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A Repert on the Retrenchment Activities of Colleges and Universities

Summary and Conclusions

This report discusses the results from four exploratory analyses
designed to examine two questions: 1) How do Institutions respond to
declining revenues and enroliments, and 2) Are there differences
between growing and declining institutions in individuals' perceptions
of Institutional behavior? We consider the analyses to be exploratory
for a number of reasons. First, the analyses discussed in the first
three sections are a first pass at manipulating the data collected in a
1983 survey of 334 four-year colleges and universities. Second, their
s little consensus within the |Iterature as how to define declinc.
For example, should one year's decrease in enroliments or revenues be
defined as decline? Or, should decreasing enroliments or revenues be
observed over a number of years before It Is defined as decline.
Third, HEGIS financial and enroliment data have not been released for
all the years Included in the survey study. Given these constraints,
we have treated these analyses as an opportunity to experiment wifh
different definitions of declline.

Each of the four analyses address different Issues. The first
analysis employs a scalogram technique to examine whether there is a
hierarchy of institutional responses to enroliment/revenuve decline. It
also examines whether decline and nondecline institutions can be
differentiated on the basis of actions that they have taken over a
specific period of time. The second analysis examines whether there

are natural groupings of institutional responses to declining



enrol iments and revenues. Factor analysls was employed to assess the
degree cf assoclation between cutback actions, and to determine what
the pattern of assoclation was between dlfferent retrenchment
activities. The third analysis examined whether there were
statistically signilficant dilfferences between respondents perceptlions
of Instltutional environments, form and functioning, and outcomes In
decl ine and nondecline institutions. The fourth analysis was designed
to examline the relative Impact of a set of factors on the extent to
which Institutions engaged in across-the-board versus selective cuts as
they experlienced declining revenues, and the extent to which resources
are real located among different areas of Instltutional operations under

these conditlons.

Results

1. The scalog-am analysls Indicated that there Is no hlerarchy of
lnsflfuflonél responses to declining revenues and enrol iments.

2, The factor analysis revealed that there are some assoclations
between the responses chosen by Instltutions experlencing decllining
revenues or enrollments. For example, a factor was ldent!fled and
label led "personnel reduction." institutions that selected one
personnel reductlion option, such as reducing secretarial support, were
also llkely to select other simllar personnel options, such as reducing
staff support, and reducing the number of student services personnel.
Three other factors Identifled In the analysls were an “elImination of
off~campus programs" factor, a "major reductions In Instltutional
operations" factor, and a factor that appeared to be related to an
institution's efforts to tap Into the market for non~-traditional

students.
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3. The results of the correlation analysis revealed that there
are a number of signl’icant differences In the perceptlions of
respondents at decline and nondecline Institutions that were concerned
with the institution's environment, the Institution's abllity to
compete with other Institutions for faculty and students, leadership
credlbillty, and the satisfaction of organizational constituencles.
Also notable were the findings of no signiflcant dlfferences on
traditional measures that reflected organizational form and function,
such as in perceptions of institutional speclallzation, centrailzation,
turnover, rewards and feedback, and resource allocation declislon
styles.

4. The results of the regression analyses Indlcated thc* a number
of factors affect an Institution's propensity to engage in
across-the-board cuts versus selective cuts accompanied by resource
real location. Speclflcally, Institutions were more likely to engage in
selective cuts as the sever ity of revenue decline Increased |f they
were privately controlled, and If they were two-year Instlitutions.
Institutions were more Ilrely to engage In minimal real location or
across-the-board cuts if they were public, four-year, and If the

duration of an eplsode of decline stretched over a number of years.

Conclusions

The results of these four analyses can be interpreted In the
following way: The selection of retrenchment optlions Is not nearly as
orderly as It has been portrayed In the |Iterature. There Is no
impliclt hierarchy of response that refiects the severity of decline
encountered, and less drastic responses, such as restricting travel,

telephone and supply purchases, do not necessarlly precede more drastic



responses, such as declaring financlal exigency. It also appears that
the selection of institutional responses to declining revenues and
enrol iments Is asynchronous, and the selection of speciflic cutback
responses is |argely dependent on the pecullar factors that constrzin’
each Institution's options. While there appears to be minimal
regularities In the specific actions employed by institutions faced
with declining revenues and/or enroliments, there are clearly
differences in the perceptions of Individuals at decline and nondecline
Institutions.

Moreover, the pattern of findings are ccnsistent with the earlier
work of the Orga:r.izational Studies Division, particu!arly with Zammuto
and Cameron's model of environmental decline and organizational
response and with Chaffee's concept of Interpretiv. strategy. These
preliminary findings suggest that the use of these conce tual
frameworks in future analyses will yield significant information on the
nature of organizational decline and the nature of effective responses
to decline,

Research Is presently bein Initiated In these directions, and
will continue as future releases of HEGIS flnancial and enrol Iment data
are made avallable. When thls data becomes avallable later thls year,
it will be possible to determine the extent to which percopflons of
enrol iments and revenue experiences match the actual changes In
institutional enrolIments and revenues; develop more f ine-gralned
operational definitions of enrolIment and revenue decline; determine

how the perceptions of individuals are affected by the reallocation of

resources over time; how dlfferences in organizational form and




function affect reallocation; and what the effect of the real location

of resources is on subsequent institutional performance.




INTRODUCT ION

This exploratory study employed four dltferent analytical
techniques to examine two broad questions: 1) how do Institutlions
respond to declIning revenues and/or enroliments, and 2) are there
differences between growing and declining Institutions In Individuals!
perceptions of Institutlonal behavior. Briefly, the flrst analysls
employed a scalogram technique to examine whether there was any
Inherent hlerarchy In the responses selected by Institutions when they
encountered declining revenues and/or enrol iments. The underlying
question was whether Institutions selected less drastic responses, such
as reducing the number of courses offered, before selecting more
dramatic ones, such as deciaring flnancial exigency. The second
analysls examlnes the same type of question but In a different manner.
Factor analysis was employed to determine how Institutional responses
to declining revenues and/or enroliments grouped together. The
underliying question was whether there were any patterns In the types of
retrenchment options selected by Institutions.

The third analysls examined whether there were discernable
differences In the perceptions of Individuals at declining Institutions
and those at growing Institutions. Correlation analysls was used to
examine a selected set of questionnalre items, which reflected
different aspects of Institutional environments, functlioning, and
outcomes, to determine whether signlficant differences existed In
respondent perceptions. The fourth analysis examined factors that
affected the relative use of across-the-board versus selective cuts

when institutions experlenced declining revenues. As such, the flnal
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analysis provides a first step toward better understanding the process
of resource reallocation during periods of financial distress.

Data for the first three anzlyses were obtained from a 1983 survey
of administrators, faculty, and trustees In 334 four-year colieges and
universities. The survey consisted of two questionnalres: one that was
sent to all respondents that asked them for thelir perceptions regarding
various facets of their institution, and a supplemental questionnaire
that was sent only to the Institutional rosearch officers. The second
questionnaire requested factual information regarding the occurrence of
specific events at their Institutions between 1978-79 and 1982-83. The
Instruments are Included as Appendices 1 and 2, Over 3,400 Individuals
responded tc the first questionnaire. Data from this Instrument were
aggregated to the Institutional level for the following three analyses.
Institutional research offlcers from 269 Institutions responded to the
supplemental questionnaire.

Institutions were selected for Inclusion in the questionnaire
study on the basis of four characteristics: enroliment size,
institutional control, enroliment change, and the presence or absence
of graduate programs. Institutions were considered elligible for the
study if their fulil-time equivalent enrol iments ranged between 200 FTE
and 20,070 FTE students, Smaller and larger schools were elimineted
from the potential sample., The resulting sample Is representative of
the population of colleges and universities within this size range.
Selection on the basis of Institutional control was made to ensure that
the relative proportion of public and private Institutions Included In
the sample was representative of the population of colleges and

unlversities as a whole. The presence or absence of graduate programs
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criterion was also Included to ensure that the distribution of
Institutions with and without signlflicant graduate programs
approximated that of the population as a whole.

The final criterion was concerned with the changes In
Institutional enroliments bhetween 1978-79 and 1981-82. Institutions
were separated Into three groups, which reflected whether thelr
enrol Iments had grown, remeined stable, or declined during this perlod
on the basis of Higher Education General Information Survey (HEGIS)
enrol Iment data. Schools that had experlenced declining enrol Iments
were overrepresented In the sample selection process for the purpose of
ensurlng that the decline subsample would be large enough for
meaningful analyses. Overall, the resulting sample of Institutions
included in the study Is representative of the population within the
limlts set by the selection criterion. Data for the fourth 3nalysls
were drawn from the HEGIS flnancla! survey for the years between
1972-73 and 1980-81, and the sample Included all Instltutions in the
HEGIS unlverse.

Before discussing the results of these analyses, one fundamental
Issue needs to be addressed. Thls Issue concerns the defInition of
declining and nondeclining Instltutions. There are two aspects to thls
Issue. One concerns the criterla for Identifying declinling and
nondec|Ining Institutions; the oth-.: focuses on delimiting the starting
and ending polnts for determining whether decline occurred. The flrst
problem has to do with the fact that there Is no unequlivocal deflinlition
of what constitutes decline. Some studles use revenues, others have

employsd enrclIments, and still others have used a comblnation of both.
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The second problem Is one of declding how long a perlod of
decreasing revenues, enroliments, or both constitutes an eplsode of
decline. For example, does a single year's decrease constltute
decline? Or, should only a sustained decrease over a number of years
be defined as decline? This particular problem is excerbated by the
fact that HEGIS financial data for the last two years on which the
Survey responses are based were not available at the time the analyses
were undertaken,

We decided to treat these classification problems as an
opportunity in the process of exploratory analysis and experiment wlth
different classification techniques, each of which appear to be
appropriate for the specific analysis, given the data at hand. As a
result, four different classification techniques were employed In the
analyses discussed In the following sections. In the scalogram
analysis, no a priorl Judgménfs were made concerning whether an
Institution had experienced or not experlenced decline. The decision
was based on the fact that if there was any underiying order In
institutional responses to decline, the results of the analysis could
be used to separate decline and nondecline institutions. |n short,
fnstitutions that had not experlenced decline would recelve low scale
scores, indicating that they had selected few If any of the
retrenchment activities. In contrast, decline institutions would
receive higher scale scores, indicating that they had engaged in a
number of retrenchment activities.

The factor analysis and the correlation analysis emploved variants
of the same classification system to select and group institutions. In

these two cases, both HEGIS and perceptual data were used 1o construct




the classification system. In the factor analysis, Institutions were
included In the sample |f there was complete agreement by respondents
at the Institution that elther enroliments or revenues had declined
during the period 1978-79 and 1982-83. Institutions were also Included
in the sample If HEGIS financial and enrol Iment data revealed that
elther thelr revenues or enroliments had decreased by more than five
percont during the period between 1978-79 and 1980-81.

