdisciplinary Studies 0 0 0 1 1 n 2
TOTIAL 1 0 0 1 1 0 3
OTHER 2 4 1 0 0 0 7
TOTAL MASTER'S DEGREES 73 73 94 96 117 118 571
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TABLE 2 (continued)

Degrees Offered and Awarded
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA - FAIRBANKS

Level: Doctorate

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79~-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
AGRICULTURE & NATYURAL RESOURCES
Wildlife Management 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
TOTAL . 0 0 0 0 2 0 ) 2
BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES
Biological Science 2 0 1l 1 0 1 5
TOTAL Z Cc 1 1 0 1 5
MATHEMATICS
Mathematics 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHYSICAL ‘CIENCES
Physics 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Atmospheric Science 0 0 0 0 1l 0 1
Geology and Geophysics 2 0 0 0 0 1 3
Space Physics 0 0 1 0 1 0 2
Oceanography 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
TOTAL 2 0 1 0 2 4 9
INTERDTSCIPLINARY STUDIES
Interdisciplinary Studies 1 0 0 5 1 1 8
TOTAL 1 0 0 5 1 1 8
TOTAL DOCTORAL DEGREES 5 0 2 6 5 6 24
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Certificates and Degrees Offered and Awarded

TABLE 3

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA - JUNEAU

Level: Certificate

Number of Graduates

Program Name L 78-79 79-80 80-81
DATA PROCESSING TECHNOLOGIES
Data Processing 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0
PUBLIC SERVICE RELATED TECHNOLOGIES
Early childhood Education 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0
OTHER 1l 0 0
TOTAL CERTIFICATES 1 0 0
Level: Associate
BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES
Of fice Administration 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0
MECHANICAL & ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGIES
Construction Technology 2 0 0
Power Technology 0 0 0
TQTAL 2 0 0
NATURAL SCIENCE TECHNOLOGIES
Marine Technhology 1 0 0
TOTAL 1 0 0
PUBLIC SERVICE RELATED TECHNOLOGIES
Early childhood Education 1 2 0
Paralegal Studies 0 0 1
TOTAL 1l 2 1l
..39..
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81-82  82-83  83-84
0 0 2
0 0 2
1 3 0
1 3 0
5 3 2
6 6 4
0 0 4
0 0 4
3 0 1
0 0 0
3 0 1
1 0 7
1 0 7
2 2 0
1 2 4
3 4 4

Total

11

17

15



TABLE 3 (continued)

Certificates and Degrees Offered and Awarded
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA - JUNEAU

Level: Associate (cont.)

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 7¢-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
ARTS & SCIENCES
General Program 13 22 11 12 5 7 70
Social Science 0 0 0 0 1 0 1l
_ TOTAL 13 22 11 12 6 7 71
OTHER 2 0 0 1 3 1 7
TOTAL ASSOCIATE DEGREES 19 24 12 20 13 24 112

Level: Bachelor's

AGRICULTURE & NATURAL RESOURCES

Fisheries 0 2 2 2 1l 3 10
L
TOTAL 0 2 2 2 1 ’ 3 10
BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES
Biology 0 1 2 2 2 1 8
TOTAL 0 1 2 2 2 1 8
BUSINESS & MANAGEMENT .
Business Administration 0 1 3 1 5 8 18
TOTAL 0 .1 3 1 5 8 18
EDUCA% ION
Elementary Education 7 1 2 3 4 6 23
Secondary Education 0 0 1 2 0 0 3
TOTAL 7 1 3 5 4 6 26
FINE & APPLIED ARTS
Music 0 0 0 0 1l 1 2
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 1 1 2
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TABLE 3 (continued)
Certificates and Degrees Offered and Awarded
UNIVERSITY OFIALASKA - JUNEAU

Level: Bachelor's (cont.)

La

Number of Graduates

Program Name : 78-79 79-80 80~81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
SOCIAL SCIENCES
Government 0 0 0 0 1 1 2
TOTAL 0 _ 0 0 0 1 1 2
INTERDISCIPLINARY STUDIES
Liberal Arts 0 0 0 7 2 2 11
Interdisciplinary Studies 0 1 0 0 0 1 2
TOTAL o . 1 0 7 2 3 13
OTHER 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
TOI@}/BACHELOR'S DEGREES 9 6 10 17 16 23 81
Level: Master's
AGRICULTURE & NATURAL RESQURCES
Fisheries 0 3 1 3 1 5 13
TOTAL 0 3 1 3 1 5 13
BUSINESS & MANAGEMENT
Business Administration 0 1- 1 0 0 1 3
TOTAL 0 1 1 ] 0 1 3
EDUCATION
Education 16 15 6 11 7 8 63
Vocationail Education 0 0 0 0 1 2 3
TOTAL 16 15 6 11 8 10 66
ENGINEERING
Engineering Management 2 0 4 1 0 0 7
Science Management 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 2 0 4 1 0 0 7
&4”’
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TABLE 3 (continued)

Certificates and Degrees Offered and Awarded
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA - JUNEAU

Level: Master's (cont.)

Number of Graduates

Proqram Name 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
PUBLIC AFFAIRS & SERVICES
Public Administration 3 7 2 2 2 2 18
TOTAL 3 7 2 2 2 2 18
OTHER 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
TOTAL MASTER'S DEGREES 23 26 14 17 11 18 109
S
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TABLE 4

Cer .ificates and Degrees Offered and Awarded
ANCHORAGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Level: Certificate

A\,

Number of Graduates AN
Program Name . 18~79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82~83 83-84 Total
BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES :
Of fice Occupations 24 0 0 0 0 0 .. 24 \
TOTAL 24 0 0 0 0 0 24
HEALTH SERVICES & PARAMEDIC TECHNOLOGIES
' Dental Assisting 0 12 12 8 5 12 49
Practical Nursing 0 16 15 8 18 11 68
TOTAL QG 28 27 16 23 23 117
MECHANICAL & ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGIES
Aviation Maintenance
Technology 0 10 10 0 3 14 37
Architectural Drafting 0 4 0 1 3 1 9
Aucomotive Technology 9 2 3 2 2 2 20
Diesel Technology 1 8 9 3 3 5 29
Electronics Technology 11 12 2 4 27 28 84
Civil Engineering Drafting 0 12 0 1 3 9 25
Mechanical &
Electrical Drafting 25 1 0 0 4 4
Structural Drafting 0 9 0 3 1 1 14
TOTAL 46 58 24 14 46 64 252
TOTAL CERTIFICATES 70 86 51 30 69 87 393
Level: Associate
BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES
Business Administration 0 31 27 43 56 25 182
Accounting 12 11 6 24 18 9 80
Of fice Occupations 9 13 4 9 13 10 58
TOTAL 21 55 37 76 87 44 320
DATA PROCESSING TECHNOLOGIES
Computer Information Systems 1 11 5 14 19 14 64
TOTAL 1 11 5 14 19 14 64
-43~
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TABLE 4 (continued)
Certificates and Degrees Offered and Awarded
ANCHORAGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Level: Associate (cont.)

