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government appropriations per full-time eguivalent student, tuition
and fees per student, full-time equivalent enrollment, and number of
faculty. Five of the institutions reported an increased in
instructional expenditures per full-time equivalent student, while
six institutions reported an increase in total current fuund
expenditure per full-time equivalent student. (SW)
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IMPACT OF THE ADVANCED INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
ON ThE INSTITUTIONAL VIABILITY OF SEVEN BLACK 1890
LAND GRANT INSTITUTIONS
Statement of the Problaenm

Although the largest federal azd progranm for h1ghe}
education 15 the student ai1d program, one other program ha; had
an encrmous 1mpact on the i1nstitutions which have recei1ved 1t
This 1s especially true for the Historically Black Institutions.
The program 1s Title III of the H:gher Education Act of 1968
whi:ch provides direct 1nstitutional a:d to two- and fcur-year
institut:ions

Throughout 1ts 20-year history Title III has also creaated a
great deal of controversy. Charges that ihe program could not be
properly evaluated because of 1ts vaguely stated goals and that
proper monitoring had not taken place have come from cany
di1rections. Many of the changes made 1n the Title II1 program
through 1ts various amendments were, ir pari, 1in response to
these criticisms.

The criticisms stem from twou major proublems The ti1rst
problem relates to the goals of the program. in 1965, Congress
passed P L. 89-329, of which ti1tle II! of the act provided a
fi1ve~-year program ~f grants to i1nstitutions of higher education
ai.d to teaching fellows to aissi1st 1n raising tha Aquality of
ieveloping 1nstitutions

In a1s book, 2ublic Policv and College Management, =dward

St. John states that the legislat:ve history of Title II! untal

1977 showed zonflictin na.s One oJne hand, 2rguements have
g




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

stressed that Title III funds could be used to facilitate a

development sequence for higher education institutions which
would experience an up~and-out phenomenon as they progressed
along this route On the other hand, Title TII funding
regusations have encouraged i1nstitutions to maintain activity
levels that i1nsured their eligibility for the program (St. John,
1981) In the congressional hearings for the 1980 education
amendments, 1t was stated that no one school had "graduated"” from
the program since 1ts i1nception i1n 1966

A second problem stated by the critics and particivants of
the Title 171 program was. just which institutions are
developing institutions, and what criteria were to be used to
define developing institutions?

Although eligibility criteria ha'e never emphasized the
raci1al composition of applicants, there has been a relationshaip
between Title II! and the Traditionally Black Colleges. The
Title 111 eligibi1lity proposed by the Office of Education dur:ng
Fall 1978 was an attempt to move away from the growth-oriented
criteria and to preserve and formalize the relat.onship between
Title 1!l and the Traditionzlly Black Colleges The assumpt.on
was that these institutions had larger enrollments of low-1ncome
and minoraty students than some of the more recent recipirents
However, other constituencies began to have a larger stake 1n the
Mitle O ¢ program, and when the 1930 amendments were rassed,
approximately 1,200 colleges became eligible to apply for the

T:tle I1! {funding
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Since no i1nstitution had successfully completed 1ts grant

and left the Title IIl prog:ran, the prob.em for the Federal
government, individual 1nstitutions, and researchers was tc¢ find
a way to measure the effectiveness of the program One poss:kle

way to measure the success of the »rogram was '0 use measures of
institutional viability.

No standard measure of 1nstitutional viability has been

developed. However, several i1nsiruments have been develcped over
the past ten years While most of these i1nstruments have been
dJeveloped to measure institutions "i1n distress", these measures

couid also be used *to measure canange among the various factors at
each institution during the time period of the i1nstitution’s AIDP
grant

Most studies on institutional viability are based wupon

various financial and enrollment data. These data allowed the
researchers to quantify the situation of the i1nstitutions Data
f{rom various sources such as HEGIS reports, audi1t reports, and
questionnaires were used. Each of these sources had 1ts
lim:tations, and il the data coilect:on methods were time

consuming.

