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ABSTRACT 

aThe purpose of this study was to develop and implement 

model procedure for the design of an institutionally-tailored 

planning system to assist in the allocation of faculty 

reviewpositions. The study involved three steps: first, a 

andof relevant literature to identify current practices 

commonly used data elements; second, a verification of 

the data elements by institutions involved in planning 

activities; and third, an assessment of the data elements 

theby departmental chairmen and other administrators at 

selected institution, Memphis State University. 

A four-point scale was used by the chairmen and other 

of eachadministrators to indicate the degree of usefulness 

of the identified data elements in staffing considerations. 

Analysis of the responses showed significant agreement among 

datathe total group of respondents on the rankings of the 

elements. Three factors were tested for possible impact on 

the rankings. These were level of responsibility, college 

affiliation and departmental size. There was no significant 

difference shown in rankings by level of responsibility 

within the institution. Significant agreement was seen 

within three colleges, but not within two of the colleges 

examined. Departmental size was not a consistent determinant 

of significant agreement or disagreement. 

11 
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A factor analysis of the responses was used as a guide 

in format design of a "Planning Profile" for staffing. 

factorsSubjective responses directed attention to program 

and were a means of individualizing profiles for particular 

departments. 

Inherent in this model procedure were the criteria 

of effectiveness cited in the literature: simplicity, 

flexibility and provision for participation of those 

who use the information in decision-making. Continuing 

development of the model might include regular reassessment 

ofof the data elements, the monitoring of possible areas 

disagreement which would require further study, and analysis 

for format implications. 
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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE 

Introduction 

The development of planning and information systems in 

higher education was originally prompted by the rapid growth 

thrust ofof enrollment and programs during the sixties. The 

into anearly efforts was to organize a proliferation of data 

order that academic administrators could better use in 

evaluating the needs for facilities, programs and faculty. 

Examples of these efforts included a plan by the Department 

of Health, Education and Welfare in the form of the Higher 

Education General Information Survey (HEGIS) and a Management 

forInformation System by the Western Interstate Commission 

onHigher Education (WICHE). Both of these efforts focused 

standardized data elements for use in comprehensive planning 

systems, data exchanges and statistical profiles. 

The literature suggests that planning and information 

needs have changed somewhat since the sixties as "the problem 

of dealing with growth has become the problem of adjusting 
1 

to the steady state. Emphasis on planning during the 

• r^Carl R. Adams, ed Appraising Information Needs of 
Decision Makers, No. 15, New Directions for Institutional 
Research (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc • 1977), p. 61.f 

1 
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seventies comes from concern over the steady, and sometimes 

declining, state of enrollments that exists in higher 

education. Also promoting an interest in planning are 

use ofpressures for accountability in the allocation and 

resources from the federal, state and local levels. 

aAs a result of the new and more urgent emphases of 

aresteady state and accountability demands, administrators 

planningreviewing currently available systems in a search for 

assistance. However, the assistance has been limited, and 

the literature reflects a critical response from many 

administrators. Weaknesses cited include the size and 

rigidity of data requirements, inflexible report-writing 

In additionlack of timeliness, and excessive cost.programs, 

cite anto these structural limitations, administrators also 

intuitiveapparent disregard among system developers for the 

in theand political nature of planning and decision-making 
2 

There seems to exist some sort ofeducational process, 

no man's land between the operational use of a model in a 

decision-making environment and the theoretical development 
3 

of the model. . 

^Richard C. Richardson, Don E. Gardiner and Ann Pierce, 
"The Need for Institutional Planning," College and University 
Bulletin, XXX, No. 1 (September, 1977), p. 3. 

• t^Charles B. Johnson and William G. Katzenmeyer, eds 
TheManagement Information Systems in Higher Education: 

State of the Art^ (Durham; Duke University Press, 1969), 
p. 13^: 
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To overcome these identified weaknesses and "bridge 

it has been recommendedthe gap" between development and use, 

that planning systems be tailored to individual institutions. 

orCurrent authorities also have suggested that the total 

integratecomprehensive information system, which attempts to 

a serviceableall planning needs into one program, is not 

concept . . ,"^ for if information systems are to serve as 

accoma foundation for educational judgment, they must be 

modated to the limits of human intuition."^ To be effective. 

be characterized by simplicity.planning procedures must 

flexibility, . . . and provision for meaningful participation 
7 

by all concerned," 

Statement of the Problem 

The basic problem which prompted this study was the 

absence of planning systems for the allocation of faculty 

positions which met the criteria of effectiveness noted 

andin the literature ("simplicity, flexibility, . . . 
8

." ) and which.provision for meaningful participation . . 

by the nature of their content and design, encouraged the 

use of planning and management techniques by academic 

administrators, 

^Adams, p, 83. ^Adams, p. 26. 

^Adams, p. 27. ^Richardson, p. 3. 
8 
Richardson, p, 3. 
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Purposes of the Study 

An initial purpose of the study was to review current 

planning practices in higher education and through this 

inreview to identify data elements commonly employed 

staffing.planning systems and tools which related to academic 

Building upon this review, the primary purpose of the 

for thestudy was to develop and implement a model procedure 

design of an institutionally-tailored planning system to 

The focusassist in the allocation of faculty positions, 

of the procedure was to incorporate the criteria of 

effectiveness cited in the literature, developing a system 

forwhich was both simple and flexible and which provided 

the final selection of a major part of the data elements 

by those who are responsible for the decisions concerning 
9 

staff and resource allocation and management. 

Importance of the Study 

The emphasis on planning in higher education is a 
10 

recent phenomenon, and has resulted in the rapid development 

or modelsof numerous and sometimes complex planning systems 

Resourcesfor use in many facets of university planning. 

9 
9John G. Bolin, ed • Management Information for College 

Administrators, (Athens: University of Georgia, Institute 
of Higher Education, 1971), p. 9. 

10 
Richardson, p. 3. 
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which offer syntheses and overviews of developments, 

applications, evaluations and trends are scarce. The 
ainitial phase of this study sought to provide such 

resource through a survey of the literature on planning 

Includedand correspondence with institutional planners, 

were the varying perspectives on planning, the analytical 

researchtools designed to assist in planning, and suggested 

directions. 

The second phase of this study outlined a model 

procedure for the development of a planning system to 

academicassist in the allocation of faculty positions to the 

departments. The design of the procedure seeks to answer 

the two most frequently voiced criticisms of current 

The literature consistently reflectedplanning systems, 

decisionconcerns that there is a lack of recognition of the 

settingmaking procedures which are unique to the university 

and only minimal involvement of decision-makers in the 

development of systems, The presence of these two limita-

tions often results in the rejection of planning tools 

which could prove helpful to the academic administrator. 

This model for the development of a "Planning Profile" to 

for aassist in staffing decisions includes requirements 

participatory procedure designed to encourage acceptance 

and utilization of pertinent data in a continuing planning 

process. 
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Assumptions 

1. There exists an identifiable set of common data 

elements in use in current planning systems which relate 

to academic staffing. 

2. Historical and descriptive quantitative data can 

serve a useful purpose in educational decision-making. 

3. A planning system constructed for and tailored to 

the needs of an individual institution with the participation 

thanof the users will have better acceptance and utilization 

would a standardized system or a system constructed by 

technicians. 

4. The opportunity for users to select data elements 

serveand influence the format of the planning system will 

as one means of recognizing the political aspect of 

decision-making in the university setting. 

Limitations and Delimitations 

This study was necessarily limited by the degree of 

interest and cooperation of those surveyed in the identi 

fication and assessment of data elements for use in the 

planning system, Final design and implementation of the 

system were also limited by necessary accommodations to 

local institutional practice and decisions. The following 

delimitations were additionally applied: 
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1. Common data elements were sought only from planning 

systems which related specifically to staffing in the 

leastacademic department and which had been in use for at 

three years in a university or college with a student 

headcount enrollment of 10,000 or greater; and 

2. The model was implemented through reactions to 

and assessments of the data elements from department chairmen, 

Stateacademic deans, and selected administrators at Memphis 

University. 

Definitions of Terms 

This study included certain terms unique to the subject 

under consideration. For purposes of this study, these 

terms were identified as follows: 

Academic Administrator - a line or staff officer of 

an educational institution who is directly or indirectly 

andinvolved with the management and allocation of human 

fiscal resources for the operation of academic programs; 

Academic Department - an organizational unit within 

the educational institution which is the source of academic 

on oneinstruction, service and research; may be centered 

academic discipline or a set of related disciplines; 

Flexibility - a planning system descriptor which 

indicates a potential for revisions in format and report 

procedures with minimal expense and expenditure of time; 
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Information System - a comprehensive data storage and 

as wellrecall system that is used for day-to-day management 

externalas planning and compliance with data requests from 

sources; 

Planning Profile - a collection of data elements 

academicselected by the academic users which relates to the 

for usedepartment and is prepared in a format appropriate 

as an aid in resource and staff allocation decisions; 

Planning System - a system of data analysis, usually 

computer-based, which results in projections of needs and/or 

beresources; may include a variety of related data, or 

limited to one area, such as credit hour production; 

Resource Allocation - the assignment of funds for the 

support of academic staff, graduate assistants and part-time 

faculty; 

Simplicity - a planning system descriptor that indicates 

for thethe system can be utilized with minimum orientation 

academic user in widely varying disciplines (chemistry, 

music, accountancy, etc.); 

Staff Allocation - the assignment of full-time and 

to thepart-time faculty positions and graduate assistants 

academic department. 
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Questions 

In the development procedure for the Planning Profile 

the following questions were addressed. 

1. What are the data elements most commonly used in 

planning systems which relate to academic staffing in 

colleges and universities of a select size? 

2. In the assessment of the identified data elements 

for their degree of usefulness in staffing considerations, 

is there significant agreement: 

a. among the total group of chairmen, deans and other 

administrators 

b. among the groups based on level of responsibility; 

(1) among chairmen, 

(2) among deans and other administrators, and 

(3) between chairmen and deans and other 

administrators; 

c. among the groups based on college affiliation: 

(1) within groups of chairman based on college 

affiliation, and 

(2) among groups of chairmen based on college 

affiliation; 

d. among groups based on departmental size: 

(1) within groups of chairmen from departments 

of varying sizes; and 

(2) among groups of chairmen from departments of 

varying sizes. 
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3. will any common concerns for additional data 

elements or data interpretation be expressed in comments 

from the chairmen, deans and other administrators? 

4. From the responses, what relationships (factor 

groupings) among data elements can be identified? 

Procedures 

The initial phase of this study was a review of the 

literature on planning in higher education, with attention 

given to both the potential and limitations of the planning 

process and the analytical tools which have been developed 

to assist in planning. The review of literature served also 

as a source of data elements commonly used in planning 

systems related to staffing in the academic departments as 

involved 

in the development and application of planning techniques. 