In the case of the correlation analysis, I~stitutions were
classified as nondecliine institutions If there was compiete agreement
that the Institutions enroliments or revenues had not declined during
the period 1978-79 and 1982-83, or If the HEGIS data showed that
revenues or enrnliments had Increased by more than flve percent between
1978-79 and 1980-81. Conversely, Institutions were classifled as
having experlenced deciine If there was complete agresment among the
respondents that their Institution's enrolIments or revenues had
declined between 1978-79 and 1980-81. The resulting classification
ylelded four groups that were Incliuded In the analysis: 1) perceptual
enrol iment deciine/nondeciine, 2) perceptual revenue
deciine/nondeci ine, 3) HEGIS enrol Iment decline/nondeciine, and 4)
HEGIS revenue declins/nondecline groups. Analyslis of these four
separate groups allowed for an examlnation of: 1) whether any
differences existed between decline/nondeciine Institutions In terms of
perceptions of Institutional functioning, and 2) what the potential
ef fects of using different techniques for classiflication were on the
results.

The regression analysis apnaroached the problem differently In that

the Yopfc of Interest was resource allocation under conditions of
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declining revenues. Thus year-to-year changes In revenues were used as
the basis for constructing the study sample. Institutlions entered the
sample as a data point for each year that Its revenuxs declined from
the previous year for the years between 1575-76 and 1980-81. Each of
the classiflcation techniques |s discussed in more detai! In later
sections of the re,ort.

Finally, It is Important to emphasize that these classification
techniques are, at best, Imperfect, and that the res:its of the
analyses need to be treated tentatively. Further ¢nalyses using a
combination of up-to-date HEGIS enroliment anu ¢inzncial information
and perceptual data from the questionnaire study will yleld more

definitive results.

SCALOGRAM ANALYSIS

The first analysis was concerned with determining whether there
was an underlying continuum in the responses made by institutions
experiencing declining revenues or enroliments. The logic.for this
analysis was based on the reasoning of Mingle (1982), who suggested
that the severity of retrenchment activities unde taken by institutions
experiencing cutbacks would match the severity of those cuts. Mingle
presented a listing of Institutional responses to cutbacks that are
arranged by the severity of the cut, which Is reprouuced In Figure 1.
The loglc of Minyle's reasoning is Intuitively appealing; the more
severe the cut, the more drastic the response.

We decided to empirically examine this idea by Incorporating a
modified version of Mingle's listing of Institutional responses into
our supplemental data questionnaire, which is attached in Appendix 2.

Institutional research officers at 269 institutions in the survey study

11
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Figure 1

INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSES TO CUTBACKS

SEVgngV RESTRICT TRAVEL, TELEPHONE, SUPPLY PURCHASES
CUTBACK POSTPONE EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

CuT LIBRARY BUDGET
TIGHTEN TENURE REQUIREMENTS

REDUCE ENERGY COSTS THROUGH CONSERVATION AND/OK
TECHNOLOG ICAL IMPROVEMENTS

EMPLOY PART-TIME IN PLACE OF FULL-TIME FACULTY

REDUCE SECRETARIAL STAFF -
DEFER MAINTENANCE AND RENOVATION PROJECTS

ADJUST INVESTMENT POLICY TO MAXIMIZE SHORT-TERM GAINS

REDUCE COURSE OFFERINGS; INCREASE CLASS SIZE

INCREASE TUITION, ROOM AND BOARD FEES

INITIATE A STUDENT HMEALTH FEE OR INCREASE OTHER SPECIAL FEZS
REQUIRE LARGER/EARLIER DEPOSITS

REDUCE NUMBER OF RESIDENT ADVISORS, COUNSELORS, OTHER
STUDENT SERVICES PERSONNEL

ELIMINATE GENERAL FUND SUPPORT OF INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS
INITIATE SPECIAL ONE-TIME SURCHARGES TO STUDENTS

LEASE, COMVERT, OR CLOSE EXCESS DORMITORY SPACE

IMPOSE A HIRING FREEZE--REDUCE COSTS THROUGH ATTRITION

CuT STAFFS OF PUBLIC INFORMATION, ALUMNI OFFICES

REDUCE OR ELIMINATE SUMMER SCHOOL OFFERINCS

TERMINATE PROFESSIONAL ADMINI STRATIVE ST#FF (ASSOCIATE
DEANS, ASSISTANT VICE PRESIDENTS, ETC.

CLOSE THE UNIVERSITY PRESS

CLOSE THE NATURAL HISTORY/ART MUSEUM
ELIMINATE THE INTRAMURAL SPORTS PROGRAM
ELIMINATE OFF-CAMPUS PROGRAMS

REQRGANIZE GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE--ELIMINATE "COLLEGES,"
DEPARTMENTS;" REPLACE WITH "DIVISIONS

ELIMINATE LOW PRODUCING/LOW PRIORITY ELECTIVE COURSES,
TERMINATE NONTENURED FACULTY WHO TEACH THEM

DISCONTINUE LOW PRIORITY ACADEMIC PROGRAMS; TRANSFER
TENURED FACULTY TO RELATED DEPARTMENTS

DECLARE A STATE OF FINANCIAL EXIGENCY

CLOSE MAJOR ACADEMIC UNITS, DEPARTMENTS, COLLEGES, SCHOOLS
TERMINATE TENURED FACULTY

MERGE INSTITUTION WITH STRONGER INSTITUTION

CLOSE THE INSTITUTION; TRANSFER ENDOWMENT AND OTHER ASSETS
TO RELATED PURPOSE

Source: "Redirecting Higher Education In a Time of Budget Reduction,"
James R. Mingle. Issues in Higher Education, no. 18, 1982.
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completed the Instrument. They were asked to indicate whether thelr
Institutions had engaged in any other of the Ilisted activities since
1978-79. If Mingle was correct, there would be a hlerarchy of
responses with an underlyling continuum based on the enrol Iment and
revenue decl ine.

The problem of empirically testing this idea was approached using
Guttman Scale analysis. The technique provides a means of analyzing a
set of Items to determine: 1) whether the responses of institutlions
were dependent on a single factor, in this case the severity of decline
encounterad, and 2) whether institutions could be ordered on the basis
of their responses so that decline and nondecline Institutions cculd be
fdentified. If a set of Items conforms toc a valid Guttman scale, then
1) the less frequently an item occurs (i.e., recelves a positive
resporse) the griater Its severity, 2) institutions that respond
positively to more severe items will respond positively to less severe
items, and 3) Institutions' cumulative scores are indicative of the
actions they have and have not taken.

The scalogram procedure works by 1) calculating a total score for

i
each respondent on the items In the scale; 2) calculating the frequency
of positive responses for each Item; and, then 2) based on 1 and 2

aoove, determining the number of respondents that should have passed |
and falled each item. Derlved marginals from thls procedure are then

used to estimate statistics that indicate the extent to which the items

form a Guttman scale.

The statisticai program used to carry out the analysis (SPSS) also

provides Item intercorreiations so that the investigator can further

evaluate the fit of a single item to the other items In the




hypothesized scale. The major drawback of the program used was that it

would evaluate no more than twelve items at once. We attempted to
minimize this problem by =analyzing the twelve most frequently occurring
Items on the first pass; the next eleven plus twelfth from the first
pass on the second pass, and so on,

Since we were Interested in determining whether decline and
nondecline institutions could be identified on the basis of their
responses, all the institutions reporting complete data for the
supplemental questicnnaire were included in the analysis. This
selection criterion resulted In 251 institutions being included in the
analysis.

The results of applying the scalogram analysis to the rirst twelve
questionnaire |tems are shown In Table 1. Examples of the kinds of
information provided by the scalogram program fol low:

1) The number of institutions responding affirmatively/passing
("1") and negatively/falling ("0") each item is printed at
the bottom of the table along the 1'ow marked éUMS. For
example, 96 institutions passed item Q7.

(2) The percent of Institutions responding affirmatively/passing
("1") and negatively/failing ("0") each item is printed at
the bottom of the table along the row marked PCTS. For
example, 79% of the institutions passed item Q6.

{3) The program prints the term ERR above those responses which
(based on thelir scale score) passed an item when they should
have falied It, or failed an item when they should have

passed. For example, two (2) instltutions failed item Q8
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Table 1 continued
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when they should “ave passed it; twelve Institutions passed
Item Q20 when they should have falled It.

(4) An Item=by-Item accumulatlon of errors Is printed across the
bottom of the table alongside the heading ERRORS. The left
value under each i?em glves the number o* respondents who
falled an item when they should have p=ssed It, and the right
value Indicates the number of respondents who passed the Item
when they should have failed It. For example, three (3)
Institutions passed [tem Q8 when they should have falled It;
twenty-two (22) falled It when they should have passed It.

The statlstics reported In the box below the table indicate the extent
to which the set of twelve Items form a Guttman scale.- They are
derlved from the marginal totals In the table.

The "coefficient of reproducibllity" equals the percent of correct
responses. That Is, [1-(total number of errors/total number of
responses)]. A general guldeline to the Interpretation of the
coefficlent is that a score of higher than .9 Is conslderad to inclcate
a val Ild Guttman scale (Nle, et al., 1975). The coefficlent for the
twelve Items shown In the box In Table 1 is .7558, about 15 percent
lower than what is consldered essential for evidence of a valld Guttman
scale.

The other coefficlents may be described as follows (Nle, et al.,
1975:533) ¢

The "minimum marginal reproducibllity" ccnstitutes
the minimum coefficient of reproducibility that
could have occurred for the scale given the cutting
points used and the proportion of respondents
passing and fallling each of the items. It Is
caiculated by summing the maximum marginais for

each item and dividing this sum by the total number
of responses. The difference between the

o2
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coef ficlent of reproducibliity and the minimum
marginal reproducibllity Indicates the extent to
which the former Is due to response patterns rather
than the Inherent cumulative interrelation of the
variables used, This difference |s called the

"percent Improvement" and Is actually the

difference In the two percents rather than a ratio

Itself... The final measure Is obtalned by

dividing the percent Improvement by the difference

between 1 and the minimum marginal reproduciblllity.

The denominator represents the largest value that |
the percent Improvement may attain, and the
resulting ratio Is called the “"coefficlent of
scalabliity." The coefficlent of scalabllity also
varies from O to 1, and should be well above .6 If
the scale Is truly unidimensional and cumulative.

Evaluation of the derived coefficlents In Table ! In terms of the
descriptions and criterion cited above suggests that they do not form a
val ld Guttman scale. In other words, It appears very unilkely that 1)
there Is an underlying unldimensional continuum of severity; 2) If
severity |s determined~by or Inversely-related-to frequency of
occurrence, then Institutions often took more severe actlons before
taking less severe actions; and, therefore 3) that particular actlions
taken by Institutions are not Indicative of other responses they havu
taken. These conclusions seem appropriate to ail three of the analyses
performed--the analyses for the remaining ltems are shown In Tables 2
and 3, Thus the results suggested by the scalogram analyses were
contrary to what we expected, gliven the logic of Mingia's reasoning.