However, 1n 1979 Gilmartin developed longitudinal files for
the years 1974-75 to 1977-78 for each i1nstitution, usi1ing HEGIS
reports as ni1s primary +ocurce of i1nformation These {i1lasg were

computerized and made available to .nstitutions which wished e

analyze the1r si1tust:ions From these files, Gilmart:in 1dentif{i1ed

1xty-cne variables tha!: would measure 3n i1nst:tut:on’s viablity

¥
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These measvres were numerous and flexible enough to be used for
both public and private i1nstitutions.

The effectiveness of ‘he AIDP grants at the 1860 Black Land
Grant institutions could possibly be measured by studying the
changes 1n the 61 variables, plus the var able, number of degrees
awarded, from the base year‘of the grant to the year after the
grant ended The amount of change and the i1rection of change
sho2ld g:ve a clear 1ndici:tion as to waether in institution
improaved 1ts viability Three speci1fic research questions were

formulated

[

What are the changes of institutional viability ac
measured by the 62 variables of those 1asti1tutions
involved 1n the Advanced Institutional Development
Program from the base year to the year after the
completion of the grant?

2 Which of the factors i1n the measures of inst:tutional
viability show the most significant changes?

3. Which of the activities funded through the Advanced
Institutional Development Program, as perceived by the
presidents, were most 1nfluential 1n the chonge i1n the

measures 1n i1nstitutional viability?

Methodology

The population for th:s study was Jefined as the nine 1390
Black Land Grant Institutions and Tuskegee Institute that had
recei1ved AIDP grants khetween the years of FY1974 and FY1977 All
but one of the 1nstitutions were publicly supported universities
oY col.eges, and, although there had been student population
shiits in some 2f the 1nstitut:ons, 3ll were considered to> Lhe
distorically Black Institutions

21 the ten 1nstitutions 1dentified for the study, seven




part:cipated Si1x of the participating institutions were
designated land grant i1nstitutions under the Morrill Act of 1890
The seventh institution, Tushegee Institute, was nct among the
or:ginal land grant i1nstitutions, but 31t :s i1ncluded 1n this
group because 1t now shares i1n the Morri'!'l Act funds based upon
1ts agricultural research.

The instrument used for the survey was a lis: of the 61
financial and nonfinancial indicators devaloped by Kevin J
Gilmartin at the American Institutes for Research. One measure
was added, number of degrees awarded.

The data for each institution were collected for the year
the AIDP grant began and the year after 1t ended. Most of the
data was supp.ied by the National Institute for Independent
Colleges and Universities via a computer tape. The data
suppiied were for the years FY1975 through FY1981. The data for
FY1974, FY19382, and FY1983 were collected directly from HEGIS
reports requested from the :1ndividual :1nstitutions.

The survey instrument was divided i1nto three parts The
first part of the survey listed the 62 measures The
adrministrators 3t each institution were asked to decide whether
each :tem listed was a valid measure of i1nstitutional viabilaity
The participants were asked to mark the :tem a positive measure,

not a valid measure, or 3 negat:ve measur:2 o1 institytional

The second part of the survey listed the data for 2ach of

the Mmeasurasg for the vear the 1nst:tution’s grant vegan and the
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year after the ¢rant ended The participants were askad to study
the data for the two years and decide what 1mpact, 1§ any, the
Title 111 AIDP grant had on the changes 1n the two years being
compared Participants were to mark on a scale of 1 to S with !
representing no 1mpact and 5 representing great i1mpact

The third part of the i1nstrument contained a li1st of
descriptive questions about the AIDP activities The
participants were asked to answer the following questions-

1. Licgt and give 1 brief description of each activaty 1n
the grant.

(O]

Which of the activities are now funded by the
institution?