Institutions which, from descriptions in the literature. 

were involved in planning activities were asked to review 

the list of data elements identified from the literature. 

The selection of institutions and analysis of responses 

well as a list of institutions of higher education 

were 

subject to the stated delimitations of a minimum headcount 

enrollment of 10,000 and a planning system for staffing 

which had been in use at least three years. 

Responses from institutions which met the stated 

criteria were summarized and the data elements identified 
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which were in use by at least half of the institutions. 

aThese data elements were the basis for the design of 

thesurvey instrument used in collecting reactions from 

defined survey group at Memphis State University. 

The survey instrument gave the respondents the 

scaleopportunity to rank the data elements on a four point 

which reflected the degree of usefulness of the elements 

in staffing considerations. Descriptors were as follows: 

1 - Unnecessary 

2 - Perhaps useful, but of questionable value 

3 - Desirable, would use if available 

11 
4 - Highly desirable, an essential characteristic. 

Additionally, opportunity was given for the respondents to 

suggest new elements for inclusion in the planning process. 

Analysis of the data from this survey was structured 

The Kendallto relate specifically to the questions posed. 

coefficient of concordance was used to test for agreement 

within the total group and the various defined subgroups. 

examineThe Kolmogorov-Smirnov one-sample test was used to 

the patterns of responses from the total group on each 

individual data element. In cases which involved the 

Mann-comparison of median rankings from two groups, the 

Whitney U test was employed. Significance of test results 

11 
Joseph Patrick and Joseph Harold, "MIS Revisited, 

Journal of Educational Data Processing, XIII, 13 (1976), 
_ 
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was checked at the .05 level for the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

test and at the .01 level for all other tests. 

Data elements which were not included in the reaction 

evaluatedlist but were suggested by survey respondents were 

on the basis of (1) frequency of inclusion; (2) accessibility 

of requested information; and (3) relationship of suggested 

Assessmentdata elements to unique departmental programs, 

of these items was subjective, In the final analysis, 

thoseresponses were treated as a means for individualizing 

as adepartmental profiles from which responses came and 

potential source for additional staffing considerations for 

all departments. 

A factor analysis of the responses from the total group 

finalprovided guidance in the design of a format for the 

The Profile included data elements fromPlanning Profile, 

the survey which, on the basis of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

test, showed significant patterns of high rankings. 

Organization of the Study 

Chapter I includes the rationale and importance of 

the study and an outline of procedures. 

Chapter II provides additional background for the 

study through a review of the literature on the planning 

whichprocess in higher education and the analytical tools 

have been developed to support planning efforts. 
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Chapter III includes the presentation of the data and 

Stateresults from the analyses of the survey at Memphis 

University. 

Chapter IV summarizes the procedures and findings of 

the study and presents implications for the utilization and 

in thefurther development of a planning system to assist 

allocation of faculty positions. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The literature and research relative to planning 

activities in colleges and universities reflect a variety 

of approaches to a complex process. Two basic perspectives 

emerge which often result in contrary evaluations and 

recommendations. One perspective is that of the administrator 

responsible for formulating and implementing the plans and 

goals of the university; the other is that of the researcher 

and developer of the various planning tools and techniques. 

theThose with the latter perspective are likely to reflect 

feeling that planning should be done in "a systematic and 

coherent way. . . They see great potential for the 

planning tools and techniques being developed. Administrators 

with the former perspective view planning more as an art 

ofwhich may be hindered rather than enhanced by the array 

information generated from these planning tools. 

Both of these perspectives are apparent in each of 

the four broad categories of this review of literature. 

These categories include: (1) previous and current roles 

for planning; (2) obstacles to planning; (3) the requirements 

^Juan A. Casasco, Planning Techniques for University 
Management (Washington: American Council on Education, 1970), 

p. 3. 

14 
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and applications of available planning tools; and (4) the 

andrecommendations and trends that are seen in the research 

development of planning in higher education. 

Previous and Current Roles for Planning 

Historically, planning in universities and colleges 

is characterized as a rather informal process concerned 

2 
mainly with expected growth. 

During much of the 1960's funds came relatively 
easy in both the public and private sectors of 
higher education. There was little concrete long-
range planning, except of a rather superficial 
nature. Few really looked down the road to see 
what lay ahead.3 

steadilyDuring this period, "... expanding enrollments and 

increased support to higher education made expedient planning 

a reasonably satisfactory response to environmental 
4 

pressures. 

The current emphasis on broad-based institutional 

planning is largely a phenomenon of the seventies,"^ 
. . . anstimulated by "stabilizing or declining enrollments, 

^Raymond N. Kieft, Academic Planning; Four Institutional 
Case Studies (Boulder; NCHEMS, 1978), p. 1. 

^Peggy Heim, "The Use and Misuse of Management 
Information; Advantages and Disadvantages from the Per 

spective of the Institution," Information Impact; Collision 
Forumwith Tradition, Proceedings of the Second National 

on New Planning and Management Practices in Postsecondary 
Education, ed. Richard R. Millard (Chicago, 1973), p. 21. 

4 
Richardson, p. 3. ^Richardson, p. 3. 
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inflationary economy, and increased competition for 
6 

financial resources. . 

The era of declining resources into which many 
colleges have now moved furnishes both the incentive 
and the necessity for developing . . . strategic 
institutional planning. , . . 

ofDespite these pressures, "... the state of the art 
8 

planning is not far advanced, With rare exceptions. 

efficient and effective methods of planning for resource 

9 
allocation have not been implemented. 

The allocation of resources has become the most pressing 

10 
and will continue toproblem in institutional management, 

force systems and institutions of higher education to 

the"undertake realistic planning that has been urged in 

past. 
11 

The object of planning has become the allocation 

^Eugene C. Craven, "Information Decision Systems in 
Higher Education: A Conceptual Framework," Journal of 

Higher Education, XLVI, No. 2 (1975), 126. 

^Richardson, p. 3. 8 
Richardson, p. 3. 

9 
Paul Dressel and Lou Anna Kimsey Simon, eds • ; 

New Directions forAllocating Resources Among Departments, 
Institutional Research, No. 11 (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 
Inc • 1976), p. 1.9 

10 
Heim, P- 3. 

11 
Frank M. Bowen and Lyman A. Glenny, State Budgeting 

for Higher Education: State Fiscal Stringency and Public 
Higher Education (Berkeley: University of California, 
Berkeley, Center for Research and Development in Higher 
Education, 1976), p. 63. 
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12 
of scarce resources among competing activities, Today the 

concern is less with the budgetary consequences of educa 

oftional decisions than with the educational consequences 

13 
budgetary constraint. 

With this impetus, attention is increasingly directed 

toolsto the application of management science and analytic 

as aids in the planning process, . . Most college 

administrators want to make use of management science 

techniques to assist them . . . , [but are hindered by] a 

14 
lack of understanding of what is available. They "must 

have access to information which shows . . . consequences 

15 
of alternative actions and "a more systematic approach 

to planning than is evident on most college and university 
16 

campuses today. 

12 
Paul W. Hamelman, ed.. Managing the University; A 

47.Systems Approach (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1972), p. 

13 
Stephen Hoenack and others, "University Planning, 

Decentralization and Resource Allocation," Socio-Economic 
Planning Sciences, VIII, No. 5 (1974), 257. 

14 
Roger G. Schroeder and Carl R. Adams, "The Effective 

Use of Management Science in University Administration," 
Review of Educational Research, XLVI (1976), 117. 

15 
Hoenack, p. 257. 

16 
William H. Berquist and William A. Shoemaker, eds., 

A Comprehensive Approach to Institutional Development, New 

Directions for Higher Education, No. 15 (San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass, Inc / 1976), p. 1.• 
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Obstacles to Planning 

The planning process, and the tools and techniques 

thewhich support it, face a variety of obstacles within 

university or college organization. 

Some observers have argued that planning . . . 
will not meet with success because of the 

constraints imposed by the distinctive nature of 
the higher education enterprise. Planning frame 
works or models are designed to channel future 
resources and activities into paths that will be 
productive in the attainment of specific goals and 
objectives. Unfortunately, institutional goals 
and objectives in higher education are characterized 
by researchers as being ill-defined, vague, 
ambiguous or nonexistent. 

Potential hindrances are also seen in gaining general 

acceptance on a campus for planning and the accompanying 

techniques. 

... If the procedure through which a planning 
system is implemented violates the principles of 
participation on which the system is based, the 
consequence can only be rejection and informal 
resistance among those affected.^® 

Experience indicates "the inadvisability of having a system 

19 
Informationbeing perceived as 'imposed' upon a college, 

on assumptions, procedures and data must be shared widely 

20 
and freely. 

17 18 
Richardson, P. 4 . Richardson, p. 5. 

19 
Kevin M. Diran, "Management Information Systems: The 

3Human Factor," Journal of Higher Education, XLIX, No. 
(1978), 278 . ~~ 

20 
Kent G. Aim, Elwood B. Ehrle and Bill R. Webster, 

"Managing Faculty Reductions," Journal of Higher Education, 
XLVIII, No. 2 (1977), 158. 

i 
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A particular point of resistance and misunderstanding 

lies in the analytic tools being developed to aid in 

the planning process. One objection is that "college 

and university administrators often become bogged down 

in 'techniques and tools 
I 

of planning systems, thereby 
21 

A surveylosing sight of the real problems and goals, 

of small colleges concluded that "complex planning 

processes are unwanted and inappropriate for institutional 

management. . . 
22 

This objection was more simply stated 

What does one doby the president of a large university: 
23 

with mountains of computer printouts? . . 

Other objections relate to the inflexibility and cost 

of these tools. Issues and questions raised by university 

decision-makers change and limit the utility of many 
24 

The cost, in bothcomputerized report generators. . 

dollars and time, is seen as a limiting factor. 

21 
Harold Enarson, "The Art of Planning," Educational 

Record, LVI (Summer, 1975), 170. 

22 
Carl R. Adams, Theodore E. Kellogg and Roger G. 

Schroeder, Decision-Making and Information Systems in 
Colleges: An Exploratory Study, Journal of Higher Education, 
XLVII (January/February, 1976), 45. 

23 
Enarson, p. 172. 

24 
Joseph L. Gubasta and Norman Kaufman, "Developing 

Information for Academic Management: An Alternative to 

XLVIII,Computer-Based Systems," Journal of Higher Education, 
No. 4 (1977), 405. 
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It does little good to develop a new tool that is 

appreciated by academic administrators but is 
too costly in terms of managerial resources to 
justify its use. This seems particularly true for 
techniques dealing with planning, which a busy 
administrator can easily defer. 

staffIn a period of limited resources, diverting funds and 

effort to "complex planning models may be difficult to 

26 
justify. 