In order to better understand why the events lacked the
hypothesized structure, an additional analysls was performed. This
Involved crosstabulating each of the first 25 events In the
supplemental questionnalre agalnst [tem 023 ("Declare state of

financial exigency"). Item Q23 was chosen because "declaring a <tate

of financlal exigency" is generaily considered a severe response to

deciining enrol iment and revenue. The results of this analysls are
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Table 2 continued
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Table 3

Scalogram Analysis for Cutback Items: Set 3
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reported In Table 4. The "twist" In the vable Is that the numbers
reported In each cell represent the number of Institutions that
dld/did-not declare financial exigency and also "dld-not" report dolng
the event speclfled In each row. Thus, for example, the data In the
flirst row Indicate that two Institutions that declared fInancial
exigency did rot "restrict travel, telephone, and supply purchases
(Q1)==rather curlous In view of the serlousness of the former event.
The data In the table Indicate that of the 16 Instltutions which
declared flinanclal exigency, several did not tak2 actlions that seem far
iess severe.

The results of this analysis seems to shed some IIght on why the
scalogram onalysis was unable to find an underiyling dimenslion of
severlty on the first 25 items of the supplemental questlionnaire, or,
attribute some meaning to the number of events that Institutions
reported experlencing during the study perlod. The results of these
analyses suggest the possibillty that Institutions may not have had the
option to take seemingly less severe actions--either because they were
already operating on the margin and/or because of unlque Instltut!onal

constralnts.

FACTOR ANALYSIS
With the results of the scalogram analysis showing that there was
a hlerarchy of responses based on a continuum of the severity of
enrol Iment or revenue declline, we declded 10 explore whether
institutions might engage In selected "sets" of activities to cutback
their operations. That Is, institutions might focus on retrenching by
cutting back In some areas of operation and not others. For example,

an instltution might cutback by reducing expenditures In the areas of




Table 4

Crosstabulation of Declaring a State of
Financial Exigency with Other Cutback Items

Declared a State of
Financial Exigency

IlD.id notll llD.idll

Q  Events 0 1
1. Restrict travel, telephone, and supply 19 2 21
purchases 20.9 12.5 19.6
2. Lower admissions standards 77 14 91
84.6 87.5 85.0
3. Postpone planned equipment purchases 15 0 15
16.5 | .0 14.0
4. Cut library budget 34 6 40
37.4 37.5 37.4
5. Tighten tenure recuirements 42 6 48
46.2 37.5 44.9
6. Reduce support staff through attrition 19 2 21
20.9 12.5 19.6
7. Reduce energy costs through conservation 4 1 5
4.4 6.3 4.7
8. Employ part-time in place of full-time 26 3 29
faculty 28.6 18.8 27.1
9. Reduce secretarial staff 30 2 32
33.0 12.5 29.9
10. Defer maintenance and renovation projects 29 1 30
31.9 6.3 28.0
11. Increase faculty workload 61 8 69
67.0 50.0 64.5
12. Reduce number of course offerings 48 4 52
52.7 25.0 48.6
13. Increase tuition, room, and board 46 4 50
charges beyond inflation rate 50.5 25.0 46.7




14.

Table 4 continued

Events

Require larger and/or earlier tuition
deposits

Reduce the number of student services
personnel

Enter contractual agreements with other
agencies to reduce costs

Eliminate general fund support of
intercollegiate athletics

Borrow money to cover operating
shortfalls

Lease, convert, or close dorm space
Impose a hiring freeze on faculty
positions

Eliminate off-campus programs
Eliminate off-campus teaching sites
Declare a state of financial exigency

Terminate tenured faculty

Merge institution with another
institution

24

Declared a State of
Financial Exigency

“Did not" "Did"
0 1
71 14

78.0 87.5
51 10
56.0 62.5
58 9
63.7 56.3
80 13
87.9 81.3
68 9
74.7 56.3
67 8
73.6 50.0
48 5
52.7 31.3
76 14
83.5 87.5
73 14
80.2 87.5
91 0
100.0 .0
80 8
g7.9 50.0
89 16
97.8 100.0 4J
91 16
85.0 15.0

85
79.4

61
57.0

67
62.6

93
86.9

77
72.0

75
70.1

53
49.5

90
84.1

87
81.3

91
85.0

88
82.2

105
98.1

107
100.0




support staff or by curtalilng maintenance, and not by reducing faculty
or course offerings. If this were the case, It wouid explaln the lack
of a hlerarchy of responses.

To Investigate this possibllity, we selected a sample of
institutions from those particlipating In the 1983 survey that were
shown to have experienced declining revenues or enrol iments sometime
between 1978-79 and 1982-83. Institutions were included In this
subsample If one or more of the following conditions were met: 1) All
the respondents from an Institution agreed that enroliments or revenues
had decreased sometime during the period between 1978-79 and 1982-83,
or 2) Analysis of HEGIS enroliment and financlal data showed that
Institutional enrollments or revenues had decreased by more than flve
percent between 19768-79 and 1980-81. Of the institutions completing
the supplemental questionnaire, 91 institutions satisflied at least one
of these selection criteria and had complete data for the
cutback-related |tems (items 1-25) contalned in the questionnalire.

The problem of determining whether there were cutback activities
that had a high correspondence or correlation with one another was
approached by employing factor analysis. For the 91 Institutions
Included in the analysis of cutback-related items, the Initial factor
decomposition produced ten factors with elgenvalues greater than 1.0.
Ten facrors were subsequently extracted from a correlation matrix using
squarred multiple correlations as estimates of communallties. These
factors accounted for approximately 45 percent of the varlance in the
system. The results of the varimax rotated solution are shown in Table

5.
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FACTOR

.37174
. 03258
. 16558
. 28958
. 03399
. 66705
-. 03430
13640
. 64679
+ 32423
02142
. 12388
=. 00591
. 06669
. 36964
27091
13206
-. 26095
. 09687
.55713
. 06018
. 04333
. 03576
13309
. 03326

FACTOR 2

139339

. 07056

16195

1550

. 05793

10673

. 04937
=. 02409
13975
. 04637
18413
. 09933
0?7177
. 00039
. 03373
. 04452
. 02763
. 14895
0?7913
d7201
87663
.83648
. 05750
~-. 06423
. 02303

FACTOR 3

. 03103
. 05813
21357
00244
. 02763
2164
. 04324
13694
13749
.30261
. 05836
. 26759
-. 00349
-.10516
. 25156
. 02314
-. 04122
-, 02025
32942
=. 14948
-. 04714
-.09237
51128
. 73975
0?7611

Factor Analysis of Cutback Items:

Table 5

Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix

FACTOR 4

34301
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-.0135%6

-. 03702

. 22635

. 23943

27239
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.13360

, 00235
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. 04275

00935

, 03594
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. 05223
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FACTOR
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-, 00350
. 12487
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11481
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-.03264
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. (4054
27337
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. 05186
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16195
-, 07886
-. 02998
22186
. 02443
-.08196

FACTOR 6

13713
. 00074
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-. 05327
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15809
.30732
. 18533
. 10373
71271
20077
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.01004
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. 03409
22350
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FACTOR 7

.35162
L4511
.53610
. 07661
. 02123
« 09671
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10100
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11204
. 14543
13506

FACTOR ©
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01741
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. 04370
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. 04207
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. 19339
. 04341
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22509
. 12752
. 52607

FACTOR 9

23015
01591
L1113
.00453
. 49015
L01751
00513
. 166892
. 02558%
29826
55089
10467
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03022
11430
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03950
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. 05236

. 00194
- 25998
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A review of the results shown In Table 5 suggests that meaningful
interpretation could only be tied to the first three factors. Assumling
a .5 or greater loading for a cut-off value, the varlables that def Ine
factor 1 Include (factor loadings are shown In parentheses):

(1) Q6: Reduce staff support through attrition (.67).

(2) Q9: Reduce secretariel support (.65).

(3) Q15: Reduce number of student services personnel (.57),

(4) Q20: Impose a hiring freeze on faculty positions (.56).

This factor might be label led "personnel reduction." Within the
context of this study, it suggests that when Instituilons experlencing
decline reduce personnel in one area of operations, they also are
Iikely to reduce the number of personnel in other areas.

The second factor was defined by only two varlables:

(1) Q21: climinate of f~campus programs (.88).

(2) Q22: Eliminate o+f-campus teaching sites (.84).

This factor might be labeled "of f-campus programs."

The third factor was defined by three variables:

(1) Q19: Lease, convert, or close dorm space (.53),

(2) Q23: Declare state of flinancial exigency (.51).

(3) Q24: Terminate tenured faculty (.76).

This factor might be labeled "major reductions,"

While several of the remalning variables have loadings of .5 or
larger on ihe remaining factors, they are not glven to stralghtforwsid
interpretation. The simpiest Interpretation of thls condition Is that
the remaining variadles occurred in a relatively asynchronous manner,
That Is, they occurrea as isoiated events, rather than in combination

with other activities. This thesis recelves further support from the

27




results of the scalogram analyses, which Indicated that no hlerarchy of

cutback responses exists,

The same type of analysls was performed for Items 26 through 35,
which reflected more proactive responses an Institution might take In
attempting to reposition Itself In the educational market place. A
total of 103 Institutions met the criteria for Inclusion and had
complete data on these Items. Initial factor decomposition produced
three factors with elgenvalues greater than 1.,0. These factors
accounted for about 30% of the variance In tue system. The results of
the varimax rotated solution are shown in Table 6.

A review of the results shown in Table 6 shows that only the first
1&2tor can be meaningfully interpreted. Again, using a .5 factor
loading cut-off value, the four variables that define the factor are:

(1) Q26: Establish new off-campus teaching sites (.50).

Q33: Develop or increase courses for part-time students
(.53),
Q34: Develop or incraase the number of adult lelsure courses
(.64),
Q35: Develop or increase the number of continuing education
courses (.74).
This factor might be labeled "non-traditional education." The
remaining variables aprear to share nelther common characteristics nor
common occurrence,

Overall, the results of the analysis show there are some groupings
of related activities that institutions employ In adjusting to
Jecreasing enrol Iments and/or revenues. But, while some sets of

activities emerged from the analysis, the absence of other sets of




Table 6
Factor Analysis of Proactive Items:
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Q26 .46909 .12850 .13791
Q27 .32150 .46627 .41867
Q28 .11905 .26943 .50451
Q29 .31546 .52000 -.03197
Q30 .26278 -.03671 .02304
Q31 -.00133 . 39339 .02231
Q32 -.06572 . 28245 -.49080
Q33 .52541 .20195 .25667
Q34 .63514 . 15752 .00437
Q35 .73736 . 14045 .13496

29
37




activities was surprising. For example, no set of activiivies forred
around a "faculty adjustment" factor, which might have Included such
Items as: Increase faculty workload, impose a hiring freeze on faculty
positions, empioy part-time In place of full~time faculty, or tighten
tenure requirements, In short, the analysis Indicates that there Is
some ordering In Institutional responses to cutback, but less than was

initlal ly expected.