3. Which are sti1l1l funded by federal funds?

4. Were any of the acfivities dropped® Wh'?

S. Which of the activities have been the most effective?
Why?

The surveys were studied to see 1f there were any problems
with the individual measures. Three measures were eliminated
since they did not apply to all i1nstitutions, and not all of the
participants responded to the three 1tems. The thrze 1tems wera
5. Local Appropriations as a Percent of Total Current Fund
Revenues, 158 Private College Tuition for Undergraduate

Students; (59) Private College Tuition for Graduate Students

To analyze the data, the 59 measures were grouped i1nto the
foiiowing eleven categories. : Indicators of Reli1ance cf
Various Sources of Revenues--9 measures, 2 Indicators of
Revenues Per Student or Facultly Menrher--39 Thteasures, o)

6
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Indicators of Ne t Revenues (Revenues Minus Expenditures)--3

measures, 4, Indicators of the Di:stribution of Educational and
General Expenditures--2 measures, S Indicators of the
Distributinn of Current Fund Expenditures--10 measures, 6

Indicators of Expenditures per Student or Faculty Memher--5

measures, 7. Ratios of Scholarship Expenditures to Tuition
Revenues--2 measurs, 8 Indicators Concerning ¥fund Balance--7
measurecs; 9 Indicators of Piant Assets a;d Indebtedness--4
measures, 10 Indicators Cuncerning Enrolliment and Faculty
Members~-7 measures, and 11 Indicators of Student Tuition and

Tees--4 measures
Findings

Overall the changes in the 59 variables studied were mixed
for the seven 1nstitutions. These variab.es hive been grouped
:nto the above-mentioned eleven categories. No one category had
an absolute increase or decrease 1n the changes 1n the variakles.
In the first category, Indicators of Reliance of Various Sources
o0f Revenues, the changes from tha base year to the year after the
grant were mixed. In the second category. Indicators of Revenues
per Student or Faculty Member, a maortity of the itnstitutions
reported an i1ncrease in four of the s:x variables The data for
the three variables in the next category, Indicators of Ne t
Revenues, ~Nere mixed. The changes in the next category,
Ind:zators of the Distribution of Current Tund Expenditures, were
mi1xed Mos t of the :1nstitutions reported :ncreases :n ‘cur of

the five variables 1n the category., indicators of Expenditures

10
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per Student or Faculti:y Member There were mixed results i1n the
WO vari1ables for Raties of Scholarsh:p Expand:tures to Tuition
Revenues Most of the 1nstitutions reported decreases 1n the
seven variables .n the category Indicators Concerniny Fund
Balance The majority of the i1institutions recorded an i1ncrease
in only one of the variables 1n the category Indicators of Plant
Assets and Indebtedaiess In the category, Indicators Concerning
Enrolliment and Facul!ty Members, the chanjes were —mixed In the
.ast category. Indicators of Student Tuition and Fees, six of the

tate students and five

(Y13

inst.tuzrions had tuition i1ncreases for i1n-

of the institutions had tuition increases for out-of-state
students All seven 1nstitutions 1ncreased their room and board
charges

To determine which of the variables had the most significant
change, the mean charge for each variable was computed, and then
the mean deviation was computed Those variables which showed a
change grezter than the mean and greater than the mean deviation
were considered to have changed signficantly When the vari1ables

from aach institution that showed the most signficant change:

wera grouped 1nto categor.es, most of the varialies that had
signi1ficant changes wer=2 grouped into seven of the eleven
categories The categories were (1) Indicatorz of Reliance of
Various 3ocurces of Revenues, ‘3) Indicators 3>f Net Revenues, .1}
Indicators of the Distribution of Educat:onal and General
Sxpenditures, {3) Indicators of the Distr:bution of Current Tund
gxpendl tures, f9) Indicators of Plant Assets and indebtedness,
9

11




(10 In.itcators Concerning Enrollment and Faculty fembers, and
(11) Indicators of Student Tuition and Fees