A systematic planning process with wide participation 

to theand sharing of information may have other drawbacks 

college administrator. 

A traditional source of power in the senior 
administration has been a monopoly on information 
in crucial areas, . . . and a near-monopoly on the 
ability to correlate and coordinate information 

27
from a variety of external and internal sources. 

28 
Control of information is power. and the planning process 

may contain the threat of diluting or shifting that power. 

Critics also question whether a process which emphasizes 

isa systematic and rational approach to decision-making 

25 
Adams, "Decision-Making and Information, p. 46. 

26 
Richardson, p. 3. 

27 
Frederick E. Balderston, "The Design and Uses of 

Information Systems," Evaluating Institutions for Accounta 
No. 1bility, New Directions for Institutional Research, 

(San Francisco; Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1974), p. 55. 

28 
M. D. Scherer and others. Management Information 

Systems: Changing Institutional Behavior, College and 
University, LI (Summer, 1976), 675. 
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suited to an environment where decisions often have an 

29 
intuitive or political base. 

. . . More than a decade of study of the actual 
decision-making process of the public sector in 
general, and of colleges and universities in 
particular, shows that rationality would be, at 
best, a very loose characterization of the decision 
making process of these activities.30 

Deans and vice-presidents, department chairmen, 
trustees, chancellors and provosts live in an 
environment that is highly unstructured and very 
rich in nonquantitative values.31 

According to one administrator, knowing the cost of 

out ainstruction does not help in the decision to phase 
32 

foreign language program or cut the library budget. 

In the fifteen years that I have served as an 
academic administrator, I have stared helplessly 

But I canat more reports than I dare remember, 
recall few reports that contributed directly or 
even indirectly to what is sly called the 

"3 ̂ ompou"decision-making process. 

In addition to the volume of data produced by these 

planning tools and techniques, they are often highly 

29 
Richardson, p. 5. 

30 
George Weathersby, "The Potentials of Analytical 

Approaches to Educational Planning and Decision Making," 
Information and Analysis in the Context of Institutional-
State Relationships: The Tie that Divides Us, Proceedings 

forof the 1976 National Assembly of the National Center 
Higher Education Management Systems, ed. William Johnston 
(Boulder: NCHEMS/WICHE, 1976), p. 98. 

31 
Charles J. Mosman, Academic Computers in Service 

(San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, Inc • 1973), p. 127.f 

32 33 
Enarson, p. 172. Enarson, p. 173. 

https://values.31
https://activities.30
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theoretical and difficult to grasp for administrators not 

34 
A recurrent complaint is thatquantitatively oriented. 

reports are prepared simply because the computer was able 

reallyto perform the feat and not because the administrator 
35 

needed the information. 

Despite the numerous limitations and questions 

toolssurrounding the planning process and its accompanying 

denied.and techniques, the necessity for planning cannot be 

Success of even a small measure demands a realistic approach. 

In the past many people have been disappointed 
with planning because they expected too much and 
frequently expected the wrong things. Planning 
will not provide a perfect crystal ball nor predict 
the future with accuracy nor prevent mistakes, but 
a systematic planning process will minimize the 
degree to which one is taken by surprise. . . . 
Planning should not be judged solely by whether it 
hits the original target, but by whether it helps 
to accomplish the best possible results in a 
changing environment. 

to theThe type of creative and planned change so essential 

next decade "can happen only if the more complex quantitative 

remaintechniques and technologically sophisticated models 
37 

our servants rather than our masters. 

34 
Casasco, P- 75. 

35 
Francis E. Rourke and Glenn E. Brooks, The Managerial 

Revolution in Higher Education (Maryland: The Johns Hopkins 
Press, 1966), p. 29. 

3«e. J. Green and P. C. Winstead, "Systematic 
Institutional Planning, Educational Technology, XV 
(July, 1975), 33. 

37 
Richardson, p. 6. 
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The Planning Tools 

Definitionsy Positions and Considerations 

The total planning process involves "an interrelated 

collection of information, decision procedures, and people 

38 
The toolswho direct the operation of an organization, 

which are employed to assist in this process relate most 

directly to the collection of information but the other two 

afactors, the decision procedures and the people, have 

thesesignificant impact on the design and use or misuse of 

tools. The basic function of the various tools is to take 

raw data and aggregate, transform, interpret and appropriately 

convey it in such a manner that it can serve as information 
39 

for a decision. The chief motivation in the development 

of these tools has been an effort to bring rationality to 

40 
a casual system of decision-making. . . Thus begins 

the debate. 

The basic contention of those who advocate the 

use of quantitative analytic tools or models to 
support planning is that the important variables 
affecting the future of the institution can be 
expressed numerically, and related mathematically 
in ways that approximate reality. Critics respond 

38 
Roger G. Schroeder, "Management Systems Design: A 

Critical Appraisal," New Directions for Institutional 
Research, No. 13 (Spring, 1977), p. 99. 

39 
Frederick E. Balderston, Managing Today's University 

(San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1974), p. 231. 

40 
Heim, P- 22. 
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that the most important factors determining_future 
directions are so imprecise or so often politically 
derived that a quantitative model will never be 
adequate enough to deserve any degree of confidence. 
Worse, a quantitative model may produce results 
that imply a degree of knowledge and understanding 
that does not exist. 

The compromise position is that planning tools must 

tolerate the imprecision characterizing real life situations 

. . .and produce results that are clearly identified as 
42 

estimates or rough approximations. 

. . The quantitative approach can be viewed 
as a resource a set of possibilities—rather than 
a direct answer or solution to any of the problems 
and opportunities confronting higher education
today. 

be notedIn the debate over tools and techniques, it should 

that the accuracy, reliability, timeliness, and utility of 

the data . . . take precedence over the actual system 

44 
used. . 

Key factors in the successful use of these tools are 

. . The decisions as tocareful design and teamwork, 

whom, andwhat information is appropriate, in what form, for 
45 

and, critical .with what frequency are . . . 

"demand teamwork on the part of all personnel in the 

4241 
Richardson, p. 4. Richardson, p. 4. 

Ben Lawrence and Allan L. Service, eds.. 
Quantitative Approaches to Higher Education Management; 
Potential, Limits and Challenge (Washington; American 
Association for Higher Education, 1977), p. 10. 

44 45 
Gubasta, p. 403. Hamelman, p. 36. 
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M 
46 

institution. . The design must consider the 

previously mentioned factor of decision procedures. 

If . . Information must be integrated with decision-making 

II 47 
processes in order to be useful. 

Individual perceptions of the kind of information 
that is required to meet a decision-making setting 
may vary, Thus, the personal decision-making style 
of each decision-maker whom the system is to serve 
must be considered since it may bear definite 
implications for the content and mode, as well as 
the format, of information communication and 
utilization. . . 

in theOne reason that "university planning models proposed 

ispast few years have not been found useful in practice 

. . naturethat they [have taken] inadequate account of the . 

II 49 
of decision-making within universities. 

Careful design and teamwork are also necessary to avoid 

the resistance that may emerge as more emphasis is placed 

If on the use of valid information and technical competence, 

50 
rather than formal power, to manage organizations. 

II 

Sophisticated planning tools that "introduce into organiza 

tions a quantum jump in rationality represent a stressful 

46 
Bolin, p. 18. 

47 It 
103.Schroeder, "Management Systems Design, P-

48 49 
Craven, p. 129. Hoenack, p. 257. 

50 
Chris Argyris, "Management Information Systems: The 

Challenge to Rationality and Emotionality," Management 
Science, XVI, No. 6 (February, 1971), p. B278. 
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51 
Thus, vitaland emotional problem to the participants, 

factors are involvement of the people who direct the 

organization, and a design which can give each person the 

andkind of information he is psychologically attuned to 

52 
will use most effectively. 

The "Prepackaged" Models and Systems 

The development of analytical tools, models and systems 

Thehas become a business, both profit and nonprofit, 

data,prepackaged approach offers computer programs, test 

documentation, and assistance in implementation, either 

through consultants or seminars, In describing their 

asproducts the promotional literature uses such phrases 

meet the needs of a wide range of institutions without 

53 
andbeing overly simplified, 

sufficiently flexible and broad in scope to 
encompass the characteristics and planning 
information needs of institutions ranging from 
a two-year college ... to a university with 
. . . enrollment in the thousands.^4 

51 
Argyris, p. B281. 

52 
Richard 0. Mason and Ian I. Mitroff, A Program 

for Research on Management Information Systems," Management 
Science, XIX, No. 5 (January, 1973), p. 478. 

53 
John Minter and Charles Thomas, eds • / RRPM-1 Model 

Gives Hard Answers to 'What If?'," Higher Education 
Management, I, No. 2 (1971), 1. 

54 
Casasco, p. 21. 
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to improveThe objectives of the models and systems are 

the efficiency of resource allocation and raise the quality 

55 
of planning. 

The models most frequently mentioned which appear to 

be in use to some extent have similar functions. 

Most . . . are characterized by a logic that 
translates a set of student enrollment projections 
into a set of projected workloads and then applies 
policy or historical parameters to project resource 
implications of the student enrollments used as 
input. Major differences among the available 
models are chiefly in areas such as level of detail 
or aggregation, amount of data required, size of
the model, and cost of implementation.^® 

The predominant developer is the National Center for 

aHigher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS), formerly 

division of the Western Interstate Commission for Higher 

Education (WICHE). This is a nonprofit organization, 

with materials and programs available at the cost of 

reproduction. The project was initiated in 1968 

by representatives of several western universi 
ties who saw a need to cooperate in designing and 
using information gathering tools. . . . The early 
idea has . . . spread to include all types of 
institutions, . . . engaging the attention and 
backing not only of state agencies but of the 
federal establishment, which now provides most of 
the funds for NCHEMS.57 

55 56 
58.Casasco, p. 17. Lawrence, P-

57 
Balderston, Design and Uses of Information Systems, 

52.P-

https://NCHEMS.57
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. . . The WICHE . . . program consists of the 
development of analytical models pertaining to 
resource allocation and the identification and 
definition of the data elements necessary to 

58
operate the models. 

The identification and definition of the data elements 

have been a major effort but has received mixed reviews, The 

ofdata element dictionary "defines terms in the areas 
59 

for usestudents, staff, courses, finance and facilities 

In the view of some. thein the NCHEMS analytical models, 

beidea of common data definitions is a good one and should 

adopted, to the extent that it is practical, in individual 
60 

institutions. From another viewpoint, "one serious 

ofNCHEMS mistake has been the assumption that a single set 

61 
data elements exists for higher education. 