CORRELATION ANALYSIS

Given the relative paucity of results from the scalogram and
factor analyses, we decided that a shift In the focus of the research
question was In order, from one of "how do Institutions respond to
decl ine" to one of "are there dlfferences between decline and
nondecline Institutions?" This facet of the research Is best described
by a combination of two metaphors. The first Is that of a hunter using
a shotgun in the hope that when fired it wiil hit something. The other
Is that of a fisherman, trawiing with a large net hoping to catch
something. Thus we assigned schools to groups of decline and
nondecline institutions and then sought to statisticaliy determine
through correlation analysls if and where the groups differed on
selected perceptual and objective Items from the questionnaire study.

The first task that had to be carried out was the development of
decline and nondecline groups. As previously noted, setting criteria
for Inclusion in the study groups Is largely an arbitrary matter. We
approached this problem by creating four grouping variables: two based

on respondents perceptions about enroliment and revenue conditions at

thelr institution between 1978-79 and 1982-83; and, two based on




percent-change In enroliments and revenues based on HEGIS data between
1978-79 and 1980-81.

The perceptual enroliment varizble was created by assigning
Institutions a score of 1.0 If al' respondents In a school indicated
that enroliment deciined In at least one year between 1978-79 and
1982-83 (Appendix 1, Section 2, Item 2). Institutions recelved a score
of 0.0 If there was 100% agreement that enrol Iments did not decline.
When agreement among an [nstitution's respondents was less than 100
percent, data for the Institution were treated as missing. The
perceptual revsnue variable was created In the <ame manner (Section 3,
Item 2),

The HEGIS-based enrol iment variable was created by assigning
Institutions a score of 1.0 If enroliments decreased by 6 percent or
more between 1978-79 and 1980-81. Schools recelved a score of 0.0, If
thelr enrol iments increased by 6 percent or more. Schools not falling
In elther category were treated as missing. The HEGIS-based revenue
variable was created by assigning schools a score of 1.0 If there
constant dol lar revenues decreased by more than 6 percent, and a score
of 0.0 If they Increased by more than 6 percent for the same period.

Crosstabulation of the perceptual and HEGIS-based enrol Iment
variables (Table 7) indicates relatively little overlap between the two
procedures. Subtracting out non-agreement and non-change schools
(n=94), we find 48 cases In the remaining 240, or 20 percent, that are
simllarly classified by both procedures. The comparable number for the
revenue varlables in Table 8 Is less than 12 percent, The relatively
small degree of overiap is not, of necessity, bad. Some di sagreement

must be expected as a function of the differences In the time perlod
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Crosstabulation of Perceptual and
HEGIS Enrollment Variables

Perceptual Enrolliment
Variable

Non 100% Agreement

100% Agreement Nondecline

100% Agreement Decline

Table 7

HEGIS-based Enrollment Variable

-5 to 5%
Change

>-5%
Decrease

i

>5%
Increase

94

36

80

39 18 10
!
158 56 120
32

67

334




Table 8

Crosstabulation of Perceptual and
HEGIS Revenue Variahles

HEGIS-based Revenue Variable

Perceptual Revenue -5 to 5% >-5% >5%
Variable Change Decrease Increase
Non 100% Agreement 113 37 126 276
100% Agreement Nondecline 13 0 18 31
100% Agreement Decline 17 8 2 27
143 45 146 334
33




covered by the two sets of variables. The perceptual variables,
1978-79 to 1982-83; the HEGIS-based variables, 1978~79 980-81. At
minimum, the low level of agreement and general differences between
classifled cases demonstrates the relative arbitrariness of any
operational ization of the concept of decl Ine.

A second, but nonetheless, equally Important issue concerns the
level of disagreement within schools regarding enrol Iment and revenue
related events, Thé data in Tables 7 and 8 indicate that respondents
in 60 percent to 80 percent of the schools studied disagreed about what
occurred in their schools during the five year study period. At
minimum, this suggests that !ndividuals in a majority of the schools in
this study were poorly informed about enroliment and revenue conditions
at their own Institutions, The effects of this problem will be
investigated in future work.

In order to determine whether there were significant differences

between decline and nondecline groups each of the grouping variables

was correlated with each of the relevant questionnaire and objective

data items. Institution questionnaire scores were taken as the mean of

. respondents scores at that institution. The nature and significance of

a derived corrclation in this instance--that is, where one variable is

dichotomous and the other continuous-~is mathematically equivalent to

the nature and significance associated with a T-test for group

di fferences,

The major drawbacks of this approach are that 1) It capitalizes on

chance differences between groups; 2) it falls to i ncorporate

Intercorrelations between items into associated probability estimates;

and, 3) necause of problems one and two above, the "type | error"




associated with each statistical test Is many times greater than
suggested by the results of utliizing a packaged statistical program,
On the positive side, if one simply views the results as exploratory
and only suggestive, rather than definitive in a hypothesis-testing
sense, they can provide insight into differences between decline and
nondecl Ine schools in the sample studied.

Statistically significant (p<.05) correlations--which, as
previously noted, are equivalent to significant T-tests for group
dlfferences-~between the grouping variables and the first 25 objective
data Items are indicated by x's in Table 9. These items might be
regarded as defensive or retrenchment oriented actions that
Institutions Initiated In order to exist under declining enrol iment and
revenue conditions. Correlations for items 26 through 35, which are
primarily proactive or repositioning orlented are also shown in Tabie
9.

Two points are pertinent to the Interpretation of the results In
Table 9. First, non-significant items are, in many ways, Just as
informative as significant ones. That is, they identify areas in which
deciins and nondeciine institutions do not differ even though they have
had very different enrol Imenrt and revenue experiences. Second,
inspection of the signs of significant correlation coefficients
indicates that they are all In the “correct" dlirection. That Is, the
sign on these coefficlents Indicate that schools in the decl ine group
were always more |lkely to have taken defensive actions than those in
the nondecline group. The following discussion will take the
relatively conservative position of only discussing variables that were

identified as significant (or nonsignificant) by both the perceptual
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Cutback in Proactive Items
by Decline/Nondecline Groups

Table 9

Correlational Analysis:
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and HEGIS-based enrolIment or revenue v-"iaples. The Interested reader

will find the results of all tests In Table 9.

The data in Table 9 indicate that Institutions experlencing
enrol Iment decl ine were more |lkely than nondecline institutions to:
(1) Lower admissions standards [item 2].

(2) Cut library budget [item 4].
(3)

Reduce support staff through attrition [item 6].

(4) Reduce secretarial staff [ {tem 9.

(5) Reduce number of course offerings [item 12].

(6) Require larger and/or earlier tultion deposits [item 14].

Similarly, Institutions falling into the revenue decline category
were m~, e |lkely than nondecline Institutions to:

(1) Restri:: iravel, telephone, and supply purchases [Item 1].

(2) Cut |ibrary budget [item 4].

(3) Reduce support staff through attrition [item 6].

(4) Employ part-time in place of full-time faculty [ Item 8].

(5) Reduce secretarial staff [Item 9].

(6) Defer maintenance and renovation projects [item 10].

(7) Reduce number of course offerings [item 12].

(8) Increase tultion, room, and board charges beyond inflation

rate beyond Inflation rate [item 13].

(9) Reduce the number of studen* services personnel [Item 15].

(10) Impose a hiring freeze on faculty positions [item 20].

Perhaps, the most Interesting results of the study concern the
general lack of statistically significant differences between the

decline and non-decl Ine study groups with respect to the proactive




Items (Table 9, Items 26-35). These results suggest that it Is not for
lack of action that decline schoois are in the situation they are iIn,

items which falied to generate signlificant differences on any of
the grouping variabies Inciude:

(1) Tighten tenure requirements [item 5]--cited by approximateiy

haif the institutions in each group.

(2) Reduce energy costs through conservation [Item 7]-—cited by

aimost ail institutions in each group.

(3) Increase faculty workioad [Item 11]--cited by approximately

haif the institutions in each group.

(4) Eliminate general fund support of Intercollegiate athietics

[item 17]--cited by very few institutions in each group.

(5) Eliminate of f-campus programs [Item 21]--cited by very few

Institutions in each group.

The results of the tests for group differences on the
questionnaire items are shown in Table 10. Agaln, the foliowing
discussion wilil take the relatively conservative approach of discussing
those Items that were identifled as significant (nonsignificant) by
both the perceptual and HEGiS-based enrolIment or revenue varlabies.
The results of the tests indicate that respondents in schools that fell
into both enroilment decline categories were more Iikely to agree
(disagree) with the statement that:

(1) Agree: Competitive actions of other coileges and

universities now affect this institution In more areas (e.g.,

price, programs, area served) than in the past [Section 1,

#5].
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Table 10 continued
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Agree: Competition with other colleges and universities for
student enrol Iments has Increased over the past few years
[Section 1, #6].

Disagree: Those who make a personal or financial investment
in this institution belleve that they recelve an ample return
[Section 4, #7].

Disagree: Top administrators have high credibiiity [Section
4, f18].

Disagree: This institution tends to do more of what It does

well, to expand In areas we have expertise [Section 6, #8].

Disagree: Persuasion, negotiation, and coalition~buliding

are examples of what determines resource al location [Section

7, #12].

Respondents In enroliment decline schools also rated their

Iinstitution significantiy lower on items 24, 25, and 28 in Section 8:

(7)

Item 24: How many faculty members at this college are
actively engaged now in professional development
activities-~e.g., doing research, getting an advanced degiee,
consulting, etc.?

Item 25: Colleges may be rated on the basis of their
relative “drawing power" in attracting top high school
students. In relation to other colieges with which it
competes, what proportion of the top students attenc this
Institution rather than the competition?

Item 28: Organizational health of the coliege.




The results of the tests Indicate that respondents In schools that
tell Into both revenue decline categories were more Ilkely to agree
(dlsagree) with the statement that:

(1) Dlsagree: Those who make a personal or flnanclal investment

In this Institution belleve they recelve ample return
[Section 4, #7].

(2) Agree: We have no place that we could cut expendltures
without severely damaging the school [Section 4, #16].

(3) Dlsagree: This college has a very high ablilty to obtaln
fInanclal resources In order to provide a hlgh qual Ity
educational program [Sectlon 8, #3].

(4) Disagree: When hiring new faculty members, thls col lege can
attract +he leading people In the country In thelr respect!ve
flelds to take a job here [Section 8, #4] [Section 7, #12].

Respondents In revenue decline schools also rated thelr
Institution significantly lower on Items 24, 25, and 28 In Section 8:

(5) Item 24: How many faculty members at thls college are
actively engaged now In professional development
activities-~e.g., doing research, getting an advanced degree,
consulting, etc.?

(6) Item 25: Colleges may be rated on the basis of thelr
relative "drawing power" In attracting top high school
students. In relation to other colleges with which It
competes, what proportion of the top students attend thls
Institution rather than the competition.

(7) Item 28: Organizational health of the col lege.
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Items which failed to generate significant differences on ary of

the grouping variables follow. The groups generally di ffered from

one-another on these items by less than .1. Hence, the grand mean

(i.e., the mean pooled over groups) for each item Is reported In

parentheses. The scores are based on a five point scaie, where a score

of "i" stands for "strongly disagree," and a score of "5" for strongly

agree.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7

(8)

(9)

(10)

The tastes and preferences of students have become harder to
forecast over the past few years (2.7) [Section 1, #4].