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79-80 80-81 . 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
HEALTH SERVICES & PARAMEDIC TECHNOLOGIES 4
Dental Assisting 3 4 3 5 1 7 23
Dental Hygiene 6 8 10 7 6 7 44
Medical Laboratory Technology 9 4 10 11 8 10 52
Nursing Science 30 23 19 36 56 1 165
Nursing 0 )] 0 0 0 25 25
Medical Assisting 7 2 1 0 2 0 12
Human Services 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
TOTAL 55 41 43 59 73 R2 - 323
MECHANICAL & ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGIES
Air Traffic Control 0 8 6 5 3 9 31
Aviation Maintenance
Technology 18 3 1 2 7 2 2 28
Professional Piloting 0 13 12 10 9 12 56
\\\ Automotive Technology 3 4 2 3 0 4 16
_ Diesel Technology 1 3 3 5 3 3 18
\, Welding Technology 0 1 3 2 5 6 17
. Surveying Technology 5 5 8 5 1 5 29
Electronics Technology 11 17 12 12 26 28 106
Architectural & Engineering
Drafting Technology 6 12 4 8 7 2 39
Aviation Administration 0 0 0 0 0 5 5
TOTAL 44 66 51 52 56 76 345
NATURAL SCIENCE TECHNOLOGIES
Food Services Technology 5 1 1 1 4 2 14
Home Ecouununics 4 2 3 5 8 9 31
TOTAL 9 3 4 6 12 11 45
PUBLIC SERVICES RELATED TECHNOLOGIES
Fire Science 8 8 5 5 10 8 44
TOTAL 8 8 5 5 10 8 44

-44-
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TABLE 4 (continued)

Certificates and Degrees Offered and Awarded
ANCHORAGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Level: Associate (cont.)

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
ARTS & SCIENCES
General Program 83 -+ 68 90 90 10 27 368
TOTAL 83 68 90 90 10 27 - 368
-
OTHER 5 9 .. 4 2 122 73 215
“YOTAL ASSOCIATE DEGREES 226 261 239 304 389 305 1724
[ 4
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~ TABLE 5
Certificates and Degrees Offered and Awarded
ISLANDS COMMUNITY' COLLEGE

Level: Certificate

Number of Graduates

Program Name 18-79 79-80  80-81 .81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES
Accounting Clerk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Clerk Typist 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MECHAMNICAL & ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGIES
Welding 0 0 r8y 0 0 0 0
Wy v
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NATURAL SCIENCE TECHNOLOGIES
Marine Maintenance

Technology 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 o 0 0

OTHER 0 4 © 0 0 0 0 4
TOTAL CERTIFICATES 0 4 0 0 0 0 4

Level: Associate

BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES

Business Administration 0 1 2 2 0 J 5
Ofi..e Occupations 0 1 0 1 0 0 2
TOTAL 0 2 2 3 0 0 7

ARTS & SCIENCES
General Program 4 0 4 2 9 5 24
TOTAL 4 0 4 2 9 5 24
TOTAL ASSOCIATE DEGREES 4 2 6 5 9 5 31
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TABLE 6

Certificates _and Degrees Offered and Awarded
KENAI PENINSULA COMMUNITY COLLEGE .

» ;
Level: Certificate .
Number of Graduates
Program Name 78~79 79-80 80~-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES
Of fice Occupations 10 12 9 5 14 6 56
TOTAL 10 12 9 5 14 g 56
n
MECHANICAL & ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGIES
Petroleum Technology 11 7 6 6 5 1 36
TOTAL 11 7 6 6 5 1 36
TOTAL CERTIFICATES 21 19 15 11 19 7 92

Level: Associate

BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES

Business Administrati-n 0 0 0 0 3 7 19
Office Occupations 2 6 5 1 . 5 1 20 -
| TOTAL 2 6 5 1 8 8 30
MECHANICAL & ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGIES
Industrial Process °
Instrumentation 0 3 10 8 17 10 48
Petroleum Engineering Ai , 0 3 2 "1 6 12
petroleum Technology } 4 22 37 36 43 17 . 159
Design Drafting 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
TGTAL 4 25 50 46 61 34 220
NATURAL SCIENCE TECHNOLOGIES
Forest Technology 0 0 0 0 4 1 5
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 4 1 5
ARTS & SCIENCE
General Program - 9 8 21 19 2 15 74
TOTAL 9 8 21 19 2 15 74
-47-~
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TABLE 6 (continued)

Certificates and Degrees Offered and Awarded
KENAI PENINSULA COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Level: Associate (Cont.)

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 719-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
OTHER 0 3 4 2 9 5 23
TOTAL ASSOCIATE DEGREES 15 42 80 68 34 63 352

——efn )
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TABLE 7

Certificates and Degrees Offered and Awarded
KETCHIKAN COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Level: cCertificate

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82~83 83-84 Total:
BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES
Clerk Typist 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Stenographer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MECHANICAL & ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGIES
biesel Technology 3 3 4 5 1 4 20
TOTAL 3 3 4 5 1 4 20
TOTAL CERTIFICATES 3 3 4 5 1 4 20
Level: Associate
BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES
Secretarial Science 2 0 2 0 1 0 5
TOTAL 2 0 2 0 1 0 5
MECHANICAL & ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGIES
Diesel Technology 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
TOTAL 1 1 0 0 C 0 2
ARTS & SCIENCES
General Program 2 5 10 5 0 10 32
TOTAL 2 5 10 5 0 10 32
OTHER 0 0 0 0 6 0 6
TOTAL ASSOCIATE DEGREES 5 6 12 5 7 10 45
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TABLE 8

Certificates & Degrees Offered and Awarded
KODIAK COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Level: Certificate

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 8§2-83 83-84 Total
BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES
Office Occupations 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 1 1l
NATURAL SCIENCE TECHNOLOGIES
Home Economics 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CERTIFICATES 0 0 0 0 0 1 } 1l

Level: Associate

BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES

Business ‘ 0 0 0 0 1l 0 1
Business Administration 0 0 2 4 2 2 10
Office Occupations 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
TOTAL 0 1 2 4 3 2 12
NATURAL SCIENCE TECHNOLNGIES
Commercial Fishing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Seafood Processing - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 n 0
ARTS & SCIENCE
General Program 1 7 3 8 6 3 28
TOTAL 1 7 3 8 6 3 28
OTHER 0 2 0 0 5 1 8
TOTAL, ASSOCIATE DEGREES 1l 10 5 12 14 6 48
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TABLE 9

Certificates and Degrees Offered and Awarded
KUSKOKWIM COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Level: Certificate

Number of Graduates

Program Name _ 78-79 79-80 80~-81 81-82 82-83 83-84
HEALTH SERVICES & PARAMEDIC TECHNOLOGIES
Community Health Aide 11 20 6 5 0 8
TOTAL 11 20 6 5 0 f
OTHER 1 3 1 0 0 0
TOTAL CERTIFICATES 12 23 7 5 0 8

LLevel: Associate

HEALTH SERVICE & PARAMEDIC TECHNOLOGIES

Community Health Practitioner O 0 1l 0 0 1
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 0 1

PUBLIC SERVICE RELATED TECHNOLOGIES
Early Childhood Education 2 1 6 0 0 0
TOTAL 2 1 6 0 0 0

ARTS & SCIENCES

Yupik Langquage 0 0 0 0 0 0

General Program 14 8 1 9 1 7

TOTAL 14 8 1 9 1 7

OTHER 0 0 0 0 2 5

TOTAL ASSOCIATE DEGREES 16 9 8 9 3 13
-51-
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TABLE 10

Certificates and Deygrees Offered énd Awarded
MATANUSKA-SUSITNA COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Level: Certificate

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
MECHANICAL & ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGIES
Electronics Technology 0 7 5 5 4 1 22
Heating Technology 2 0 4 3 3 5 17
Refrigeration Technology 0 11 10 11 10 5 47
TOTAL 2 18 19 19 17 11 89
T0TAL CERTIFICATES 2 18 19 19 17 11 86

Lvel: Assoriate

BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES

Business Administration 0 0 3 4 5 4 16
Accounting 2 1 1 2 0 1 7
Secretarial Studies 0 0 0 0 3 1 4
TOTAL 2 1 4 6 8 6 27
MECHANICAL & ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGIES
Electronics Technology 0 2 3 2 1 0 8
Refrigeration & Heating
Technology 1 0 2 2 1 3 9
TOTAL 1 2 5 4 2 3 17
NATURAL SCIENCE TECHNOLOGIES
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 1 11 12
TOTAL 0 0 0 U 1 11 12
PUBLIC SERVICE RFLATED TECHNOLOGIES
Justice 7 5 1 0 0 0 13
TOTAL 7 5 1 0 0 0 13
APTS & SCIENCES
general Program 3 6 13 16 1 12 51
TOTAL 3 6 13 16 1 12 51
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TABLE 10 (continued)

Certificates and Degrees Offered and Awarded
MATANUSKA-SUSITNA COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Level: Associate (Cont.)

