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ABSTRACT
The Associatioan for Institutional Research coaducted

a survey of all institutioas of higher education in the U.S. and
canada in order to assess the number, size, and financial support of
institutional research offices. Data vere requested for the 1969-70
academic year. This report is based on the responses of 1,444
jnstitutions that returned the gquesticnnaire. Of these, 1,107 or 77
percent did not have an operating institutional research {IR) office
and 337 or 23 percent did. Information is presented on: (1) the
number of IR offices by size, type, and control of institution; (2)
offices scheduled to open during 1970-71 by type and control of
institution;: (3) state or other central institutional research
agencies by type, control, and enrollment sizes; (4) financial support
for IR by type, control, and enrollment size of institution; {5)
sources of financial support for IR; (6) wage and salary expenditures
for IR; (7) full-time eguivalent staff in IR offices; and (8) other
areas of expenditures such as computer time, other electroanic data
processing expense, publication of reports and other documents, and
equipment and furaitare. The questionnaire and accompanying letter
are reproduced in appendix I, while appendix IT gives a compiete
breakdown of the responses by type and control of the institution and
by enrollment size. (AF)
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FORWARD

Tnstitutional Research in institutions of higher education has become
widespread in large part through the desire of administrators and faculty
40 ¥mow more about their own institutions. Similarly, the importance and
proliferation of institutional research offices has generated a need to
lmow more about the institutional research function itself. In response
to this need, the Executive Committee of the Association for Institutioral
Research conducted a survey of all institutions of higher education in
the United States and Canada. Ite purpose was to assess the murber, size
and financial support of institutional research offices.

Also, the reader should be aware that the Association for Institutional
Research is an intermational individual membership orgwnization composged
of mumerous individuals whose titles and institutional affiliations often
do not reveal any obvious involvement with the field of institutional re-
search. Thus, there are undoubtedly many more individuals in higher edu-~
cation who are interested in the activities and products of institutional
research than would be apparent from the results of the study which
follows.

This brief study can only be a beginning toward the goal of describing
with greater accuracy the nature of the institi-ional research function at

institutions of higher learning.

Sidney Suslow
President, 1970-1971
Association for +itutional Reseaxrch



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CONTENTS

TNTRODUCTION « o o o = = = o = = = = @« =« o o o = = = ¢ & = = = = ¢ =

VAITDATION OF THE SAMPIE ¢ o = = e o o o = = & o o o = = = = = © = ¢

'I'n"ENUMBEROFD\ISTlTUTIONALRESE‘.ARCHOr:;CES. e e e o o o « = o o o

OFFICES SCEEDULED TO OPEN DURING 1970-71 « » « o = = = = = = = = = °

STATE OR OTHER CENTRAI, INSTITUTIONAL PESEARCH AGENCIES « o « = o = =

F’D\IANCIALSUPPC’RTFOR.ENSTITUTIONALRESEARCH............

SOURCES OF FINANCIAL SGPPORT « « « = o = = « = = o o © o = o © = = ¢

WAGE

FULL

AND SALARY EXFPENDITURES o« « o o = © = o = = o = = = = © ¢ = = °

TIME EQUIVALENT STAFF « « = « = = = o = o o = & = = o = = ° <

OTHER AREAS OF EXPENDITUFE o « « « = o = = o = = o o = = o ¢ = © < ¢

SUMVARY o« o « o = « o« o =« @« o = o« o o = o = o o o « & o = = = = ¢

TARIES
A.I.R. Sample Compared to A.C.E. Census of T.S. itutions. .
Percent of the Sample Group which Reported Having an
Tnstitutional Research Office by Type and Control of
Tretitution and Fnrollment Size .« « ¢ = « « = = o = = o = =
The Effect of Noruelizing Type and Control of titution
for Enrollment Size on the Propensity to Have an Institutional
Research OFfice o « « o o o o o o = o ¢ = o & o o« & = = = ¢

Institutions Planning to Initiate IR Offices During 1970-T1
by Type, Control, and Enrollment Size o o « o « o o ¢ o o o o

Tnstitutiors Served by State or Other Cen*tral Institutioral
Research Agencies by Type, Control, and Enrcllment Size o . .