This institution has many administrators performing
specialized functions (3.3) [Section 4, #1].

The academic programs offered here ref lect the mission of ihe
institution (4.0) [Section 4, #5].

Major decisions are very centra!ized (3.5) [Section 4, 19].
Innovative activity Is increasing (3.6) [Section 4, #11].
There Is a great deal of turnover in administrative positions
(2.4) [Section 4, #14].

When cutbacks occur, they are done on a prioritized basis
(3.4) [Section 4, #19].

Top administrative positions are now held by individuals who
were promoted from within the institution (2.9) [Section 4,
#22].

We are making our academic programs more diverse (3.5)
[Section 6, #1].

We are increasing the investment of the coilege in functions
that deal with external people (admissions, development,

government relations, and others) (3.7) [Section 6, #3].
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This Institution tries to Insulate lvself from pressures In

the environment (2.5) [Section 6, #4].

(12) The top administrative team provides iacentives for
conserving resources (3.0) [Section 6, #14].

(13) One Individual at this Institution makes all resource
al location decisions of =:v consequence (2.5) [Section 7,
#2].

(14) A rational process Is used to make resource allocation
decislions at this Institution (3.5) [Section 7, #4].

(15) No particular pattern characterizes the process by which
resource allocation decisions are made here (2.5) [Section 7,
#5].

(16) Resource allocation decisions are political, based on the
relative power of those Involved (2.7) [Section 7, #6].

(17) Resource allocation Is decldedly autocratic (2.6) [Section 7,
f8].

(18) Resource allocation Is declided by colnc!dence; It Is a matter
of organized anarchy (2.0) [Section 7, #11].

(19) This college Is highly responsive and adaptive to meeting the
changing needs of Its external constlituencles (3.4) [Section
8, #2].

(20) There Is a very high emphasis on Institution-community or
Institution-environment activities (3.2) [Section 8, #9].

(21) A very large number of communlity~orleated programs,
workshops, projects or activities were sponsored by the

Institution last year (3.2) [Section 8, #11].




The fol lowing |tems were converted to a flve=polint scale, where a
score of "1" equals "none," and a score of "5" equals "all."

(22) What proportion of the students who graduated from this
Institution last year and entered the labor market obtalned
employment In thelr major fleld of study (3.4) [Sectlon 8,
#15].

(23) How many students would you say attend thls college to
ful fll 1 definlte career or occupational goals as opposed to
attending for soclal, athletic, financlal, or other reasons
(3.7) [Section 8, #16].

(24) 1f glven the chance of taking a simllar job at another school
of his or her cholce, how many administrators do you think
would opt for leaving this school (2.6) [Section 8, #19].

The following |tems were converted to a flve-polnt scale, where a
score of "I" suggests "very low," and a score of "5," "very high."

(25) Recognitlion and rewards recelved for good work from superlors
(3.5) [Sectlion 8, #31].

(26) The amount of information or feedback you recelve (3.6)
[Sectlion 8, #32].

The results of the correlation analysis indicate that there are a
number of differences In perceptions of Institutional bet-/lor In
decline and nondecline Institutions, WIith regard to the cutback Items
from the supplemental questionnaire, It appears that Instltutions
expe: iencing decl ine engage in more cutback activitles than do
Institutions not experlencing decline. Coupled with the scalogram and

tactor analyses, the results indicate that there are significant

differences In the actions selected by decline and nondecl Ine




Institutions, but also that there Is no hlerarchy of cutback responses.

This reinforces the earlier suggestioi. that the cutback actlvities
=2lected by Institutions In response to declining enrol Iments and
revenues are |argely asynchronous, and that the selection of speclfic
cutback actlons is |largely dependent on the pecullar factors
constralning an Instltution's cptiors,

The findings for the percuptual Items also Indicate that
signiflcant differences exist between decline and nondecl Ine
Institutions In terms of the percelved hostllity of the environment,
satisfaction of Internal and external constltuencles with the
Institution, credibllity of top Instltuticnal leadership, adequacy of
slack resources, and tte ablilty of the instltutlion to compete wlth
other Institutions for faculty and students. The nonsigniflicant |tems
are revealing In that rhey reflect traditicnal measures of Internal
orcanizational form and functlon. No signiflicant dlfferences were
found betwean decline and nondeciine institutions . perceptions of
environmental predictabllity, speclal ization, reitraiization,
Innovation, turnover, diversification, 1ewards and feedback, or In
resource allocation declslon styles.

Many of the Items for which signiflcant differences were found
have to do with perceptions of an Institution's environment and Its
position within It, and with tre credibll ity of Instltutlional
leadership to and the satlsfaction of organlzational constltuencles.
These findings are consistent with the earl|ler work of the
Organizationai Studles Division, particularly that of Zammuto and
Cameron (In press) and Chaffee (1982; ir --ess3). Zammuto and Cameron

have developed a mode! of environmental condltlions that create




-

different conditlons of decllne sach of which call for dlfferent types

of organliza*ional responses. Chaffee's work has focused on the role of
interpretive strategy In satlisfyling constituents and enhancing
leadership credibiiity. Whlle the exploratory analyses were not
designed to examine the data within the context of these two conceptual
.rameworks, the results indicate that future analyses along the |lnes

suggested by them will prove frultful.

CUTBACK MANAGEMENT AND ,.ESOURCE REALLOCATION

The final exploratory analyslis examines the extent to which
Institutional factors affect the process of resource real location In
colleges and un!versities that have experienced declining revenues.
Resource real locatlion under conditions of decline has Been clted In the
administrative commun’“y as being an Impci-tant issue. For example, th.
Natlonal Commission on Higher Education Issues (1982: 1) concluded from
their study of Institutional priorities and administrative leadershlp
that "the greatest danger to quallity In higher education in the 1980s
Is "cuts-across-the~-board." Moreover, If regularities In the
real locat!-n process can be Identified and better understood, It should
Le possible to determine what factors account for the dlfferences In
verceptions of Individuals at decline and nondecline instltutions.

This particular analysls differs from the three preceeding ones in
a number of ways. F'rst, it uses HEGIS flnanclal data rather than data
from the 1983 questionnalre study. Second, the sample |s selected from
the REGIS unlver. 3 of approximately 3,000 Institutions as opposed to
the survey sample of 336 Institutions. Third, the analyses uses a set
of hypotheses about resource real location developed from existing

| iterature rather than exploring the charact.ristics of the data
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col lected in the survey study. Fourth, the analysls focuses on

determining whether there are structural regularities In the system

that accourit for differences In the real locatior process rather than

examining differences !n behavior or perception. The following section
discusses the underlying rationale for the Natlonal Commission on
Higher Education Issues concern by examining the Impact of

across-the-board cuts on institutional functioning.

Across-the-poard Cuts

A number of authors, such as Jick and Murray (1982) and Behn
(1980), have noted that many organizations, both within and outside of
higher education, employ across-the-board cuts as a response to
decl ining revenues. The public administration and organization theory
Iiteratures have examined both the reasons for this practice and the
dangers assoclated with It. Briefly, administrators tend to employ
across-the-board cuts for two reacons. Flrst, across-the-board cuts
promote an aura of equallity; everyone shares equally In the problems of
the organization (Levine, 1978; Whetten, 1981). Such appeals for
equally sharing the burde of reduced revenuc. helps avold the
political Infighting and conflict assocliated with the reallocation of
scarce resources. Second, across-the-board cuts are passive or
de'aying responses to decreasing revenues that require [ittle exercise
of administrative discretion (Jick and Murray, 1982; Murray, Jick, and
Bradshaw, 1983). They enable admiristrators to avold the real ity of
scarce resources and the hard cholces required 1o retrench (Combs,
1982). In short, across-the-board cuts are a common response to

deci ining revenues because they are administratively easier to make

48




than Is the process of declding how and where To make selective cuts in

organizational operatlions.

Although across-the~board cuts are common and reduce the paln of
administrative declslon making, they do have a number of drawbacks.
While appearing to be equitable, across-the~board cuts penalize an
organization's most efficlient units, a phenomenon that Levine (1979)
has called the “efficlency paradox." Effliclent unlts have fewer slack
resources than less efficlent unlts with which to absorb budgetary
cuts. As a result, across-the-board cuts often have two unintended
consequences., Flirst, administrators have no Incentive to conserve
resources and operate efficliently in this situation, something that
becomes self-defeating during a perlod of decreasing revenues. Seccnd,
the production of the organization can decrease dlsproportionately more
than the extent to which cuts were made. To paraphrase Behn (1980),
cutting back any unit beyond a certaln polnt--beycnd the polnt where
organizational slack can be used to absorb cuts without reducing
output=--will reduce production by more than the percentage of the cut.

By default, administrators give up control of the retrenchment
process in using across-the-board cuts. And when adminlstrative
control Is lost, an institution can enter into a "self-reenforcing,
downward spiral of declinin¢ -=sources and capabilities: An Inltial
decrease I~ resources forces a flrst round of programmatic cutbacks;
these, In turn, discour ige the organization's most talented and
productive members who, also being the most mobile, leave; this hurts
the organization's productivity and makes it more difflcult for the
organization to attract resources; the subsequent decrease forces a

second round of cutbacks (Behn, 1980: 617)," and so the downward splral
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continues. Unless administrators can break out of the spiral of
decline, organizational demise becomes a real possibliity (Cyert, 1978;
Bozeman and Slusher, 1979).

Whiile much ‘is known about the dangers of across-the-boaru cuts,
Iittie Information |s avallable on how common the practice Is in higher
education, or about the factors that affect administrative declslons
concerning cutback management. Thlc analysis a*tompts to provide such
information by examining the real location of resources in colleges and
universities under conditions of declining revenues. Reallocation can
be defined = ranging between two extremes: from no reallocation,
where the proportionate distribution of resources across organizational
units or areas of operation remain constant as revenues decrease (i.e.,
across-the-board cuts), to total real location, where all the remalning
resources of tha organization are redirected to a single unit or area
of operation. The analysis examines the effects of the severity of
revenue decline, the duration of a deciine episode, an Institution's
recent revenue history, and Institutional control on the reailocation
of Institutional resources. The expected effects and thelr rationale

are presented In the fol lowing four hypotheses.

Hypotheses

1. The extent to which real location occurs Is positively related to

the severity of dec!ining revenues.,

This rather stralghtforward proposition is based on the premise
that the greater the magnitude of revenue decline, the greater the
threat to Institutional survival. When Institutional survival Is

threatened, administrators often have |ittie cholce but to undertake
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drastic action. Moreover, the reality of declining revenues is
immediate and unavoidable, and resistance to change within the
organization is reduced. As a result, administrators are more iikely
to take corrective actions and real locate resources so as to enhance an
institution's chances for survival. Therefore, It Is expected that
there Is less of a propensity to use across-the-board cuts, and a
greater propensity to make selective cuts and real l~rcate resources as

the severity of revenue decline increases.

2. The duration of a decline episode over time will be inversely

related to the extent to which institutions real locate resources.