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79-80 80~81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
OTHER 2 0 1 1 24 13 41
TOTAL ASSOCIATE DEGREES 15 14 24 27 36 45 161
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TABLE 11

Certificates and Degrees Offered and Awarded
NORTHWEST COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Level: Certificate

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-179 79-80 80-81  81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES
Business 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HEALTH SERVICES & PARAMEDIC TECHNOLOGIES _
Community Health Practioner 11 0 0 0 0 0 11
TOTAL 11 0 0 0 0 0 11
OTHER 6 Y 0 0 0 0 6

TOTAL CERTIFICATES ' 17 0 0 0 0 0 17

Level: Associate

BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES

Business 0 2 1 2 0 0 5
TOTAL 0 2 1 2 0 0 5
HEALTH SERVICES & PARAMEDIC TECHNOLOGIES
Community Health Practioner 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
AkT< & SCIENCES
General Program 3 1 0 0 3 6 13
TOTAL 3 1 0 0 3 6 13
OTHER 0 2 0 0 0 0 2
TOTAL ASSOCIATE DEGREES 3 5 1 2 3 6 20
-54-
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TABLE 12

Certificates and Degrees-0ffered and Awarded
PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Level: Certificate
Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79-80 80-81  81-82  82-83 83-84 Total
BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES
Office Occupations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HEALTH SERVICES & PARAMEDICAL TECHNOLOGIES
Developmental Disabilities o 0 0 0 0 3 3
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
TOTAL CERTIFICATES 0 0 0 0 0 3 3

Level: Associate

BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES

Office Occupations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PUBLIC SERVICE RELATED TECHNOLOGIES
Developmental Disabilities 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
ARTS & SCIENCES
General Program 0 0 1 1 4 11 17
TOTAL 0 0 1 1 4 11 17
TOTAL ASSOCIATE DEGREES 0 0 1 1 4 12 18
=55~




TABLE 13

Certificates and Degrees Offered and Awarded
TANANA VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Level: Certificate

Number of Graduates

Program Name 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total
BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES
Office Occupations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 n 0
MECHANICAL & ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGIES
Airframe and Power Plant 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0

NATURAL SCIENCE TECHNOLOGIES
Food Service Baking '

Technology 1 1 0 1 0 0 3
TOTAL 1 1 0 1 0 0 3

PUBLIC SERVICE RELATED TECHNOLOGIES i
Fire Science Technology 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
TOTAL 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
TOTAL CERTIFICATES 2 1 0 1 0 0 4

Level: AsSociate

BUSINESS & COMMERCE TECHNOLOGIES

Accounting 0 0 0 0 0 20 0
Business 0 1 0 1 2 2 6
Of fice Occupations 5 4 4 3 3 3 22

TOTAL 5 5 4 4 5 5 28

MECHANICAL & ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGIES

Airframe and Power Plant 0 5 3 4 7 7 26
Aviation 10 0 5 1 0 1 17
Drafting Teghnology 0 0 2 0 2 0 - 4
Electronics Technology 7 5 4 13 7 9 45
Petroleum Technology 0 17 25 28 28 12 110

TOTAL 17 27 39 46 44 29 202
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TABLE 13 (continued)

Certificates and Degrees Offered and Awarded
TANANA VALLEY COMMUNITY 'OLLEGE

Level: Associate (cont.)

, Number of Graduates
Program Name 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 Total

NATURAL SCIENCE TECHNOLOGIES
Food Service

Baking Technology 1 4 5 0 0 0 10
TOTAL 1 4 5 0 0 0 10
PUBLIC SERVICE RELATED TECHNOLOGIES
Early Childhood Development 6 0 2 7 5 3 23
Resource Information
Technology 2 8 3 3 3 0 19
Fire Scieuce 1 2 1 2 1 4 11
Paraprofessional Counseling 0 0 3 4 8 1 16
Justice 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 9 10 9 16 " 17 8 69
ARTS & SCIENCES . P _
General Program 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
« TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 3 3
OTHER 14 3 0 0 1 8 26
TOTAL ASSOCIATE DEGREES 46 49 57 66 o7 53 338
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TABLE 14

STUDENT ENROLLMENT STATISTICS

STATEWIDE
FALL 1983

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN AGE GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

Agg 17_& under 18 - 19 20 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 39 40 - 49 50 - 59 60 & over Unknown Total
FULL-TIME 52 1,555 2,903 1,510 1,317 306 72 23 82 7,820
PART-TIME 497 1,172 4,529 5,219 8,173 3,211 990 451 41 24.983
PERCENTAGE 1.7 8.5 23.2 21.1 29.7 1 3.3 1.5 100
PERCENTAGE OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS: 23.8%

.
STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN ETHNIC GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS
ETHNIC GROWP Black Indian Asian Hispanic White Foreign Unknown Total
FULL-TIME 224 680 9 80 4,768 266 1,725 7,834
PART-TIME 622 1,947 302 296 16,282 576 4,891 24,916
PERCENTAGE 3.2 10,1 1.5 1.4

80.6 3.2 100

Source: University of Alaska - Office of
Institutional Planning
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TABLE 14
STUDENT ENROLLMENT STATISTICS
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA - ANCHORAGE
FALL 198‘3

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN AGE GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

AGE 17 & under 18 -19 20-24 26-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 & over  Unknown  Total
FULL-TIME 16 n 583 325 333 63 17 2 81 1,701
PART-TIME 15 84 387 461 739 217 53 15 416 2,387
PERCENTAGE 1 10.9 26.8 21.7 29.6 7.7 1.0 .4 100

PERCENTAGE OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS: 41.6%

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN ETHNIC GROUP_ BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

ETHNIC GROUP Black Indian Asian Hispanic White Foreign Unknown Total
FULL-TIME 33 53 16 N 854 68 666 1,701
PART-TIME 50 39 12 17 866 44 1,359 2,387
PERCENTAGE 4 4.4 1.4 1.4 83.4 5.4 100

66




TABLE 14 \

STUDENT ENROLLMENT STATISTICS ) f
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA - FAIRBANKS { '
FALL 1983 >

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN AGE GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STAUS

-

AGE 17 & under 18 - 19 20 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 39 40 - 49 50 - 59 60 & over Unknown Total

FULL-TIME “ . 128 1,323 580 386 62 9 s 2 3,115
PART-TIME 16 72 402" 627 938 281 8 B 27 8 2,456
PERCENTAGE .5 14.3 3 2.7 23.8 6.2 K 100

PERCENTAGE OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS: 56% .

i 4
STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN ETHNIC GROUP BY FULL/PART-E[IE STATUS \
' ¢
ETHNIC GROUP Black Indian Asian y Hispanic White Foreign Unknown Total
FULL-TIME 37 254 24 24 1,921 121 734 3,115
Y
PART-TIME 61 125 30 19 1,699 76 446 2,456