Total Support for Imstitutional Research by Type of Control
and Enrollment SiZe e« o = o = o o o = o o o o o o ¢ o o o oo

Total Support for Institutional Research at Universities by
TypeofCon‘a'ola.ndEnrollme_ntSize e o o o @ = ® o & & o e o

Total Support for Imstitutional Research at Four-Year Colleges
byTypeofControla.ndmrollmentSize e e o o o o o o ® &« o =

(=

11

17



TEWT TABLES (continued)

by Type of Control and
The Average Percent of
Ingtitutioas I th

Researcn Activity .

Te

la.

)

Percent Total
Devoted to wages

<~

13,

Parcent of Total
Devoted to Salaries of

stafs

Average Percent 0o

of Eployee o o o

16. Average Number of Full Time
Szalff by Type of I= titution

To+al Suppor:t for Imstitutl

Tieir Total Uperatin
Sarmple G

Percent of Toial Support Jor
rived Trom Pegularliy Sudgete

Percert of Total Surport for
Derived from Granis and/or Conmira

xpendITur

Direc<

To%al Expenditure ITor
Nevoted ~o wWages and salaries by Type of
(-3

ozal Research
Enrollment Sice

Toaivalent

up Devoted

- -~ e P g

Tms+ituticnsl Tesearcn &
- PR R " b

d Institutionel Munds .

Tnseitutional Fesearch AcTIVITY
sts with Outside rfgencies

<or Tnatitutional Fesearch
- and Professional Fesearc

P Lo b

TrmstituTiona
ns+tituasion

-, R bl
Tmetitntiinas

and Type of Zmployee . .

- 17, Average Percent of motal TxpendiTure for Tnstitusicnal
‘ Devoted to Non=Salary Ttems Ty Typec of Irnstitulion ond
EXPEDNSE o o = o o = = = = o ° ° o o+ = = o0 e & o =
APPEDIX
~. THE QUESTICNNAIEE .« « o o s = = = o & & = = = = ° = <
TI. TISTITUTICONS WHICH SESPONDES TN THE SUSVEY EZY TYPE,

TROLINVENT SIZE o - - -

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

oy

Ze
-

s

S

Zesearch

esxch

~rre

cf

CONTROL AMD

1y
[ ¢
1]
0

)
(4}

)
[$

58]
)

n

ol

b,

\n

n
(93}



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TITRODUCTION

Presented herein zre the results of a survey undertaken by the
=xecutive Comzitiee of the Association for Ingtitu*ional Research and
carried ocut br the 0ffice of Ias.itutional Research at the TUniversity of
California, Berkeley. During the €211 term of 1970, some 3,000 questiomn-
aires were Sent o the presidents of all two and four-year coileges and all
universities in the United States and Cansada. The questicrmaire and accum-
panying letter are reprocduced in 1l as Appendix I of this report. Res-—
pondents were assured of complete anomymity with regard to their replies,
which was achieved by having all returms chanzeled tbrough the San Franecisco
office of Touche, Ross and Compalyy, Certified Public Accountants. There
postmarks and other possible identification wewe removed prior to tne ques-
tiommaires' being forwardzd to Berkeley for processing. The total mmber of
questionnaires reiurned was just under 50% of +thcee sent. There warl no
atitezpt to St+ain additional responses thryzh the use o1 follow-up
correspor ience.