Jick and Murray (1982) have suggested that organizations adopt
more passive responses i0 decline over time as the length of a decline
episode Increases. Given that across~the-board cuts are a passive
response to declining revenues, the expectation is that institutions
will rely on them more with the passage of time. Murray, Jick, and
Bradshaw (1983) have empirical ly demonstrated this effect in a study of
the responses of six hospitals *o declining revenues over a five year
period. They found that these institutions initially responded to
decreased revenues by Increasing efficiency and real locating resources.
But as the duration of the decline episode increased, the emphasis on
realiocation gave way to delaying actions such as across-the-board

cuts.

3. Institutions that have experlenced declining revenues in the past
are more like!y to engage in reallocation than are institutions

with no recent history of revenue decline.
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This proposition Is based on the premise that a recent hlstory of
declining revenues will sensitlze an Institution to the need for
real location, and make administrators more adept at handling the
political batties that accompany It. Therefore, a positive
refationship is expected between a recent history of revenue decline

and the ex.ent to which resources are real |ocated.

4. Prlvate Institutions will have a greater propensity to engage In

real location than will public Institutions.

Behn (1980), Jick and Murray (1982), and Murray, et al. (1983)
suggest that institutions will engage In delaying actions, such as
across~the-board cuts, if they belleve that an external agency Is
Ilkely to provide additional resources in an emergency sltuation.
Pubiic Institution= have state legislatures and coordirating agencles
that can act as courts of last resort. Private Institutions, with the
exception of a small number of schools with rellglous afflliations, are
less likely to be able to call upon an outside agency to make up
revenue shortfalls. Moreover, administrators in publlc Institutions
appear to have less budgetary discretion than thelr counterparts In
private Institutions, which hinders their abillty to reallocate
resources. Therefore, 1t Is expected that private institutions are

more |lkely to realiocate resources than are pubilc Instlitutions.

Methodology

Data Base and Sample

Data for thls analysis were obtained from the Higher Education

General Information Survey (HEGIS) finance questlionnalres for the
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period between 1973-74 and 1980-81. The sample Included all
Institutions In the HEGIS universe that experienced declining revenues

from one to the next In any of the years between 1975-76 and 1980-€1.

Yariablies

The real location variable to be used In this study was developed
by Ludwig (1983). It Is defined as the percentage of constant dnllar
expenditures across functional areas In time t+1 which would differ
from what would be expected given a pure, across-the~board cutback.

Notationally, the reallocation variable Is expressed as fol lows:

l:n=10 ]
€
.. i=1 '3 14 '[ai’T x (1-O1 /2

n=10
€
i=1

, O<R<!

3. 1+

Where 'a' Is the expendirures per area of Institutional operations
and 'C' Is the percent decrease In total organizational expenditures
from time t to time t+1. The areas of Institutional operations are:

1) Instruction, 2) research, 3) public service, 4) academic support, 5)
iibraries, 6) student services, 7) institutional support, 8) plant
operation any maintenance, 9) scholarships and fellowships, and 10)
educational and general mandatory transfers. The reallocation score
can range from 0 to 1, where 0 Indicates a pure, across-the-board
cutback and 1 Indicates a total reallocation of resources to one area
of operation. A score of .10 would Indicate that ten percent of an
Institution's resources were reallocate : among operational areus
between time t and time t+1.

The severity of revenue deciine variable (S) Is the percentage

decrease In total current dollar revenues from time + to time t+1. The
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duration or decline is represented by three variables: 1) the n:mber
of consecutive years or declining revenues (D), 2) the cumulative
percent decrease In revenues during the current episode (CS), and 3)
the mean annual percent decrease of revenues during the current eplsode
(MS). The revenue history variabie Is represented by the cumulative
percentage decrease In revenues during the past eplsode of revenue

deci ine (PS). Institutions that had not experlenced decreasing
revenues prior to the current eplsode received a value of zero on this
variable. Data for 1973-74 and 1974~75 were Inciuded to calculate
these last four variables so that It was possible for D, CS, MS, and PS
to have non~zero values during the first ;ear Included In the analyslis,
which was 1976-77. Institutional control (C) was operationalized as a
dummy variable, with public Institutions belng coded "O" and private
Institutions being coded "1", A dummy variable was also Included to
represent Institutional type (T) to control for differences between two
and four-year Institutions. Two-year Institutlions were coded "0" and

four-year Institutions were coded "0",

Analyses

The hypotheses were tested by regressing the real location variable
on the seven Independent variables (S, D, CS, MS, PS, C, T).
Observations for each of the years were pooled Into a single analysls.
As a result, an Institution could appear as flve separate observations
If Its revenues decliine from one year “o the next during each of the
years inciuded In the study. Preliminary analyses indicated that
nelther autocorreiation or heteroscedasticity were probiems, making

ordinary least squares regression approprlate.




Results

Table 11 presents percentage decrease In constant dollar revenues
for the population of coileges and universi+ies between 1976-77 and
1980-81. Of the total population across the period, 2,907 institutions
had complete revenue data. Overali, approximately one-third of the
Institutions in the sample experienced decreasing constant doliar
revenues from one year to the next. The table also Indicates that over
50 percent of the revenue decreases were flve percent or less.

Table 12 presents the distribution of Institutions by the percent
resource real location for the period between 1976~77 and 1980-81. Only
82.2 percent of the Institutions for which revenu:- data were avallable
also had compiete expenditure data, accounting for the differences In
the number of institutions In the year columns, This table shows that
minimal reallocation of resources occurred in most Instltutions
experiencing declining revenues. 54.1 percent of the institutions
real located flve percent or less of thelr resources beiween functional
areas during a period of declining revenues., The resui*s aiso show
that 5.5 percent of the Institutions used pure across-the-board cuts.
The unusual aspect of this finding Is that 79 percent of the
across-the-board cuts occurred during 1980-81, which may reflect the
Increased Incidence of decreased state appropriations to public
institutions and increased mid-year budget revisions with the onset of
the 1980-82 recession., Overali, these two tabies show that the
Incidence of declining revenues was widespread throughout the
population of colleges and universities, and that the proportion of

resources realiocated in response was fairly [ow.
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Table 11

Number of Institutions by
Percent Revenue Decrease, 1976-77 to 1980-81

Percent Revenue

Decrease 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 Total %
1-5% 548 542 629 627 584 2633 55.6
6-10% 249 214 254 209 183 1109 23.4

11-15% 103 89 118 86 71 467 9.9
16-20% 53 44 53 34 35 219 4.6
21-25% 19 0 18 20 26 103 2.2
26-30% 19 14 15 11 13 72 1.5
31-35% 9 9 5 9 3 35 .7
36-40% 4 11 4 7 1 27 .6
> 41% 27 12 15 10 9 73 1.5

1031 955 1111 1013 925 4738 100.0
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Table 12

Percent

Aumber of Institutions by
Percentage Resource Reallocation, 1976-77 to 1980-81

Reallocation 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 Total 4

0% 18 3 21 3 171 216 5.5
1-5% 279 352 436 421 404 1892  48.6
6-10% 216 169 213 182 147 927 23.8
11-15% 130 67 105 78 55 435 11.2
16-20% 52 35 48 34 33 202 5.2
21-25% 23 2l 26 18 9 97 2.5
26-30% 9 5 8 8 7 37 .9
31-35% 6 5 7 5 6 29 7
36-40% 5 4 4 3 6 22 .6
> 41% 5 7 36 .9
757 845 3893  99.9




Table 13 presents the results of the regression analyslis.
Examination of the standardized regression coefflclents shows that the
percent decrease In revenues was the best predictor of resource
reallocation. Th> results Indicate that the greater the decrease In
revenues, the greater the extent to which real |ocation occurred,
supporting the flrst hypothesis. The Institutional control varlable
was also a significant predictor of resources reallocation. Private
Institutions were found to real locate more resources than public
Institutions, supporting the fourth hypothesis.

Ot the three varlables representing the duration of decline, only
the number of consecutive years of declining revenues was found to have
a8 significant negative relationship with real loration. This Indlcates
that the extent to which resources are real located |s somewhat
dependent on the length of a decline eplsode but not on the cumulative
or mean annual severity of the eplsode. Overall, the findings for
these variables provide partial support for the second hypotheslis.

Institutional type was also found to be significantly related to
resource rez: location. The sign of the coefficlent indicates that
two~-year Institutions engage in mors real location than four-year
Institutions. This finding may be related to the fact that two-year
institutions face more turbulent economic and enroliment environments
as compared to four-year Institutions, and, by nature, have to be more
adept at realigning themselves with prevalling environmental
conditions. (See Zammuto, 1983 and Rusk, Leslle and Brinkman, 1982 for
a discussion of some of the relevant factors.)

Finally, the insignificant coefficient for the past revenue

history variable Indicates that having had past experlence with cutback
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Table 13

Regression Analysis

Dependent Variable

Percent Resource Reallocation

Independent Var .bles

Percent decrease in total revenues
Institutional control

Number of consecutive years of
declining revenues

Mean >1nual percent decrease in revenues
during current episode

Institutional type

Cumulative percent decrease in revenues
during current episode

Cumulative percent decrease in revenues
during past episode

*p<.01
**p<.001

59

(F=86.9, p<.0001, R%<.143)

-.289**
.066**

-.061%

.052
.051*

.029

.020



management does not appear to make adminlstrators more |lkely to engage

In selective cuts In the future. We expected that some Instltutlonal
learning would occur as adminlstrators galined experlence wlth the
cutback process, and that selectivity In making cuts and real locating
resources become more pronounced. As such, the results do not support
the third hypothesls.

Work Is now underway to determine how the real iocation process
aifects dlfferent areas of Instltutional operations (l.e., Instruction,
research, student services, Institutlonal support, etc.). Prelimlna vy
results indicate that the cutback/r~al location process Is falrly
compiex. Further analy=es wlll determine the extent to which there are
varlations In the ~eal location of resources acrcss functional areas,
and how these varlations are related to the severity of revenue decl Ine
encountered, Institutional type, and Institutional control. We expect
that the major payoff will come when HEGIS enroliment and revenue data
are avalliable for che complete set of years covered In the survey
study. Once these data are available, it will be possible to conduct
analyses that determine how the perceptions of Indlviduals within an
Instltution are affected by the real location process, how dlfferences

In organizational form and function affect real location, and what the

ef fect of reallocation Is on subsequent Institutional performarce.
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Dear Respondent:

This questionnaire is part of a national study of performance in colleges and univer-
sities conducted by the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems,
Several administraters, faculty department head=, and trustees at your institution are
completing this instrument. You were selected as a respondent because of the posi-
tion you hold at this school.

We are seeking your perceptions of the ouverall institution rather than information
about one particular department or program. The responses of all individuals will
remain strictly confidential. The data will be analyzed at NCHEMS in Boulder,
Colorado, and all individual responses will be aggregated. In addition, the name of
your institution will be revealed only to individuals at your schonl in the feedback
reports to be provided at the conclusion of the study. You will be able to compare
your institution with other similar schools, but the other schools will be described on
the basis of their general characteristics, not by name. ,
The questionnaire is designed to be raailed back to NCHEMS without needing an
envelope. On the back cover is printed the address of NCHEMS, along with a sticker
identifying your institution as the retum address. Just seal up the questionnaire and
drop it in the mail. We will pay the retum postage. You will find three peel-off stickers
included with the questionnaire for your use in sealing up the questionnaire prior to
mailing it.

