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THE COLLECTION AND USE OF INSTITUTIONAL

RESEARCH DATA BY THE DELAWARE VALLEY

PROJECT ON COQPERATIVE CONTINUING EDUCATION

‘presented by: Dr. J. David Smith
Project Director
Region I, Continuing Education Project

BACKGROUND - THE COMMONWEALTH'S PLAN FOR REGIONALIZATION

In the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, the State Board of Education {SBE)
has "...the power and duty to review and adopt broad policies and principles
and establish standards governing the educational program of the Commonwealth. ™
Composed of 17 members, all appointed by the governor to six-year terms, the
board is divided into councils of basic and higher education.

In 1971, the SBE prepared The Master Plan for Higher Education in Pennsyl-

vania which called for a plan that would recognize and utilize the Commonwealth's
total program of higher education in the most effective combinafion of insti-
tutional, regional and statewide efforts. In January, 1973, the board adopted
the following resolution:

The State Board of Education endorses and adopts the

Principle of Regionalization and, in doing so, authorizes

and directs the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE)

to develop a plan by which regionalization will become a

reality.

Implicit in the SBE resolution was the expectation that cooperation

at the regional level would be the primary instrument for cooperation
among the Commonwealth's colleges and universities and through cooperation

would come the most effective use of the combined resources.
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In April, 1973, PDE produced and released A Design for Regionalization

in Higher Education in response to the resolution. The report recommended

the Commonwealth be divided into 10 post-secondary education planning units
and the establishment of a regional planning council in each region.

Prior to the release of the PDE publication, and until the spring of
1976 - a period of more than three years -, SBE and PDE officials and
representatives of the nearly 200 degree grénting institutions. in Pennsylvania,
discussed and deliberated the structure, purpose and activities of the regions'
councils. The viewpoint of the colleges and universities was often presented
by the Pennsylvania Association of Colleges and Universities (PACU). PACU,
an association of 119 college and university presidents from virtually all
sectors of higher education, was founded in 1896 "...to promote the welfare
of higher education (and) ...to establish a unity of spirit and understanding...”

In March, 1976, SBE released a final policy statement on Regionalization.
The document identified regionalization as a "...concept of cooperative
interaction among institutions...operating in the mode of voluntary self-
governance to {1) strengthen effectiveness of the higher education community...,
(2) ensure fiscal autonomy of the institutions, and (3) preserve the uniqueness
of the institutions..." A “"regional council" was recognfzed as a "...voluntary
and autonomous body whose member institutions are bound only insofar as they
have freely chosen to bind themselves...”

Endorsing the SBE statement, PACU noted that regionalization "...may
indeed become the operant mechanism through which the Master Plan's

"single system” concept is realized for the benefit of our citizens."
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The Commonwealth counties of Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery
and Philadelphia make up Region I, the state's most populous region.

Region I contains 71 colleges and ﬁniversities and enrolls more than
200,000 students, a number greater than the combined enrollments of the
other nine regions.

In the summer of 1973, Region I institutions established the Delaware
Valley Regional Planning Council for Higher Education (DVRPCHE) as its
regional council. The general management of DVRPCHE is provided by an
executive committee composed of five college presidents representing the
various segments of higher education. One of the members of the executive
committee serves as the chairman. PDE recognized DVRPCHE as the official
Region I council in 1974.

One function of DVRPCHE is to "...designate committees of the Council

to assist it in carrying out its duties...”

BACKGROUND - DVRPCHE'S TASK FORCE AND PROPOSAL

In response to a PDE proposal for an adult continuing education program
in Region I, DVRPCHE established in January 1976, a Task Force for Inter-
Institutional Cooperation in Continuing Education. The Executive Committee
of Region I appointed eight college presidents and one vice president as
task forcé members.

In the spring of 1977, the Task Force learned its Proposal For

In-Depth Study On Continuing Education had been awarded a two-year

$145,000 grant from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation "...i0 design and
implement a regional post-secondary continuing education program that

would improve access, coherence, and comprehensiveness for learners who
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typically differ in age from the traditional undergraduate."

THE PROJECT - OBJECTIVES AND STRUCTURE

The objectives of the project are to:

1. develop a system to assess the continuing education needs
of the region;

2. design a means to coordinate and maintain inter-institutional
arrangements and collaboration for continuing education;

3. develop policies and a program for shared assessment of credit
in the region;

4. recommend and develop the academic resources necessary for
colTaborative programs among the members;

(%2}
.

provide a means for learners to accumulate credit, and, ready
access for participating institutions to evaluate Tearners'
academic achievements;

6. establish cost-effective and comprehensive systems for informa-
tion, counseling, and referral centers in behalf of adult
Tearners; and

7. develop a program to acquaint citizens with the opportunities
available and the value of continuing education.

A fulltime project director has been retained by the Task Force for
the duration of the project. A Task Group, selected by the project director
from interested faculty and staff of participating institutions, will be
established for each of the project's major objectives, e.g., Assessment
Group. In consultation with the task group chairmen, the director will
determine the responsibilities and activities of the groups; the groups
will be supported by the project office as necessary. Task group members

will be given stipends for their contributions.
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THE USE OF INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH DATA

At this early stage of the project, it is believed that the use of
institutional data and research will be in four areas- (1) the assessment
of current continuing education course and program activity as well as
existing consortial arrangements; (2) the projection and updating of adult
educational needs; (3) the evaluation, accreditation and recording of adult,
non-traditional Tearning experiences: and (4) the general evaluation as to the

“success" of the project.

(1) Current Continuing Education Activity

It must be remembered that the Region I cooperative effort is not to be
a "turf" document which divides the five-county area in several dozen fiefdoms.
Rather, the project seeks to bring about a synthesis of appropriate courses and
programs .

In order to determine the direction and magnitude of a cooperative, inter-
institutional continuing education program in Region I, it will be the responsibi-
lity of the assessment task group to record the current state of affairs. Comparing
current activity against desired activity should yield a "net" need.

One anticipated aspect of the assessment will be the compilation of past and
current continuing education enroliment data for each institution. The data will
be analyzed and interpreted for enroliment trends identifiable by demographic
groupings.

The assessment procedure will also evaluate the present, prevailing deTivery
systems within Region I for the adult Tearner serviced by them. The flexibility
of delivery systems, i.e., the scheduling and modes of delivery, is thought to be

a primary factor in the increase of the adult population into higher education.
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Currently, there are several consortial afrangements between and among
Region I institutions. The extent and purposes of those cooperative agree-
ments varies substantially; however, it is fair to say that most of them
were established to deal with "surface" concerns and, when constructed, did
not alter significantly the operational policies of the participating colleges.
Research will be undertaken to see how existing consortial arraﬁgements could
effect and would be effected by fhe Region I project which seeks to alter the'

policies of the region's colleges and universities.

(2) Projection and Updating

It will be the responsibility of the assessment task group to develop,
implement and maintain {update) a plan for data collection and research
which will ensure the most effective use of the region's resources in
response to identified needs for continuing education of the adult learner.
Research of area manpower needs will estimate career trends for the dif-
ferent population pools and project the need for continuing education

opportunities appropriate to manpower requirements.

(3} Non-Traditional Learning for Credit

To encourage the participation of the adult student in higher education
and to recognize his creditable, non-traditional Teérning experience, the
project seeks to establish a procedure to evaluate and award credit when
appropriate. It is anticipated that this procedure will be administered
from a central office serving all of the participating institutions. It
will also be the function of the central office to accumulate and store
credit, i.e., create a transcript, for adult learners who have not yet

selected an institution. The "credit bank" will provide easy access for
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participating institutions to transfer measured and evaluated academic
achievements. Appropriate legal and professional policies concerning the
keeping and release of records will be observed.

It is anticipated that interaction between the "credit bank" and the
registrars of participating institutions will be substantial during the
design phase of the project and once the "bank" is in place and servicing

the non-matriculated adult learner.

(4) Project Success

The Region I continuing education project was created to deal with
some very complicated and sensitive issues; therefore, the success of
the project is not assumed.

It is believed that research activities and data analysis will be
the primary evaluation techniques in determining how successful the project
was in attracting a greater number of area adults into higher education

courses and programs.

THE FUTURE OF CONSQRTIAL ARRANGEMENTS

Higher edu;ation Titerature is filled with gloomy - but probably
accurate - reports as to effect of the declining birthrate on college
enrcllments. From 1960 to 1974 the number of Tive births in our country
declined by 26% and, assuming the percent of 18-year-olds entering college
remains reasonably constant, it is agonizingly simple to project what lies
ahead.

In response to the anticipated situation, many colleges and universities
have identified and are recruiting from new clientele groups, notably the

-

adult learner population.
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Another response to the declining 18-year-old market group has been
the establishment of consortial arrangements. The sharing of resources
in a collaborative, inter-institutional effort can be a cost-effective
response to stable or declining income. Therefore, it is believed that
the experimentation and use of consortial agreements in the 1980's and
1990's will be sighificant. The degree of success of consortia will, it
is believed, often depend upon the collection, analysis and use of insti-

tutional data and research.
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AN INTEGRATED RECORDS SYSTEM FOR RESIDENT EDUCATION
AND CONTINUING EDUCATION

Abstract

Most continuing education enterprises have not had the

- benefit of the information systems support frequently
utilized by the "main stream'' resident education processes.
Inmamulti-campus environment such as Penn State there is a
need to understand the interaction between resident
education and continuing education. To achieve this, a
project was defined to integrate the records keeping
function of these two delivery modes of instruction at
the various campuses of the University. The primary
purpose was to increase institutional efficiency and cost
savings, while at the same time, make available to Univer-
sity administrators additional information which more com-
pletely reflects total instructional productivity. The
results of the project have provided new insights regarding
the total impact continuing education has on the University's
mission of instruction. . :

Introduction

In recent years, part-time adult education has become a hajor growth
industry involving one out of nine eligible Americans. From 1957 to 1975
the number of adults involved in continuing education rose from 8.2 million
to 17.1 miilion. A recent article in the New York Times referenced a study
made earlier this year of legislation which mandated continuing professional
education. 1t reported that 17 states now require continuing education for
doctors, 18 for dentists and 11 for nurses. Thirty-seven statesrhave require-
ments for nursing home administrators, 45 for optometrists, 15 for pharmacists,
and 18 for veterinarians. Several other states have approved, but have not
yet implemented, the continuing education requirements for these professions.
Other states have legislation under consideration. This study was conducted

by Louis E. Phillips, the Director of Continuing Education at Furman
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University in Greenville, Soutﬁ Carolina. Mr. Phillips noted that if the
trend continues, continuing education would eventually be required for all
the licensed professions. Many professional associations, eager to maintain
their creditability of their members, have provided the initiative for state
legislation which requires continuing professional education.1

At Penn State the increase in continuing education has been attributed
not only.to the adult student but also to the degree-seeking student already
enrolled in an academic program. These students usually schedule Continuing
Education courses so that their class attendance is more adaptive to changes
in their personal or employment schedules. Scheduling courses through
Continuing Education during the evenings or weekends provides this flexibility.
Also, the student may be motivated to accelerate progress in his program by
picking up extra courses during the summer months at a local Penn State
Commonwealth Campus.

The evelution of Continuing Education at Penn State has shown a gradual,
but consistent, trend towards integration within the academic structure of
the University. This move towards the institutionalization of continuing
education is based firmly on the policy'of the Board of Trustees. Continuing
education is identified as being one of three equal functions of the
University--the others being resident education and research.

The University Faculty Senate has also established policies which are
consistent with this institutionalization process. Each course that is taught

through Continuing Education, whether for credit or noncrzdit, is an academic

1New York Times, September 11, 1877
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offering of a specific college. There are no distinctions by method or
location of credits earned within the Penn State system. For credit courses
the Faculty Senate policy of ''a credit is a credit' was adopted by the
University in 1976. Penn State's Continuing Education credit course offerings
are most often in conjunction-with or supportive of existing academic programs.
The availability of these courses to the Penn State student offers 3 broad
range of scheduling options to the student to enhance his progress towards

his degree goal.

In order to understand the interaction of these two delivery modes of
instructioﬁ and in order to bring the continuing education closer to the
"main stream'' of the instructional processes of the University, it was
important to develop an information base from which appropriate reporting
systems could be developed to support related studies and analyses. This
paper will discuss motivation, strategy, and techniques used to develop this

information base.

Specific Motivating Factors

Several of the Penn State campuses have designed continuing education
records-processing systems for their local use. This individual campus
initiativé served as one of the motivating factors in establishing a project
to develop a system to be used at all campuses. These campuses developed
this information support system to help answer such questions as: Who is
enrolled in Continuing Education courses at this location? Are any of these
students also in a Resident Education program? What percent of the students

at this campus are taking courses in both delivery systems? These kinds of
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questionsvcan only be answered when a common records system exists which
contains registration information from both Continuing Education and Resident
Education.

Another motivating factor was the need to understand the nature of
faculty work loads. Since many of the Continuing Education credit courses
were taught by Resident Education faculty, it was important to be able to
evaluate and understand the impact these Vextra' teaching assignments had
on the overall campus teaching load. With information available on course
teaching assignments, meeting times, and section sizes, reports could be
produced that improve the efficiency of constructim faculty teaching assign-
ments. |

Another reason for developing an automated records-keeping system for
continuing education was to support the reporting requirements to external
agencies. Accumulation of these data by manual methods was inadequate. As
the number of these kinds of requests continue to increase, a computer-based
information system was needed to provide comprehensive data on all student

enroliments and teaching assignments.
Method

In order to handlie the volume of data that Qould result from recording
all Continuing Education registrations and faculty teaching assignments, it
was necessary to make use of existing computer facilities and the terminal
network that links the Commonwealth Campuses and the University Park Campus.
This system consists of an IBM 370/168 computer located at the central

campus which is accessible to the branch aampuses through medium-speed DATA 100
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terminals. The computer facilities are used for data storage and information
processing to produce the needed reports for both faculty and administrative
staff.

Data would be entered into the system from the branch campuses on punched
cards. However, to miﬁimize keypunching at the individual campuses, the
course-offering information would be machine punched at University Park and
consequently distributed to individual campuses. As course offerings were
defined by the campuses, a request would be made to the central system to
produce the necessary course cards for use in assembling student registration
packets. As students complete the registration process, their packets would
be entered into the system via the ]océ] computer terminal.

In addition to developing tools and proceddres to maintain the data base,
it was essential to build a reporting s&stem to serve various levels of man-
agement within the University. This reporting system would serve local campus
staff who were responsible for administering continuing education. For the
local campus, the needed reports would include class lists, enrollments, student
directories, section size data, and instructor assignments. For central
reporting, the data base would be accessible by central offices at University
Park to summarize Continuing Education course offerings on a state-wide basis.

Design Features

A separate computer file was established for each campus. These files
are physically separate, but compatible, with eaéh other through the use of
""common'' computer software. Separate files eliminate data-access contention
among the campuses and minimize recovery procedures in case of hardware failure.