The questiormaire addressed ftself initially to obtaiming a tasic
profile of each institution and +hen, if the institution did in fact have an
office whose primary responsibility was institu iopal Tesearch, went on %o
ask about Sources and amouats of suppost for this astivity, amounts ex—
pexded in various categories of expense, muxber of FTE staff members and
the percent of the institution's operating tdget which the total institu-
+ional research experditure represented. A1l data requested were for the
1965-1970 academic year, which would have been the most recent complete

year at the time the questiomaire went out.

an
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CUALTTSATION OF THE SATLE

Tre sample Sroup on waish this report is Tased congisTts of ih PRI
Imotiwitisns who cozplesed and returmed questiicnmaires. ¢ +tnooe, 1,107
T did naT have an operating office and 33T (27 did. wnile there
are sonsiderable moTe daza on the la<ler group than the former, nearLy all
respondents were conseienticous Im supplying the information reguesied in
feciasn L, “Institationmal Frofile”.

Append: TT gives a complete trearxdown of the responses by type and
contirol of inseizution and Tty enrollment size. ongitimutions representing
2all comcinations OF these factrrs are included, and I neral, the saTple
poralation conforms guite well to the Aigtribu+tion of inmstitutiions reported
in <he fme~<can Council onm Zducation Fmet Book for 1I70. Tris Is wn im-
perfect comparison in that tme ACE +a do nmot include Canadian Ingtitu-

ticns, Lut 1t was ot posoille enther Lo remove Canadian instituetions Sfroz
the sazple or o otbtain comparable cata on Canadiaxm ingtitutions which
ceutd be added o the AT figures. There Is, Lowever, reason o thiny that
+he ACE data descride the universe of ecducatioxmal ingtivotizis adequately
encush in terms of type, control, and enroliment size to make some coTpari-
son wor‘*w‘*"e.(*) Pregented Zn Table 7 are figures whi illustrate th

differences beTween the 3azple

4
‘*)A publicati
Bureau of

Statistics, -97@ reports a cooprehensive count
and universities operating in Canada as of 1969-70. Thus,
gdistribution of Canadian institu
enrollment size Aiffers radically Irom the dis
+ions, inmclusion of Canadian data based on these 117 ins
not materially effect the overall d...s..-- cution because of
greater muber (2,551) of U.S. institutions for which data
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entitled Advanced Statis<tics of Education (Ottawa:

sroup and this larger popu-

Dorrdon
of 117 colleges
wnless the

<ons in terms of type, control, and
tribution of

U.S. institu-

+titutions would

the vastliy
are shown.
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™he sample ovCcrerepresents B 12F the proporiion of public instiw

PR e 2o ot Rdbine Sl

[ o>23

~Zona, and it also over-represenid e proporiicn of cniversities comparced

<5 Tour-year collegfes. i cer, “he proporiion of Two-yearn coL.eses 13
accurately reflecled, and oI Lmportantly, Where 1o an exwrene .y <193¢C

correapondence Lelween <he saTle and *he overull population with oSard Lo

enrollment size. This lagt fact very lively offgetin asy bias L Wh

the Findings

< < k. -, o -~ -— < o . L
+hae mighe te introduced through cversampling of public institutions

and universities, because the analysis clearly shows +hat enrollment size

ig “he mogt importanst imgeitutional characteristic aasociated with either

the existence of or suppor: for an IR office.

In any case, *he sariation
between tha semple and the population 13 well within the range that can be
expected given the procesSs o self-gselection by wich —espondents are de-

ter—ined in mail swrveys of this kind.



TABLE 1

%
A.T.R. Sample Compared to A.C.E. Census S
of U.S. Institutions
Percent Distributions by Control, Type,
and Enroilment Size
A1l
Control Public Private| Inst.
A.C.E. Fact Book Yog 58% 100%
A.I.R. Sample 52% 418% 100%
Four Yr.| Two Yr. A1l
Type of Institution Unive. Coll. Coll. nst.
A.C.=. Fact Book 12% 53% 35% 100%
A.I.R. Sample 18% Lig 37% 100%
Less Than| 1,000~ 5,000- | 10,000 A1l
Enrollment Cize 1,000 4,969 9,999 & Above Inst.
A.C.E. Fzct Book 48% 36% 9% 7% 100%8
A.I.R. Sample L9% 5% 9% 7% 100%