PERCENTAGE 2.2 - 8.6 1.2 1.0 82.5 4.5 100

b




TABLE 14

g . STUDENT ENROLLMENT STATISTICS
. \ : UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA - JUNEAU

FALL 1983 ~

2

STUDENT, HEADCOUNT WITHIN AG: GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

5_,(.;5 17 _& under . 18 - 19 20 -~ 24 256-29 30 - 39 40 - 49 , 50 - 59 60 & over Unknown  Total
FULL-TIME 4 36 74 13 77 | 24 a 0 8 300
PART-TIME 74 62 228 TS 792 372 101 38 52 2,0n
PERCENTAGE 3.4 4.2 - 134 18.4 37.6 171 4.5 1.7 100
PERCENTAGE OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS: 12.7% )

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN ETHNIC GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

ETHNIC GROUP Black Indian Asian Hispanic :hz_ng Foreign Unknown Total
FULL-TIME 3 39 1 3 178 8 76 308
PART-TIME 14 w7 8 1,539 35 331 2,053
PERCENTAGE .9 7.6 .9 .5 87.9 2.2 100




TABLE 14
STUDENT ENROLLMENT STATISTICS
ANCHORAGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FALL 1983

STUDENT HEADCUOUNT WITHIN AGE GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

AGE 17 & under 18 - 19 20 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 39 40 - 49 50 - 59 60 & over Unknown Total
FULL-TIME 7 307 596 336 307 88 18 10 12 1,681
PART-TIME 72 445 1,775 1,808 2,264 836 248 124 99 7,6N

PERCENTAGE .9 8 25,7 23.2 27.8 10 2.9 1.5 100

PERCENTAGE OF FULL~TIME STUDENTS: 18%

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN ETHNIC GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

ETHNIC GROUP Black Indian Asian Hispanic White Foreign Unknown Total
FULL-TIME 120 129 39 33 1,150 40 170 1,681
PART-TIME 354 190 146 158 5,276 199 1,348 7,67
PERCENTAGE 6.1 4 2.4 2.4 82 3.1 100




TARLE 14

STUDENT ENROLLMENT STATISTICS
CHUKCHI COMMUNITY COLLEGE

FALL 1983

STUDENT HEADCOUNT "WITHIN AGE GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

40 - 49

AGE 17_& under 18 - 19 20 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 39 50 - 59 60 & over Unknown Total
4

FULL-TIME 1 2 1 2 1 1 0 9

PART-TIME 8 26 25 46 16 5 2 140

PERCENTAGE 6.1 19 17.6 32.7 11.6 4. 1.4 100

PERCENTAGE OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS: 6% o

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN ETHNIC GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

ETUNIC GROUP Black Indian Asian Hispanic White Foreign Unknown Total

FULL-TIME 0 6 0 0 2 0 1 9

PART-TIME 1 85 1 0 29 9 15 140

PERCENTAGE .8 68.4 .8 0 23.3 6.7 100




TABLE 14

STUDENT ENROLLMENT STATISTICS
ISLANDS COMMUNITY COLLEGE

FALL 1983

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN AGE GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

AGE 17 & under 18 - 19 20 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 39 40 ~ 49 50 - 59 60 & over Unknown
FULL-TIME 0 13 10 8 6 1 0 0
PART-TIME 42 98 125 247 110 37 18 19
PERCENTAGE 5.6 14.8 17.9 33.9 15.4 5 2.4

PERCENTAGE OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS: ‘ 5.4%

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN ETHNIC GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS '

ETHNIC_GROUP Black  Indfan  Asian  Hispanic White  Foreign  lnknown
FULL-T IMC 1 15 1 0 27 0 3
PART-TIME 3 105 7 2 483 10 112
PERCENTAGE N 18.4 1.2 3 78 1.5

Total

42
730

100

Total

47
722

100



TABLE 14
STUDENT ENROLLMENT STATISTICS
KENAI PENINSULA COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FALL 1983

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN AGE GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

AGE 17 & under 18 - 19 20 - 24 25 -29 30-39 40 -49 50 - 59 60 & over Unknown Total
FULL-TIME 3 n 105 62 60 20 3 2 3 33
PART-TIME \ss 60 127 188 382 202 8 38 1 1,132
PERCENTAGE 4 9 16 17.2 30.5 15.1 5.6 2.6 100

PERCENTAGE OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS: 22.6%

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITAIN ETHNIC GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

ETHNIC GROUP Black Indian Asian Hispanic White Foreign Unknown Total
FULL-TIME 2 22 3 3 267 8 26 33
PART-TIME 1 19 5 8 915 18 163 1,129
PERCENTAGE .2 3.2 .6 9 93 2. 100

~7
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TABLE 14

STUDENT ENROLLMENT STATISTICS

KETCHIKAN COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FALL 1983

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN AGE GROUP BY FULL/PAPT-TIME STATUS

AGE

FULL-T IME
PART-TIME

PERCENTAGE

PERCENTAGE OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS:

ETHNIC GROUP

FULL-TIME
PART-T IME

PERCENTAGE.

17 & under 18 -19 20-24 25-29 30-39 40-49 50 -59 60 & over  Unknown  Total
0 6 23 16 14 9 2 0 | 7
36 38 89 125 202 m 38 26 13 678
4.9 6 15.2 19.2 29.4 16.3 5.5 3.5 100
9.5%
STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN ETHNIC GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

Black Indian  Asian Hispanic White Foreign Unknown Total

1 25 1 1 39 1 5 73

2 n 8 5 485 7 97 675

.5 14.9 1.4 .9 81.1 1.2 100

I
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TABLE 14,
STUDENT ENROLLMENT STATISTICS
KODIAK COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FALL 1983

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN AGE GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

AGE 17 & under 18 - 19 20 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 39 40 - 49 50 - 59 60 & over Unknown Total
FULL-TIME 0 4 7 5 4 1 1 0 0 22
PART-TIME 27 15 102 143 282 17 32 13 5 736
PERCENTAGE 3.6 2.5 14.5 19.6 38.0 16.7 4.4 1.7 100

PERCENTAGE OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS: 2.9%

- STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN ETHNIC GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

ETHNIC GROUP Black Indian Asian Hispanic White Foreign Unknown Total
FULL-TIME 0 3 1 0 14 0 4 22
PART-TIME 3 32 17 9 525 22 128 736
PERCENTAGE .5 5.6 2.9 1.4 86.) 3.5 100

74




TABLE 14

STUDENT ENROLLMENT STATISTICS
KUSKOKWIM COMMUNITY COLLEGE

FALL 1983

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN AGE GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

AGE 17 & under 18 - 19 20 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 39 40 - 49 50 - 59 60 & over Unknown  Total
FULL-T IME 1 14 27 6 4 3 0 0 55
PART-TIME 30 22 127 136 238 93 27 5 685
PE CENTAGE 4.2 4.9 21 19.3 32.9 13 3.7 100
PERCENTAGE OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS: 7.4%

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN ETHNIC GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

ETHNIC GROUP Black Indian hsian Hispanic White Foreign Unknown Total
FULL-TIME 0 46 0 0 3 1 5 55
PART-TIME 1 n n 3 268 6 84 684
PERCENTAGE 2 54.9 1.7 .5 41.7 1.0 100




TABLE 14
" STUDENT ENROLLMENT STATISTICS
MATANUSKA~SUSITNA COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FALL 1983

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN AGE GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