Individual campuses are responsible for the integrity of their data. As data
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cards are entered, the system will make various edit checks and will
prepare a diagnostic report for the user which indicates the status of
the data he has entered. The campus can then correct and reenter any
data that were in error. A branch campus can generate reports only from
its data files. Filernames of other campus locations are not known to a
given campus thereby "blocking' access to these data. However, at the
central campus, the collection of individual campus files is considered as
one large data base. This enables comprehensive reports covering all
campuses to be generated for offices at the University Park Campus.

The system is designed to respond to the various information needs of
the local campus. A preregistration module permits each campus to plan a
term ahead regarding the number of sections needed in certain courses, faculty
teaching and advising loads, and overall utilization of classrooms and other
facilities. The system also provides operational reports to faculty and staff
prior to the first day of classes. These reports include class lists,
advisor lists, student enroliments, and several other reports all of which may
be separate for Continuing Education or integrated with Resident Education.
Late registrations and drop/adds for Continuing and Resident Education students
are handled by the system to ensure an up-to-date data base for accurate
reporting at any time during the term.

An important feature in data preparation and data entry is the concept
of a "student registration packet.! As a student proceeds through the
registration process, he builds a card packet consisting of a prepunched
master' card, course cards, and other cards containing pertinent information
about his registration. The packet concept is adaptive to the manual registra-

tion procedures and to the data-entry requirements of the computer system

(Figure 1).
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An example of a campus summary which shows the relationship between
Resident Education and Continuing Education enrolliments is illustrated in
Fugure 2. This report not only shows information having operational
importance but also a capsule summary of students, faculty, and advisor
relationships between the two delivery systems. Other reports depict specific

detail by student, course, and/or instructor.

Institutional Impact

As of Fall Term, 1977, this system became available for use by all
Penn State Campus locations. During these early stages of use, individual
campuses could decide when to incorporate the system as part of their regis~
tration procedure. Initially, some campuses chose to use the system for all
of their Resident Education courses but for only a portion of their Continuing
Education courses. However, as the requests for more information increase,
it is expected that campuses will come to rely more completely on the system
to provide these data which will necessitate total system usage.

Certain savings will result as the system provides increased support to
lccal Continuing Education administrators. Less clerical support will be
required to type such things as class lists and other reports normally produced
at course registration time. Other benefits, which may be difficult to
evaluate, include the value that a better informed Continuing Education staff
has on the overall program. The information support provided by this system
will assist the campus in administering course offerings to its students more
efficiently. With the implementation of the integrated system, the individual

campus systems for continuing education will be eventually eliminated. Thus,
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only one Syétem will require maintenance. However, it should be noied that
campuses that had their own system will be important contributors in the
future design and modification of the integrated system.

The Records Office at the University Park Campus is responsible for
keeping the "official'' student records. This includes all student credit
course registrations. The integrated system will provide this office with

student course registration data in machine-readable form from each campus.

The update of the central master files in this manner will result in more
timely and accurate information for these master files.

Another office that will be affected by this system is institutional
Research. [In fulfilling its responsibilities of internal and external re-
porting and in conducting institutional studies and analyses, it will draw
heavily on the computerized continuing aducation data. Institutional
reporting and studies will be more complete because information from this
important instructional delivery system will be included.

With this system, the Continuing Education O0ffice at the central campus
will have a complete data base that reflects course offerings and enrollments
throughout the State. Comprehensive reports can be developed that show
enrollment trends, credit production trends, and course offering patterns.
In addition, special studies can be conducted that would aid Continuing
Education staff in deciding when and where to offer certain courses.

A systematic collection of data about both resident education and
continuing education is essential. As historical data accumulates, trend
patterns in these areas will help the institution to better understand the
relationship of these two instructional delivery modes and how they can
function in concert to more fully support the instruction ﬁission of the

University.
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Federal Reporting Requirements: Institutional
Burdens for Higher Education.

Molly Corbett Broad

Executive Assistant to the
Chancellor for Governmental
Affairs.

Syracuse University.

The most profound change to occur in higher education over
the past generation has been the growing influence of the
federal government. The process was accelerated in the late
1960's, when we witnessed the passage of two basic pieces of
legislation which Congress has amended repeatedly in the
intervening years. The 1963 Higher Education Facilities Act
provided grants and loans for graduate and undergraduate
facilities; and the 1965 Higher Education Act provided grants
for community service by colleges, library assistance, student
grants and insured loans. The federal government's involve-
ment in higher education has grown dramatically in terms of
the program initiatives it has undertaken, the social goals
it has attempted to achieve, and the funds it has provided.
These efforts have been beneficial for the continued guality
of higher education and for the positive development of the
American society. However, accompanying this increased federal
involvement and support have been requirements for institutions
to report student, staff, and financial data, to comply with
mandated administrative regulations, and to generally document

institutional accountability in relation to governmental
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expectations. The impact upon colleges and universities of
federal reporting reguirements mandated through both legisla-
tive statute and administrative regulations have become a
matter of increasing concern for officials in institutions and

in the government.

I. PRESENT FEDERAL REPORTING AND COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS.

Institutional reporting andcompliance activities are required
in the following three general categories:

® Student consumer protection information and related

activities.

® General institutional information efforts for management

and accountability (including specialized reporting re-
quirements for federal research grants and contracts).

® Social program information and efforts.

There are unique aspects associated with federal compliance
and reporting requirements in each.of these general areas, al-
though the distinctions between the categories become, at times,
blurred. Each category will be briefly treated in the pages
that follow.

® Student Consumer Protection Information: Three distinct

purposes underlie the federal government's initiatives regarding
(1)
student consumer information and activities:

(1) El-Khawas, Elaine H. "Clarifying Roles and Purposes".
Promoting Consumer Protection for Students, Stark, Joan S.
(ed.) New Directions for Higher Education, Number 13,

San Franciso: Jossey-Bass, Spring, 1976, p. 37.
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-— To prevent specific abuses: primarily illegal, fraudulent,
or deceptive practices
-— To allow better student selection among educational
options and institutions

-~ To assure adequate educational program gquality.

These purposes are unevenly addressed through the many
regulatory and reporting requirements which various agencies
of the federal government promulgate. Although gnderstandable
when viewed in light of the various legislative intents that
are being implemented through the regulations, this situation
is perplexing and costly to institutions which are attempting
to comply with the spirit as well as the letter of the law.

Examples abound which illustrate the nature.of the require-
ments entailed in consumer information compliance. Within the
U.S. Office of Education, the implementation of the 1976
amendments require the provision of consumer information in
order to qualify for the administrative cost allowances under
the student assistance programs. This information includes
descriptions of financial aid available; the institution's
academic programs, faculty and facilities; educational costs:
academic standards; retention rates; and tuition refund policies.
The regulations for the Guaranteed Student Loan Program require
information to be published regarding the post-graduation
activities of students, including the type of job obtained, the
relevance to degree received, and the salary level.

Within the Veterans Administration, reporting requirements
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for the GI Bill are directed toward correcting both institutional
and student abuses. For example, institutions are required to
submit to the VA enrollment certification on each GI Bill-funded
student every thirty days, and are required to adhere to general
guidelines regarding advertising practices for the educational
programs of the institution. The "two year rule" requires
institutions to obtain approval for the educational programs on
the parent campus and for each branch campus it operates. The
regulations governing this requirement mandate that a program be
in operation for at least two years before GI approval can be
granted. Numerous other VA fegulations establish acceptable
standards for progress, and for the number of undergraduate
"contact hours" necessary for eligibility.

Other agencies such as the Federal Trade Commission, the
Department of Defense, the Department of Labor and the Postal
Service also regquire student consumer information, either directly
or indirectly through their actions. While such regulations con-
tinue to proliferate, there is virtually no standardization of
definitions and requirements, and no coordination of information
among these agencies.

Colleges and universities have voiced their support for the
intent of recent student consumer protection information
initiatives. The federal government has the right and the
responsibility to prevent recipients of public funds from en-
gaging in illegal, fraudulent or deceptive practices. Moreover,

the federal government has the authority, through its responsi-
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bility to promote the general welfare, to improve students'
abilities to select educational alternatives. Most feel,
however, that the monitoring of adequate educational program
quality, vis a vis the collegiate sector of postsecondary
education, should primarily rest in state governments and
should remain an indirect function of the federal government
-- mediated through the national accreditation organizations.
The troubling aspects of the student protection thfust are
the practices by which the three consumer information purposes
are implemented. Federal legislators and rule makers must be
clear about which purpose or purposes they are addressing when
they design legislation and/or regulations in this area.
Further, consideration must be given to whether required in-
formation or mandated practices will actually curtail abuse
or improve student choice. For consumer protection purposes
to be achieved, institutions must understand and support the
intentions of the law; students must have available and take
advantage of the information provided; and mandated practices
must be purposeful.

® General Institutional Information for Management and
Accountability:

The federal government requires institutions to provide
general information through a number of reports to several
different agencies. This information is used to make decisions
about national policy and about institutional needs, to monitor
the condition of higher education in the nation, and to provide

a basis for longitudinal assessment.
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Four prominent efforts in this category are conducted by the
National Center for Edudation Statistics (NCES), the National
Science Foundation (NSF), the Office of Education (OE), and the
Veterans Administration (VA). We are all familiar with the
HEGIS, NSF, Fisc Ops, Tri-Partite and the 85-15 requirements
of VA.

Colleges and universities generally understand and support
the need for the government to collect data on general institu-
tional characteristics, for through the utilization of resulting
analyses and information governmental policy makers will be able
to make better decisions in postsecondary education matters.

The gap between this ideal (where good information is used) and
the current reality is, at times, frustrating.

Another member of this panel will discuss in greater detail
the recent work of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB),
the Paperwork Commission, the Interagency Task Force and others.
The reports of these groups focus on some of the most pressing
problems of gathering and utilizing general education information.
The issues raised by these groups address concerns like duplica-
tion of effort, timeliness, institutional costs, and utilization
of data. For example, in relation to this particular category
of federal reporting requirements, i.e. general institutional
information, the OMB recommended that

"An interagency effort should be established to develop
an overall specification of the needs for federal educa-
tion statistics; to formulate plans for improved inter-
agency cooperation...; and to recommend discontinuation

of outdated programs, development of new activities, and
appropriate assignments of responsibility for the
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collection of education statistics....

"...the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Education
may well be the most logical locus of responsibility for
leadership of the proposed interagency effort..." (2)

A move in this direction would be a very positive step toward
reducing the reporting burden on institutions and toward develop-
ing a more coordinated federal approach to postsecondary educa-
tion in general. Under the current arrangement, which seems
piecemeal at best, institutions face problems when completing
reports for the several federal agencies: problems in definition
of terms, differences in format, differences in necessary data
base components, and differences in accounting procedures. A

more coordinated federal approach is the only answer.

@ Social Program Information:

In the past ten years Ehe federal government has legislated
and implemented a number of social programs designed to improve
the condition of the citizens. These programs, related to social
goals such as equal employment opportunity, non-discrimination,
social security, environmental protection, and occupational
safety and health, apply to organizations throughout our economy
-- not only to educaticnal institutions.

Compliance with regulations of these programs generally re-
quires information reports or audits to be submitted to the
appropriate agency of the government. Such program compliance

regquirements are thus similar to the data requirements covering

(Z)Statistical Policy Division, Office of Management and Bquet,
Statistical Reporter, Number 77-7, Washington, D.C.: April,
1977, p. 33~37.
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general institutional accountability. However, in addition,
these programs require reforms or actions to be undertaken by

the institution to meet federal expectations for social progress.
The necessary institutional reforms or actions cause these typeé
of programs to be among the most costly to administer of all
federal activities.(3)

There are three distinct aspects of the institutional admin-
istration of the fedefally mandated social programs:

-- Procedural mechanisms must be in compliance with federal

requirements

-~ Reforms may be necessitated in order to comply with

federal reguirements

-— The legislation and reguiations inherently suggest that

progress toward particular social goals ought to be
neasured quantitatively.

In reality, many campuses get bogged down in meeting the
procedural compliance requirements and frequently lose sight of
the higher level social good that the procedures are designed
to attain. This is no small problem, for in a number of these
social programs (such as Affirmative Action), thé emphasis of
federal requirements is on the administrative/procedural side,
and not on the actual social progress that is to be achieved.

An alternative approach would reflect regulations that set

(B)Van Alstyne, Carol and Coldren, Sharon L., The Costs of

Implementing Federally Mandated Social Programs at Colleges
and Universities, Washington, D.C.: American Council On
Education, 1976.
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general expectations to be met under institutional administration,
and individual institutions would design and implement their own
procedures to meet these federal expectations within the opera-
tional style of that institution. Federal investigations could
be undertaken in individual cases where evidence indicated the
spirit of the law or regulation was not being addressed in good
faith.

Institutions of higher education must face the reality that
administering these social programs is very costly. Business
and industry can pass these costs along to consumers or they
can alter their management and production processes in order
to find the resources to implement these programs. Higher
education, as a non-profit endeavor, is in a very different
position. We do not like'to pass along these costs to our
consumers in the form of higher tuitions; we ought not to
alter our resource allocation in any way that will endanger
educational quality, and yet as a result of these federal
mandates, we are faced with the need to increase our adminis-

trative capacities.

IT. CURRENT EFFORTS UNDERWAY TO ALLEVIATE THE BURDEN OF FEDERAL
REPORTING.

Several governmentally and privately sponsored studies have
recently been made which focus on general and specific aspects

of federal regulatory, administrative, or reporting requirements.
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Within the Administrative branch we have witnessed the

(3)

report of the HEW Work Group, and the Interagency Task

(4) (5)

Force, as well as the policy guidelines announced by OMB.
HEW Secretary Califano has recently announced "Operation Common
Sense", a major attempt to reassess all regulations within the
Department of Health, Education and Welfare; Commissioner Boyer
of the U.S. Office of Education has also ordered a reduction
to no more than three data reports per vear for each program
administered through USOE.

On October 9, 1977, President Carter aéproved, in principle,
a plan to change the wéy in which the government prepares and
issues regulations. A provision of that proposal requires all
agencies to publish semi-annual notices describing the areas
in which new regulations are being considered. A second

provision would require new regulations, the economic

consequences of these regulations and possible alternatives

(3)Report of the Secretary's Work Group for Consolidation and

Simplification of Federal Reporting Requirements for Insti-
tutions of Higher Education, Washington, D.C.:0ctober, 1976.

(4)Report of the Interagency Task Force on Higher Education

Burden Reduction, Washington, D.C.: December, 1976.

(S)Statistical Policy Division, Office of Management and Budget,

Federal Statistics ~ Coordination, Standards, Guidelines,
Washington, D.C.: 1976.