Please complete the questionnaire at your earliest convenience: if poscible, we
would like it within 10 days of when you received it. Previous respondents have
averaged 20 minutes to complete the questionnaire, so despite its length, we hope
you find the questions interesting and thought-provoking. If you have questions or
comments, please feel free to contact Dr. Kim Cameron at (303) 497-0368. Thank
you in aivance for your cooperation.




meem= SECTION 1: Changes in the Institution’s External Environment s—

v/ @ / /.\
§ &/ & /z? &
I /&

The following questions concern changes in conditions outside your institution over
the past few years. Please circle the number to the right of each statement that
best reflects your institution’s experiences since 1979-80.

1. Major factors outside our institution that affect its enrollments have become more
predictable over the past few years.

2. Major factors outside the institution that affect its revenues have become less
pred:ctable over the past few years.

3. Competitive actions of other coileges and universites have become more
predictable over the past few years

4. The tastes and preferences of students have become harder to forecast over the
past iew years.

5. Competitive actions of other colleges and umiversities now affect this institution 1n
more areas (e.g , price, programs, area served) than in the past.

6. Competition with other colleges and universities for student enroliments has
increased over the past few years.

7. The number of patential students from whom our institution can recruit has
increased over the past few years.

8 Financial resources have become ore difficult to obtain over the past few years

SO S/SES
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e SECTION 2: Decreasing Enroliments sr———

This section is concerned with whether your institution has experienced decreasing
full-time equivalent enrollments during any of the academic years sin.> 1979-80.

: To the best of your knowledge, did full-ime equivalent student enrdc'iments
decrease from one year to the next during any of the academic years from 1979 80
to 1982-83?

If you answered “no” to the above question, please skip to Section 3 on the following
page If you answered “yes," please complete the remaining items in this section

2 Please check the years in which you believe that full-ime equivalent enrollments
decreascd from those of the previous year

- 197980 1980-81 o 1981-82

Please circle the number to the right of each statement that best reflects your insti-
tution’s experiences during its most recent episode of decreasirg enrollments.
3. Decreasing enrollments were inevitable at that time

4. Decreasing enroliments presented an immediate threat to the wiab hity of this
institution

5 Predictions of decreasing enroliments provided adequate lead time to ta'ce actions
that minimized ther impact.

6. Decreasing enrollments were a short-term problem.

7. Please indicate in the space below the major factors that caused enroliments to
decrease at your institution,

(1) Yes
_ o (Z)NO Bl
1982-83 IEE
// 4
QF F/ ~
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e SECTION 3: Decreasing Revenues s ———

This section is concerned with whether your institution has experienced decreasing
revenues, adjusted for inflation, during any of the academic years since 1979-80.

1 To the best of your knowledge, did revenues, adjusted for inflation, decrease from
one year to the next during any of the academic years from 1979-80? (1) Yes

_{2) No _3%

If you answered “no” to the alove question. please skip to Section 4, which begins on
this page If you answered “yes,” please complete the remaining items in this section.

2 Please check the years in which you believe that revenues, zdjusted for inflation,
decreased from *hose c. the previous year.

1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 383
Please circle the number to the right of eacn statement that best reflects your insti- ag/ &/ A
tution’s experiences during its most recent episode of decreasing revenues. oe"";ﬁ égS /& gf’gﬁ’
s - . > &
33/ S/ L/
3 Decreasing revenues were inevitable at that time. 112131415 —40
4. Decreasing revenues presented an immedate threat to the wviability of the
institution. 1123|145 —d
5 Predictions of decreasing revenues provided adequate lead time to take actions that
mimimized their impact 1123145 —a2
6. Decreasing revenues were a short-term problem 11213145 —a3

7 Please indicate in the space below the major factors that caused revenues to
decrease at your institution.

= SECTION 4: Institutional Characteristics m———————————————

In this section, we are asking for your impressions of some general characteristics

of your institution. Please answer each item. If you are not sure, make your best °¢‘§:§? ,;S& s'} & oes.’:é'
guess. (oéof’ Qﬁ" <~'> & i
1. This institution has many administrators performing specialized functions 1,2{3]14|5
2. Formal policies and rules govern most activities at this institution. 11213145 -52
3. This institution has a special identity, unhke any other in higher education 1121345 - 53
4. There is a general sense that this institution has a distinctive purpose to fulfill. 1123415 ~54
5. The academic programs offered here reflect the mission of the institution 11213145 55
6. People associa® d with this institution share a common definition of its mission 1123|415 56
7. Those who make a personal or financial investment in this inst' tion beleve that
they receive an ample return. 112131415 o7
8 The activities of the various units in this institution are loosely coo ...r «ted or loosely
coupled. 112131415 58
9 Major decisions are very centralized 11231415 59
10. LLong-term planning 1s neglected 172131415 60
[an}




= [nstitutional Characteristics (continued)

S/ /&S

11. Innovative activity 1s increasing 2131415
12. Top administrators are often scape goats 2131415
13 There 1s a lot of resistance to change in this school. 2131415
14. There 1s a great deal of turnover in administrative positions. 2131415
15. Morale 1s increasing among members of this institution. 2|3 | 415
16. We have no place that we could cut expenditures without severely damaging the

school. 2131415
17. Special interest groups within the institution are becorming more vocal 213145
18. Top administrators have high credibility. 21314]5
19 When cutbacks occur, they are done on a prioritized basis. 213145
20. Conflict is increastng within this institution. 213145
21. Top administrators believe that factors outside the institution largely determine its

condition 11213145
22. Top administrative positions are now held by individuals who were promoted from

within the institution 112y 3|4}5

—63

—b4

-65

—66

—67

—68

—69

—70

—-71

—72

SECTION 5. Type of Institution sm————————

These questions relate to the type of organizatioa that your institution is most like. Each of these items con-
tains four descriptions of institutions of higher eriucation. Please distribute 100 points among the four descrip-
tions depending on how similar the description is to your school. None of the descriptions is any better than
the others; they are just different. For each question. please use all 100 points

FOR EXAMPLE.

In question 1, if institution A seems very similar to mine. B seems somewhat similar, and C and D
do not seem similar at all, | might give 70 points to A and the remaining 30 points to B

1. Institutional Characteristics (Please distribute 100 points)

_.____ Institution A 1s a very personal place It is like - Institution B 1s a very dynamic and entrepre-

ponts  an extended family. People seem to share a lot points  neurial place. People are willing to stick their
for A of themselves. for B necks out and take risks.

___ Institution C 1s a very formalized and struc- Institution D 1s very production oriented. A
ponts  tured place Bureaucratic procedures gen- puits  major concern i1s with getting the job done.
forC  erally govern what people do. for D people aren't very personally involved

2 Institutional Leader (Please distribute 100 points)

The head of institution A is gei.erally consid- The head of institution B 1s generally constu-
ponts  ered to be a mentor, a sage, or a father or points  ered to be an entrepreneur, an innovator, or
for A" mother figure. for B 3 risk taker.

. The head of institution C is generally consid- The head of institution D 1s generally consid-
ponts  ered to be a coordinator, an organizer, or an ponts  ered to be a producer, a technician, or a hard-
for C for D

administrator, driver.
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= Type of Institution (continued) m————

3. Institutional “Glue” (Please distribute 100 points)

The glue thal holds institution A together 1s The glue that holds institution B together 1s a
ponts  loyalty and tradition. Commitment to this ponts  commitment to innovation and develop-
for A" school runs high. B ment. There 1s an emphasis on being first.

. ___ The glue that holds nstitution C together 1s . The glue that holds institution D together is the
ponts  formal rules and policies. Maintaning a ponts  emphasis on tasks and goal accomplistment. 254"

for C smooth-running institution i1s important here, orD A production orientation 1s commonly shared. 0697

4. Institutional Eraphases (Flease distribute 100 points)

~ . __Institution A emphasizes h’ .1an resources, _ Institution B emphasizes growth and acquir-
ponts — High cohesion and morale in the school are  ponts  ing new resources. Readiness to meet new
for A” important. for B challenges is important
-~ Institution C emphasizes permanence and  _ Institution DD emphasizes competitive actions 9899
ponts  stability. Efficient, smooth operations are points  and achievement. Measurable goals are 1o
for C important. for D important. 104 105
wse——— SECTION 6: Institutional Strategy
The following section deals with the strategy your institution is pursuing. Please
. . . . . . (2
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each item, based on your §$«5’ g S/ e e§°
own perceptions. SF/ P/ E/&/S§
©Q/Q/T /T /T
1. We are making our academic p:ograms more diverse. 112131415 —107
2 We are changing the composition of our student body, making it more diverse 11213 14]|5 - 108
3. We are increasing the investment of the college In functions that deal with external
people (admissions, development, government relations, and others). 112131415 —109
4. This institution tries to insulate itself from pressures in the environment, 112131415 —110
5. This institution tries new activities or policies, but not until after others have found
them successful. 112131415 —i
6. This institution 1s likely to be the first to try new activities or policies 1213145 —112
+. Our top administrators educate important outsiders about the vaiue of the institu-
tion in order to improve its legitimacy in their eyes. 112131415 —113
8. This institution tends to do more of what it does well, to expand in areas we have
=xpertise. 1121314]|5 114
9. This institution establishes new domains of activity. 11213145 s
10 We are increasing the quality of the individuals in top administrative positions 11231415 ~116
1'1. Top administrato:s emphasize finding new money, more so than saving money, for
a balanced budget. 112131415 7
12. The top administrative team has developed multi-y . ar stategies to achieve long-
term institutional objectives. 1121345 '8
13. The top administrative team receives rapid and accurate feedback about enroliment
and financial conditions. 112,314,5 119
14. The top administrative team provides incentives for conserving resources. 11232415 10
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mm——— |nstitutional Strategy (continued) s ————————

15. Of the four actions listed below, which one i1s the most likely response of this institution to changes in the
outside world? (check one response)

—_—

Change the institution’s policies and procedures
2. Change the institution’s iImage through communication
3 Change the kinds of students, suppliers, or donors we deal with
4

Weather any storm, making no changes a1

16. Of the four actions listed below, which one is the least likely response of this institution to changes In the
outside world? (check one response)

1. Change the institution’s policies and procedures

2. Change the institution's image through communication

3. Change the kinds of students, suppliers, or donors we deal with
4

. Weather any storm, making no changes —122

esme— SECTION 7: Institutional Decision Processes m——

The following questions deal with the decision process used at the institution for
allocating resources—whether the resources are staff positions, dollars, space, or

other valuable items. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with so/ 8 / A
each item. S8/ 8/ 8/ /OS¢
S8/ F/5/§ /s
6Q/Q/< /T /0T
1. This institution has a standard set of procedures it uses to make resource allocation
decisions. 112131415 —124
2. One individual at this institut: n makes all resource allocation decisions of any
consequence. 1123 5 14
? People at this institution make resource allocation decisions collegially 112131415 16
4. A rational process is used to make resource allocation decisions at this institution 112131415 1
5. No particular pattern characterizes the process by which resource allocation
decisions are made here. 17213145 ~108
6. Resource allocation decisions are political, based on the relative power of those
involved. 112:3,4!5 1a
|
7. Resource allocation is decided bureaucratically at this institution 1123145 10
8. Resource allocation i1s decided autocratically. 1127345 13
9. Resource allocation is @ matter for group discussion and consensus 1213145 e
10. Resource allocation decisions are based « what objectively seems best ior this
institution overall. 1123 5 1
11. Resource allocation is decided by coincidence; it 1s a matter of organized anarchy 1121314]5 141
12. Persuasion, negotiation, and coalition-building are examples of what determines
resource allocation. 1121 314| 5 TS
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w—— SECTION 8: Performance and Actions of the Institution m————s————

The items in this section ask about the performance and actions of your institution.