AGE buner 1819 0-20 25:-2 0-39 40-49 50-5 60bowr Unknown Total
FULL-T IME 1 26 36 27 48 8 4 3 0 153
PART-TIME 3 29 98 134 297 144 3 19 2 785
PERCENTAGE 3.4 5.9 14.3 17.2 36.9 16.2 3.7 2.4 100
PERCENTAGE OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS: 16.3%
STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN ETHNIC GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS
ETHNIC GROW Black Indian Asin Hispanic White Foreign Unknown Total
FULL-T INE 3 7 1 0 140 0 1 152
PART-TIME 7 22 2 3 721 6 20 781
PERCENTAGE 1.2 3.2 3 3 94.4 .7 100
N 76




TABLE 14
STUDENT ENROLLMENT STATISTICS
NORTHWEST COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FALL 1983

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN AGE GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

+

AGE 17_& under 18 - 19 20 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 39 40 - 49 50 - 59 60 & over Unk nown Total
FULL-TIME 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3
PART-TIME 6 21 60 83 127 50 37 7 14 405
PERCENTAGE 1.5 5.5 15.2 21.3 32.6 12.7 9.4 1.8 100

PERCENTAGE OF FULL-TIME STUDENTSY .7%

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN ETHNIC GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

ETHNIC GROUP Black Indian Asian Hispanic White Foreign Unknown Total
FULL-TIME 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
PART-TIME 2 178 3 ] 166 4 51 405
PERCENTAGE ' .6 50.7 .8 .3 46.5 1.1 100

7




TABLE 14
STUDENT ENROLLMENT STATISTICS
PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FALL 1983

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN AGE GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

AGE 17 & under 18 - 19 20 - 24 25 - 29 30 -39 40 - 49 50 - 59 60 & over Unknown Total
¢
FULL-TIME 0 5 19 9 10 3 0 1 0 4/
PART-TIME 9 10 ° < 68 108 166 96 35 59 8 559
PERCENTAGE 1.5 2.5 14.5 19.6 29.4 16.6 5.9 10 100

PERCENTAGE OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS: 7.8%

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN ETHNIC GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

&

ETHNIC GROUP. Black Indian Asian Hispanic White ¥oreign Unknown Total
FULL-T IME 0 N 2 1 k) 2 0 47
PART-TIME 4 24 6 5 476 8 35 558
- PFRCENTAGE .7 6.1 1.4 1.1 88.9 1.8 100




TABLE 14
STUDENT ENROLLMENT STATISTICS
TANANA VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE
 FALL 1983

STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN AGE GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS

AGE 17 &under 18-15 20-24 25-29 30-39 40-49 50 -59 60 & over

Unknown Total
FULL-TIME 2 28 63 50 52 12 2 1 2 212
PART-TIME 25 184 533 479 688 245 96 3 41 2,322
PERCENTAGE (I 8.5 24 21.2 29.7 10.3 3.9 1.3 100
PERCENTAGE OF FULL-TIME STUDENTS: 8.4%
STUDENT HEADCOUNT WITHIN ETHNIC GROUP BY FULL/PART-TIME STATUS
ETHNIC GROUP Black Indian Asian Hispanic White Foreign Unknown Total
FULL-TIME 22 15 2 3 LK) 15 24 212 ﬂ
PART=-TIME 81 82 17 37 1,602 47 456 2,322
PERCENTAGE 5 4.7 .9 2 84.4 3 100

, |




Current Dollars
Inflation Rate
Real Dollars

% of FY 85 Real
Dollars

TABLE 15

ALASKA
FORECASTED

GENERAL FUND UNRESTRICTED REVENUES

FY 85
3,403, 300
5%

3,241,238

(IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) ,
e
FY 86 FY &1 Fy ss FYe FY 90
3,473,700 3,722,500 3,718,300 3,840,400 3,749,500
6% 6% 6% 6% 6%
3,121,025 3,155,191 2,973,153 2,896,813 2,668,519

96% 97% 92% 89% 82%

g

Source: Department of Revenue - September 1984
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

DEFINITIONS OF PROGRAM AREAS

[N

SECTION I. CONVENTIONAL ACADEMIC SUBDIVISIONS OF KNOWLEDGE AND TRAINING

Agriculture and Natural Resources

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree
programs having to do with the production of food and management of
natural fiber, plant, forest, and wildlife resources.

Architecture and Environmental Design

Includes those subject field designations whiéh characterize degree
programs having do with training for a profession in designing build-
ings, communities, parks, and other manmade aspects of the
physio-social environment.

Area Studies

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree
programs having to do with programs designed to study cultures indige-

nous to specific geographic regicns.

Biological Sciences

s

Includes those subkject field designations which characterize degree
programs having to do with the science of life or living matter in all
its forms and phenomena especially with regard to the origin, growth,
reproduction, and structure of life forms.

Business and Management

Includes those subject field designations which c¢haracterize degree
programs related to the organization, operation, administration, and
control of private and public organizations. '

Communications

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree
programs related to c¢ollection, preparation, and presentation of ideas
and information intended for popular consumption through mass media.

Computer and Information Sciences

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree
programs having to do with the design, development, ana application of
computer capabilities to data storage and manipulation and related

computational procedures,

-7 4-
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Education

Includes those subject fiela designations which characrerize -dcgree
programs related to administration and control of educational organiza-

_tions and institutions and subjects related to instruction and services
both within and vutside of such fc.mal organizations.

*
v

Engineering

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree
programs having to do with the practical application of basic sc.en-
tific knowledge to the design, production, and operatioh of systems
intended to facilitate man's control and use of his natural environment.

»

Fine and Applied Arts

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree
programs having to do with the creation and appreciation of the diverse
modes of com icating ideas and emotiond by means of stylized, visual,
and non~visu:'Prepresentations and symbols.

Foreign Languages

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree
programs related to mastery of a language other than English or related
to the study of a foreign culture through explorati 1 of the literature
of that culture as expressed in the vernacular language.

llealth Professions - \

Includes those subject field designations which cnaracterize degree
programs having to do with the maintenance and restoration-of physical.

and mental health.

Letters

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree
programs naviig to do with English language and literature and value
systems related to ancient and modern cultures. ¢

Mathematics

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree
programs having to do with the science of numbers and space configura-
tions and their operations, measurement, :elationships, and abstrac-

tions.

Physical sSciences

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree
programs having to do _.h the basic nature of matter, enerygy, and

associated phenomena, ¥
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Psychology

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree
programs having to do with behavioral and mental processes.

Public Affairs and Services

L3

Includes those subkject field designations which characterize degree
programs related to deve'opiug and improving competencies in the
management and operation o. governmental agencies.

Social Sciences

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree
programs having to do with all aspects of the past and present
activities, conduct, inter .ctions, and organizations of humans.

gheololz

. Includes those subject field designations which characterize ' degree
programs having to do with the practice and application of theological
principles and procedures as they apply to the planning, managing and
organizing of religious activities.

Interdisciplinary Studies

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree
programs involving more than one major discipline without primary
concentration in any one area.

Arts and Science or General Programs

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree
programs involving arts and science or general programs not organized
as occupational programs leading to a two-year associate degree.

SECTION II. TECHNOLOGICAL AND OCCUPATIONAL SUBDIVISIONS OF KNOWLEDGE
Cae

AND TRAINING \\

Business ana Commerce Technologies

Includes those subject fie!d designations which characterize deyree and
certificate programs specifically associated with develowment of skills
required for commercial, business, or secretarial occupations at the
semi-professional level. 4wo years of preparation beyond high scnool
are usvally sufficient for entrance intc these occupational fields.

I
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Data Processing Technologies

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree and
certificate programs specifically associated with development of skills
required for data processing or related occupations at the semi-
professional level. Two years of preparation beyond high school are
usually sufficient for entrance into these occupational fields.

Health Services and Paramedical Technologies

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree and
certificate programs specifically associated with davelopment of skills
required for health service related occupations at the semi-
professional level. Two years of preparation beyond high school are
usually sufficient for entrance into these occupational fields.