Statistical Policy Division, Office of Management and Budget,
Framework for Planning U.S. Federal Statistics 1978-1989,
Section III, Functional Area (Education), Washington, D.C.:
May, 1977.




to them. A third provision would require the agencies to
make periodic reviews of their regulations to see which
could be eliminated or simplified.(G)

Within the Legislative branch, the Commission on Federal

Paperwork was established by the Congress in December of 1974
"to look into paperwork requirements and recommend
changes in federal information policies and practices
toward minimizing federal reporting burdens while still
providing government with necessary and, where possible,
better information." (7)

This Commission has been chaired by Representative Frank
Horton (R-NY) and has included thirteen other congressmen,
government officials and leaders of private industry and labor.
In addition to examining several areas that parallel those
being studied by the Interagency Task Force, the Commission
has reviewed a number of topics. Their report was issued in
April 1977 and their recommendations focus on four problem
areas: grants and contracts, student aid, non-discrimination,
and management controls.

In the area of student consumer protection, the Fund For The

Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE), supported the

work of a National Task Force which conducted a series of

(6)On November 18, 1977, after this paper was delivered at the
annual meeting of the Northeast Association for Institutional
Research, President Carter issued a new executive order on
the topic of improving government regulations (see The

Federal Register, Volume 42, Number 223, November 18, 1977,
P- 59740-59746.

(7) xacuso Special Report 77-3, National Association of College
and University Business Officers, Washington, D.C.: February,

1977.
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studies relating to the information needs of students and
potential students, the kinds of information institutions
provide to students and potential students, and the ways in
which institutions can better serve the student decision

(8) Although this was a demonstration project,

making process.
the Task Force did offer a set of recommendations relating to
student consumer information efforts. Three in particular
are directed toward governmental policy makers:

—-— "Recognize that better information requires flexible
response and that widespread voluntary action by
institutions could produce significant improvements in
the information that students receive.

—-= Support programs to improve counseling, advising and
consumer education of students and to increase student
skills in evaluating and deciding among their options
for postsecondary study.

~~ Sponsor research to clarify what information is needed

by students for intelligent decisions and to determine

how that information can be provided effectively."(g)

8 . . .
( )ElmKhawas, Elaine H., Better Information for Student Choice:

Report of the National Task Force, National Task Force On
Better Information for Student Choice, funded by the Fund
for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education, Conference
Review Copy, March, 1977.

(9) 1pig, p.so.
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The National Task Force on Student Aid Problems, also known
as the Keppel Task Force, was an independent effort to address

student aid issues.(lo)

This Task Force focused primarily on
student aid delivery systems and sought ways in which applicant
confusion could be reduced, management procedures could be
improved and made more efficient, and decision processes could
be facilitated. The fundamental recommendation of this group
was to adopt a Stﬁdent Common Data form ~- that is, a single
form for application for financial aid that would be adopted
by all agencies giving out aid awards.

The major force of all these recommendations may be

sunmarized as concentrated on six important topics:

-— Costs of administering federal programs: Cost implications

should be evaluated for all new laws and regulations.
There is real question about whether some current policies
would have been adopted if policy makers had been aware

of the cost impact.

Administrative cost subsidies to institutions should be
funded for federally mandated administrative requirements.

~- Participation: In order to best meet the needs of both

the federal agencies and the higher education institutions,
there must be greater institutional involvement in the

entire legislation/regulation-making processes.

(lo)Keppel, Francis (Chairman), National Task Force on Student

Aid Problems, 1975.
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-- Oversight: Administrative regulations and data collections
frequently do not coincide and go beyond legislative
intents. Congressional oversight is essential to this
process.

~—- Centralized coordination: All the groups studying the

education paperwork burden have recognized that a
fundamental problem is the lack of a single coordinating
unit for federal education data collection and dissemina-
tion.

~=- Terminology: Inconsistencies exist in data definitions

and classifications across agencies and from year to year.
This significantly increases the reporting burden, since

for each difference or change in terminology, additional
personnel and computer resources must be devoted to

revising and modifying the institution's reporting processes.
Standardized data elements, terms and definitions to be

used by all federal agencies should reflect the commonly

or generally accepted usages within the higher education
community.

-— Timeliness:

Lead Time: Institutions need to be given sufficient lead
time in order to adequately respond to governmental re-—
quests for information.

Timely Availability: Institutions and others concerned

about education need to have timely access to the data

and information collected by the federal government in
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order to plan and coordinate educational policies and

programs.

IIT. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The preceding discussion identified a taxonomy of the kinds
of federal reporting requirements and a framework for assessing
the implications for institutions of higher education. a
wide range of congressional, administrative and other study
activities that address the burden of federal reporting re-
quirements have also been reviewed.

The time has come for colleges and universities to shift
from a reactive posture to a more direct role or we'll be
accused of delaying tactics. We must move from criticism to
performance and we are not very well prepared to do so.

We're not organized in a fashion which parallels the policy
issues. For example, to respond to student consumer information
regulations that require: financial aid/tuition policies,
academic program descriptions, calendar of operations, student
retention rates, job placement statistics, involves, at
Syracuse University at least, the following people: the vice-
president for admissions and records:; the registrar; the
director of admissions, the director of financial aids, the
manager of student records; several placement directors;
administrative data processing; budget and planning; deans;
several vice-~chancellors - in addition to ourselves. And,

probably none of these offices presently receive the Federal

Register.
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This means, at the very least, that for institutions to
respond they need an initiator, a convenor, a synthesizer -—--
and that suggests to me some possible roles for institutional
research.

As Steve Balley stated in his lecture "Higher Education

Policy: The Unfinished Agenda",(ll)

"Few will guestion that the government's machinery

for insuring compliance is grimly inefficient and
often contraproductive. But there is no simple
syllogism that moves from the premise of "govern-
ment bungling" to the conclusion that we ought to
drop the whole business and get back to the status
quo ante.
The unfinished policy agenda for government regula-
tion is not to scrap all regulations. It is the
maddeningly difficult task ... working with and
through all three branches of the federal govern-
ment in developing alternative and more effective
ways of approximating the norms of the nation's
evolving social conscience. This will mean placing
a greater burden of self-policing on individual

" institutions and institutional systems."

Once we have recognized and accepted the fact that the
institution’'s role is essential for any further serious consid-
eration of reporting burdens, the next phase will require
identifying an individual or group of individuals who will
develop the capacity to respond, to perform, to analyze and
to communicate the institutional reactions and proposals for
governmental reporting requirements. This will be an

important step in the institutionalization of university/govern-

(ll)Bailey, Stephen K., "Higher Education Policy: The Unfinished

Agenda", Maxwell School Lecture, Syracuse University, July
19, 1977, reprinted in The Record, Syracuse University,
Volume VIII, Numbers 4, 5, 6, 7, 1977.
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mental interfaces.

-=- If we argue that universities and colleges are over
regulated and it is in the mutual interest of the government
and academe to develop screening devices that will concentrate
monitoring efforts where the incidents of abuse and/or neglect
are more probable

-- If it is true that the purposes for regulation must be
more clearly delineated by legislators and rule makers so
that required information or mandated practices will actually
curtail abuse, achieve social objectives and/or improve student
choice

Then, institutions must understand the intentions of the
law; students must take advantage of the information; and
mandated practices must be purposeful and practical.

In order to best meet the needs of both governmental
agencies and higher education institutions, there must be
greater institutional involvement in the entire legislation/

regulation making process.

# % #

~165-



References

Bailey, Stephen K. "Higher Education Policy: The Unfinished
Agenda". Maxwell School Lecture. Syracuse University.
July 19, 1977. reprinted in The Record, Syracuse University.
Volume VIIT. Number's 4,5,6,7, 1977.

The Commission on Federal Paperwork. Report on Education.
(staff report). Washington, D.C.: April, 1977.

El-Khawas, Elaine H. Better Information for Student Choice:
Report of the National Task Force. National Task Force
on Better Information for Student Choice, funded by the
Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education.
Conference Review Copy. March, 1977.

El-Khawas, Elaine H. "Clarifying Roles and Purposes."”
Promoting Consumer Protection for Students. Stark, Joan S.
(ed.) New Directions for Higher Education. Number 13.

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. Spring 1976.

Keppel, Francis (chairman) National Task Force on Student Aid
Problems. 1975.

NACUBO Special Report 77-3. National Association of College
and University Business Officers. Washington, D.C.:
February, 1977.

Report of the Interagency Task Force on Higher Education Burden
Reduction. Washington, D.C.: December, 1976.

Report of the Secretary's Work Group for Consolidation and
Simplification of Federal Reporting Reguirements for
Institutions of Higher Education. Washington, D.C.:
October, 1976.

Stark, Joan S. (ed.). Promoting Consumer Protection for Students.
New Directions for Higher Education. Number 13. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass. Spring 1976.

Statistical Policy Division, Office of Management and Budget.
Federal Statistics~-Coordination, Standards, Guidelines.
Washington, D.C.: 1976.

Statistical Policy Division, Office of Management and Budget.
Framework for Planning U.S. Federal Statistics 1978-1989.
Section III. Functional Area (Education).Washington, D.C.:
May, 1977.

Statistical Policy Division, Office of Management and Budget.

Statistical Reporter. Number 77-7. Washington, D.C.: April, 1977.

-166-




Van Alstyne, Carol and Coldren, Sharon L.
Implementing Federally Mandated Social P
Colleges and Universities.
Washington, D.C.: 1976.

The Costs of
rograms at -
American Council on Education.

~167-






SYMPOSIUM ON GOVERNMENT REGULATIONS AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
"The Institutional Viewpoint"

Lois E. Torrence
University of Connecticut

A short piece of commentary titled "Get Rid of the People and the

System Runs Fine" in the August, 1977 Smithsonian Magazinelf included

several examples of systems impact on common sense which I want to share
with you. First, a British bus company received complaints about drivers
who blithely passed up -queues of waiting passengers. The bus company
response was simple: drivers can't meet their schedules if they have to
stop for passengers! In another case, a Middle Eastern country experienced
a local shortage in other than “standérd“ dress shoes sizes for airmen --
so locally controlled air force promotion was decided .on how well foot size
matched dress shoe supply. |

Finally, the author cites the story of George Birmingham, novelist,
essayist and c1érgyman in Ireland years ago. In his capacity as a clergy-
man he had to report annually on the educational activities and facilities
of his parish. After reporting for two years on the dimensions of the
schoolroom, he responded in the third year by saying, in effect, "the same
as last year". The authorities refused to accept that response -- they had
to have "numbers". Over the next several years, George Birmingham reported
figures which doubled the size of the classroom each year. In a few years,
the classroom was reported as larger than St. Paul's Cathedral. Then he
reversed the process and eventually reported a classroom the size of a
tourist trunk. At no poﬁnt did the authorities question the figures. In
fact, no one needed the information but the system called for it and there-

fore the system had to be satisfied.

l;/Patrick Ryan, "Get Rid of the People and the System Runs Fine", Smithsonjian
Magazine, August 1977.
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There are lessons here for all of us -- both at the institutional level
and at the various governmental levels. |
On the campus, how many of us ask each year for departmental or school
data which are eithef obviously the same as the previous year (space assign-
ments on a sma11'campus) or which we do not use but we continue to request
"because we always Have". Before we challenge our local, state, and federal
co]]eagues,rwe do need to take a good Took at our own practices on the campus.
But that s not_the purpose of this panel.
What are the points of conflict -- the issues -- in federa]/stqte/insti~
tutional relations?
Without attempting to be definitive, I would mention:
Legislative extension of social policy decisions to higher
education.
Executive regulations going beyond the clear intent of
Congress. |
Failure of federal and state officials to recognize the
fact that the increased costs generated by reporting
requirements can be recovered in higher education only by
higher tuition or reduced services.
Encroachment on institutional "autonomy" and on internal
operations. |
Failure of institutions to bglg_define what is needed at
state and federal Tevels for monitoring, enforcement, and
evaluation. |
Reliance on quantitative measures -- without reference to
the'context and, indeed, without reference to the "footnotes"
which should be appended to every set of data.
More and more detailed reporting, recordkeeping, assurances,

and other paperwork.
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Higher education is not structured to be an effective special interest
group at any Tevel, but this is particularly the case at the federal level.
And T doubt if it should try to be -- this would suggest a conformity, a
commonality which in fact exists only in the most fundamental of our responsi-
bilities, that-ié, the instructional function. But our diversity means that
even that function is handled differently from institution to institution.

In my judgment this is the way it should be. But in the absence of the
image presented by strong special interest groups, higher education institu-
tions will have to cast their Tot with the self-help category.

We need to challenge our own institutions to take adVantage of the
broader opportunities we now have to react to proposed requlations --
indeed, to the notice of intent to propose regulations which HEW, for
example, is now utilizing. We need to develop a means for sharing the

burden of monitoring the Federal Register and of preparing the subsequent

comments. We also need to document -- through case studies, perhaps --
the problems, and costs, entailed in meeting present regulations. A

recent article in the Educationa? Record by Henry Solomon is an

excellent example of the kind of study federal bureaucrats say they must
have if they are to believe our complaints. Dr. SoTomon spe11s out the
impact of federal regulations on George Washington University.

Two examples will suffice to il1lustrate the prob1ems-g/

-..By far the most serious example ... of incon-
venience occurred in June 1975 when the 0ffice of Civil
Rights (OCR) notified us that they had not had time to
undertake the required compliance review prior to
awarding federal contracts, and they therefore in
effect required as a condition of receiving funds that
the university agree to submit an affirmative action
plan based on the "Berkeley model."

E/Henry Solomon, "The Growing Influence of Federal Regulations”,
Educational Record, Summer 1977.
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‘ This agreement could not possibly have been signed
by the university because it contained untrue admissions
of noncompliance as well as a waiver of the rights of
hearing and due process, which are guaranteed by the
legislation. ... Obtaining the data would have cost
the university thousands of dollars -- if it could have
been obtained at all. After we and about thirty other
affected institutions raised a storm of protest, the
responsible federal agencies jointly modified ... the
agreement ... The reasonableness of the final documents
when contrasted with the initial requirements highlights
the unreasonableness of those original demands.

In responding to a complaint against our law
school, investigative offices asked for records of all
students who had attended the Taw school during the
previous three years. ... This initial demand, which
amounted to more than 3,000 records, was modified after
discussion to about 1,400 records. The law school then
had to go to great lengths to make individual records
anonymous. One team of investigators did not even take
this stack of records with them after their visit. The
District of Columbia compliance agency asked for the
same data at Teast four times, for four different investi-
gators. Apparently these duplications were caused by
investigators’ resignations or reassignments or by
inadequate record keeping.

Dr. Solomon concludes -- after extensive review of the George Washington
University experience -- that while there certainly are significant plusses
from the federal-institutional relationship, the costs are difficult to
measure, but they are indeed real, not imaginary.

Among the kinds of institutional “costs" most difficult to measure are
those related to "over-kill" and those stemming from needless frustration.

The Federal Paperwork Commission report related to education includes
the f011owing§/:

Self-evaluation. In addition to surveys and assurances,
Title IX required every institution receiving Federal

financial assistance to conduct a self-evaluation by
July 21, 1976, ... .