The responses for the validity of the measures and the
impact of AIDP on the measures were computed for each i1nst:tution
The respo ‘es were then grouped :1nto the aleven ca agories

showing the percent of concensus on the validity of the measures

and iverage 1mpact of AIDP on the measures The same was done
for the funding categories of zcurriculum innprovement, academic
support, student support, and adm:nistrative improvement
actvities The results were then ®lotted on graphs which are on

the next few pages

The responses of the adminastrators from the seven
institutions indicated a 11gh consensus on the validity of the
measures and a high degree of 1mpact of the AIDP gr;nt in five of
the categories. The categories with high validity 1i1d h:gh
impact were as follows: (4) Indicators of the Distribut:on of
Educati1»nal and General Expenditures with a 100% <consensus on
validity arid an impact of 3.29, 10) Indicators Concerning
Enrollment and Faculty Members with a2 consensus of 77 50% and an
impact of 2 96, (2) Indicators of Revenues per Ztudent or Faculty
Member wlth a consensus of 78 60% and an i1mpact ot 2 86, (1)
Ind:icators 2f Reliance of Sources of Revenues with a consensus of
32 50% z:nd an impact of 2 81, and (6) Indicators of Expenditures
ver Student or Faculty Member w:ith 3 consensus of 78 6LU% and an
impact of I 659

The responses also showed that four of the categories wera2

o 12 BEST COPY AV AILABLE
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~low 1n the validity of the measurnrs and on the i1mpact of the AIDP
on these mea-ures. These were. (8) Indicators Concarning Fund
Balance with a consensus on validity of 68 60% and an impact of
1 88, (7 “.ti10s of Sch-larshi1p Expenditures to Tuition and Fees
with a consensus of 54.30% and an 1mpact of .79, (11) Indicators
of Student Tuit on and Fees with a consensus of 71 40% and an
impact of 1.43, and (9) Indicators ¢ Plant As ets and
Indebtedness with a consensus of 46 40% and an i1mpact of 1.32

The lists of activities that were most effective according
to the responses by the adm...1strators were grouped 1nto the AIDP
funding categories of curriculum i1mprovement, academic support,
student support, and administrative improvement. The consensus
and 1mpact of the°se activities were ccmputed and charted.

Six of the seven i1nstitutions indica.ed that some of their
most effective activities of the AIDP grant were in the category
of curriculum 1mprovement. ‘hose categories that were high on the
validity of measures and on the impact of the curriculum
improvement activities were. (4) Indicators of the Distribution
of Educational and General Expenditures with 3 consensis: of 100%
and an 1mpact of 3.C8, {2 Indicators of Revenues per Student or
Faculty Member with 32 consensus of 80.56% and an i1mpact of C.94,
(10) I-Z1cators Concerning Enrollment and Faculty Members with a
consensuys of L0 95% and a2n 1mpact of 2 93; {3) Indicators of Net
Revenue with a consensus of 83 23% and an impact of 2.89, 12
indicators oi Rel:ance of Vari:ous Sources of Reve+wuez with a

consensus of 83 33% and an impacit of 2 85, and (6) Indicators of

10
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" Expvenditures per Student or Faculty Member with a consensus of

83 32% and an i1mpact of 2 80

The curriculum 1mprovement activities had the least
consensus of validity and 1mpact on the following categories.
(7) Ratios of Scholarship Expenditures to Tuition Revenues with a
consensus of 66.67% and an impact of 1 92, (8) Indicators
Concerning: Fund Balance with a consensus of 65.71w and an 1mpact
of 1 83, {(11) Indicators of Student Tuition and Fe?s with a
consensus o0f $66 67% and an impact of ! 50, and (&%) IlIxdicators of
Plant Assets and Indebtcdness with a consensus of S0 00% and an
impact of 1.21

Three institutions listed academic support activities as
some of their most effective activities. Those categories that
the respondents agreed had hi'gh wvalidity as measures of
institutional viability and on which the academic support
activitites had a high 1mpact were. (2) Indicators of Revenues
per Stud nt or Faculty Member with a consensus of 83.23% and an
impact of 2 11, (4) Indicators of the Distribution of E & G