Mechanical and Engineering Technologies

Includes those subject field designations which characterize degree and
certificate programs specifically associated with development of skills
required for mechanical and engineering related occupations at the
semi-professional level. Two years of preparation beyond high school
are usually sufficient for entrance into these occupational fields.

Natural Science Technologies

Includes those subject field designationas which characterize degree and
certificate programs specifically associated with development of skills
required for natural science related occupations at the semi-
professional level. 'iwo years of preparation beyond high school are
usually sufficient for entrance into these occupational fields.

Public Service Related Technologies

Includes those subiect field designations which characterize degree and
certificate progrums specifically associated with development of skills
required for othlic se<cvice related occupations at the semi-
pre.essional level, 'I'wo years of preparation beyond high school are
usually suffici:n. for entrance into these occupational fields.

-7 -
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APPENDIX B -

Reprinted by permission from National Forum: The Phi Kappa Phi Journal ,

Vol. LXIV, No. 2 (Spring, 1984), pp. 24-29.

Alexander W. Astin

xcellence and Equity:
Achievable Goals for
American Education

ost educators and policymakers these

days seem to feel that the twin goals of

A cxcellence and equity are inherently in-

compatible and that the price of expanding oppor-

tunities is necessarily a reduction in quality. I want

to argue that excellence and equity are not funda-

mentally incompatible goals and that it is possible

to formulate educational policies wherein both

goals can be pursued <imultaneously. even in a
period of fiscal austerity.

The apparent conflict between excellence and
equity results primarily from deficiencies in the
way we have traditionally defined *‘excelience.’ 1
will argue that. by embracing new and more valid
conceptions of excellence, it will be possible to
increase substantially the quality of education of-
fered in the United States. while simultaneously
promoting and expanding educational opportuni-
ties for all Americans during the coming years.

Traditional views of excellence. While educators
and politicians are currently engaged in a great
national debate about how to achieve greater ex-
cellence D1 ovr schools and colleges, very little
attention is being given to the more fundamental
question of what we mean by excellence in the first
place. Perhaps the simplest wav to approach this
problem is to look at how we have traditionally
attempted to identify the most excellent schools
and colleges. There seem to be two basic ap-
proaches. which, for convenience, | shall call the
repucitional and the resource approaches.

In reviewing cach of these approaches. | shall
apply three eriterin. First,is it conceptually vahd.
that is. does it adequately reflect what we really
mean when we speak of excellence in education?
Sccond. does the use of the approach help to
cnhance quality in American education” And final-
Iv. 18 it compatible with the goal of educational
equuty

The reputational view. Probuably the most
strasghttorward way o adentity the most “exeel-
lent™ schools and colleges 1s on the basis of a
consensus of onmion, Excellence. in these terms,
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is whatever people think it is. As itturns out, itis a
velatively simple matter to estimate the local or
national prestige of a given school or college. If
you have any doubts about this, ask a group of
friends to make a list of the tr.. o1 twenty ‘‘best”’
or most '‘excellent’ colleges or universities in the
country. What you will find is a remarkable degree
of consensus, especially considering that they
have some 3,000 to choose from. In my graduate
seminars at UCLA, | routinely have students make
such a list, and, as you can imagine, almost
everybody's list includes Harvard, Yale, Stanford,
aud the like.

Similar beliefs about quality exist at the second-
ary school level. If people in the New York
metropolitan area, for example, were to make a list
of the **best’" high schools in the city, most lists
would include the Bronx High School of Science.

We all are familiar with the national ratings of
the quality of graduate programs in different fields
that have been done over the years, particularly
the most recent one done bty the National Acade-
my of Sciences. Again we get a list nearly identical
to the one my students produce. Recently my
UCLA colleague, Lew Solmon, and | asked col-
lege faculty to rate the quality of undergraduate
institutions, and once again we came up with
pretty much the same list. We published these
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tion at the University of California. Los Angeles and
director of the Higher Educarion Rescarch Institute at
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findings in Change magazine in October 1981,

What all of this suggests to me is that there
exists in the minds of most people in this country a
folklore about which are the "*best’” educational
institutions in the country. The widespread accep-
tance of this folklore is manifested in several other
important respects.

First, the best-prepared high school students—
who have pretty much of a free choice among
undergraduate institutions they will attend—typi-
cally opt for one of these selective or prestigious
ones. Bright students. in other words, are heavily
concentrated in a limited number of the most
prestigious colleges. Graduate schools manifest
their beliet in the folklore by giving admissions

“How much educational value-added
skill results from a given investment of
financial resources?’’

preference to graduates of clite institutions. Many
employers, at the same time. manifest their accep-
tance of the folklore by limiting their recruitment
efforts to just a few of the most elite institutions.

In our rescarch we have been able to develop
fairly simple proccdures for identifying an institu-
tion’s position in this prestige hierarchy. You need
to know only two invtitutional characteristics to
make an accurate estimate of a college’s perceived
excellence. By far the most important characteris-
tic is what we call ““selectivity,” which is simply
the average scores of entering students on either
the SAT or ACT. (For more discussion of this
point see " New Measures of College Selectivity™
in Research in Hicher Fducation, 7 September
1977, pp. 1-9---an article | coauthored with J. W,
Henson.) The second attribute is institutional size.
I might add here that size has little eftect on
prestige if the college is nor  lective. but that the
importance of size becomes greater with increas-
ing selectivity .t is partially for this reason that
institutions such as Harvard. Yale, and Stanford.
which are relatively large. have much greater
prestipe than equally selective institutions such as
Swarthmore or Haverford.

The resources view. Vhe Uresources™ approach
of assessing istitutional quality has long been a
favorite of the regional accrediting @ssociations.
Urnder this approach, excellence is equated with
the quality of faculty, studenis. physical plant. and
fiscal ro.ources. Faculty quality s usually  as-
wessed by determining the proportion who have
doctoi s degrees, publication rates. or scholarly

Excellence and Equity

visibility. Physical plants can be assessed in terms
of the number and quality of classrooms, library
resources, and laboratories. Fiscal resources can
be assessed in a variety of ways, including endow-
ments, expenditures per student, student-faculty
ratios, average class size, and faculty salaries.
Student quality is frequentiy equated with **selec-
tivity,"* that is, with their average scores on admis-
sions tests.

Research has also shown that these resource
measures are highly related to each other and that
they also correlate strongly with reputational judg-
ments. Thus, institutions that are judged as being
excellent tend to be the same ones that enroll the
students with the highest college admissions test
scores, have the largest endowments, recruit the
best-trained and most prestigious faculty, pay the
highest faculty salaries, and so forth.

What's wrong with traditional approaches? Let
us nLow consider how well the traditional measures
based on reputation and resources satisfy our three
criteria. Do they really measure what we mean by
excellence? Does their use tend to promote excel-
lence? And do they conflict with the goal of
equity”?

Do they really measure excellence? If excellence
refers to how much and how well students learn--
what they get from the educational experience—

_ then the most obvious problem is with reputational

measures: just because an institution enjoys a good
reputation in the minds of parents, students, and
teachers does not necessarily mean that students
will learn more from attending that institution than
some other institution with a less favorable reputa-
tion. Reputation alone, in other words, does not
necussarily guarantee a high-quality sJducational
experience.

The resource approach may come somewhat
closer to what some people have in mind when
they speak of *‘excellence,'’ because it is reason-
able to assume that the student’s educational expe-
rience will be superior if that student attends a
school or college that spends a lot on its education-
al programs and that exposes the-stadent to highly
paid faculty. good libraries and laboratories, and
student peers who are high achicvers. Unfortu-
nately or those who espouse the resource ap-
proach. rescarch generally fails to support the
resource view. There is. in short. little evidenc: to
substantiate the claim that greater expenditures,
n ¢ highly trained and well-paid facul'y. and
highly able student peers necessarily lead to great-
er learning.