§-/A Report of the Commission on Federal Paperwork: Education, April 29, 1977.

U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.
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HEW did not prescribe the exact mode of conducting a
self-evaluation. However, a recommended format,
prepared under an Office of Education contract and
used by many institutions, was promulgated in a
148-page book, Complying with Title IX/Tmplementing
Institutional Self-Evaluation. Conducted nationaliy,
the suggested format would have required some 13,546,292
pages of paper (148 pages per school, multiplied by
91,529, the approximate number of pubTic elementary
and secondary schools, and colleges and universities
in the country).
Small wonder that the federal government decided that the Title IX
self-evaluation should remain in local hands and not be submitted to OCR.
The University of Connecticut experience with Title IX assurance of
compliance has been exasperating. First, a bit of -background.. Until three
years ago, the University completed separate HEGIS reports for enrollment at
Storrs and each of our five two-year branches. We did not report staff or
financial data by location, however. It seemed to me better to drop the
separate branch reporting for enrollment and thus have single reports for
all of HEGIS [except, I must admit, for our Mealth Center which includes the
Schools of Medicine and Dental Medicine.] At any rate, I followed the proper
procedure, obtained NCES concurrence with the change and I settled down to
what I believed would be a simpler life.
Then came EEO-6 with its instructions to report each location separately.
EEO finally agreed to accept one consolidated report after I had supplied
them with copies of the NCES correspondence. While this process created
some paperwork, it was resolved fairly expeditiously. Then camerTitle IX,
administered through the Office of Civil Rights in HEW. We initially received

six requests (Storrs and five branches) for assurances of compliance. Qur

President signed one form for the University and submitted copies of the
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letters from NCES agreeing to single HEGIS reporting for the University.
Our branches, however, continued to receive progressively more
threatening form letters from OCR insisting we had not filed. Indeed,
the form the University had filed was “lost." 1In the ensuing months,

the University assurance was Tost twice. After it was sent by certified
mail and received, we then were asked tb complete the controversial and
outdated form which would have committed the University to assurance of
compliance with all future regulations as well as those now in effect.

We demurred. " We think -- but we can't be sure -- that we are now properly
on file with one University form fbr compliance with Eurrent regulations
and that our branches have been saved from "extinction" via the heavy
hand of the federal government. To the extent that this is a tvynical
experience, institutions and the agency are diverting significant amounts
of eneray from the substantive program intent.

The growing demands by covernmental bodies may place public institutions
in greater jeopardy than private institutions. But even that is less c1earcuf
than 1t used to be. The jeopardy I am referring to is that which stems from
the institutional effort and manpower requirea tec meet the increasing
demands from the "system" for data, for reports, for indices, for pre-audit
and for post-audit, for open-ended assurances of compliance with future,
undefined conditions, for -- well, each of us can continue the Titany.

Dwight Smith's reference yesterday to the new reporting requirements on
space utilization in New York are illustrative of the problem.

How much of this needed? How much is requested just to fill in
anofher blank on yet another form? How much of the information is actually
used? How much should be used? Does the requestor already have the informa-

tion in another "pocket?” I recall the story my father told. lhen a young
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man in coliege, he was careful with his Money and, knowing this, fellow
Students often asked hin for a small "Toan", but with Tittle intent to
repay. He soived the problem by ' ‘naming" one pocket "The World", then
keeping his money in another pocket and, quite truthfully, responding‘to
requests with "I haven't a cent in "The World:'." Agencies -- and our own
institutions -- often act as if data do not exist even when they, or we,
have them in "another nocket."

Many of the institutiona] prob]ems with federal requlations, reporting
and record- -keeping requirements are mirrored at the state level. And the
mirror analogy is an apt descr1pt1on of what often happens State reporting
or accountability requirements may be the reverse of the federal requirements --
_ Or they may be the image from the mirror of the "fyn house" with its dis-
tortions, either subtle Or grotesque. The needs do differ but the real
needs often are not well- -defined at ejther Jeve]. Even when wel]- -defined,
the match between needs and available data may be marginal.

The challenge to the institutional researcher is to find ways to
describe our institutions in meaningful terms and then to demonstrate that
our professional Judgment and competence have value externally as well as
1nterna11y Numbers -- without an analytical context -- simply will not do
the job which must be done. We must be able to counteract the continuing
pressures for‘conformity. We must Be'able to say why certain oft-used, and
abuged, "measures” do or do not accurately reflect our institutions. We
must not. forget, nor let others forget, that behind every number every
index, are prople whose obligations and aspirations cannot be captured in an

"average".
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Dollars per student tell us more about mission than they do about
management. Student credit hours tell us more about size than they do about
style. Course offerings tell us more about opportunities than the& do about
operations. Average class sizes tell us more about the institutional
fesearchef than they do about the institution.

And yet we continue to produce numB;}s as if they were answers -- as if
they hgd some intrinsic value and meaning. And agency personnel continue
to use these numbers with discouragingly little evidence that they understand
the slenderness of the reed on which they are Ieanfng.

We can start by de-emphasizing the simpTistic "count" in the use of
accountability. We should sfress accessibility, acceptability, responsibi-
Tity and just plain ability -- not just "count-ability".

We need a shared definition of responsibility based on awareness that
responsibility is not a one way street for either party. If we do not make

our case, no one will.
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Secondary and Post~Secondary Students in New England

High on any list of New England's major attractions stands its reputation

as a center of higher learning for the nation. Annually, the College Board
provides information about the activities, interests, socio-economic back~
ground, test scores and educational plans ofnfhe approximately one-million

high school seniors.who participated in its Admissions Testing Program (ATP)
sometime‘during their high échool years. Through the Summary Report Serwvice

of the Admissions Testing Program, profiles of these college~bound seniors are
provided for the nation, for each of the six geographical regions as delineated
by the College Board, for each state and for many high schools.l Additionally,
colleges receive summary reports describing students at five consecutive stages
of the admissions process: prospective applicants (those who request that an
ATP score report be sent to an institution), those who apply, those who are
accepted, those who. enroll, and those who continue through their freshman year

(persis;ing freshmen).

In 1976, the New England Regional Office of the College Board, in cooperation
with the New England Board of Higher Education, "a public agency esta-

blished and ratified by U.S. Congress in 1955 to develop, direct and promote

activities which increase educational opportunities and efficiently utilize all of

the region's higher educational facilities",2 created three profiles of prospectiw:
applicants to the more than 260 public and private post-secondary institutions in

New England. The three profiles are for, prospective applicants to all New

England post-secondary institutions, prospective applicants to private New

England post-secondary institutions, and prospective applicants to public

post-secondary institutions in New England.

A summary report is sent to each high school from which at least 100 seniors
participated in the ATP during their last three vears. An abbreviated version

of the report is sent to each high school from which 50 to 99 seniors participated
during those years.

New England Regional Student Enrollment Report 1976-~77, compiled and edited.by
Jeanne M. Burns, Feb. 1977.
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Our comparison of these three profiles with that of the New England
college~bound seniors for both 1976 and 1977 has served to confirm thé
nationwide appeal New England higher education has for college-bound

students.

In 1977, there were 121,030 New England college—Bound seniors, about 62%

of the graduating high—school.seniors in New England, who had registered for
the ATP anytime during their high school yéars. (124,239 or about 64% in
1976). New England institutions of higher learning received 186,541 AT?
score reports in 1977 (prospective applicants) and in 1976, 188,021 ATP
score reports from fhe national population of graduating seniors. In

each instance, the count was unduplicated.

If one were to make the assumption that every New England college-bound senior
was a prospective applicant to at least one of the region's post-secondary
institutions, that would account for about two-thirds of the expressed
prospective interest in the pursuit of higher education in New England in

both years.

=~ Im 1977, New England produced 5.9% of the nation's high school
graduates (165,169 in New England, 2,823,023 in the nation).3
In 1976, New England produced 6.3% of the nation's high school
graduates (193,127 in New England, 3,062,000 in the nation).%

~ New England produced 11.8% in 1977 and 11.7% in 1976, of the
" college-bound seniors nationally who participated in the ATP
(121,030 in New England and 1,027,962 in the nation in 1977,
124,239 in New England and 1,063,488 in the nation in 16748).

- New England institutions received more score reports, 18.1%
(186,541) from the national pool of prospective applicants
(1,027,962) in 1977 than in 1976 when they received 17.7%
of the total (188,021 out of 1,063,488).

-

Digest of Educational Statristics, 1976 edition, U.S. Dept. of Health, Education
and Welfare, Table #65, 1974-1975

Digest of Educational Statistics, 1976 edition, U.S. Dépt. of Health, Education
and Welfare, Table #61, 1973-1974.
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The interest of prospective applicants appears to be a good indication of
future enrollment. Am extensive study of the residence and migration of
students in New England institutions of higher education in the Fall of 1975,
found that 18.1% of the total enrollment, boéh undergraduate and graduate,
was from other parts of the United States and foreign countries. Although

a greatexr number of students was attracted to the region's higher educational
institutions_from outside New England in 1975 (124,499) than in 1968 (97.,775),
they constituted a smaller percentage iﬁ 1975, 18.1% of the region's total
enrollment compared with 22.6% in 1968. This represents a decline of 4.5%

in the relative percentage of out-of-New England total enrollment from

1968 levels.>

What do we know about the background, educational and soclo-economic interests
and aspirations of the students coming to New England for their post-secondary
education? A éomparison of the summary report profiles of New England college-
bound seniors and prospective applicanﬁs to all New England institutions, public
institutions, and private institutions, offers insight inﬁo the characteristics
of those students attracted to the region in pursuit of higher education.
Student profiles were derived from summaries of the responseé students supplied
to the Student Descriptive Questionnaire (SDQ) which they completed when
registering for the Admissions Testing-Program (ATP), from their test results,.

and from registration form information.

In 1977, 79.0% of the college-bound seniors in New England (73.8% in 1976)
and 85.2% of the prospective applicants to all New England post-secondary

instiputions (81.5% in 1976), responded to some part of the SDQ. From an

The Residence and Migration of Students in New England Institutions of Higher

Education Fall 1975 with New Migration in the Northeast and Compariscns to 1968

>

Robert L. Melican, New England Board of Higher Education, 40 Grove Street,
Wellesley, MA (2181.
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examination of these two major sets of pfofiles (New England College-Bound

Seniors for 1976 and 1977, Prospective Applicants to all New England Post-

Secondary Institutions 1976 and 1977) summarized $DQ information, and test

results, we are able to make some comparisons as to the background, test

scores, class rank, educational goals, intended area of study and finances.

BACKGROUND:

Males Comprised

Males Conmprised

78%
76%

83%

New England

Residents
Comprised

New England

Residents
Comprised

1977 1976
46.5% 49.3% of college-bound seniors in N.E.
52.52 53.4% } of prospective all §f post-secondary
52.8% 53.8% % applicants private % schools
50.1% 50.87 § to public } in New England
1976
31% of college-bound seniors in N.E. attended public
secondary schools
797 of prospective all j§ post-secondary schools
76% applicants private § in New England
83% to “public Jattended public schools
1877 1976
100% 100% of college~-bound seniors in N.E.
50.4% 50.8% of prospective all § post-secondary
47.1% 47 .47 applicants private schools
79.0% 78.0% to public § in New England
1976
6.0%. of all college-bound seniors in New England described
themselves as members of an ethnic minority
9.5% of prospective all § post-secondary schools in
10.6% applicants private ¢ New England described them-
5.8% to public Jselves as members of an ethaic

minority

For each of the prospective applicant groups and for the N.E. college-bound

seniors, the minority representation is higher for males than for females.
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TEST SCORES:

TABLE I
TEST MEANS
New England : Prospective Applicants to N.E.
Test College-Bound Seniors K All Private Public
1577 1976 § 1977 [L9/6 1977 | 1976 §| 1977 [19;
SAT-Verbal 432 435 472 | 474 483 | as6 || 437 { 44
- (SAT-V)
SAT-Math 468 477 513 | 517 526 | 558 §| 478 | 4c¢
(SAT-M) | :
Test of 43.6 43.8 [ 46.6 6.7 47.5 1 47.6 || 44.1 {4q.
Standard i
Written 1
English (TSWE) |
Achievement 508 516 ¥ 544 552 sa9 | sssfl s02] s1
Test Average i
(ACH )
English I 496 516 526§ 547 532 5548 487} s1
Composition !
Test (ECT) h

The Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) is.a 2-1/2 hour multiple-choice examination,
made up of verbal and mathematical guestions. The verbal questions measure how
well the student understands and intexprets what he reads and the extent of his

vocabulary. The mathematical questions measure quantitative abilities closely

related te college work.

The Test of Standard Written English (TSWE), is a thirty-minute multiple-choice

cxam administered with the SAT. The questions evaluate the student’s ability to
recognize standard written English, the language of most college textbooks and
the English the student will probably be expected to use in the papers he will
write for most college courses. TIn 1976, the TSWE was recommended for placement

purposes.
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Achievemént Tests are offered in fifteen subject areas; American History and

Soéial Studiées, Biology, Chemistry, EninSE'COmprition; European History and

Wdfi&:éuituréég Fféhéh; German, Hebrew, Latin, Litefétﬁfé; Mathematics ~ Level I
éﬂ&‘lf; Pﬁiéié§; Eh%éiéh; Spanish. Each is é'bhE~hbuf mﬁitipie—choice test made
Up Of questions thar méasure kKnowlédge in a particular subject and the ability to
apply that knowledge . Colleges that require achievement tests of thHeir applicants
for adﬁiééioﬁ; Usually suggest that the student takes the English Composition Test
and any two others. Both individaal ACH test scores and an ACH average aré
reported on the student's score report.

‘ yedrs; means for all tests were higher fQE'prbsﬁQCaive=

applicants to private New England colleges fhdﬁ_f&fKthe'twb other
prospective groups and for New England college-bound senidrs.

- In both

- Theré was a decline of all test means in Table I from 1976 to 1977.

- ﬁéﬁ“Eﬁgiéﬁd cdiiegé#bqund seniors had lower SAT-V, SAT-M and TSWE

means in both 1976 and 1977 than any of the thfee prospective

applicant groups.

~ In both 1976 and 1977; New England college-bound Seniors had higher
means for Achievement Test Average and the English Composition Test
than did the prospeétive applicants to public colleges in New England:

- In both years, New England college-bound seniors had lower means for
Achievement Test Average and the English Composition Test than did _
the prospective applicants to 21l New England 4nd private New England
colleges:

TABLE 2

PERCENTAGE OF SAT VERBAL SCORES AT
 TWQ EXTREMES

Scote  {§ New England N Prospective Applicanrs o Mmoo
Range .College-Bound. Seniors o AL s PEIVALE . . PUDLLC..
1971 1976, 41977 11976 31 1977 } 1976 |] 19,7 11976

600 and 8 sl 16| 170 1] 19 sl s
above '

400 and 39 39 1 27 27 23| 24 3| 35
|..below . SR | SUU S| W A ]
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-TABLE 3

PERCENTAGE OF SAT MATH SCORES AT TWO EXTREMES

Score
Range

" New England . Prospective Applicants to N.E.
College-Bound Seniors All Private Public
1977 1976 31977 § 1976 1977 § 1976 1977 § 1976

600 and
above

400 and
below

14 14 28 28 30 32 16 17

29 28 19 19 16 15 26 23
g

There was little change in the proportion of students in both
high and low SAT score ranges from 1976 to 1977. In 1977, 30%
of the prospective applicants to New England's private institu-
tions had SAT-M scores of 600 or above compared with 32% in
1976; and 26% of the prospective applicants to New England's
public institutions had.SAT—M scores of less than 400, an
increase of 3% over the 1976 proportion.