, . . Although there is substantial commonality 
between the types of quantitative data used, 
differences in their origin and the ways they are 
combined are substantial. It is, therefore, no^ 
surprise that the efforts at NCHEMS at standardi 
zation of data and process in higher education are 

62failing. 

The success of the efforts at NCHEMS are difficult to 

Since their materials are available at nominal cost.judge. 

5958 
Johnson, p. 112. Schroeder and Adams, p. 120. 

60 
Schroeder and Adams, p. 120. 

61 
Joe B. Wyatt and Sally Zeckhauser, "University 

Executives and Management Information: A Tenuous Relation 
ship," Educational Record, LVI (Summer, 1975), p. 187. 

62 
Wyatt, p. 184. 
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63 

However,many institutions have access to their programs, 

"several attempts by NCHEMS to provide some information 

regarding the impact of its efforts have been inconclusive." 
technicalImplementation of the systems demands considerable 

only a relative handfulcapabilities and coordination, and 

andof the nation's nearly twenty-five hundred colleges 

universities are capable of standardizing the required 
64 

data. . 

Other questions are raised by the scope and sources 

of support for NCHEMS. 

The efforts at NCHEMS are alarming because they 
are supported by large amounts of federal funds 
which overwhelm individual efforts at the insti 
tutional level, especially small institutions.65 

The parent organization, WICHE, has received over forty-six 

1954.million dollars in grant and contract support since 

summerThe NCHEMS division, which became independent in the 

of 1977, has received over seventeen and one-half million 

It continues todollars of funding in the last ten years, 

millionreceive substantial funding (a basic contract of 1.5 
66 

dollars) from the National Institute of Education. 

63 
63.Adams, "Appraising Information Needs, P-

64 
Gubasta, p. 402. 

65
Balderston, Design and Uses of Information Systems, 

52.P. 

66 
Statement from Communications Department, Western 

Insterstate Commission for Higher Education, Boulder, 
Colorado, January 10, 1979; Annual Report 1975-WICHE 

https://institutions.65
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NCHEMS appears to be responding to some of the 

In 1974, the charge wascriticisms in the literature, 

made that the primary focus at NCHEMS was on management 

systems and not on the nuances of teaching, research and 

67 

the academic styles of colleges and universities. In 

one of its most recent publications, A Handbook for 

Institutional Academic and Program Planning, the following 

statements are included in the epilogue: 

The importance of the participation of faculty 
and their representatives in planning is threefold. 
First, the primary elements of an institution's 
plans are academic; the academicians are among the 
most qualified to advise in developing such plans. 
Second, their conditions of work are most affected 
by these plans; therefore, they are entitled to 
participate. And third, a plan's effectiveness 
ultimately depends on its implementation; as the 
parties who put the academic plan into practice, 
faculty are crucial to its adoption and success. 

Plans are only as good as the people who prepare 
them. . . . Even ideal plans require substantial 
support or consensus among constituencies, And 

it goes without saying that plans may be defeated 
in their implementation. So in urging planning 
upon our colleagues, we must be careful not to 
overpromise. 

(Boulder: WICHE, 1976), p. 18; NCHEMS (Boulder; National 
Center for Higher Education Management Systems, 1978), 
brochure; Gordon Ziemer, "Action Report: Fiscal Affairs 
and Operations Committee," NCHEMS July 1978 Board Agenda 
(mimeographed) . 

67 
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68 
Raymond N. Kieft, Frank Armijo and Neil S. Bucklew, 

A Handbook for Institutional Academic, and Program Planning; 
From Idea to Implementation (Boulder; NCHEMS, 1978), p. 61. 
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The other major system which is available was developed 

at the University of Toronto. Beginning in 1964, through 

Educationa study for the Commission on the Finance of Higher 

CAMPUSin Canada, Richard Judy and Jack Levine constructed 

(Comprehensive Analytical Models for Planning in University 

Systems). 

CAMPUS is a system of simulation models and 
related information systems and budgeting techniques 
designed to help university and college planners 
understand more clearly the cost implications of 
their various ideas about the possible future of 
their schools.^9 

The program 

accepts inputs describing the structure of the 
college, academic programs and policies, enrollment, 
staff, facilities, and space. On these bases, it 
projects student flow, faculty load and teaching 
space, and the impact on support resources (such 
as the library). Finally, forecasts of costs and 
revenues are made.^^ 

The initial implementation at the University of Toronto 

was not really successful, Problems encountered ranged 

onesfrom political and organizational ... to technical 

theconcerning the design of the simulation systems and 
71 

available computer facilities, The programs were revised 

through a grant from the Ford Foundation and the data 

processing package was made compatible with WICHE data 

69 
George Mowbray and Jack B. Levine, "The Development 

andand Implementation of CAMPUS: A Computer-Based Planning 
Budgeting System for Universities and Colleges," Educational 
Technology, XI (May, 1971), p. 28. 

70 71 
Mosmann, p. 132. Mowbray, p. 28. 
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formats. 
72 

The CAMPUS system has been adapted by several 
73 

and the
schools, including the University of Colorado 

74 
It is available to smallerUniversity of Minnesota, 

schools through time-sharing services by means of remote 

terminals from the user institution to a central utility. 

The programs are marketed by Systems Dimensions Limited 

of Toronto, Canada. They are 

by far the most comprehensive, sophisticated and 
The cost of using CAMPUSexpensive of all models, 

includes the cost of acquiring the software and 
hiring consultants to show the user how to run and 
use the model. CAMPUS also demands the most input 

data and the greatest skill at running and using 
the model. . . 

changedThese factors may explain why some CAMPUS users have 

to NCHEMS products, including Colorado's statewide 
77 

implementation program. 

Other proprietary models include HEPS (Higher Education 

Planning System), marketed by Education and Economic 

Systems, Inc.; HELP/PLANTRAN (Higher Education Long-Range 

Planning/Planning Translator), marketed by the Midwest 

Research Institute; and SEARCH (System for Exploring 

72 
Mowbray, p. 28. 

73 
Thomas R. Mason, ed Assessing Computer-Based• f . 

New Directions for Institutional Research,Systems Models, 
No, 9 (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc • 1976), p. 88.9 

7574 
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aAlternative Resource Commitments in Higher Education), 

development of Peat, Marwick and Mitchell. 

As noted previously, the models have similar functions, 

Theydespite some differences in approach and development, 

also 

share some limitations from the point of view of 
the user: the output is a mass of numbers with no 
graphic representations to visualize trends; . . 
no help is provided in arriving at stable input 
data . . . ; and finally, there are no searching 
techniques incorporated in the models to help 
converge on solutions that are more economically 
rational and, at the same time, politically 
feasible. "78 

small"To date, vendor-supplied systems have had a relatively 
79 

As wellimpact on planning, management and evaluation, 
. . the 

as the technical limitations mentioned above, ". 

system installation process rarely includes an effort to 

80 
After the system isimprove the decision process itself, 

81 
installed, decision making continues as usual. 

The great diversity in college administration has made 

orit difficult to develop and implement standardized 

prepackaged systems, Experience and research have indicated 

that a more flexible approach, with systems tailored to 

R. Mason, p. 100. 

79 
Schroeder, "Management Systems Design, p. 106. 

80 107.Schroeder, "Management Systems Design, P-

81 
Schroeder, "Management Systems Design, p. 107. 
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individual institutions, may result in a better implementation 
82 

record. 

Management Information Systems 

There is no universally accepted definition of a 

onmanagement information system, but there is agreement 
Under the broadestthe general properties and functions, 

definition, a management information system is 

any method that provides the right decision-
maker with the right information in the right 

. to facilitate theform at the right time . . 
83 

. •decision-making process, • 

More specifically, 

a management information system (MIS) generally 
refers to collection, storage and retrieval of 
information for both planning and control functions. 
The information in a MIS will usually include 
financial and budgeting information as well as 
other information such as student records, enroll 
ment data, course demand data, facility planning 
data, and so on.^'* 

Commercially developed "packaged" systems are available. 

However, they are subject to the same criticisms noted in 

. . Few, if any, are likely tothe previous section. " 

83; Adams,82 
Adams, Appraising Information Needs," p. 

Decision-Making and Information Systems, p. 47; Hoenack, 
257.P. 

83 
Craven, p. 127, 

84 
Roger G. Schroeder, "A Survey of Management Science

(April,in University Operations," Management Science, XIX 
1973), p. 897. 
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meet the needs of a given institution because of the 

variety 
85 

of requirements among institutions. 

System design, which is extremely important, is also 

The current state of MIS development isvery difficult. 
86 

typically poor. 

Most organizations have not conceived and planned 
their MIS with any significant amount of attention 
given to its intended function—providing informa 
tion for decision-making. Most MIS's traditionally 
have not been designed at all; they have evolved as 
a byproduct of the process of automating or 87 

improving existing systems within an organization, 

Whether systems or receive careful development,"evolve a 

crucial element in the design process is often neglected. 

This element is the participation of those who are to use 

the system, A Harvard study concluded that university 

isolated from the design andadministrators were often 

development of systems that, in theory, were constructed to 

meet their needs, 
88 

NO management information system should 

ever be activated unless the administrators who are to use 

its products understand the system well enough to evaluate 
89

and control it. 

85 
Gail S. Hines, Why University Management Information 

Journal of Educational DataSystems Have Failed," 
5.Processing, XIV, No. 3 (1977), p. 

86 
Schroeder and Adams, p. 120. 

8887 
Hines, p. 2. Wyatt, p. 182. 

89 
Russell L. Ackhoff, "Management Misinformation, 

Management Science, XIV, No. 4 (1967), p. B153. 



36 

Another design consideration concerns the amount of 

The reactions to "mountains of computerdata produced, 

printouts 
90 

are almost uniformly negative. The consequences 

of changing the emphasis of a MIS from supplying relevant 

information to eliminating irrelevant information is 
91 

considerable. If the information problem is seen, 

anprimarily, but not exclusively, as one that comes from 

then the two mostoverabundance of irrelevant information, 

important functions of an information system become 
92 

filtration (evaluation) and condensation. 

A major issue in information system design is the 

total information system concept, which envisions a large 

centralized data base with very flexible report generating 
93 

capability to support virtually all decision-making. 

This approach (a single integrated system) has 
run into all but insuperable practical difficulties 
in most large-scale, complex organizations, and the 
reasons are of specific interest here. The whole-
system concept requires that everything be under 
stood before anything can be accomplished. It 
requires one very large scale implementation, which 
has to be finished before any part of the system 
will work for anybody. It is vulnerable to blockage 
by a single constituency. Finally, its development 
takes a very long time, and during this period 
there is no apparent payoff to the organization. 
For all these reasons, a partitioned subsystem is 
preferable. 