The limitations o resource measurcs are easier
to see with an analogy froem the field of industry.
Would it be legiimate, for exampie. to conclude
that a given manufacturiag company was an ""eX-
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cellent’ business just because it had higher-paid
cmploycees than its competitors or because it spent

more money than its competitors? Obviously, it is

difficult to interpret such "‘resource’’ measures
without having information on “‘outcomes " (sales,
profits, and the like). In the same way, itis difficult
to accept resource measures as valid indicators of
excellence in a school or college without also
having information on how much students are
actually learning.

[ am not suggesting gere that financial resources
are entirely irrelevant to excellence. Clearly, there
are points beyond which fiscal cutbacks will al-
most certainly ¢ome at the expense of quality.
Perhaps the most important point to keep in mind
is that research so far suggests that the relationship
between available financial resources and the ex-
cellence of educational programs is a weak one‘at
best. and that the manner of resource wtilization is
probably of much greater importance than the
sheer tevel of resources per se.

Do they promote excellence? How do traditional
approaches to excellence stack up against the
second criterion, namely, does their use help to
enhance the quality of education offcred by our
schools and colleges? Let us first consider the
reputational view. Reputational measures, by defi-
nition, limit the amount of “excellence’ that is
possible within our cducational system because
they are normative in nature: there must be win-
ners and losers. Any competitive ranking system,
whether it involves athletic teams. television
shows, or educational institutions, limits the num-
ber that can be considered to be “excelient.” It
one manages to increase its rank, then some other
s displaced.

Similar problems occur with the use of resource
measures: resources such as highly able students,
highly quahfied faculty. and money are finite.
Thus. i a highly competitive and meritocratic
cducational system. the distribution of these re-
sotrees tends to become highly skewed. withjusta
few istitutions at the top. and with the majority
being regarded as being mediocre. Competition
among institutions may serve to redistribute these
resources. but not necessarily to increase the total
amount of such resources available to the educa-
tonal svstem as a whole. We are. in other words.
plaving a zero-sum game when it comes to student
and faculty rosources. Finally—and this s a subtie
murovery oritice] point—resource-based concep-
tions of excellence tend to focus institutional ener-
gies on the sheer accumudation ov acqiasition of
resources rather than on the effective wse of these
resopurces to further the educational development
of the student.

Do they promote equity? Does adherence 1o
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traditional notions of excellence promote the aim
of education equity? If one iccepts the “resource™
approach to defining excellence. there is a clear-
cut conflict between excellence and equity, since
the expansion of educational opportunities to more
members of the society (the pursuit of equity)
necessarily requires that finite resources be dis
tributed among a larger number of individuals,
thereby diluting the average investment in auy
given individual (overall excellence is reduced).
Conversely, without an increase in the total re-
source pool, the only way to enhance quality (*‘the
pursuit of excellence’’) is selectively to recistrib-
ute resources from one group to another (equity is
reduced). Since resources are never infinite, the
twin goals of equity and excellence are inherently
in conflict when we embrace a ‘‘resource’’ concep-
tion of excellence.

Similar problems arisc in the use of the reputa-
tional approach. In a decentralized. diverse, and
competitive educational system such as we have in
the United States, substantial differences among
schools and colleges in their reputations are inev-
ite' . Only a limited number of these institutions
will emerge at the tep of the reputation pecking
order, and since the top-ranked schools and col-
leges tend to attract a disproportionate share of
applicants, many persons are thus denied entry
through the process called ‘‘selective admis-
sions.”* In reputational terms, these rejected appli-

«cants are being denied an “‘equal opportunity’’

because they are not permitted to avail themselves
of the most “excellent™ opportunities. And if an
institution succeeds in enhancing “its repitation
(becomes more “excellent™). it tends to become
more selective (less equitable).

In summary, tradiional measures of excel-
lence—the reputational and resource approach-
es—clearly do not ofter much hope of enhancing
educational excellence or educational equity inour
schools and colleges.

A new approach to excellence. As an alternative
to traditional approaches to deflning educational
excellence. T would like to suggest an approach
which cmphasizes educational impact. or, as
cconomists prefer, value-added. My impression s
that sympathy tor this approach has been growing
in recent years. As a matter of fact. it people are
given an opportunity to define precisely what they
mean by educational excellence. most will respond
with a definition that resembles the value-added
approach. | recently had an opportunity to conduct
in-depth interviews with some of our leading think-
ers in higher education, and it was quite remark-
able to discover that they all embrace a value-
added approach to excellence.

The basic argument underlving the value-added
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approach is that true excellence resides in' the
ability of the college or university fo affect its
students fuvorably, to enhance their intellectual
development, and to make a positive difference in
their lives. The most excellent institutions are, in
this view. those that have the greatest impact—add
the most value—to the student's knowledge and
personal development.

In its simplest terms the value-added conception
of excellence focuses on changes in the student
from the beginning to the end of an educational
program. Clearly. to know how excellent a pro-
gram is in valuz-added terms requires some form
of repeated” assessment, whereby the knowledge
«nd competence of the student arc assessed at the
beginning of the program and again at the comple-
tion of the program. The diference between eotry
and exit levels serves as a measure of growth or
value added.

How well does the v-lue-added approach satisfy ’

our three criteria for evaluating different approach-
es to excellence? First of all, it is conceptually
consistent with what most people have in mind
when they speak of “excellent™ educational pro-
grams: the enhancement of student know!Bdge and
competency. And by focusing on the imprgvement
of student performance over time. it would seem to
foster excellence by emphasizing the need to em-
ploy existing resources in such a way as 1o maxi-
mice student learning. Of equal importance is the
fact that a given college’s capaciry for excellence.
in value-added terms. is not constrained by what
other colleges accomplish, Thus, unlike the repu-
tational and resource approaches, which define
excellence in comparative terms, the value-added
approach permits institutions to attain high levels
of excellence without regard to what other institu-
tions accomplish. (1t is possible. of course, to
make institutiondl comparisons using the value-
added approach. byt such comparisons would still
tocus on the degree of improvement in student
performance that oceurs in individual colleges and
universities.)

And how consi~tent is the value-added approach
with the goal ¢ educational cquity? Since excel-
fence in value-added terms emphasizes improve-
ment in student performance. the education of high
achievers is not 1, ceessarily given higher priority
than the education of middle or low achievers.
Opportunities for further education are thus not
denied simply becrse a given student 1s perrorms-
ing at a lower level than other students. and equal
efforts can be made to encourage student learning
at all fevels. in valuc-added terms. then. any
cducational iny estment ina student is U pavig oft™
as long an the student continues to show progress.
Students are not denied educational opportunttics

" Excellence and Equity

simply because they happen to be performing
below some **norm,’’ and all students are encour-
“aged to continue their formal education as long as
they continue to show progress.

In actual practice, the value-added approach
would work something like this. Students entering
a college or university for the first time would be
tested to determine their entering levels of compe-
tence for purposes of counseling and course place-
ment. These initial *‘pretest’’ scores would be
useful not only in providing both students and
teachers with information about the student’s spe-
cific strengths and weaknesses, but would also
constitute a baseline against which to measure
later stuaent progress (**value added'’). Following
the comp!ation of appropriate courses or programs
of study. the same or similar tests would be
rea¢ministered to measure student growth. Differ-
ences between pretest” and *‘posttest’ perform-
ance would provide students, professors, and ad-
ministrators with critical feedback on the nature
and extent of student growth and development.
Results from many years of research on human
learning suggest that such »'knowledge of results™
for both students and teachers would greatly en-
hance the effectiveness of the teaching-learning
process.