CLASS RANK:

TABLE 4

STUDENT SELF-REPORTED RANK IN CLASS (PERCENT)

New England Prospective Applicants to N.E.

Self-Reported [College-Bound Seniors ALl Private Public

Rank in

Class j§ 1977 1976 1977 1976 84 1977 11976 I} 1977 {1976

Top-Tenth 17.9 17.8 30.1§29.9 §§133.8133.8 {1 19.0}19.2

Top-Fifth 39.4 40.8 33.2354.6 1 56.9 §58.5 [} 42.3 | 44.2

Median Per- 72.6 73.9 81.3§81.8 §182.9183.4 |l 74.7 01 76.2

centile
(MPR)

Rank

i

Almost three—-fifths of the prospective applicants to private
colleges in New England reported themselves in the top~fifth of
their high school class, compared with two-fifths of New- England
college-bound seniors and slightly more than half of the pros-
pective applicants to all New England colleges.

In all four groups studied, proportionately fewer students ranked
themselves “top-fifth™ in 1977 than in 1376, and the mediaa per-
centile ranks (that point above and below which stand 50% of the
students) decreased in 1977.
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EDUCATIONAL GOALS:

TABLE 5

STUDENT PLANNED COURSE OF STUDY (PERCENT)

New England

Prospective Applicants

to N.E.

Planned Course College-Bound Seniors ALl _Private Public

of Study 1977 1976 1977 {1976 |JL977 {1976 1977 §1976
2-yr Program 9 10 5 6 4 4 7 7
BA or BS ﬁ 32 30 271 26 25 23 34 32
Graduaﬁe Study 34 34 491 49 54 54 37 38
Undecided i 25 26 199 20 18 19 22 23

— Prospective applicants to New England colleges are less likely to
be undecided about their future educational plans than are New
England college-bound seniors.

.~ For all four populations studied, graduate work is planned by a
majority of the students.

INTENDED STUDY AREA:

TABLE 6

FIVE MOST POPULAR INTENDED STUDY ARFAS (PERCENT)

gew England

Prospective Applicants for N.E.

Interest Area gollege-Bound Seniors ALl Private Public
1977 1976 197711976 {1 1977 §1976 |j 1977 11976
Health and Medical,§l7.6 | 18.6 1l6.6§17.0 q16.8 17.3 n 17.0 §j17.2
Business and H14.8 12.9 12.6§11.0 1#13.2 §11.5 {l 13.6 §11.9
Commerce g %
Engineering 7.4 73 | egfos 9.9 96l s.8] 5.6
Social Sciences 8.8 ‘ 7-4 10.6) 8.7 H11.7 | 9.4 8.6 ¢ 7.5
Education 9.9 9.7 6.81 7.5 6.0 1 6.5 9.7 §10.3
Total é 57.7 55.5 56.4153.7 1 57.6 §54.3 1§ 57.7 {55.5
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Health and Medical continued to be the most frequently mentioned
area of intended study for all four populations, and Business and
Commerce again ranked second.

In 1977, Education remained third in popularity for prospective
applicants to N.E. public colleges and for N.E. college-bound
seniors and remained fifth choice for prospective applicants to
all and private New England colleges.

In 1977, a greater proportion of prospective applicants to all
N.E. and private N.E. colleges ranked Social Science ahead of
Engineering as an intended study area. In 1976, Engineering was
ranked before Social Science by these two groups.

In 1977, a greater proportion than in 1976, of all four groups
intended to specialize in one of these five study areas.
TABLE 7

MALE AND FEMALE INTEREST IN FIVE INTENDED STUDY AREAS
PERCENTS IN 1977

bew England Prospective Applicants for N.E.

Interest Area College-Bound Seniors ALl Private Public

M F M F M F M F
Health and Medical 8.3 25.7 11.0 22.6 L2.4 21.7 L 7.8 25.8
Business and 17.0 12.9 14.6 | 10.6 §415.3 10.8 116.1 11.2
Commerce o
Engineering 14.9 1.1 17.0 2.1 [i16.8 2.3 816.9 1.2
Secial Sciences 9.8 8.0 11.2 | 10.1 H12.3 11.0 ¢l 9.1 8.1
Education h 4.6 13.1 3.1 ] 10.8 |j] 2.7 9.6 E 4.6 § 14.5
Total 54.6 60.8 56.9 | 56.2 j{59.5 55.4H54.5 60.8

—~ Academic interest area preferences exhibit differences by sex, with
the greatest differential for all four populations in Engineering.

~ Males in all three prospective applicant populations chose Engineering
most often as their intended field of study, followed by Business and
Commerce. College-bound male seniors in New England preferred Business

and Commerce and then Engineering.

- Females in all four populations studied chose Health and Medical most
often, followed by Education for all but prospective applicants to
The latter group designated Social Sciences and
Business and Commerce before Education as an intended field of study.

the private sector.
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FINANCES:
TABLE 8

MEAN PARENTAL INCOMES FOR THREE ETHNIC GROUPS

Ethnic New England Prospective Applicants for N.E.

Group Gollege~Bound Seniors All Private Public
1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 1976

Minorities §§$11,821 $11,460 516,316 {515,031 516,780 1815, 3611i512,750 $12,218

White $19,900 $18,500 §824,5001$22,700 525,600 §523,80011520, 500 $19,100

All

Students $19,400 $18,100 {523,700 §522,000 524,600 §$22, 900420, 000 $18,700

- New England college-bound seniors reported lower mean parental incomes
in both years than any of the prospective applicant groups studied.

~ Prospective applicants to New England's private institutions reported
the highest mean parental incomes for all four populations in both

years.

= In 1977, 20% of parents of prospective applicants to all New England
post-secondary institutions were able to contribute $4,800 or more
for their son's or daughter's education, compared with 22% and 12%
respectively, of the parents of prospective applicants to private

and public instituticns in New England. Eleven percent of the

parents of New England college-bound seniors were able to contribute

$4,800 or more towards their offgpring's education.

- Twenty-five percent of parents of prospective applicants to all New
England institutions were able to contribute a maximum of $300 for

their son's or daughter's education, compared with 23% and 29%

respectively of the parents of prospective applicants to private
and public institutions in New England. Thirty-two percent of the
parents of New England college-bound seniors were able to contribute

a maxinmum of $300.

LOOKING AHEAD:

The Summary Report Service of the College Board's Admissions Testing Program

provides a uniform and comprehensive admissions data base for New England

institutions of higher education due to their adherence to the ATP as an

admissions requirement.

Individual institutions and groups of institutions can employ summary

reports in making comparisons of the different admissions stages; comparisons
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with other colleges or groups of colleges; comparisons with college~bound
seniors at the state, regional and national levels; comparisons over time;
and comparisons of up to six different sub-groups in each of the last Ffour

stages of the admissions process.

The profile of New England college-bound seniors was first produced im 1973.
Among its many features is its description of the regional "market" from

which institutions of higher education recruit students.

The three profiles of prospective applicants to New England institutions
described in this paper were first produced in 1976 and will be produced each
year to provide a continuous opportunity for comparisons over time. New
England admissions officers and researchers will have available to them on
an annual basis twenty-one tables of data for each of the three populations

of prospective applicants.

Used separately, the profiles of college-bound seniors and prospective
applicants will allow users to identify changes in both the numbers and
characteristics of these important student populations. However, by commonly
employing two sub-groups of the profiles of applicants, accepted applicants,
enrolling freshmen and persisting freshmen to identify New England students
and non-New England students in each of those stages, the Summary Report
Service could easily follow student migrations and changgs in student
characteristics throughout the admissions process for individual institutions
and the three populations of institutions of higher education identified in

this paper.

Anyone interested in obtaining one or more of the following profiles of

prospective abplicants should contact the College Board's New England
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Regional Office at the address found on the title page.

1976 All New England Higher Education

1977 All New England Higher Education

1976 Private New England Higher Education

1977 Private New England Higher Education

1976 Public New England Higher Education

1977 Public New England Higher Education
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VARIOUS PERSPECTIVES ON THE GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF NEW ENROLLEES
IN THE MASSACHUSETTS STATE COLLEGE SYSTEM 1975-1976

JEAN PAUL BOUCHER
HASSACHUSETTS STATE COLLEGE SYSTEM
In 2 time of retrenchment wigh enrollments stabilizing or
declining and with costs rising faster than income, numerous altgrnative
courses of action must be considered. For most institutions of higher
education, the principal options are to increase student recruitment efforts,
to reduce student attrition, to increase tuition, teo reduce costs by staff
reductions and by more efficient operation, and to secure additional funds

from external sources.

The purpose of this paper is to examine the geograpﬁic distribu- -
tion of new enrollees, freshmen and transfer studénts, fo discover the major
sources of new.enrollees, the relative geographiec concéntration of new
enrollees, those areas from which a'relatively high or low percentage of
students are attracted and the relative competition for s;udents among the
ten State Colleges and other public institutions of higher education in
Massachusetts. It is assumed that this study with a visual presentation will
facilitate the successful recruitment of students, the ;dequate provision of
residential facilities, the determination of relative competition and the

planning for programmatic specialization.

.A few words about the distribution of state population and the
location of the State Colleges provides a useful background. The total
fopulation of the Commonwealth in the 1970 Census was 5.7 million.
Extrapolating from the Census data, we find 425,000 residents in the college™
age group 18-21 in 1975 with over 100,000 eighteen year olds. The Departmcﬁt

of Education reported over 78,000 high school graduates in 1975 of which
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balf continued their education. The State Colleges enrolled 8,415 freshmen
in fall 1975 of which approximately 6,000 were eighteen-year-old residents
of the state. This represented approximately 15% of the college-bound

high school graduates, 8% of all high school graduates and 6% of the fresh— »

man age group.

Since the number of eighteen year olds will peak in 1978, it is
probable that enrollments in the State Colleges will decline unless change
occurs in ohe or more of the following ways: an increase in the percentage
of college-bound students attending the State Coileges, an increase in the
percentage of high school graduates going to college, an increase in part-
time enrollment at the State Colleges, a2n increase in transfer students, and
an increase in the percentage of older students attending the State Colleges.

Each of these five possibilities is affected by recruitment efforts.

Twenty-five percent of the state's population is west of
Middlesex and Norfolk Counties while 167 is south of Nerfolk County. Thus,
59% of the population lies in Essex, Middlesex, Norfolk and Suffolk Counties
constituting 227 of the state's land area. The total enrollment of the four
State Colleges in this area constitutes 47% of the total System enrollment.
If Fitchburg's enrollment is added to the other four institutions, 58% of the
total enrollment is represented. This leaves 16% of our enrollment on the

south_shore and 267% of our enrollment in the west.

Comparing the percentage distribution of our new enrollees by county
of residence and the percentage distriburion of college age population by
county reveals where we are relatively successful or unsuccessful in attracting

students. In Essex, Suffolk and Worcester Counties we attract a larger
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percentage of new enrollees than the percentage of college age population
in these Counties. However, in Bristol, Hampden, Middlesex and Norfolk
Counties, which contain 60% more college age students than the three
Counties above, our percentage of new enrollees is considerably less than
the percentage of.college age populaﬁion in these four Counties. This may
be a result of competition with other institutions of higher education in
the latter four Counties, yet competition must also be high in Suffolk and
Worcester Counties where our pércenfage was higher. Tt is possible that the
population for Suffolk and Worcester Counties is underestimatea,failing to
take into account a sizeable influx of students from outs§de these two

Counties establishing residence in these two counties.

Another factor may 5& per cépita income; Middlesex and Norfolk
Counties have fhe highest per capita income in the Commonwealth and provide
relatively few students to the State Colleges. Available data from the
Student Descriptive Questionnaire suggests that the State Colleges are the
choice of the lower middle class. The self-reported family income of fresh-
men.coming into the State Colleges is roughly four thousand dollars below

the national average for four-year public institutions. In spite of this

pattern, it wouid seem that recruitment efforts would be fruitful in those

Counties providing a relatively low percentage of new enrollees.

On the third map we have placed the ten Standard Metropoliﬁan
Statistical Areas (SMSA's) designated by the Census Bureau in Massachusetts.
As most of you know, an 5SMSA contains at least one city of 50,000 inhabitants
or more, or "twin cities" with a combined population of at least 50,000.

The Census Bureau includes in an SMSA the central city and contiguous areas

that are soéially and economically integrated with the cgentral city. The
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Census Bureau publishes much data by SMSA as well as by county and
municipality. The SMSA's reveal the major concentrations of population with
some regional identity and integration. The Boston SMSA contains 48% of the
total state population and the ten SMSA's cowbined contain 78% of the total
population. Every institution except North Adams State College and the
Maritime Academy are within an S$MSA. Clearly, surrounding and nearby SMSA's
are promising areas for increased recruitment efforts. With Census Bureau
data. on SMSA's, recruitment efforts can be targeted to specific population

characteristics.

We have attempted to show the main sources of new enrollment by
three visual.devices.- 1) The‘county 1ines are the first visual means for
presenting the geographic sources of new enrollment.  2) A thick red line has
been drawn around the cities and towns surrounding each State College that
provide one~third of each State College's new en;ollment. Fach delineated
area includes the cities and towns closest to each State College and most
of the large sources of enrollment. The choice of one-third of the new
enrcllment instead of one-half or some other fraction w;s based on the fact
that one-third of the new enrollment at Bridgewater, North Adams aﬁd
Westfield constituted a large geographic area including cities and towns
beyond easy commuting distance. A second reason fof this smaller fraction is
that cqunty divisions provide additional components of the enrollment picture.
3) The colored circles provide the third means of demonstrating the sources
of new enrollment. With each State College represented by a different color,
the smaller circles are placed in the cities and towmns that contributed 25
te 99 new enrollees, while the larger circles are located in cities and towns

"that contributed 100 to 316 new enrollees to a given College.
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We havé not drawn a red line around the Maritime Academy because
its surrounding area does not contwibute significantly to its new enréllment.
The red line around the City of Boston includes 44% of Boston State'College's
enrollment and Suffolk County contributes 45% of the new enrollees at the

College of Art.