90 91 
Enarson, p. 172. Ackhoff, p. 148. 

92 93 
Ackhoff, p. 148. Schroeder and Adams, p. 120. 

94 
Balderston, Design and Uses of Information 

59.Systems, P. 
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Cost is also a factor in this approach, and many institutions 

will find the cost of a complete, integrated, effective 

management information system totally outside the realm of 

95 
the possible. . . 

Both the limitations and the potential of management 

information systems were confirmed in three case studies 

done at the University of Utah, Ohio State University, and 

the University of Illinois, 
96 

Acceptance of the system by 

the users was a problem at all three of the universities, 

It was quite difficult to convince high level administrators, 
ansome of whom were hostile, of the necessity for such 

effort. 
97 

Making the system responsive to needs and 

educating the users were other problems which were 

encountered, The installations required a substantial 

In the institutionscommitment of time and funds, 

studied, a minimum of four years was required to develop 
98 

a full management information system. 

The potential of management information systems was 

also reflected in statements from all three institutions. 

Planning and resource allocation became more effective. 

95 
Mosmann, p. 138. 

96 
Leo Kornfield, Three University Case Studies Show 

Varying Levels of Sophistication with All Systems Go for 

MIS,” College and University Business, L, No. 3 (1971), 
33-41. 

98 
41.97 

Kornfield, p. 38. Kornfield, p. 
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Administrators appeared to be convinced that "intuitive 

judgments of program quality can be combined with MIS 

outputs to produce far better decisions than are possible 
99 

with reliance completely on intuition or reasoning. 

Emphasis on the mode of presentation of data from 

can bethese systems, as a means of improving utilization, 

studied.seen in a further development at one of the schools 

The University of Utah has recently reviewed their management 

Allocationinformation system and produced manually a Resource 

100 
and Planning Guide. Its purpose was to supplement. 

analyze and interpret the data for more effective use by 

management. 
ft 
The decision to produce a planning and 

budgeting guide 'manually' represented a deliberate step 

II 101 
back and a redirection of efforts . . to insure a 

tl 

thoughtful approach to the creation of information designed 

andto aid decision-makers in their planning, organizing 

102 
controlling. . . 

If 
Without such careful attention, it 

is predicted that "management information systems will 

continue to produce few benefits at increasingly greater 

103 
costs. 

99 100 
Kornfield, p. 37. Gubasta, pp. 401-411. 
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103 
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Simulation Models 

Much of the effort in the development of "prepackaged 

planning tools has been in the area of simulation models, 

relate levels of activities toThese models attempt to 

the requirements which they exact on the university's 
104 

resources. Enrollment projections are translated into 

demand for courses, faculty, facilities and support 

activities. The required resources are then costed and 
105 

aggregated for various output reports. 

. . . Simulation models provide the capability 
to ask "what if" kinds of management planning 
questions, allow certain policy parameter 
decisions, and then project the simulated impact_ 
of those decisions over a 5 to 10 year period. 106 

Simulation models draw more negative than positive 

comments in the literature, Proponents of the method, while 

few, see great potential in these models. 

The great virtue of the simulation model is its 
ability to reveal quickly the consequences through 
out the university structure of any proposed 
change in conditions or policies. ... In fact, 
it appears that the simulation model is the only 
practical way of considering the full implications 
of more than one or two alternative courses of 
action when a complex decision is involved. 

104 
David Hopkins, On the Use of Large-Scale Simulation 

Review of EducationalModels for University Planning, 
Research, XLI (1971), 468. 

105 
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Although a few simulation models are operational. 

most of the installations have never passed the pilot test 

stage. . . . An enormous number of implementation difficulties 

108 
are typically encountered, Problems in design, excessive 

cost, and complexity of output are cited as the major 

handicapping factors, In their design, one of the most 

troublesome aspects is the inability to distinguish 

institutional variables, administrative controls and 

109 
environmental parameters from one another. The ability 

of these models to predict future resource requirements is 

reflectseriously limited by the fact that the coefficients 
110 

any historical inefficiencies in university operations. 

It is also felt that "... critical events outside the 

thanuniversity influence the flows of students far more 
111 

the percentages derived from past flows. 

The collection and processing of data for a simulation 
112 

model require a major investment of money and time. 

studentIn one example, a university with 50 departments, 7 

levels, 6 faculty ranks and 3 course levels would require 
113 

55,350 items of data. Since it would be purely 

108 
100.Schroeder, "Management Systems Design, P-

109 110 
470.Hopkins, p. 476. Hopkins, p. 

112 
472.R. Mason, p. 21. Hopkins, p. 

113 
Hopkins, p. 470. 
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accidental for these statistics to have been collected in 

to be anthe exact form needed for the model, this is bound 
114 

expensive and time-consuming venture. 

The complexity of simulation models is a continuing 

problem. The available models are viewed as having "too 

many detailed variables and statistics to be of much use in 

planning. . . 
115 

The overwhelming quantity of computer 

of theprintouts only serves to obscure the understanding 
in thestructural relationships between important variables 

116 
system. 

The consensus of the literature is that simulation 
117 

models have not proven to be a worthwhile investment. 

Unless there is careful design and high-level organizational 

commitment, such models will remain a plaything for the 

andinstitutional researchers, computer center personnel, 

will beother project leaders, and few significant benefits 
118 

derived from its use. 

Cost Studies 

Cost studies involve the calculation of direct and/or 

/ student credit hour, field ofindirect costs per unit; i.e • 

114 
Hopkins, p. 470. 

115 100.Schroeder, "Management Systems Design, P. 

116 117 
Schroeder and Adams, p. 121.Hopkins, p. 476. 

USt. R. Mason, P- 31. 
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major, Cost study results may be used to generate 

appropriations requests at the state or local level, to 

evaluate projected costs of new programs, and to make 
119 

internal management decisions, The use of cost analyses 

to influence resource allocation is a source of continuing 

concern to faculty and administrators. 

Although the relationships among the factors 
that cause cost differentials in instructional 
programs have been discussed for decades, . . . 
widespread use of unit cost data to support policy 
formulation has not been matched by widespread 
understanding of the limitations, implications, 
and fundamental relationships of the numbers that 

20 
purport to describe institutional program costs. 

As in the simulation models, cost studies are affected 

by the history of expenditures within the institution, The 

decisionscosts may be unrelated to effectiveness, and 
121 

about budgets based on costs are limited by this fact. 

Another limitation in the cost study, as with other tools. 

Suchis the difficulty of standardizing the data elements, 

andvariables as FTE student per faculty ratio, work load 

course load are interpreted differently by different 

institutions and efforts to standardize these values are 

122 
seen as a threat to the diversity of higher education. 

119 
Tennessee Higher Education Cost Study Report—1975. 

Nasvhille; Tennessee Higher Education Commission, 1976, p. 2. 

R. Mason, P- 54. 
121 

Dressel, p. 24. 

122 
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State,to be Academic through Systematic," Education and the 
Education,ed. John F. Hughes (Washington: American Council on 

1975), p. 166. 
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Cost study data, in combination with other institutional 

statistics, may assist universities in improving operations 

and planning, but it has not been "determined through 

willextensive use and investigation how useful the data 

123 
really be. 

PPBS, Flow Models and Enrollment Projections 

Although considerable effort and publicity have 

surrounded planning, programming and budgeting systems 

(PPBS), the advantages of PPBS have not been realized to 
124 

Atactual one theredate in practice, time was 

great hope that PPBS would improve management in institutions 

of higher education through the development of more output 

125 
orientation and better planning systems. 

One of the main purposes of a planning, program 
ming and budgeting system is to help relate the 
resource requirements of an organization to its 
goals. PPBS does this by presenting financial, 
budgeting, and other resource information by 
programs that are defined according to the 
outputs of the organization.126 

But output measurement in education is one of the most 

nodifficult problems. Although some work has been done, 
127 

really satisfactory progress has been made. 

123 124 
Heim, p. 39. Schroeder and Adams, p. 119. 

125 
Schroeder, "Management Systems Design," p. 100. 

126 
Schroeder and Adams, p. 119. 

127 
897.Schroeder, Survey of Management Science, P-
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Flow models attempt to give a profile of the movement 

of selected staff or student groups through the institution. 

whichThe student flow model can be used to identify factors 
128 

correlate highly with student success or failure, The 

faculty flow model looks at assumptions regarding retention/ 
naturalattrition rates and how these rates are affected by 

factors (such as deaths and resignations) and policy 

decisions concerning retirement, promotion and tenure. 

Although several sophisticated flow models exist, the 

in aextent to which they have affected policy decisions 
129 

planning context is unknown. 

"Enrollment projection models represent one of the 

more established tools in higher education management 

130 
and planning. 

A variety of mathematical models exist for 
assisting university planners in this area, 
presenting the challenge of selecting techniques 
which might have the most validity for use at a 
particular institution. . . . One of the more 
common statistical approaches to the problem of 
predicting enrollments has been the use of linear 
regression models that attempt to identify 131 
variables with consistent predictive ability. 

enrollmentDespite their importance, the instability of actual 

levels has caused many administrators in higher education 
132 

Since theto use these projections with reservation. 

128 129 
4-5.Craven, p. 134. Richardson, pp. 

131130 
Craven, p. 132. Richardson, p. 5. 

132 
Craven, p. 133. 
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era of relatively stable growth has probably come to an 

end . . . , work in the area of refining projection models 
133 

will undoubtedly continue. 

Trendsy Research and Recommendations 

. . Relatively little has been done to evaluate the 
134 

Thus the question ofimpact of management systems, 

betterwhether the work on management systems has produced 

management and planning on campuses can only be answered 

with a tentative yes, based on impressions rather than 
135 

conclusive evidence. The degree of interest in management 

science is stimulating pressure on each campus to evaluate 

136 
the adequacy and effects of its own efforts. 

Other research interests are being generated by 

Frustrations withdissatisfaction with current techniques. 

the complex, comprehensive models have drawn "support for 

137 
narrower research on specific facets of the system. 

Simple models have been found to be both useful and 

less ambitiouseconomical, and have encouraged attention to 

134 
Richardson, p. 5. Cheit, p. 157. 

136135 
Cheit, p. 157. Cheit, p. 156. 

133 

137 
Stephen P. Dresch, "A Critique of Planning Models 

for Postsecondary Education: Current Feasibility, Potential 
JournalRelevance, and a Prospectus for Further Research," 

of Higher Education, XLVI, No. 1 (1975), 249. 
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H 138 
Through these(but not less important) studies. . . 

studies, "we stand to learn a great deal more about the 

factors which influence the costs of university operations 
tl 139 

The evolutionand how these may best be controlled, 

of planning models shows a distinct trend from large-scale 

comprehensive models to small and conceptually simple 
140 

models. . 
II 

Consistent with this trend is another research 

The focusinterest in common-core data for management. 

a minimum set of common-is upon identification of 

core information that could be collected and kept 

141 
Information would be included basedupdated. . . 

on its relevancy to the resolution of critical, recurring 
142 

management questions. 