If you are not sure of the item, please make your best guess. /S //
2&/ &/« D
To what extent are the following characteristics typical of this institution? S/ S/ &/ & /¢
o/ .0 > &
58/S/ L/
I. One of the outstanding features of this institution 1s the opportunity it provides stu-
dents for personal development in addition to academic development. 12131415 137
2. This college 1s highly responsive and adaptive to meeting the changing needs of its
external constituencies. il1213(4,5 —138
3. This college has a very high ability to obtan financial resources in order to provide a
high quality educational program. 112131415 —159
4. When hiring new faculty members, this college can attract the leading people in the
country in their r~3pective fields to take a job here. 12131415 —140
5 There seems to be a feeling that dissatisfaction is high among students at this
institution, 1121345 —14
6 There have been relatively large numbers of students either drop out or not return
because of dissatisfaction with their educational experiences here. 11213145 —142
7.1 am aware of a large number of student complaints regarding their educational
experience here as registered in the campus newspaper, meetings with faculty
members and administrators, or other public forums 112131415 —143
8. There is a very nigh emphasis on activities outside the classroom designed specif-
ically to enhance students’ personal, non-academic development 11213145 —144
9 There s a very high emphasis on institution-community or institution-environme nt
activities, 11213145 —145
10. Students develop and mature in non-academic areas (e.g., socially, emotionally,
culturally) to a very large degree directly as a result of their expenences at this
institution 11213145 —146
I'l. A very large number of community-onented programs, workshops, projects, or
activities were sponsored by this institution last year 11213145 —1a7

12 Think of last year's graduating class at this institut,on. Please rate the academic attainment or academic level
achieved by that class as a whole. (Select one)

— 1) That clacs is among the very tof classes _ 5) Thatclass s slightly below average

in the country.
y 6) That class 1s below average.

—___ . 2) That class 1s well above average.
7) That class s near the bottom of

3) That class is slightly above average classes across the country i

4) That class is about average.

Estimate what percent of the graduates from this institution go on to obtain degrees in graduate or professional
schools.

1) From 91 % to 100% of the students . 5) From31% to 45% go on
here go on for advanced degrees.

———2) From76% to 90% go on.

_______6) From 16% to 30% go on

_7) FromGCto 15% go on to obtatn
—3) From61% to 75% go on. advanced degrees

v 4) From46% to 60% go on. 149
3

by
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—— Performance and Actions of the Institution (continued) s——————

Please use the following scale in responding to the following questions

7 —All 5 — More than half 3 — Less than half 1 — None

6 — A large majority 4 — About half 2 — A small minority
14.____ How many students would you say engage in extra academic work (e.g . reading, studying, writing)

over and above what 1s specifically assigned in the classroom. — 150
15, What propartion of the students who graduated from this institution last year and entered the labor

market obtained employment in their major field of study? 150
16.__ How many students would you say attend this college to fulfill definite career or occupational goals

as opposed to attending for social, athletic, financial, or other reasons” -152
17.______ Of those students who obtained employment after graduating from this institution, for how many of

thermn was career training received at this institution important in helping them obtain their jobs? Z153
18.__ If given the chance of taking a similar job at another school of his or her choice, how many faculty

members do you think would opt for leaving this school? 154
19.___ If given the chance of taking a similar job at another school of his or her choice, how many adminis-

trators do you think would opt for leaving this school? ~155
20._____ Estimate how many faculty members at this institution are personally satisfied with therr

employment. —156
21.__ Estimate how many administrators at this college are personally satisfied with their employment. —157
22.__ How many faculty members at this institution would you say published a book or an article in a

professional journal, or displayed a work of artin a show last year? i58
23. What proportion of the faculty members would you estimate teach at the “cutting edge” of their

field—i.e , require current journal articles as reading, revise syllabi at least yearly, discuss current

issues in the field, etc.? —159
24. How many faculty members at this college are actively engaged now in professional development

activities—e.g., doing research, getting an advanced degree, consilting, etc.? — 160
25.____ _ Colleges may be rated on the basis of their relative “drawing power” in at'.acting top high school

students. In relation to other colleges with which it competes, what propcrion of the top students
attend this institution rather than the competition? —161

This section asks you to rate your perceptions of the general day-to-day functioning of the overall institution Please
respond by circling the number that best represents your percepuuns of each item. If you agree strongly with one
end of the scale, circle @ number closer to that end of the scale. If you feel neutrat about the item, circle a number
near the middle of the scale.

FOR EXAMPLE:
How is the weather in this town?
warm, bright, and sunny l@ 34567 cold. wet, and dismal

How do you perceive the following?

26. Student/faculty relationships

unusual closeness, lots of informal
interaction, mutual personal concern

no closeness, mostly instrumental

7
123456 relations, httle informal interaction 1ho

27. Equity of treatment and rewards

people treated farrly and
rewarded equitably

favoritism and inequity present,

I 23 456 7
unfair treatment exists 163
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= Performance and Actions of the Institution (continued) sm———————

28 Organizational health of the college

college runs sinoothly, healthy college runs poorly, unhealthy
organization, producuve internal i 2 5 6 organization, unproductive internal
functioning functioning ~ 104

W
Iat
~l

29 General levels of trust among people here

. . h h , .
high suspicion, fear, distrust, 1 23456 igh trust, security, openness
insecurity s

~J

30. Conflicts and friction in the college

large amount of conflict, disagree-
ments, anxiety, friction

no friction or conflicts, friendly.

123 456 7 collaborative 106

31 Recognition and rewards received for good work from superiors
recognition received for good - no rewards for good work, no one
12 3 45¢67
work, rewarded for success recognizes success —1
32 The amount of information or feedback you receive

feel informed, in-the-know, feel isolated, out-ot-it,
information is always available 1234567 information 1s never available — 168

m——— SECTION 9: Respondent Demographics s—

These items ask for some personal demographic information. This information will not be used to try to
identify you, rather it simply will help us in our analysis of the questionnaire data. Please answer each item.

1. In what year were you born? 173

2. In how many organizations have you worked in your professional career?
3. How many years have you held your current position? __

4 Are vou male orfemale ______? g

5. Have you received degrees (i e., bachelors, masters, or doctorate) in any of the following fields> (please
check all that apply)

- 1) Business administration _____ 4) Health Care administration

____ 2) Educational administration ______ D) Personnel or Industrial administration

———__ 3) Public administration —____6) Other administration fields 19
6. In what field did you receive your last degree?

———— 1) Humanites (e.g., literature, languages) _____ 6) Mathematics and Computer Sciences

_ 2)Fine Arts (e g., music, sculpture) —_ __17) Professional Fields (e.g . law.

——— 3) Physical Sciences (e.g , physics, chemistry) engineering)

- 4) Biological Sciences (e.g., zoology, botany)___. ___ 8) Administration Fields (educational,

— 5)Social Sciences (e g., sociology business)

€CoNoIrnIcs) _ 9 Other i 180

7. How many years have you been affiliated with this institution? ___ 11
8 What is your highest academic degree?

1) Dcrtorate or other terminal degree

i} 2) Masters

—__ 3)Bachelors

. 4) Associate >t I
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Supplemental Objective Data

Dear Instituticnal Researcher,

The questions in the attached booklet deal with your personal views and nave
been asked of several individuals associated with thi: institution. The questions
on both sides of this page deal with facts and are askad only of you, in your
official capacity. Please answer all items to the best of your ability. After
responding, please leave this page in the questionnaire booklet, seal, and mail
it as directed on the cover. Thank you.

Directions. Please indica.e whether each of the following events has occurred

here since the 1978-79 academic year. Circle "1" for yr< '0" fcr no.
Yes No
1. Restrict travel, telephone, and supply purchases 1 0
2. Lower a-.iissions standards [ 0
3. Postpone planned equipment purchases 1 0
L. cCut library budget ] 0
5. Tighten tenure requirements 1 0
6. Reduce support staff through attrition | 0
7. Reduce energy costs through conservation 1 0
8. Employ part-time in place of full-time faculty ] 0
9. Reduce secretarial staff 1 0
10. Defer maintenance and renovation projects ] 0
11. iIncrease faculty workload 1 0
12. Reduce nurber of course offerings 1 0
13.  “nacrease tuition, room, and board charges beyond inflation 1 0
rate
14, juire larger and/or earlier tuition deposits ]
15. neduce the number of student services perscnnel ]
16. Enter contractual agreements with other agencies to reduce |
costs
17. Eliminate general fund support of intercollegiate athletics 1 0
18 Borrow money to cover operating shortfalls ] 0
ly. Lease, convert, or close dorm space 1 0
20. Impose a hiring freeze on faculty positions 1 0
2]1. Eliminate off-campus pr.jrams 1 0
22. Eliminate off-campus teaching sites 1 0
23. Declare a state of financial exigency 1 O
24, Terminate tenured faculty ]

OVER, PLEASE

T
0

24

25

2¢
27
28
29
30
31
32




25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

3.
32.
33.
34.
35.

36.

37.

38.

Thank you again for your assistance.

Yes No .
Merge ins*itution with another ins.itution ] 0 3¢
Establish new of f-campus teaching sites 1 0 35;
Expand hours of the day in which courses are of fered 1 0 36
Expand days on which classes are taught 1 0 37
Offer degree levels not offered before ] 0 a8
Enter contractual agreements with other agencies to cooperste 1 0 39
in offering courses
Increase in-state student recruitment efforts | 0 '
Increase out-of-state student recruitment efforts ] 0 €2
Develop or increase courses for part-time students 1 0 '} ]
Develop or increase the number of adult leisure courses 1 0 ¢
Develop or increase the number of continuing education courses 1 0 PP
Does the school have a brief phrase or statement, commonly 1 0 ‘
used, that sunmarizes its mis_ion?
If yes, wha* is it?
Does the president have a brief phrase or statement, common ly 1 0 ¢
used, that summarizes his or her current pricrities for the
school?
If yes, what is it?
Please list below the institutions t-at are your major competitors in
recruiting new students:
FICE. Do not
mark here.
' ¢47-52
2. 53-58
3. 53-6¢
4, 65-70
5.
71-76

6. 77-82
7. 83-08

: 89-0¢

83
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Please return insidc questionnaire booklet.