The variations in the size of the one~third blocks surrounding each
State College provide an impression of the density of its local enrollment.
In the cases of Bridgewater and Fitchburg, the delineated areas would appear
. to encompass most of the coumuter population. In the case of North Adams
State College, Berkshire, Franklin and Hampshire Counties ‘contribute only 36%
of the College's total enrollment. However,.large parts of these three

Counties are beyond easy commuting distance of the College.

Westfield State Collégelobtains only 39% oé its new enrollment from
Hampden and Hampshire Counties which confain some parts beyond easy commuting
distancé. The Maritime Academy is a residential institution drawing only 22%
of its new enrollment from éhe surrounding Counties of Barmstable, Plymouth

and Bristol.

Since colleges generally ére more open to commuter students, it seems
reasonable to coﬁclude that Westfield, North Adams, Fitchburg and Bridgewater
State Célleges are most dependent upon enroilment outside their surrounding
geographic areas. Since this data is based on the residentiai adéress of
enrollees, it does not indicate the démand for residential faciiities which
has generally been very high. A public institution is often required to

demonstrate cbjective need as well as demand. The data shows clearly that
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North Adams and Westfield State Colleges are dependent upon enrollees outside
of thelr geographic regions. New enrollees from the four Counties in this
area would barely meet the new enrocllment of one of the two Colleges.

However, less than a third could commute because of the distance.

An Important reason for this study, as mentioned in the beginning,
was to examine the relative competition for students among the ten State
Colleges. Competition within the System is of considerable concern to
members of the System and is often suggested by critics of the State Colleges.
" Even with the data available to a system of institutions, including program-

matic choices of individual students from each municipality in the state, it

is not possible to resolve the question definitively.

Jt is clear that the one~third blocks do not overlap. The location
of colored circles illustrating the major sources of enrollment fér each
College shows overlap in only a few municipalities. Considering county data,
new enrollees from Suffolk County constitute over 19% of the new enrollees at
Boston, Bridgewater, Framingham and Salem State Collegeé as well as the
College of Art and the Maritime Academy. Looking at the data from a different
perspective, we find tﬁat Boston State College received 467 of the residents
from Suffolk County enrolling in the System, while Salem received 18% and
Bridgewater received 11%. Does this represent heavy competition? It does
demonstrate a relatively high enrollment from Suffolk County. Yet, in four
nearby Counties, the ten State Colleges have obtained a relatively low per-
centage of enrollees considering the percentage of college age students in

these Counties.
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We explored in some detail the competition in the middle of the
state between Fitchburg, Framinghaa and Worcester-State Colleges.
Framingham re;eived only 117 of its new-enrollment from Worcester County
which provided 78% of Worcester's new enrollment and 36% of Fitchburg's new
enrollment. Framingham attracted only 5% of its new enrollees from the
municipalities providing 547 of Worcester's freshman enrollment. Worcester
State College attracted 5% of its freshmen from Fitchburg's one-third area

and 8% from Framingham's one-third area.

These figufes do not indicate great overlap in sources of enroll-
. ment in the middlé of the staté but competition is a mor; difficult
question. The percentage of enrollees from applications was examined to
reveal differences and possibie competiéion. Framingham enrolled 17% of the
applicants from Worcester County, 22% from Middlesex County and 15% from
Noerfolk County. Fitchburg emrolled 32% of the applicants from Worcester

County. These figures suggest a normal yield for Framingham and a relatively

high yield for Fitchburg State College.

This data does not show the number of studenté.who applied to only
cne of the three Colleges because of competition. Since our application
process permits applicants to apply to one, two or three Colleges for the same
application fee, it can be assumed that applicants will. generally apply to thg
;hree 1ocai Colleges. This assumption was tested by scrutinizing the applica-~
tions from one municipality surrounded by the three Colleges. Most applicants
applied to fwo of the three Colleges. Of the majority who indicated theilr
intended majAr, few students selected a program available at all three Colleges,
and only half selected programs available at tﬁo Colleges. Thus, programmatic
specialization appears to be an important factqr.

-197-



The data does not provide a definitive answer to the degree of
competition and the operation of programmatic specialization iIn this area.
A saaple survey of applicants would provide considerable insight into

the perception of competition and the perception of programmatic specialization.

The 1ast.o§er1ay displays the location of the fifteen Community
Colleges, the University of Massachusetts at Amherst and Boston, Southeastern ‘
Massachusetts University and the University of Lowell. The overlap of some
of these institutions with significant sources of new enrollées for the State
Colleges suggests some competition, but also may indicgte significant:sources
of transfer students. A study exclusively of freshmen should be revealing

on this point.

In conclusion, these maps developed from available data through the
applicatiqn Process present sgveral dimensions of the new enrollment into the
Massachusetts State Colleges. The analysis underlines areas of relatively
succéssful recruitment and promising areas for future recruitment efforts.

The variation in size of the one-third areas provides documentatioﬁ of:commuter
population and the need for residential facilities. The competition and over-
lap of énrollment'sources is suggested, but does nof appear to be a major

problem.

We clearly need tg contiuﬁe developing a_comprehensive data base on
enrollment patterns and sources. Furthermore, we need an eiternal agency such
as thé Board of Higher Education to collect and disseminate data om public
and private institutions of higher education to permit and encourage compre-
hensive and ;ystematic planning. Unnecessary duplication and real and
imagined comﬁetition can be avoided through clarification of institutional
nissions and goals and increased communication among institutions of higher

education within regions and within states.
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adoALRIMELL LY SLAE CUOLLEGE SYSTEM

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF NEW ENROLLEES FROM EACH COUNTY

SPRING AND FALL 1975

COUNTY Five State Colleges Receiving Largest %z of éozgl State
Percentage of County Residents Total Total New Population
Number Enrollees Age 16-20
BARNSTABLE BRL 40% NAD =~ 10% - SAL - 10% WES - 9% MMA  -0% 164 1.3% 1.7%
BERKSHIRE NAD 68 WES - 11 BRI - 6 FRA =~ 5 FIT - 4 456 3.7 2.7
BRISTOL BRI = 56 FRA - 8 SAL -7 FIT =7 WES - 6 416 3.3 7.8
ESSEX SAL - 64 BRI - 7 NAD - 6 BOS - 6 FIT - 6 1663  13.3 11.4
FRANKLIN NAD 34 FIT - 26 WOR  -14 WES -12 SAL ~ 8 50 o 1.1
HAMPDEN WES 60 NAD - 14 FIT - 6 FRA - 6 BRI - 5 668 5.4 8.3
| HAMPSHIRE WES - 37 NAD - 27 - FIT -13 SAL - 7 90 .7 1,9
Eg&ﬂmnnssax FRA - 26 FIT - 18 SAL -17 . WOR -9 EOS = 8 1513 12.i 25,0
NORFOLK BRI - 32 BOS - 17 FRA -14 NAD =~ 9 VES -~ 9 763 6.1 11.5
PLYMOUTH BRI - 60 BOS =~ 12 NAD - 6 SAL - 6 FRA - 5 777 6,2 6.5
SUFFOLK BOS. « 46 SAL ~ 18 ERT ~11 FRA =~ 7 FIT - 5° 3303 26.5 10,7
WORCESTER WOR = 54 FIT - 21 FRA =6 ~ WES -5 NAD - 5 2065 16.6 11.3
OTHER 543 AN o2
TOTAL 12471 100.% 100%

SOURCE: MSCS APMISSIONS STATISTICAL FILE

JPB/1me

JANUARY 28, 1977
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A STUDY OF THE AVAILABILITY OF PROGRAM ESSENTIAL
COURSES AT THE SEVENTEEN TWO-YEAR BRANCH
CAMPUSES OF THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY

ABSTRACT

Among the more important reasons why institutions
engage in academic planning is to improve program quality
and relevance and increase efficiency and effectiveness
of course offerings to the student consumer. Efficiency
for the student entails the ability to schedule the required
courses with appropriate timing and sequence for normal
degree progress. At The Pennsylvania State University a
study was defined to Tdentify the availability of program
essential courses at the seventeen 2-year branch campuses.
These campuses function primarily as a ''feeder system' to
the University Park Campus. Since these campuses offer
courses for the first two years of essentially all bac-
calaureate programs, it was deemed necessary to ensure that
their students obtain a '"common preparedness'' for continued
study at the central campus. The decisions reached as a
result of this study have influenced the student flow
patterns from the 2-year campuses and increased the overall
efficiency of course scheduling to ensure normal degree
progress of students.

INTRODUCTION: PENN STATE

The Pennsylvania State University is the land grant institution in the
state of Pennsylvania. In addition to the large pareﬁt campus at University
Park, there are seventeen two-year branch campuses located throughout the
State as well as several specialized campuses offering upper-division, graduate,
or medical programs. The academic department chairmen, college deans, and al)
senior University administrators for the branch campuses are physically located
at the University Park Campus. The chfef administrative officer at each of the
seventeen two-year branch campuses is the campus director who is responsible for
academic affairs, fiscal matters, student affairs, and physical plant operations
at the campus. The faculty at the branch campuses are members of their respective

academic departments. No separate departmental structure exists at the campuses.
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Fiscally, éach campus director operates with a comprehensiQe budget which
covers salaries, supplies, utilities, travel, and 6ther normal operational
expenses. Any increase in this operating budget from one year to the next must
be approved by a central budget committee at University Park. In particular,
requests for new faculty must be weighted against all other such requests by the
central budget committee.

The University maintains an I1BM 370 Model 168 computer at its University
Park Campus. Each branch campus interacts with this computer via a medium-speed
DATA 100 Reader/Printer terminal which utilizes dedicated telephone lines. This
computer serves all University instruction and research needs and provides the
administrative computer support services required by the branch campuses.

In addition to the DATA 100 Reader/Printer terminals, all campuses have [BM
Communicating Magnetic Card (CMC) typewriters which colleﬁtively form an intra-
University communications network. The‘typewriter, with the magnetic card feature,
ts a ''power! typewriter designed to increase typing productivity. It has the
capability to communicate with CMCs at other campuses and interact with the
computer as a remote terminal.

MOTIVATION FOR THE PROJECT

Despite their many similarities, the two-year branch campuses differ in many
ways. These campuses, due to geographical location and other local competitive
institutions, have grown at different rates. While the Academic Policy Plan of
the University states, '"The principal enrollment growth at the lower-division
level will be at the Commonweaith Campuses,' (p. 41) it goes on to note that:

Students entering one of the University's Commonwealth
Campuses should normally complete the first two years
of their college education at these campuses except

where local program offerings will not permit. Enroll-
ment at the lower-division level will develop at
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different campuses, however, with the more fully developed
Commonwealth Campuses achieving a stabilized enrollment
level early in the decade. Because of the demonstrated
retationships among the enrollment size of a campus,
breadth of academic program, and efficiency of operation,
the enroliment of each of the Commonwealth Campuses

should develop to an optimum level as quickly as possible.

This optimum level, about 800 - 1,000 students, is one which some campuses

have yet to reach while other campuses already have achieved enrollment levels

of 1,500 - 1,800.

Naturally, the smaller campuses cannot provide the richness of course

offerings that can readily be provided at the larger ones. Those campuses with

limited course offerings are thereby less able to retain baccalaureate students

for the prescribed first two years thus necessitating a premature transfer to the

parent campus. These premature transfers began to engender the following insti-

tutional problems:

1.

The enrollments in courses the students might have scheduled at the
branch campus were diminished. This resulted in inefficient section
sizes and necessitated the cancellation of some low-enroliment courses
which might have otherwise been able to operate.

The enroliments at the parent campus were prematurely increased in not
only the specialized course for which the students transferred but also
in more general courses that the students might have readily obtained
at their branch campus.

There was a growing tendency on the part of some campuses to retain
students longer than their program allowed. This increased the
campuses' ability to operate other courses that these students would
schedule, and it satisfied the student who wanted to stay the full
two years but it jeopardized the student's normal degree program.

There was a growing tendency on the part of some deans and department
chairmen at University Park to either not seek or not heed the input
from the campuses concerning the requiring of new freshman-sophomore
level courses that heretofore had not--and could not--be offered at
the campuses. There was limited accountability on the part of some
coliege deans and department chairmen for the '"ripple-effect" at the
campuses of a new freshman-sophomore requirement that could easily be
accommodated at University Park but would be fiscally impossible at
the campuses.
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As these problems came into focus, it became increasingly necessary to identify:
1) courses that were absolutely essential in the freshman-sophomore year program,
2) campuses that were not. currently offering these courses, and 3) resulting enroll-
ments and operating costs that would occur if the courses were to be offered at the
campuses. This study, then, was a response to those needs within the University.
APPROACH
The Office of the Vice President for Undergraduate Studies requested detailed
lists of program essential courses from each program chairman. To provide for
uniformity throughout the system, a format was recommended for the lists which
identified program essential freshman courses {and acceptabie substitutes) on
one page fol towed by program essential sophomore courses (and acceptable sub-
stitutes) on a second page. These pages, representing the official.course
essential list, required the signatures of fhe program.chairman and the coliege
dean.
This first phase not only provided the University with lists of program
essential freshman-sophomore courses but also initiated a new perspective on
program requirements. The lists identified courses which are absolutely essenfial
to the freshman-sophomore program and the several courses which had heretofore
"been considered 'nice-to-have' or "toe-dipping' courses. Some of the courses

on the fists, many felt, could be delayed until the junior-seniof vears at
University Park. However, these were to be discussed later at the consultation
between departmental chairman and branch campus representatives. These mee;ings
would be held after the branch campuses responded with their individual "unavail-~

able course' lists.

Through the 0ffice of the Dean for Academic Instruction at the Commonwealth
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Campuses, the branch campus administrators responsible for academic programs
(usually the Associate Directors for Academic Affairs) were asked to respond to
the lists of program-essential courses by indicating, for each major and/or
option, the courses unavailable at that campus. The goal was to assemble ali of
the seventeen campuses' responses to each of the 114 majors {including options)
for which program-essential courses had been |isted by the program chairman.

After joint consultation meetings with department personnel and campus representa=-
tives, recommendations would be made to assist in resource allocation and academic
planning. However, it was readily apparent that for seventeen campuses to respond
to 114 majors (a freshman and sophomore page for each!) the yield w&u!d be a
staggering quantity of paper with no hope of anyone digesting it. The need for
the use of the computer was obvious tp everyone.

DESIGN OF THE COMPUTER SYSTEM

A primary consideration in the design of any computer system (particularly
where users have limited computer experience) is its ease of use and simplicity
of instructions for understanding by the "nontechnical' individual. Since in-
dividual branch campuses have no administrative data processing departments and
littie administrative experience with batch processing on the DATA 100 terminals
other than registration activity, it was decided that the campuses should enter
their data via the communicating magnetic card (CMC) typewriter terminals. The
CMC was operated by a full-time secretary at each campus who used it as a power
and communicating typewriter.