The value-added approach does not depend on
the use of any particular assessment method. Ob-
jective tests, essays, oral examinations, and many
other apgroaches might be appropriate. depending
T A !

““‘Since resources are never infinite, the
twin goals of equity and excellence are
inherently in conflict when we embrace a
‘A:_esource’ conception of excellence.”

bon?

A

on the content and objectives of the course or
program in question, Note that the testing in this
instance is done not so much to select or screen as
to measure improvement over time in the perform-
ance of individual students,

Some critics have argued that the value-added
approach. by focusing more on changes in individ-
ual students than on competitive comparisons be-
tween students, would somehow reduce acadenug
“standards.” The value-added approach is not
cubstitute for academic standards, ner does it
require any change in such standards. The netion
of “academic standaras™ ordinarily refers to the
absolute level of performance or competenee that
students we required to demonstrate in esder to
carn course credits or degrees. If necessasy. the
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same measures used 1o assess ‘‘educational value-
added™ can also be used to define whatever exit
standards the institution chooses for itself.

The advantages of a value-added approach over
the traditional testing practices arc of particular
interest at the secondary school level. For exam-
ple, the common practice of publishing average
test scores on a school-by-school basis would be
abandoned in favor of an approach where gains or
improvementy in test scores became the focal point
of attention. All schools (or none, for that matter)
could be rexcelient’ under such a system. Fur-
ther, schools whose entering students scored poor-
ly would not be unduly penalized, nor would
schools whose entering students obtained relative-
ly high scores be given ar unfair advantage.

{f the value-added approach really represents a
significant improvement over traditional concep-
tions of educational excellence, some readers may
wonder, UIf this idea has such obvious advan-
tages. how come wc haven't been doing it all
along?"” While I am not sure 1 know the answer to
this question. let me offer a possible explanation.
Since we live in a socicty that is both competitive
and acquisitive—onie where success and personal
worth are often measured in terms of possessions
and fame—I'm afraid that most Americans have
accepted uncritically the *‘resource’ conception
of excellence. That is, we believe that the best way
to improve the quality of our schools and colleges
is to acquire more highly trained teachers, more
money, better facilities, and well-prepared stu-
dents. And educators have put so much energy
into competing for these limited resources that the
process of resource acquisition has taken prece-
dence over consideration of resource wtilization.
As a consequence. a casual visit to almost any
school or college will demonstrate that educational
practitioners trequently ignore some of the funda-
mental principles of learning and human develop-
mgnt. My impression is that by focusing our atten-
tion on the valuc-added Question (How much are
students actually learning?), we will be forced to
apply more directly some of this neglected knowl-
edge to curtent institutional policies and practices.,
with the ultimaete am of improving the quality of
student’s learning experience.

The resource approach. in other words. empha-
sizes what vou have. while value-added empha-
sizes what vou do. Onacmo, e sabtle level, to adopt
a value-added approach implies a set of institution-
al values that are quute difterent from those under-
Ilving the resource and ieputational approaches.
When 1t comes to the tesource approach. the
domimant vaine would seem to be gequisitiveness
or, to put it fess chariablyv, greed. When it comes
to the reputational approach. the impliait wilue

\
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would seem to be self-aggrandizement. And these
two approaches are mutually reinforcing: adminis-
trators see the resource approach—the pursuit of
bright students, nationally visible faculty, research
grants, and other financial resources—as a way of
enhancing institutional prestige. At the same time,
the enhancement of an iastitution's reputation is
seen as a way of attracting more resources.

“Would it be legitimate. . .to conclude
that a given manufacturing company was
. . .excellent. . .just because it had
higher-paid employees than its competi-
tors. .. ?2”

"
L |

But the value-added approach connotes a very
different value system. It suggests that student
growth and development is the central institutional
concern. And when ‘an institution manifests its
commitment to a value-added philosophy by col-
lecting and disseminating before-and-after data on
the learning and personal development of its stu-
dents that institution is implicitly saying that it is
open to critical scrutiny and self-examination.

Excellence and equity: some unsolved problems .
1 have attempted to peint out that the value-added
approach to excellence. unlike the reputational
and resource approaches, does not limit education-
al oyportunity by identifying only a limit..d number
of schools and colleges as “‘the best.”" I have also
argued that the value-added approach makes it
possible to justify an educational investment in
students at any ability lcvel, as long as the nvest-
ment pays off in the form of continued intellectual
growth and development. The reputational and
resource approaches. on the other hand, tend to
limit educational opportunity among the less-well-
preparad students by restricting entrv to “the
best™ schools and collezes.

But mercely embracing the value-added approach
to excellence does not necessarily resolve all gues-
tions of equty. One fundamental issue about
which httle is known is the causal refationship
between resource investments and © value added. ™
How much educational value-added skil! results
from a giveninvestment of financial resources” Da
egnal investments produce equivalent value added
for students at differing levels of achievement?
That s, wil low-achieving students benefit as
much edocationally from a givea investment as
bigh achieving students? Aad it greater ivest-
ments are needed to prodoce an equivaient educa-
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tional gain among low-achieving students, is the
society prepared to make such investments?

Even if it could be shown that a given invest-.

ment has an equal value-added payoff at all points
on the achievement spectrum. virtually nothing is
known about the relationship between educational
value added, on' the one hand, and individual and
societal benefits, on the other. To what extent
does a given increment in knowledge or compe-
tence lead to increased earning or greater life
satisfaction? What is the payoff to the society in

. terms of increased productivity or reduced costs of

welfare or crime? Is the ultimate societal payoff
different at different points on the ability spec-
trum? These are clearly issues that need much
further research. and public policy in the field of
education will continue to operate largely in the
dark as long as such questions remain unanswered.

3

traditional notions of institutional excellence
bsed on the enhiancement of institutional rep-
utation through the amassing of resources with an
approach that emphasizes the intellectual and per-
snnal growth and development of individual stu-
dents. Under this “‘value-added™ view. a high-
quality institution is one that facilitates the
maximum growth among its students and that is
able t¢. document that growth through appropriaie
assessment piocedures.
How feasible is this value-added idea? While it is
trie that some insttutions wiil resist the idea, s
important to realize that most of the opposition so

In this essay. | have suggested that we replace

Excellence and Equity

far has come from persons associated with institu-
tions that have high prestige and great-résources. It
is understandable that these institutions may feel
threatened by new approaches to excellence be-
cause they feel that they stand to gain little from
change and benefit maximally from maintenance of
the status quo. But it seems to me that sympathy
and support for the yalue-added idea is growing
rapidly. even among some persons in our most
elite institutions. Moreover, this year the Ameri-
can Association of State Colleges and Universi-
ties—which represents institutions that award
nearly athird of all bachelor's degrees earned each
year in this country-—gave its prestigious G. Theo-
dore Matau Award for institutional innovation to
an iastitution that has actually implemented the
value-added concept in its testing and assessment
procedures. - C

‘The notion that schools and colleges should be
focused more on the value-added question implies
a concept of quality that deviates considerably
from our traditional definitivns. Thus, a high-
quality institution under the value-added concep-
tion is one that knows what's happening to its
students. Further. the high-quality institution has
a student information-gathering-and-disseminating
mechanism which enables it to make appropriate
adjustments in programs or policies when the
student data indicate that-change or improvement
is needed. In other words. quality is cquated here
not with reputation or resources but rather with a
continuing process of critical self-examination that
focuses on the institution's centribution o the stu-
dent's intellectual and personal development. [
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