Another research direction is inspired by the 

difficulties encountered in the integration of 

systems and tools with the decision process in higher 

education. 

A detailed investigation is needed of what 
university administrators do and the information 

At thewhich is required for their decisions, 
present time there is not sufficient data 
available in this regard. 

139138 
Hopkins, p. 477. Hopkins, p. 477. 

140t. R. Mason, p. 100. 
141 

Lawrence, p. 78. 

142 
Lawrence, p. 78. 

143 II 902.Schroeder, Survey of Management Science, P-
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It is suggested that the systems approach used in the 

development of planning tools be applied to the study of 

144 
the decision process and related information procedures. 

Continuing research to improve planning and management 

currentis seen as necessary to overcome the limitations of 

ontechniques and the resistance to planning that exists 

Concerns about the centralization of highercampuses. 

education at the state and national levels, and the 

accompanying constraints on the diversity of higher 

aneducation, can best be met with the development of 

effective institutional planning process. 

Failure to develop strong institutional planning 
procedures invites the imposition of state-conceived 
models and requirements. Those who complain about 
increasing state control should review the adequacy 
of their internal efforts. State-level planning^ 
and coordination is most beneficial where there is 
strong institutional planning backed by accurate 
data and supported by realism and imaginative 
analysis. 

It is unlikely that higher education can retreat from 

planning and management systems. Administrators, therefore, 
146 

must be in charge of these efforts, and not at their mercy. 

Much more so than in the past, the new style of 
administration will make use of routinely collected, 
quantitative information. Within the higher 
education community, decisions will continue to be 

144 
Schroeder, Survey of Management Science, p. 903. 

145 
Richardson, p. 3. 

146 
Schroeder, "Management Systems Design, p. 106. 
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based on informed academic judgment rather than on 
numerical indices, but the indices will be available 
and can direct attention to possible problem 
areas. 

Bowen, p. 68. 
147 



CHAPTER III 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

This model for the development of an institutional 

planning system for the allocation of faculty positions 

involved two major steps: (1) the identification of a set 

ofof commonly used data elements and (2) the assessment 

otherthese data elements by the departmental chairmen and 

administrators of one institution. The purpose of this 

chapter is to present a description of the data collection 

theand analysis included in the development process and 

resultant Planning Profile format. 

Identification of Commonly Used Data Elements 

During the review of the literature on the planning 

process and available planning models, a list was compiled 

of the types of data considerations frequently involved in 

planning for the allocation of faculty positions, The 

identified data elements were divided into two categories: 

(1) those related specifically to the faculty of the 

department and (2) those related to more general measures 

of departmental production. The faculty related data 

included: 

1. Headcount number of full-time and part-time 

faculty by rank and graduate assistants; 

49 
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2. Full-time equivalent (FTE) number of full-time and 

part-time faculty and graduate assistants; 

3. Distribution of faculty effort (percent of 

responsibility in teaching, research, service, etc.); 

4. Average teaching load in credit hours; 

5. Average teaching load in contact hours; 

6. Average number of different preparations per 

faculty member; 

7. Average total credit hour production per FTE 

faculty member; 

8. Average salary by rank; and 

9. Tenure analyses by rank. 

Other departmental data included the following; 

1. Credit hour production history by course level; 

2. Projected credit hour production by level; 

3. Average class size by level; 

4. Headcount student enrollment by level; 

5. Number of majors; 

6. History of degrees granted (degree profile); and 

7. Costs per student credit hour. 

No attempt was made to determine common definitions 

for these data elements. From reports in the literature. 

it was judged best that the elements be defined at the 

institutional level as they were applied, In an experiment 

reported from NCHEMS, a group of experts in institutional 
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analysis gathered data from five comparable institutions, 

limitations,"It took them two days to define exceptions, 

in the measure of such information as FTEqualifications"^ 
student per faculty ratio, Meaningful definitions are very 

difficult to obtain. 

The data elements listed above were submitted for 

review and comment to twenty-five institutions of higher 

education. Selection of the twenty-five colleges and 

universities was based on two factors; (1) an indication 

andin the literature of involvement in a planning system; 

(2) a minimum headcount enrollment of 10,000 students 

An additional criterionduring the fall term of 1977.^ 
for inclusion in the final analysis of data was a response 

hadfrom the institution that its current planning system 

Each institution wasbeen in use at least three years. 

asked to indicate which of the data elements were considered 

in their staffing process; if the data elements formed a 

been inregular planning system; how long such a system had 

use; their use of prepackaged" systems; and any specific 

contributions or limitations of their current process. 

Opportunity was also given for the survey institutions to 

describe any additional data elements which were not 

^Schroeder, Survey of Management Science, p. 897. 

^Arthur Podolsky and Carolyn R. Smith, Education 
Directory; Colleges and Universities, 1977-78 (Washington; 

1978).U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 
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included in the listing but were a part of their staffing 

The initial letter, followup letter and surveyprocess, 

form are in Appendix A. 

Twelve institutions completed the survey form and an 

and/oradditional six institutions responded through letters 

No response was received fromsample planning materials, 

seven institutions, A summary of the responding institutions 

Of the twelve institutions whichis shown in Appendix B. 

completed the survey form, seven met the criterion that 

leasttheir current planning system had been in use for at 

three years. In answer to the questions on the use of the 

sevenlisted data elements in staffing considerations, these 

A summaryinstitutions showed a high degree of agreement. 

of the responses is shown in Table 1. 

Twelve of the fifteen items listed were used by at 

least half of these seven institutions. Only two of 

the institutions, the University of Northern Colorado 

and California State University at Fullerton, indicated 

use of "prepackaged” materials. Both universities 

aincluded the Resource Requirements Prediction Model, 

costing model from NCHEMS. California State University 

at Fullerton also indicated use of NCHEMS' student flow 

model and Induced Course Load Matrix. 
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A variety of contributions and limitations of planning 

systems was described in comments from the seven institutions. 

The contributions included the acceptance of a rational, 

common basis to begin discussions of staffing and program 

quality, and increased flexibility in tenure, staffing and 

recruiting decisions because of prior planning. Recognition 

that the quantitative data served only as a beginning point 

for discussion was indicated in comments on specific 

limitations. The lack of ability to evaluate the quality 

of research and service activities and the difficulty of 

giving proper consideration to qualitative factors were 

cited. Limitations were also seen in the absence of an 

accurate data base and general understanding of the data 

elements. The contributions and limitations described by 

these institutions were very consistent with the differing 

perspectives on planning that were reflected in the 

literature. 

Assessment of Identified Data Elements by 
Department Chairmen, Deans and 

Other Administrators 

The Assessment Process 

Information from the review of the literature and 

responses from the institutions served as the basis for the 

design of a survey form sent to all department chairmen, 

academic deans, the Vice President and the Associate Vice 
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President for Academic Affairs, the Vice President for 

Business and Finance, and the Assistant to the President for 

Planning at Memphis State University. Thirteen items were 

included on the form; twelve were drawn directly from the 

response list of the institutions that were surveyed and a 

thirteenth (headcount number of faculty and graduate 

assistants) was included because of local institutional 

practice. 

The respondents at Memphis State University were asked 

to give their assessment of the usefulness of each item 

as a consideration in the staffing process. The following 

scale was provided for each item: 

1 - Unnecessary 

2 - Perhaps useful, but of questionable value 

3 - Desirable, would use if available 

4 - Highly desirable, an essential characteristic.^ 

Opportunity was provided for additional items to be suggested, 

either for consideration in a single department or in all 

departments. The survey form and accompanying letter are 

shown in Appendix C. 

The response on this survey was 100 percent. Forty-two 

chairmen, four deans, and four other administrators at 

Memphis State University reviewed the items and returned 

^Patrick, p. 20. 
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the survey forms, Twenty-eight of the respondents offered 

comments concerning additional items for possible considera 

tion in the staffing process. 

The Analysis 

Responses from the review were analyzed to determine 
otherthe extent of agreement among the chairmen, deans and 

administrators as follows: 

(a) among the total group of respondents; 

(b) among and between the groups based on level of 

responsibility; 

(c) among and between the groups based on college 

affiliation; and 

(d) among and between the groups based on departmental 

size. 

Part A. The initial question to be answered by the 

analysis of the responses concerned the extent of agreement 
items.of the total group on the assessment of the thirteen 

4 
The Kendall coefficient of concordance, which is used to 

wasdetermine the overall agreement among k sets of rankings. 

The correction factorseen as the most appropriate technique, 

necessary in the case of tied ranks was included in the 

calculation. Significance for this test was checked at the 

^Sidney Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics for the 
Behavioral Sciences (New York: McGraw-Hill, lybb), 

pp. 229-238. 
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.01 level. To examine the pattern of responses on individual 

items , the Kolmogorov-Smirnov one-sample test was used.^ 
to anThis test compares the observed rankings on the items 

assumed distribution, In this case, an equal distribution of 

wasrankings, which would be present with random selection. 

assumed. Significance of test results was checked at the 

.05 level. 

In this question, analysis with the Kendall coefficient 

.01of concordance indicated significant agreement at the 

level within the total group on the rankings of the 

thirteen items. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test revealed 

significant patterns of responses on nine of the thirteen 

Results fromitems (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 11, 12, and 13). 

andthese two analyses, the distribution of responses, 

inmedian scores on items with agreement are presented 

Table 2. 

Part B. This question, and those which follow, 

relate to the agreement within and among various subgroups 

of the respondents. The first subgroups to be examined 

were based on level of responsibility within the institution, 

with one group consisting of chairmen and a second group 

consisting of deans and central administration officers. 

determineThe Kendall coefficient of concordance was used to 

^Siegel, pp. 47-52. 
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of thesethe extent of agreement on the rankings within each 

two groups. The results indicated significant agreement 

at the .01 level within both groups. 

Since there was agreement within the groups, a valid 

comparison could be made between the groups to determine if 

Median responsesany differences in rankings were present, 

These medianwere calculated for each item in each group, 

used toresponses were ranked and the Mann Whitney U test^ 
check for significant differences in rankings between the 

two groups. No significant difference in rankings was seen 

The test results are summarizedbetween these two groups. 

in Table 3. (As shown in this and the following three tables, 

the coefficient of concordance is converted to a chi square 

equivalent when the number of items to be ranked exceeds 

seven.) 