The system design utilized the campuses' typewriter terminals for data
entry. Data from these terminals are captured on seventeen magnetic tapes at
University Park. - Reports are subsequently generated from these data tapes by

the Institutional Research Office.
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If the CMCs were to be used efficiently, there was a need to develop a
form that would accommodate a listing of unavailable courses for a given academic
Program in a format which an administrator could read and discuss and which would
provide the proper format for the magnetic card which would be used to transmit
the data to the computer. It was to this end that the CCCU76 form was developed.

The form itself (Figure 1) was professionally printed. Its format design
permits the administrator to read it with understanding, discuss it with a colleague,
and make comparative Jjudgments regarding the course entries. Except for line
numbers, it requires no extraneous characters to be typed (which is untike many
computer data entry systems). Also, as the secretary types the form, a magnetic
card is simultaneously recorded with only the typed entries. These magnetic cards
are accumulated for all majors, and when connection with the computer is made,
these same magnetic cards permit a 'rapid-fire" data entry to the computer,
without any modification or retyping.

Another significant feature of the system design was the error checking
capability and user ability to resubmit data. Thus, as errors were detected, a
campus simply corrected the identified errors and resubmitted this data with the
next input stream. Tape records were flagged with date and time of entry permitting
acceptance of the record.with latest date and time as the intended entry by the
campus. This feature has the added long-range benefit of permitting the campuses
to updatelthe courses for a given academic program while leaving other tape records
intact. The tape file is, therefore, responsive to new program modifications and
course requirements. In addition, the files can be monitored at predetermined
times to evaluate the impact of these program modifications on the seventeen

branch campuses.
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A final Important feature of the.system was its simplistic operational
design. Operational procedures and data-entry requirements can be carried out
by the regular secretarial staff. While these typists were familiar with the
magnetic card feature and with techniques of communicating with other CMC type-
writers, they had no prior experience with computer interaction. However, by
prerecording computer log-on instructions, account identifiers, and execute
instructions on magnetic cards, it was possible for these typists to successfully
accomplish the data transmittal to the computer. Each typist had a user's manual
with no instruction more complicated than ''dial the computer,'' ''feed in the first
magnetic card,' and ''depress the AUTO button.'

As campuses completed their data transmittal, several programs were written
by the Institutional Research staff at University Park to capture, sort, and
summarize Fhe mass of information on the seventeen campus tapes into meaningful,
workable reports. The Commonwealth Campus (CWC) Program Matrix was produced
which identifies the number of terms (six terms or two years being the ideal)
that the students could remain at a given campus in a given academic program if
the courses listed by the program chairman were in fact essential at the freshman-
sophomore level.

The Unavailable Courses by Major Report and the Major Impact by Campus
Report providéd two views of the data to determine majors that were in the best
{or worst) shape regarding courses unavailable at the campuses. These reports
assisted in determining what course(s) could be offered at what campus(es) to
achieve the greatest retention of students for the least cost.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND ENSTITUTIONAL IMPACT

Using the reports generated by the Institutional Research staff, the first
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and perhaps most significant accomplishment was the joint consultation meetings
held in the OFfice.of the Vice President for Undergraduate Studies. These
ﬁeetings permitted branch campus representatives to meet with every college dean-=
one at a time--and to present their case for retention of students in accordance
with program-essential requirements. Absurd program requirements that had ""'s1ipped
through'' earlier were now identified in the reports and eliminated. Specialiied
program requirements which were not prerequisites for upper-division'work were
questioned and in most cases permission was granted for delaying them until the
student arrived at University Park. Courses with essentially similar content were
identified and, If campuses could offer at least one of them,'it was allowed as
an acceptable substitute for the others. ''Toe-dipping'' courses were virtually
eliminated if requiring them resulted in a premature transfer for the students.
In short, this study has established a mechanism by which colleges and campuses
can discuss program course requirements and systematically study the impact these
may have on the individual campuses.

Another consequence of this project which cannot be overlooked is the "hands

I

on'' experience that the secretaries at the campuses obtained in transmitting data
directly to the computer. Apprehensive at first, they clearly developed confidence-~
and competence--as the project progressed. At York the CMC secretary learned the
remote job entry techniques for the computer so enthusiasticaily that she now
routinely enters data, saves files, and generates monthly reports for several
campus administrators on a variety of lesser projects.

The reports generated by the project have become excellent planning aids.

With firm agreements on when students will transfer, the campuses as well as the

University Park departments can tailor course offerings to this student flow.
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Although. the budget hearings for this vear preceded the issuing of the reports,
some striking inequities in course offerings were identified which will be a basis
for budget massage throughout the year.

FUTURE PLANS

The study has generated a data base--the seventeen campus tapes--of tremendous
importance to future studies; For some studies it is desirable to develop reporting
capabilities which permit specific majors or specific courses to be viewed without
the bulk of the reports heretofore available. The ability to provide this will be
particularly important as cost information is formalized and appropriately integrated
into the study.

For this first study phase, cost information was not included because there
existed sufficient consultation meeting material--namely, the listing of unavailable
courses for each academic program. Future consultation meetings, however, will not
have to readdress these basic issues. Therefore, the meeting participants may
spend more time dealing with a microscopic analysis of cost data. In fact, assuming
a general agreement exists between the branch campuses and the coilege deans that a
given course is indeed essential, there would be very littie justification other
than cost for its not being offared. The CCU76 form, the tape records, and the
reports available from Institutional Research are all designed to permit cost data
to be entered and analyzed.

Another desirable feature for future development is the ability to generate
a report from any campus within the Univergity. The reports hitherto generated
and those planned for the immediate fﬁfure have been produced centraily and are
the responsibility of the Institutional Research Office. The information on these

tapes can be sorted and 'sliced" in several ways so that deans, department chair-

men, and campus administrators will be able to obtain certain reports--especially
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when the '""specific' capabilities are operational~-at their own campuses without
the intervening assistance of the Institutional Research Office.
CONCLUSION

This study has had, and will continue to have, great impact on University
planning, resource allocation, student flow, and the budget process itself.
Program chairmen have become more sensitive to constraints at the campuses and
the corresponding need to adjust program requirements in accordance with the goal
of retaining students at the campuses for the full first two years. The study
démonstratéd that noncomputer-oriented personnel could successfully Interact with
the computer without diminishing the integrity of the data or the results. While
the study accompiished its intended goals, additional enhancements should be

developed if the project is to be an annual part of the University planning process.
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THE EVALUATOR IN AN INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH SETTING: ...CAN IT WORK?

Virginia P. Mitchell, Ed. D.
Research Associate

Office of Institutional Research

The answer to the question "Can an evaluator function effec-
tively within the framework of an 0ffice of Institutional Research?®
is "Sometimes." In this paper I will attempt to analyze some of the
"When's" and "How's" by discussing four major issues related to the
question. These are:

1. What is meant by "function effectively"?
2. What is required of both the evaluator and the_décision
makers for this ideal to occur?
3. What circumstances would strongly suggest the need for
an "outside" evaluator?
4. What circumstances would strongly indicate that no
evaluator would be successful?
T will use examp]es from my experiences as an outside evaluator, an
evaluation consultant to "Special Programs” at a four-year university,
and the resident evaluator of the Office of Institutional Research at

a community college to illustrate these four points.

Assumptions. Before the effective functioning of an evaluator within
the setting of an Qffice of Institutional Research can be discussed,

I should mention certain assumptions that I am making about the nature
and purpose of evaluation. First, the definition of evaluation which
I use is that of "providing data for décision making" which appears
frequently in the 1iterature (Cronbach, 1963; Stufflebeam, 1970).
Implicit in this definition 1is the need for the evaluator to work
closely with those serving in a decision making capacity in the

program, project, etc. in order to know what data they want and will
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use. The evaluator must not, however, attempt to influence or change
in any way the normal decision making pattern, no matter how disorganized
it may appear.

Going along with this definition, I further believe that the
framework for any evaluation activities should be the goals the decision
maker(s) has for the program. This, then, also indicates the need
for much interaction and cooperation between evaluator and decision
maker in order to fully identify these goals in a precise manner.

Throughout the rest of this discussion, I will be referring to
the context of a full program evaluation. I believe, however, that
most of my remarks will be equally appliicable to smaller-scale
evaluation activities or to the individual components of an evaluation

such as goals identification or the design of evaluative instruments.

Effective functioning. In the best of all possible worlds, the eval-

uator will be seen by those requesting the evaluation--usually faculty
or administrative program decision makers--as an expert in the field
who can be of great potential value to them by supplying, in a system-
atic feShion, the important information about their programs which
they do not have the time to collect themselves. The evaluator will
be trusted and will receive the utmost cooperation whenever he/she
needs to work with decision makers to specify goals or in any way
clarify the evaluation design.

The evaluator would, ideally, not be hampered by external
constraints such as political pressures, or strong suggestions as to

what the evaluation results should Took like. The data from the
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evaluation would be used to make decisions about program improvement,
even if the results were not those which were originally hoped for.

Further indications that the evaluator was functioning effectively
would be that evaluation activities would be engaged 1in more frequently,
especially by those who have already attempted them. Also, eﬁa]uation
services would be requested by decision makers on several levels, e.g.,
faculty, chairperson, deans, and president.,

An example of such effective functioning came about as I was
engaged in a study conéerning_two modes of instruction for an intro-
ductory psychology class at a community college. As the development
of the mediated format for the course was funded by federal grant
money and I had been hired to evaluate such activities, I, and
everyone who had worked on the project, knew that I would be conduct-
ing this evaluation. The instructor for the course and the chair-
person of the department cooperated fully with me. The focus of the
evaluatior was on whether or not students in the mediated classes could
perform as well as those in the "traditional™ classes on identical
tests. The goal was that the former would be able to do so.

As it turned out, the data indicated that those in the tradi-
tionally-taught sections did significantly better than their counter-
parts in the newly-developed sections. While nobody wanted to hear this,
after the considerable outlay of money as well as faculty timc and
production resources, serious efforts were made to improve the lot
of students in the mediated classes in the future based upon recom-

mendations in the evaluation report.
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Requirements for effective functioning. What are some of the factors which

led to the success of the evaluation effort described above? There are
some things the evaluator can do to help promote a climate receptive

to evaluation. The evaluator should naturally be straight-forward
about the evaluation process and stress that its purpose is to provide
program decision makers with data they want and will use. The evaluator
should aiso be sure decision makers understand the usefulness of “"neg-
ative" data, j7.e., information which shows their goals for the program
are not being accomplished. While it isn't possible for an evaluation
to be completely non-threatening, a recognition of the Tiklihood of
negative findings and a willingness on the part of the evaluator and
decision makers to use these results constructively can do much to
insure success.

It is also important for the evaluator to specify at the outset
those persons who will be receiving copies of the evaluation reports.
If the evaluation is truly in~hoﬁse; it should be left up to the dis-
cretion of the program decision makers to disseminate the results.

As is probably evident from the very brief description of this
evaluation model, the great amount of evaluator-decision maker inter-
action benefits greatly from an ¢pen-minded decision maker. Someone
who is not afraid to specify his/her goals truthfully, to assist the
evaluator in the determination of the data to be collected, and to
think seriously about the program immeasurably improves the evaluation
process. A decision maker's willingness to accept even unfavorable
data and to work toward the improvement of the program is the best

insurance of a successful evaluation available.
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When to use an "outside" evaluator. The ideal cooperative relation-

ship described above may sometimes be impossibie to achieve within

an institution, even if the evaluator and decision makers are genu-
inely open with each other and interested in the process and outcomes
of the evaluation. There may be factors unique to the particular
Institutional setting and to the role of the Office of Institutional
Reseérch within that setting which militate against a rational,
systematic approach to the evaluation problem,

There are probably as many different roles for institutional
research offices as there are institutions. Let us take the example
of such an office for which the main objective has historically been
to meet the management needs of the top levels of the administration,
e.9., to provide data on institutional enrollments by head-count,
full-time equivalent, and academic program; to provide program cost
data; to describe the results of the administration of placement
examinations to entering students; and to collect information on the
employment and transfer of graduates. An evaluator in this type of
office would inevitably be seen by faculty members as strongly aligned
with the administration. Should the faculty and administration have
had a history of an adversarial relationship, it would be particu-
larly difficult for the evaluator to interact effectively with faculty
during the conduct of an evaluation. |

I witnessed the resulting fiasco when‘the evaluation of an
English course which was being taught via "traditional” and television
modes was carried out in an environment similar to that described
ébove. To make matters worse, the data presented in the evaluation

report seemed cautiously to support the television mode which members -
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of the administrafion had originally strongly promoted. Those members
of the English faculty present at the meeting called to discuss the
results of the eva]uatibn totally refuted the evaluation process,
although they had been involved in it tﬁroughout. Since fhey were, in
essence, refusing to base decisions concerning the course on these
data, the evaluation resources had been wasted.

While this kind of situation is probably fairly common with "in-
house" evaluations, the reverse could also be imagined. That is,
an 0ffice of Institutional Research which had traditionally served
faculty needs extensively might be seen by the administration, when
the time came for course or program evaluation, to be biased. In
either case, a mutually agreed-upon outside evaluator who is seen
as relatively "objective" sﬁou]d be selected to carry out the evalu-

ation activities.

When no evaluation is likely to succeed. It is sometimes possible to

spot situations such as the one mentioned above in time to avoid

wasting evaluation resources. There are other factors, however, which

are more subtle and are very often not recognized until it's too late.
A fairly common circumstance occurs when the administrator in

charge of the evaluation resources tries to make one process serve

a range of decision making Tevels. That is, while the evaluator may

be working closely with the program decision makers on the faculty

level, higher level administrators who may have different goals and

priorities, want to use the evaluation data for their own ends.

While it is certainly Tegitimate for those to whom the faculty members

are responsible to wish to see the results of the evaluation, the
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problem comes when the administration's goals are left unstated.
Again, depending on the history of the faculty-administration relation-
ship, this secrecy may make the faculty too suspicious to engage
openly and honestly in the evaluation activities. The knowiedge that
there are hidden agendas coupled with a history of less~than-peace-
ful coexistence may convince faculty that the administration is more
concerned with hatchet work than with program improvement.

Such an environment generally fosters suspicion on all sides.
Very often administrative decision makers are unwilling to let pro-
gram decision makers have free rein to carry out evaluations without
outside intervention. There is the belief that the faculty will try
to manipulate the evaluator's recommendations to support their own
time-worn complaints, e.g.,-the need for more staff and facilities.

It is virtually impossible for an evaluation taking place in
such a setting to be truly successful. Strong suspicion and biases
on all sides can render any recommendations based upon the evaluation
data ineffective. While an outside evaluator's report may carry more
weight than one coming from the Office of Instjtutional Research, it
is unlikely that any suggestions will be heard above the din.