Cxipenditures with a consensus of 190.00% and an impact of 3.00,

1) indicators of Ra2li1anzt2 of VYVarious Sources of Revenues with a

consensus of 35 19% and an impact »f 2 96, (6) Indicators of
ctxpenditures per Student or Faculty Member with a consensu of
36 67% and a2n 1mpact of 2 37, and (10) Indicators <Concerning

Saroilment and Faculty Members with a consensus of 35 71% and an
impact of 2 &1

Those categories that had the ! .:. amount of validity and

11
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‘on which the academic suppc~t activities had a low 1mpact were.

{7) Ratios of Scholarship Expenditures to Tuition Revenues with a
consensus of 56 67% and an 1mpact of 2.67, (8) Indicatars
Concerning Fund Balance with a3 consensus of 66.67% and an 1mpact
of 2 29; (11) Indicators of Student Tuition and Fees with a
consensus of $§66 67% and an i1mpact of 1 63, and (9) Indicators of
Plant Assets and Indebtedness with a consensus of 66 67% and an
impact of 1.25.

Three 1nstitutions listed student support activities as some

af thei1r most effective actrivities The categor:es that the
respordents indicated had a high validity as measures of
institutional viability and on which the student support
activities had a high i1mpact were: (4) Indicators of the

Distribution of E &§ G Expenditures with a validity 2f 100.90% and
an 1mpact of 2.67, (10) Indicators Concerning Enrollment and
Faculty Members with a consensus of 71 43% and an i1mpact of 2.67;
(1) Indicators of Reliance of Various Sources of Revenues with a
consensus of 74.07% and an i1mpact of 2.33; (2) Indicators of
Rev-nuyes per Student or Faculty Member with a2 consenasus of 72.22%
and an i1mpact of 2 23, (6, Indicators of Expenditures per Student
or Faculty Member with a consensus of 80.00% and an impact of
.13, and (3) Indicators of Distribution of Current Fund
Expenditures with a consensus of 83 33% and an impact of 1 83.
The categor:es that the respondents indicated nad low
validity as measures of institutional viability and on wh:ch the

student support activities had low impact are (3) Indicator= of

15
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Ne t Revenues with a consensus of 33.33% and an 1mpact of 1.67,

(8) Indicators Concerning Fund Balance with a consensus of 23 31%
and an impact of 1 43, (9) Indicators of Plant Assets and
Indebtedness with a consensus of 16.67% and an i1mpact of 1 235,
(11) Indicators of Student Tu-tion and Fees with a consensus of
66 .67% 3ind an impact of 1 17, anrd (7) Ratios of Scholarship
Expendi tures to Tuition Revenues with a consensus of 50.02% and
ar mpact of 1.00

Four of the :1nstitutions listed administrative improvement
ictivities as some of thei1: most effective activities. The
categories that the respondents indicated had high validity as
measures of 1r3ti1tutional vidbility and on which edmtn;stratxve
improvement activit:ies had high impact were- (2) Indicators of
Revenues per Student or Faculty Member with a coansensus of 79.17%
and an 1mpact of 2.75; (1J) Indicators Concerning Enrollment and
Faculty Members with a consensus of 78 57% and an impact of 2.64,
(4) Indicators of the Distribution of E & G Expenditures with a
consensus of 100 00% and an 1mpact of 2.63, (3) Indicators of
Expendltures per Student or Faculty Member with a consensus of
35 00% and an i1mpact of C 53, and (1) Indicators of Rel:ance of
Various 3Sources of Revenue with a consensus of 30 S6% and an
impact of 2 =3

The categories that the respondents :ndicated had low
validity as measures of institutional viakility and on which the
3dministrative improvement acti:vities had low :impact are (8)

Indicators Concerning Fund Balance with 3 consensus of 42 86% and

ye
[ 73]
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T an impact of 1.82, (11 Indicators of Student Tuition and

with a2 consensus of 37 50% and an :i1mpact of 1.58, 7

Fees

Rat:os of .