Part C. The initial allocations of faculty positions 

level.at Memphis State University are made at the college 

determineThus, the analysis in this third question sought to 

if there was significant agreement on the rankings by the 

The Kendallchairmen within each of the five colleges. 

coefficient of concordance was again used, both to test 

for agreement within each college and to test for agreement 

among colleges as appropriate. The summary of these 

^Siegel, pp. 116-127. 
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analyses, shown in Table 4, indicates significant agreement, 

at the .01 level, within each of three colleges: Arts and 

not seenSciences, Education and Engineering. Agreement was 

Communicawithin the colleges of Business Administration and 

tion and Fine Arts. Testing the extent of concordance among 

revealedthe three colleges which showed internal agreement 

on thea significant amount of agreement, at the .01 level, 

rankings of the thirteen items under consideration. 

Part D. The analysis in this fourth question considered 

the possible impact of the size of a department (measured in 

FTE faculty) on the assessments of the staffing items by 

department chairmen. The department chairmen were divided 

in theinto four groups based on the number of FTE faculty 

department. The group classifications were (1) FTE £ 10.99; 

(2) 11 < FTE < 20.99; (3) 21 < FTE < 30.99; and (4) FTE > 31. 

Using the Kendall coefficient of concordance, significant 

ofagreement, at the .01 level, was seen within two groups 

chairmen, those with smaller departments (FTE < 10.99), and 

30.99).those with moderately large departments (21 £ FTE £ 

A summary of the analysis can be seen in Table 5. Using 

the Mann Whitney U test, the thirteen median responses from 

each of the two groups showing agreement were compared. 

in theirThis analysis indicated no significant differences 

assessments of the items. 
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Two of the groups of chairmen, those with a departmental 

equalfaculty greater than or equal to 11 and less than or 

to 20.99, and those with a faculty greater than or equal to 31, 

of thedid not show significant agreement on the rankings 

items. Thus, departmental size was not a consistent 

determinant of agreement or disagreement on the criteria 

to be considered in staffing allocations. 

Summary of Comments 

Twenty-eight of the survey respondents gave suggestions 

or comments for items to be considered in the staffing 

process. The most frequent type of suggestion (eleven 

instances) focused on unique program factors not adequately 

reflected in the present arrangement of quantitative 

elements. Examples included were the special staffing 

withdemands of intern programs; graduate science programs 

newnumerous laboratory courses; the implementation of 

programs; specialized offerings in the arts and health 

staffprofessions; and departments which contain and must 

for more than one major program area. Examples of the 

latter included Finance, Insurance and Real Estate, and 

Health, Physical Education and Recreation. 

The next most frequent type of comment (six instances) 

creditwas concerned with trend analyses in areas other than 

hour production. Specific items suggested for trend analysis 
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were number of graduates, number of majors, and number of 

FTE faculty. 

The last type of comment which appeared with more 

than one occurrence (four instances) indicated a need for 

Chairmen have been furnished withcomparative information, 

These commentsdata pertaining only to their department, 

asked for college and university comparative information, 

withinincluding specific information on other departments 

their respective colleges. 

Factor Analysis 

Stressed in the literature was the fact that the mode 

and format of data presentation can have an important 

utilization, To assist in designing a formatimpact on 

thefor the data elements, a factor analysis was run on 

The factor analysisresponses to the thirteen items, 

program was repeated three times with options for two 

factors, three factors, and four factors. 

The results were very consistent and showed three 

byseparate factors made up of the nine items agreed upon 

A fourth factor consisted of three ofthe respondents, 

the items on which there was not significant agreement. 

Factor one contained items 8, 9, 11, 12 and 13; factor two 

contained items 1, 2, 4, and 5; factor three contained 

items 6, 7, and 10; and factor four was a single item. 

number 3. The distribution of factor scores for these 
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Each factor score showsfour factors is shown in Table 6. 

The items inthe correlation of the item with the factor, 

each factor are listed and described in Table 7. 

The first factor is centered on such student related 

Thesedata as student credit hours, enrollment and majors, 

items were clustered on the Planning Profile (shown in 

The informationAppendix D) used in staffing considerations, 

on cost per student credit hour was excluded from the 

Profile since the analysis did not show agreement among 

the respondents on the usefulness of the item. 

ThisA second factor was centered on faculty data, 

factor included the headcount and FTE number of faculty, 

the average teaching load and the average credit hour 

These items wereproduction per FTE faculty member, 

clustered in another section of the Planning Profile. 

The third factor consisted of three items: average 

Theresalary, tenure analyses and projected credit hours. 

was no :significant pattern of agreement on the rankings of 

Two of the items, averagethese items by the respondents, 

salary and tenure analyses, were not included in the 

Profile data. The third, projected credit hours, was 

included by administrative choice. 

Information on the distribution of faculty effort stood 

alone as a fourth factor. The percent of effort in each 

of six categories was shown at the bottom of the Profile. 
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Two additional items were included in the final 

One was theProfile, again by administrative choice, 

actual credit hour production by level and by faculty 

classification (full-time, part-time or graduate assistant). 

This information was the basis for calculation of average 

wascredit hour production per FTE faculty member, which 

The breakout by course levelpresent in the second factor, 

and faculty classification provided information on the 

utilization of part-time faculty and teaching graduate 

assistants. The second item included was a projection of 

FTE faculty needs, The projection was based on projected 

credit hours and the average credit hour production per 

This information served chiefly toFTE faculty member, 

draw attention to variances in average credit hour production 

at the department, college and university level. 

The Planning Profile was used extensively in staffing 

yearhearings and considerations during the 1978-79 academic 

at Memphis State University, Supplementing the Profile 

information at the staffing hearings were reports on faculty 

service.involvement in continuing education and public 

data on the actual teaching load of each faculty member, 

and disucssion of research efforts and program direction and 

quality within each department. 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 

The criteria for effective planning procedures. 

wereidentified through the review of literature, 

. . and provision for meaningful"simplicity, flexibility, . 

These criteria
participation . . . by those concerned. 

were an integral part of the development of this model for 

to assist in the allocation of facultya "Planning Profile 

positions. The purpose of this concluding chapter is to 

present an overview of the model through (1) a review of 

implicathe procedures; (2) a summary of findings; and (3) 
model.tions for utilization and further development of the 

Review of Procedures 

The initial step in the development was a review of 

the literature relating to the potential and limitations of 

planning procedures in higher education and the analytical 

tools which have been designed to assist in the process. 

As a part of this review, a list was compiled of data 

elements which were frequently used in planning techniques 

and models related to staffing in the academic departments. 

Also compiled was a list of higher education institutions 

^Patrick, p. 20. 
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which, from descriptions in the literature, were involved 

The data elements from the literaturein a planning system, 

were submitted to these institutions for review and comment. 

This process identified twelve items used by at least half 

of the responding institutions in their staffing 

considerations. 

These twelve items, plus one additional item included 

because of local institutional practice, were submitted 

to the chairmen, deans and selected administrators at 

The thirteen items were rankedMemphis State University, 

on the degree of their usefulness in staffing considerations. 

The results of this survey were analyzed, testing responses 

From thesefrom the total group and various subgroups, 

was developed for use inanalyses, a "Planning Profile 

staffing considerations at Memphis State University. 

Summary of Findings 

Review of the Literature 

Four major points, which are summarized below, were 

identified in the review of the literature. 

1. The role of planning in higher education has 

assumed more importance as the previous period of growth 

has been replaced with a steady decline in enrollments 

and restrictions upon resources. 
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2. Analytical tools and techniques which have been 

developed to assist in the planning process have poor 

implementation records due to excessive costs, complex 

and inflexible formats and lack of consideration of the 

unique decision-making structure of higher education. 

3. Assessments of the present and potential role 

of planning and planning tools varied from the positive 
fieldviewpoints of the developers and researchers in this 

to the more negative viewpoints of administrators who must 

use the models and implement the plans. 

4. Research emphases for the future include attention 

to the decision-making process, the identification of 

common-core data for management, and the development and 

testing of small and conceptually simple planning models. 

Survey of Institutions 

Responses from institutions with experience in planning 

contributed to the study in two ways: (1) the potentials 

and limitations of planning described in the literature 

were confirmed through the comments and examples given in 

the responses, and (2) a core of data elements commonly used 

in staffing considerations was identified. 
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Survey of Chairmen, Deans and Selected 
Other Administrators ~ 

byAnalyses of the rankings of the core data elements 

the chairmen, deans and selected other administrators at 

Memphis State University yielded the following results. 

Analysis of total group 

1. There was significant agreement among the total 

group of respondents on the rankings of the data elements. 

2. Nine of the thirteen data elements had significant 

theirpatterns of responses which indicated agreement upon 

degree of usefulness in staffing considerations. 

Analysis by level of responsibility 

1. There was significant agreement among the chairmen 

on the rankings of the data elements. 

2. There was significant agreement among the deans 

and administrators on the rankings of the data elements. 

3. There was no significant difference between the 

groupsmedian rankings on the data elements from these two 

(a. chairmen and b. deans and administrators) with different 

levels of responsibility. 

The chairmen wereAnalysis by college affiliation, 

divided into five groups based on college affiliation. 

MedianEach group was analyzed separately for agreement, 

rankings from the colleges in which agreement was significant 

were then compared. 
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1. There was significant agreement within the groups 

Arts and Sciences,of chairmen from three colleges: 

Education and Engineering. 

2. There was not significant agreement within the 

Communication andof chairmen from two colleges:groups 

Fine Arts and Business Administration. 

3. There was no significant difference among the 

internalmedian rankings of the three colleges which showed 

Arts and Sciences, Education and Engineering.agreement: 

The chairmen wereAnalysis by departmental size, 

measureddivided into four groups based on departmental size 

in number of FTE faculty. The size categories were: 

(1) FTE < 10.99; (2) 11 < FTE < 20.99; (3) 21 < FTE < 30.99; 

and (4) FTE > 31. 

1. There was significant agreement within the groups 

three.of chairmen from departments in categories one and 

2. There was no significant agreement within the 

of chairmen from departments in categories two andgroups 

four. 

3. There was no significant difference between the 

median rankings of the groups of chairmen from departments 

in categories one and three. 

Summary of comments. Twenty-eight of the respondents 

in theincluded suggestions for additional considerations 
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staffing process, Most frequently mentioned for inclusion 

More trend analyseswere unique program considerations, 

facultyon data such as graduates, majors and number of FTE 

Also included in the commentswas another suggestion, 

were r equests for comparative information at the department. 

college and university level. 