I am currently working on a system which was purportedly designed
to monitor academic programs in order to determine when they fail
to meet the standards set by their own program coordinators. At
such a time, program evaluation would be instituted. It seems, however,
that the system as originally designed will never be fully realized.
The desires of high-level administrators to have information which
they can use to make program comparisons seem to be taking precedence

over the original intent which was to provide program decision makers
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with data to be used for program improvement. Once the focus is
changed, I feel it will be impossible to maintain faculty cooperation,
as they will be well aware of the uses to which such data will be put.
One final situation in which evaluation is not likely to succeed
has already been alluded to above. This occurs when one or more pro-
gram decjsion makers are too threatened by the evaluation process to
cooperate with the evaluator. I experienced this when I was serving
as an outside evaluator for a Title III project, so it is a situation
by-no-means unique to the in-house evaluation. The project director,
although agreeing in advance to the general structure and extent of
the evaluation activities, nevertheless failed to identify her true
goals for the project and, in fact, was able to stonewall the speci-
fication of her goals. She, therefore, neglected the opportunity to
specify data collection which, if it had occurred in time, would
have saved her program which ultimately failed due to the lack of
students voluntarily electing it. It can be almost impossible to
recognize this is happening until the evaluation is over, especially

if the person is outwardly cooperative.

Final comments. Having one or more persons with expertise in evalua-

tion procedures available on campus has definite advantages. He or
she can offer workshops on evaluation topics to interested faculty
and staff members or help .when needed with goals identification and
specification, the design of questionnaires or other evaluative
instruments, or the collection of program-related data. The evalu-
ator can also provide a valuable perspective by serving on curri-

culum, Tong-range planning, and/or instructional development commit-
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ties. If other factors do not short-circuit it, the effect of having
sensitive, effective evaluation expertise available could be even-
tually to interest more and more people in the systematic collection
of data about courses and programs.

A decision about whether or not to bring such a person into
an existing Office of Institutional Research, however, should take
Into consideration the above caveats. While most evaluators could
effectively provide educational and consulting services, it is the
institutional environment and the role of the Office of Institutional
Research within that institution which will ultimately decree the

effectiveness of any evaluation activities attempted.
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ACCOUNTABILITY AND CONTROL OF STUDENT FEES

JEAN PAUL BOUCHER
MASSACHUSETTS STATE COLLEGE SY¥STEM

In fiscal year 1976, each State College charged its students a
Sfudent Activity Fee, an Athletic Fee, an Educational Services Fee, a Library
Fee, and a Placement Fee. The five commén fees generated an income of
$3,292,580. Other student fees ( see footnote I} increased the total income
generated by student fees in fiscal year 1976 to $4,716,646. This amount is
more than the individual maintenance budgets of five of the Massachusetts

State Colleges in the same fiscal year.

Since student fees and student fee trust funds involve relatively
large sums of money, it is quite understagdable that numeroué questions have been
raised by students, faculty, administrators, Trustees and auditors about the
use and management of these funds. In a period of retrenchment there is

increasing concern for accountability, efficiency and economy.

The purpose of this paper is to clarify the terms involved, to explere
the rationale for student fees, to review legal constraints,to review the

policies and practices of similar institutions and to provide guidelines and

policies to improve accountability and management of student fees.

Beginning at a level that may seem obvious to some, it is important to
determine.the meaning of a fee and tuition. The American Eeritage Dictionary
defines a fee as "a charge fixed by an institution or by law." Tuition 1s "a
fee for instruction, especially at a formal institution of learning."  Though
these two definitions may seem obvious to us here in the Northeast, a recent
study prepared for the 17th Annual Forum of the Association for Institutional

Research reveals the lack of common and universal usage of these terms. 1In
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examining the charges at twenty major umiversities, Joe L. Saupe and

Russell E. Blagg discovered that while "most assess a basic, comprehensive,
multipurpose, undesignated~as—to-specific-purpose charge ..., only nine of
the twenty refer to the general charge as tuition and five "make no use of the
term tuition In stating student charges.” :

This situation undoubtedly reflects the desire of many public univer-
sities to continue the impression of providing free instruction to state
residents. Public colleges and univeréities have a continuing commitment to
provide instruction at little or no cost to state residents. Consequently,
many public institutions have established a wide variety of required student
fees separate from tuitiom to help support athletic programs, student unions,

libraries and placement services.

Another critical factor in Massachusetts and several other states is
the fact that tuition collected by public colleges and universities is returned
to the state and is not available for use by the collecting agents. Student
fees, however, are deposited in trust funds or institutional accounts and are

administered by the institution.

The two factors mentioned above do not exist at private institutions
and, thus, they generally do not have the variety of separate required student
fees found in the public sector. Although both‘sectors must balande income’
and costs, the private sector is more likely to increase tuition than create
a required student fee. In the public sector required student fees have

usually been introduced to meet clear and pressing needs for generally accepted
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services and acéivities that have either not been addressed or not addressed
adequately by state appropriations. In the case of the Massachusetts State
Colleges, this lack of adequate funding has led to the establishment of an
Athletic Fee, an Educational Services Fee, a Library Fee and a Placement‘Fee.
The difficult judgement that must be made at public and private institutions
1s whether a given service or activity is sufficiently important to warrant

a reallocation of existing funds or the introduction of a required fee or an

increase in tuition.

In addition to the two circumstances mentioned above encouraging the
development of separate required student fees in the public sector, the identi-
fication of the separate costs involved in the higher educational experience
can be justified in terms of providing the student with a better understanding
of the relative costs of the services rendered. George B. Weathersby and
Frederic Jacobs extend this argument to the point of suggesting that the
complexity of services provided by-higher education (assessment, academic
advising, career planning and certification) be made available to students

3
separately with appropriate costs and not as a single package or entity.

Having explored the rationale for student fees, it is worthwhile to
briefly comment upon the legal constraints in this area. Although a case by
case discussion is beyond the scope of this paper, it should be noted that
the courts have upheld mandatory student activity fees and clarified several
areas of student rights. First Amendments rights, especially the right to
free expression in college newspapers and the right to peaceful assembly,
have been affirmed. Thus, required student fees do not permit college
officials to interfere with free expression in newspapers or to arbitrarily

deny official recognition to an organization. Student publications and
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student activity funds would seem to require primary leadership from students.
Student rights do not appear to resfrict college offic&als from developing
sound management practices, determining_the amount of fees, deciding upon

the appropriateness of new fees and determining tﬁe use of fees aside from the

4
student activity fee.

Earlier in this paper we examined tﬁe meaning of the terms tuition and
fee. Another label requiring clarification is the student activity fee.
A student activity fee may encompass a wide variety of activities, including
lecture courses, concerts, athletic programs, cultural programs; recreational
programs, forensics, drgmatics, student government and student newspaper. Narrowls
defined, a student activity fee should support the student government organiza-
tion, the sﬁudent newspaper and recreational and entertainment ‘activities.

Student clubs and organizations are also usually supported through this fee.

Unfortunately, the Massachusetts State Colleges do not have clearly
defined fees and do not have a reporting mechanism that reveals the major
uses of student fees, Though this condition refiects the evolution of each
College's needs, it is a major impediment to proper oversight by the Board
of Trustees. Thus, an important improvement in the area of student fees
would be uniform nomenclature, clearly delineate& purposes, objectives and

uses and a more detailed reporting form.

In an effort to learn from the experience of other imstitutions, we
examined the student fees of the state colleges in the five other New England
states plus New Jersey, Illinois and Mipnesota. Also considered were the
policies and practices at the University of Massachusetts and the Regional

Community Colleges of Massachusetts.
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In general terms, the State Collegss in Massachusetts are similar
to other s;ste colleges in.the variety of fees, in the total dollar amount
of fees and in the degree of specificity regarding policies and guidelines
governing fees. All institutions charge tuition and a student activity fee.
However, the universal student activity fee varies greatly in its comprehen-
siveness. Most state colleges have a student union fee, a health fee, and
a variety of other fees. A few have an athletic fee separate from the student
activity fee. Only the Connecticut State Colleges and the Massachusetts
Community Colleges collect laboratory_fees from all students. Considering
the eight states examined, fees constituted an average 257 addition to tuition.

(See Attachment A)

With the exception of Minnesota and Vermont, each state has a variety
of fess anmong its. state colleges. In Minnesota, the 1egislsture has set a
seiling on the total charge for common fees and has determined the kind of
fees that may be charged. Vermont has a ceiling on the student activity fee.
The Massachusetts Regional Community College System has established ceilings on

several fees.

In Minnesota and Vermont, fees are part of a unified budget, and at
the University of Massachusetts, a REVENUE-BASED BUDGET is reviewed and
approved by the Trustees. In Maine and Illinois, tuition is set at roughly

one-third of instructional costs.

The essential purpose of this paper is to recommend guidelines and
policies to improve accountability and management in the area of student fees.
Since organization theorists disagree about the meaning of accountability and

control and provide different approaches to the improvement of management, it
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is necessary to épecify the perspective of this paper. In simple terms, the
chief executive exercises organizational control to the extent that subordinates
perform according to executive orders. Control is based on the ability to

hold persons accountable for their actions and to distribute rewards and
sanctions according to conformance or non-conformance to executive commands.

Control and accountability require clearly defined fesponsibilities, duties,
5

objectives and rules and an adequate monitoring or evaluation system.

The iﬁprovement of management involves many variables. In this paper
we will recommend guidelines to clarify.responsibilities, duties, objectives
and rules and thus enhance accountability. We will also recommend a detailed
budget document in which each student fee is separated into program elements.
This program budgeting process wil; provide far more information to participants
and Trustees and permit proper oversight and decision-making by the Board of

Trustees.

To improve the review process in the area of student fees and trust
funds, the Board of Trustees should consider the following policies and

guidelines.

RECOMMENDATION I The Board of Trustees is committed to providing quality
education at the lowest possible cost to the citizens of the Commonwealth.

THEREFORE: .
A. Tuition and fees will be maintained at the lowest possible level.

B. Required student fees should not exceed one-third of the tuition charge.

C. Each President shall exert every effort to insure that student fees
are managed efficiently, achieving every possible economy.

D. Every expenditure from a Trust Fund exceeding $1,000 and not previously
approved by the Board of Trustees will be reported to the Chancellor
with an explanation of the relationship of the expenditure to the
purpose of the fund.
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E. Income from student fees shall not be used for capital expenditures.

F. Each President is responsible for monitoring Trust Fund operations
in accordance with established state procedures.

G. The Beard of Trustees shall continue the current practice of
approving services by private concessionnaires who are trequired to
pay a percentage of profits to the General Purpose Fund or other
suitable fund and who are evaluated periodically for performance.

H. No fees shall be required of all students unless such fees will
benefit more than 50% of the student body and potentially benefit
all students.

I. Those charged with administering Trust Funds derived from student
fees should direct that students be amply informed of the benefits
to be derived from such fees.

J. The planning for and setting of all student fees shall involve input
from students, faculty and administrators.

RECOMMENDATTON 2 The Board of Trustees must have sufficient information

presented in an orderly fashion and on a timely basis tc appraise the activities
and programs supported by student fees more adequately. It is necessary to

implement a process to improve management in “he area of studaent fees.

The establishment of a FEE-BASED PROGRAM BUDGET and its review by the .
Board of Trustees incorporates the successful practice of other institutions
and systems. It will provide a comprehensive view of student fees and related
Trust Funds in sufficient detail to improve and facilitate ovefsight by and

accountability to the Board of Trustees.

THEREFORE:

A, The'Trustees shall continue to review all ncw fees and all. Trust Fund
operations.

B. Each President shall prepare a FEE-BASED PROGRAM BUDGET in addition
to the current operating budget. The FEE~BASED PROGRAM BUDGET shall
describe and review the major activities or items supported by each
student fee in the current fiscal year and present the programs
proposed in the next fiscal year. The various services, programs and
activities anticipated for the coming year will be delineated
separately for each individual fee and appropriate sub-categories.
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All changes in fees will be Included for review in this document.
The FEE-BASED PROGRAM BUDGET will be submitted two months before the
June meeting of the Board of Trustees and will review both the
current year's revenue and expenditures and anticipated revenue and
expenditures in the fiscal year beginning the following July 1.

411 new fees shall be reviewed by the Board of Trustees at its
April meeting.

In addition to reasonable guidelines, the Board of Trustees should address
the organizational aspect of centralized control versus decentralized control.

FUTURE POLICY OPTIONS

If the Trustees want greater control, then: -

1. The Trustees should continue to review all fees and all changes in fees.

2. The Trustees may want to require uniform charges and uniform sub-
categories among the State Colleges except perhaps the Student Activity
Fee and the Athletic Fee.

3. The Trustees may want to impose ceilings on each student fee or a
maximum on total fees.

4. The Trustees may want to indicate, suggest or require the allocation
of some funds from some fees for certain specific purposes.

5. The Trustees may want to review new fees or changes in fees only once
or twice a year. )

1f the Trustees want decentralization in the area of student fees, then:

1. The Trustees may want to delegate to the Chancellor or the Presidents
the final decision on changes in user fees OT new fees deposited
in the General Purpose Fund.

2. The Trustees may want to set ceilings for all fees and delegate to the
Chancellor or the Presidents authority to approve changes in fees and
new fees within these ceilings or within an overall ceiling.

3. The Trustees may want to delegate to the Chancellor or the Presidents

the authority to approve changes in fees of $5 or less directed to the
General Purpose Fund. ’
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ATTACHMENT A

RANGE OF ANNUAL TUITION AND FEES
MASSACHUSETTS STATE COLLEGES AND IN SELECTED STATES

FISCAL YEAR 1977

Total

Required Common Fees %%*%
In-State | Student | Tuition &
_State Colleges Tuition Activity Athletic. Health Library Other™ Common Fe o
Connecticut $ 390 $28 - 60 $218-278  $648-708
R.I. College 504 40 14 10 42 610
Maine 550 20-35 ' 570-585
N.H. 700 70 0~15 ) 26-45 796-830
Vermont 670 50 : 23 , 50 793
' $22/credit
New Jersey 704 139 843
Illinois 510 30-40 70-106 610-656
Minnesota 444 45 24 . 60 573
U/Mass~ Boston 345 30 10 44 429
U/Mass—Amherst 345 53 ' 30 77 130 635
Community Colleges 300 25-40 : 32 355-370
Mass. State Colleges 500 25-50 25-60 Q24 10-20 0-35 570-657
: Fekeskse
Public 4-Yr Colleges .
(AASCU) $582
EE T
Private 2~Yr.
Average ** - 2,345
Private 4-Yr.
Average ** 2,823

*  Connecticut has a $150 fee for the operation of auxiliary services and a
variable General Service fee. ‘
Many Systems have student unionm fees.

*% (College Scholarship Service of CEEB

*%%*  Required Common fees are those charged to all students on a yearly basis

Ak

In addition to tuition and fees which will range from $581 to $678, it should be

noted that room and board costs will add between $1220 and $1434 in academic year
1977-78, bringing the total range from $1801-$2112 for tuition, fees, room and
board at the Massachusetts State Colleges.

*%%%* Room and Board costs nationally for 4-Yr public colleges averaged $1211, bringing the
total for tuition, fees, room and board to $1793 in fiscal year 1977.

JPR/1me

September 9, 1977
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