Scholarship Expenditures to Tuition Revenues with a consensus of

62.50% and ar impact of 1 S0, and (9) Indicators of Plant Assets

and Indebtedness with a8 consensus of 62.50% and an
1.25
Conclusions

Based wupon the findings of this research, the

conclusions were reached.

1 The changes ofi i1nst:tutional viabil:ty, as measurad Dy

variables studied, were mixed for those i1institutions

impact of

following

the €9

involved

in the Advanced Institutional! Development Program from the

base year to the year after the completion of the grant for

each of the i1nstitutions studied. While the institutions
cannot be compared to each other because of different base
years and different years for the end of the grant, the

variables were grouped 1nto eleven categories according to

the content of the wvariables. No one category

had an

absolute i1ncrease or decrease 1n the changes 1n the var:ables

for *he seven i1nstitutions

2. The AIDP grant had a moderate i1mpact on the changes 1n

:nstitutional viability for each of the seven institutions

L perceived by the administrators, curriculum improvement
activities nad the most 1mpact on measures o0f nstitut:onzal
viability with s1x of the seven tnstitutions listing

curriculum improvement activities

O
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Given the limitations of the external elements such as

federal funding from the Department of Agriculture for the
1890 land grant status, the administrators’ understanding of
the measures of i1nstituticnal viabil:ty, the 1nvolvement of

s1x of these 1nstitutions 1n state-wide decegregation plans,

the changing economy during this persiod, arnd the changing
demographics in the United States, it 1s diffaicult to
determine if the AIDP grant did strengthen these
institutions However, data from specific measures and from

five of the follow up questions asked to ascertain more
speci1fic information on the institut:ons and the:r grants,
did indicate ‘iat certain areas of the institutions have been
strengthened. Assuming that survivability of an 1nstitution
18 dependent ugon stable or increasing enrollment, a
qualified faculty that 1s stabie, and stab:e or increased
expend: tures per siudent, then the surveys showed that the
AIDP grant had 2 positive :mpact on wach of the institutions
1in these areas. Four of the instituticns reported an
increase in government approp:r:ations per FTE student,
tuition and fees per sztudent, TTE enrollment, and :n number
of faculty. Five of the institutions reported an increase
1n instructional expend:tures per FTE student, while s1X

institutions reported an increase 1n total current fund

expendi ture per FTE student. Student faculty ratio

stabii.i1zad at about 1S/:. Salary :i(ncreases, which help with

ratention of faculty, increased 1n all si1x 1nstitutions that
15
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repor;ed changes in salaries. The 1ncreases rangea from
$2,800.00 to $15,628.00. The greatest 1mpact of AIDP on
these 1nst1tutxon§ was 1n the area of curriculum development

New programs were established i1n fields where Blacks have
traditionally been underrepresented Also, the basic skills
programs in these 1nstitutions i1ncreased the chances of the
underprepared students of succeeding. These two activities
helped to stabilize or 1ncreasg tr enrollment at each of
these i1nstitutions. After curriculum i1mprovement activities,
administrative improvement activities had the most impact 21
these institutions. The dJdevelopment of an MIS at each of
these institutions, which would not have been done without
AIDP funds, improved administrative ©practices, and thus
improved the fiscal management of these institutions.
Lastly, the administrators at all *hese 1nstitutions believe
they have been strengihened to 3 point where ei1ther they have
applied for an endowment grant or are planning to These
2ndowment grants require a dollar-for-~dollar match, and the
administrators at the institutions believe they will be

successful 1n raising the required matching funds
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FIGURE 2
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FIGURE 3
EFFECTIVENKSS OF ADMINISTRATIVE IWPROVEMENT ACTIVITIES
VALIDITY OF MEASURES VS IMPACT OF GRANT ON CATEGOKY \ F MEASURES
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