(*) Source Zor A.C.E. figures was A Fact Book on Higher Education (Issue

No. 3, 1970) published by the American Council on Education,

Washington, D.C. The percent distributions represent institu-
tions open and operating as of fall term 1969. The total number

of such institutions reported was 2,551.
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THE NUMBER OF INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH OFFICES

As Table 2 shows, 23% of the institutions which returned questionnaires
reported having offices or units whose primary responsibility is in the area
of institutional research. Table 2 also seems o indicate that this pro-
portion varies widely with control, type of institution, and enrollment size.
For example, public institutions are twice as likely to have IR offices as
private institutions, and universities are more than twice as likely to have
TR offices than either four or two-year colleges. However, further analysis
reveals that these differences are very largely a function of enrollment
size with type of institution and control of institution playing only a
small part.

This is clearly shown in Table 3. Enrollment size was factored out of
the data by normalizing each of the sub-groups +o the enrollment distribu-
tion of the overall sample. This allows true comparison on the basis of
either control or type alone. The column entitled "Adjusted Score" shows
that the entire difference between the proportion of universities reporting
TR offices compared to the proportion of four-year colleges reporting IR
offices can be attributed solely to the larger average enrollment size of
universities and not to any factor associated with type of institution pexr
se. Even two-year colleges fall only marginally below the population mean
when viewed in terms of the adjusted score. Similarly, the difference be—
tween public and private institutions is Feduced substantially with the in-
fluence of enrollment size removed. Imstead of a public institution figure
of 31% and a private institution figure of 15% (a pet difference of 16 per-
centage points), the adjusted scores are 25 and 19, respectively. This
@iff-rence is still sigmificant, of course, but is actually less than one

might expect. Initially, IR offices existed primarily at public

6
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TABLE 3

The Effzct of Normalizing Type and Control of Inctitution
for Enrollment Size on the Propsnsity to Have an Institutional
Research Office

No. of No. Re- % of Total | Adjusted
Type & Control Tnstitutions| porting Reporting | Score ™)
of Institution Tn Sample |IR Office IR Office

Universities 258 131 51% 25
Four-Year Colleges 595 115 19% 25
Two-Year Colleges 541 89 16% 21
Total Sample 14k =37 23% 23
Public Institutions Ty 233 31% 25
Private Institutions 6351 101 15% 19
Total Sample 1bhh 337 23% 23

(= Enrollment size was factored out by normalizing the subpopula-
tions to the enrollment distribution of the overall sample.
Any enrollment size distribution could have been used, but
using the overall distribution yields a total adjusted score
which does not differ from the raw percent figure for the
total sample.

jnstitutions, having grown out of +he need to supply budgetary and plaming
data to state gcvernments. Thus, to find private institutions only 6 roints
below public insiitutions (with the effect of enrollment size removed) in the
proportion reporting IR offices indicates that this historie disparity is
apparently decreasing through time.

Returning to the subject of enrollment size, the reader can best assess
the importance of this factor as an indicator of an institution's propensity
to have an IR office by looking at the row jabelled "A11l Institutions" in
Table 2. Among institutions with fewer than 1,000 full time enrollments,
only 7% had IR offices, but each Snerement in size yields a higher percent
figure until virtually 100% of those institutions with enrollments of 20,000
and above reported having such a wmit. Moreover, the range of percents by

enrollment category is almost equally broad and equally regular for each

~- 13
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& srsgeizutions out of 1,44k rall Into <his cazegory), and this ma2y in

£1 € nave produced a distorted resull. inother possible explanation is tha
the four small colleges who reported having IR offices are new institations

whose orconizational siructure was established Iin ntieipation of future

”n any case, IR clearly seems <o have “ound a permanent place for ii-
self as a recognized organizational specialiy. Trancis Rourke and Glenn

Srooks in their book The Managerial Revolution in Higher Sducation {Bal<timore:

The Johns Hopkins Press, 1965) report a2 rumber of findings concerning the
growth of IR and the varlous ways in which such officecs operate. Unfortu-
nately little of their data is directly comparable to the results of the
currant survey, primarily because of a marked jifference in sampling tech-
nique.