Factor analysis. The purpose of the factor analysis 

was to assist in the design of a format for the presentation 

of the data elements. Four factors were identified. The 

headcountfirst factor included student related data (majors, 

enrollment, average class size, credit hour production 

The secondhistory, and cost per student credit hour). 

thefactor was identified as faculty related and included 

load,headcount and FTE number of faculty, average teaching 

A third factor consistedand average credit hour production, 

of three elements on which there was no significant agreement 

These were average salary, tenureby the respondents, 

The final factor hadanalyses, and projected credit hours. 

one element, the distribution of faculty effort. 

Implications 

The extent of agreement found in the assessments of 

the data elements by the chairmen, deans and administrators 

supports the feasibility of broad-based participation 
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As well as revealingin the development of a planning system, 

areas of agreement, the process allows for the monitoring 

of possible areas of disagreement which might require 

further study or discussion. 

In this particular implementation, a common basis 
in thefor beginning staffing considerations could be seen 

agreement present in the rankings by those in the two 

different levels of responsibility which were examined. 

of theHowever, differences within the responses from two 

studycolleges indicated a need for further discussion and 

in those areas. 

Another factor considered, that of departmental size. 

was not a consistent determinant of agreement or disagreement 

on the rankings. Thus, in this study no distinction in 

varyingstaffing criteria could be made for departments of 

sizes. 

Comments from chairmen, deans and other administrators 

not only produced suggestions for additional data considera 

tions, but also emphasized factors involving the structure 

These factors addedand quality of departmental programs, 

new dimensions to the interpretation and utilization of 

the data elements and served as a potential for individual 

izing profiles to meet differing departmental needs. 

The comments and notes which accompanied the rankings 

were also evidence of more careful consideration of a 
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broader range of staffing criteria, Implementation of this 

review process, in conjunction with presentation of the 

information in a simple and flexible format, may serve to 

assistencourage the use of additional criteria which can 

Rather than focusingin the evaluation of staffing needs, 

chairmen,on one measure, such as credit hour production, the 

deans and other administrators may, through participation in 

to usethe process, become more familiar with and better able 

a variety of staffing indices. 

Experience with the development of this model suggests 

Workingthat it may be easily adapted at other institutions, 

reviewwith the identified data elements and the outlined 

aand analysis process, an institution could construct 

Planning Profile which reflected its own unique needs and 

viewpoints concerning staffing. 

Further development of the model at any institution 

might include a regular, perhaps biennial, reassessment 

of the items by the chairmen, deans and other administrators. 

As the environment and resources of the university change 

and as occupants of leadership positions change, the 

assessments of criteria for staffing considerations might 

Since the review process isalso be subject to change, 

neither costly nor time-consuming and the Profile format 

ais flexible, a regular review of criteria would be 

practical means of assuring continuing participation 
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in the selection of staffing criteria within a responsive 

planning system. 
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S TAT E UNIVERSITYMEMPHIS
-i’. 

a.
X MEMPHIS. TENNESSEE 38152

70 

*5. to 

Telephone: 901/454-2119
Ollice of the Vice Pri-.siilcnt 

for 
Araitemic Affairs 

September 9, 1978 

Dr. Richard W. Burkhardt 
Vice President for Instructional Affairs 
Ball State University 
Muncie, Indiana 47306 

Dear Dr. Burkhardt: 

In conjunction with an increased emphasis on planning at 

Memphis State University and a related doctoral research 
project, we are asking your assistance in furnishing
information on the planning process at Ball State University. 
A publication by WICHE* indicated there was both interest 
and experience in planning at your University. 

overviewThe focus of the related dissertation research is an 
of planning systems currently in use and the development of a 

planning tool to assist in departmental staffing decisions at 

Memphis State University. The basic information requested
planninghere concerns the structure and content of any active 

at yoursystem, guide or technique which has proven valuable 
institution in staffing decisions. 

sheet.Specific items of interest are listed on the attached
furnish aIt would also be particularly helpful if you could 
wouldsample departmental analysis or other report which

indicate the major data elements used in staffing considerations . 

researcher in this area and an Academic Affairs staffAs a . .. .... 
member, I appreciate your help in this pro3ect. 

Sincerely, 

Martha Porter, Associate Director 
Administrative Planning - Academic Affairs 

*' 

An Equal Opportunity University 
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STATE U N I V E R S ITY 

MEMPHIS. TENNESSEE 38152 

MEMPHIS 

Telephone: 901/454-2119 

lor 
Academic Affairs 

Ollice of the Vice President 

Attached is a copy of a survey instrument we mailed to 

Initial returns have been veryyou in late September, 
helpful and have reinforced our original view of the 
importance of this study for our institution. 

Preparation for our staffing hearings, in which these 
data are to be used, will begin soon. Your response 
would be most helpful and would assist in greater 
reliability of our conclusions. 

As stated before, we are interested in identifying the 

data elements which are used consistently by central 
administration in reviewing the staffing patterns and 
needs of the academic departments. 

Won't you assist us in this project by completing the 
attached form and returning it to our office? We will 
greatly appreciate your response. 

Sincerely, 

Martha Porter, Associate Director 
Administrative Planning - Academic Affairs 

An Equal Opportunity University 
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included in
1) Which of the following data elements or factors are 

of full-timestaffing considerations for the number and distribution
academicand part-time faculty and graduate assistants in the 
an enclosed sampledepartments? {If this information is fully furnished through 

#2 on the back of this page.)departmental analysis or other report, then skip to 

FACULTY PROFILE 

graduateNumber of full-time and part-time faculty by rank and 
assistants (headcount number) 

Number of full-time and part-time faculty by rank and graduate 

assistants (full-time equivalent number) 

Distribution of faculty effort (percent of responsibility in 

teaching, research, service, etc.) 

Average teaching load in credit hours per faculty member 
memberAverage teaching load in contact hours per faculty 

memberAverage number of different preparations per faculty 
memberAverage total credit hour production per FTE faculty 

Average salary by rank 

Tenure Analyses (Percent by rank) 

Other 

DEPARTMENT PROFILE 

upper 

division, graduate) for years 

Projected credit hours by level for year(s) 

Average class size by level 

Headcount enrollment by level 

Number of majors 

Degree profile (number of degrees by major for years) 

Credit hour production history by level (lower division, 

Other 

(Please describe, enclose 

sample report or give reference to system manual) 
COST ANALYSES, SIMULATIONS, FLOW MODELS, ETC. 
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2) DO 
as 

the data elements indicated form 
an aid in staffing decisions for 

a regular planning .system 
the academic departments? 

used 

Yes No 

3) How many years 
Years 

has this system or set of considerations been in use? 

4) Was any 
outside 

part of your current system purchased or acquired 
developer (NCHEMS, HEPS, HELP/PLANTRAN, etc.)? 

from an 

Yes No 

If YES, name of developer and system 

5) What 
your 

specific contributions to the 
current system or process? 

staffing process do you see from 

6) What specific limitations do you see in your current system or process? 

Please return to: 
Martha Porter 

Academic Affairs 

Memphis State University 
Memphis, Tennessee 38152 
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TABLE 8 

RESPONSE RECORD FOR INSTITUTIONAL SURVEY 

u 
Q) U 0) 

e c 0) Xi 
U P 4J -P rO -P 
o d +J O (U W 
fa -p 0) >H (1) 

0) 1-^ U Eh 
Enrollment fa o nInstitution 

29,444University of Pittsburgh 
X 

Arizona State University 34,366 X

X X

? 
** 

Illinois State University 20,443 
21,661University of Utah 

University of Illinois— 
X21,252Chicago 

University of Illinois— ** 
X X33,552 
X 2 

Urbana 
17,547 

Ohio State University 49,982 

University of Colorado— 

Ball State University 

2XBoulder 21,061 
21,912University of New Mexico 

University of Northern ** 

Colorado 10,965 X X 
** 

X X20,185Harvard University 
35,277University of Washington 
15,350SUNY—Stony Brook 
22,879University of Georgia X 

X ?16,408Oregon State University 
Mankato State University 12,602 

University of Miami— 
X ?

Coral Gables 14,563 
California State University 

X X
at Fullerton 21,989 

** 

XStanford University 12,683 
** 

X X32,921 
X X ** 

Indiana University 
46,921Michigan State University 

X64,162University of Minnesota 
24,114CUNY—Brooklyn 

**Included in Final Data Analysis. 
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MEMPHIS STATE UNIVERSITY 

Memorandum 

To: 

From: Martha Porter, Academic Affairs 

Subject: Review of Planning Profile for Staffing Hearings - 1978 

Date: November 21, 1978 

The Planning Profiles, which serve as a source of data 
in the staffing hearings each year, are being reviewed 
and analyzed for possible changes in content and format. 
We are asking your help in this review process. 

The purpose is to facilitate the planning process within 
the departments and colleges and to develop a planning 
tool which can be both useful and flexible. 

Attached is a list of data elements which are commonly 
used in staffing considerations, Space is provided 
for you to indicate your judgment about each of these 
elements. You may also suggest for inclusion any other 
data elements which you feel would be useful. These 
suggestions may be specific to your department (based 
on a unique program feature or structure), or generalized 
(pertinent for all departments). 

Your responses should be returned to Martha Porter, 
Academic Affairs, by November 27. If you have any 
questions, please feel free to call (#2513). 
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STAFFING HEARINGS 1978 

The following items are aommonly considered 
Please indicate yourin staffing decisions, 

assessment of the usefulness of each of these 
items in the staffing process, using the scale 

to the right. On the back of this page, you 

may suggest other items which you feel should 
be considered for either (1) your department 

only due to some unique program feature or 
rs; departments. 

o 
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O 
0) 
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4 3 2 1 

1. HEADCOUNT NUMBER - full-time 
rank and graduate assistants 

and part-time faculty by 

2. FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT NUMBER - full-time and part-
time faculty by rank and graduate assistants 

3. Distribution of faculty effort (percent of respon 
sibility in teaching, research, service, etc. from 
the Faculty Planning Records) 

4. Average teaching 
member (example: 

load in credit hours per faculty 
10.8/15 per faculty member) 

5. Average total credit hour production per FTE faculty 
member (example: 226 credit hours per faculty member) 

6. Average salary by rank 

7. Tenure analyses (percent by rank) 

8. Cost per 
the Unit 

student credit 
Cost Study 

hour by level from 

9. Crediit hour production by level for 5 years 

10. Projected credit hours by level for one year 

11. Average class size by level 

12. Headcount enrollment by level 

13. Number of majors in the department 
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ADDITIONAL STAFFING DATA FOR YOUR DEPARTMENT: 

ADDITIONAL STAFFING DATA FOR ALL DEPARTMENTS: 

Please return to: 

Martha Porter 

Academic Affairs by Monday, November 27 
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