The Rourke and Brooks survey was resiricted to four-year institutions
in the United States, arc the population consisted of all state institutions
but only a small sample (N=72) of community colleges and private institu-
tions. Moreover, in asking about the IR function, their questiornmnaire was
phrased such that institutions which had 2n individual staff member performing
Th work but no formal IR office could not be differentiated from institutions
which did have formal IR offices. The effect of each of these factors is to
oppose the other: +the restricted universe from which the sample derives
almost certainly excluded a mumber of institutions with TR offices, but the
confusion of individuals with offices overstates the apparent number of
offices found among the institutions sampled. A measure of the effect of

this latter factor is the significantly higher percent of (four-year)
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institutions reporting IR offices in the Rourke and Brooks data than in the
A.I.R. data, 45% compared to 29%. Also. unless one assumes that all insti-
tutions vith IR offices which were included in either the Rourke and Brooks
universe or the A.I.R. universe actually returned their questionnaires, the
fact that the earlier survey enjoyed an 80% response compared to a 50% re-

sponise for the current effort would act to increase the coumt of IR offices
reported in the earlier year.

It is, of course, possible that these three factors simply cancel one
another, in which case the data from the two surveys are sufficiently com-
parable to give the reader a rough idea of the rate at which IR offices have
been established in recent years. In this hope, and with due respect Zor
+he preceding caveats, a few comparisons with the Rourke and Brooks data are
offered.

Their earliest figure, for the academic year 1954-55, showed only 15
IR offices nationally, with a full one-third of those having been established
just that year. By 1964-65 this figure had grown to 115, 21 of them newly
established. These figures compare to an estimated count of 220(*) offices
reported at four-year institutions in the current survey. No count of
newly established offices exists for 1969-70, however, because the A.I.R.
questiommaire did not request information on this point. But the data do
chow a sustained growth in the mmber of IR offices at a rate equivalent to
20% per year over the peried 1955 o 1969, although the rate during the 1964
to 1969 period has slowed to approximately 15% per year.

An additional finding reported by Rourke and Brocks, and one that

(*)This figure represents the total of 337 offices reported less the 89
offices at two-year colleges and less an estimated 28 offices at
four-year institutions in Canada.

15 9



corrcborztes the results of the present survey, is the importance of
enrolimen* size in stimulating the development of IR offices. Their data
showed that 72% of institutions with more than 10,000 students have such
offices compared to 20% of institutions witin fewer than 2,000 students en-
rolled. These percent figures are not directly comparable to the A.I.R.
data because of differences in grouping, but they do serve %o illustrate the

principle involved.

OFFICES SCHEDULED TO OPEN DURING 1570-71

Although, as mentioned above, the questionnaire did not address itselfl
+o the matter of newly established IR offices or tc plans for <the establish-
ment of such offices, 27 institutions from the large rToup who had no office
during 1969-70 indicated that they were actively planning to initiate IR
offices during 1970-71. Since these responses were volunteered in the form
of written comments, they probably account for only a portion of the actual
mumber of offices wh'ch were scheduled to begin operation during the current
year, but this r.mber still represents an 3% increase in the total mumber
of offices reported for 1509-70. This would indicate that IR continues to
be in an active growth phase, although there is reason to think that the
rate of growth may have dropped somewhat from the recent 154 per anmum cited
above. With most segments of higher education fazcing difficult budgetary
situations in recent yvears, funds to establish new offices and units are not
readily available. Thus, many institutions, especially the smaller private
institutions which have limited resources even in the best of times, have
been forced to defer any formal move into IR activity until the future.
Nonetheless, these institutions represent the natural field for the growth

of IR as a profession, both because nearly all larger institutions already

10
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nave IR offices and also because IR offices have proven their utility at
institutions where they have been established.
TABLE L4

Tnstitutions Planning to Initiate IR 0ffices -
During 1970-71 by Type, Control, and Enrollment Si::e( )

PullTime Enrollmeaent
Type and Control less Than 1,000~ 5,000~
of Institution 1,000 L, 099 G,999 Total
Universities
Publicly Controlled - 2 2 L
Privately Controlled - 2 p= L
Total - L 4 g8
Four-Year Colleges
Publicly Controlled 2 1 1 L
Privately Controlled 3 L _ 7
Total ) ) 1 1l
Two=-Year Colleges
Publiecly Controlled 1 5 1 7
Privately Controlled - 1 - 1
Total b 6 1 8
All Types
Publicly Controlled 3 8 4 15
Privately Controlled 3 7 2 12
Total 6 15 6 27

(*)Coun'cs reported in this table represent tallies of certain comments
voluntarily supplied by respondents %o amplify their responses
to questionnaire item 2.

For example, it is interesting %o note that over 75% of the institutions
which were planning to establisa IR offices had enrollments of less than 5,000
students, and that there were nearly equal nmumbers of public and private

institutions. Also, there was a balanced representation of universities,

Q ©o11
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“our-vear co..eges, and Itwo-year colleges. See Table = for a complete

o
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Gown 07 +nese 27 institutions by wWpe, control, and enrol.ment size.

e AT ATRIT STMEADAT  SeermeTwnm—oARCA - LGN I
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Ao of parsicular interest are tne Iesponsec of wnict
2o ro+ hawve IS officeg of their own bul are served Ty a sState or other fen-
wral TF . re Tarle % shoews, there were o7 such imstituiions, over

- - . X vy 2 S 2 R gy Y
e Ioanle <rme wmurmber of InmstiTations cers ] Cw cen—
Tt e e i ot e P — L. -
2ut oo omany smal. LnSLL cutions This Tay be a so.utlion WO

<re problexm cof need or e
of<ice. Ag imstitutions grow. however. “ney agpare
sheir own IS work. Only 1 of the 37 institutio E agencies

nad an enrollment greater than 10,000 students.

—

2yt <hese “nsiitutions are a significant element in the overall growth
of IR. Threy represant in mmber 2 gTOID 25% as large as the total mamber of
ins<itutions reportiing IR offices, and comprise 7% of the tolal number oF
questionnaires returned. IF +this latier figure Is added to e 23% who re-
ported having ‘I offices and the 2% who indicated +that they were in the pro-
cess of initiating such offices. nearl one—third (32%) of 211 imstitutions
sin +the United States and Carnada now use an IR ofice to z2ssist in the evalu-

ation of =<heir educational andé administrative programs.
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Tastitutions Served by State or oth
Agencies Ty

TARLE 5

er Central Institutional Research

Type, Control, and Mnroliment Size

PullTime Enrollment
less
™ pe and Control Than 1,000~ 5,000~ 10,000~
of Institution 1,000 | %,939 9,999 19,5939 Total
nivergities
Publicly Controlled 6 3 L 1 b
Privately Controlled - - - - —
Total 6 3 L 1 1k
Four-Year Colleges
Publicly Con<trolled 3 ) 1 - 1
Privately Controlled 6 5 - - 11
Total ] 11 1 -— 21
Two-Year Colleges -
Publicly Corntrolled Ly 11 — - 57
Privately Contr-olled 2 1 - -_— 3
Total L7 12 — - 60
All Types
Publicly Controlled 55 21 5 1 83
Privately Controlled 8 ) — - 14
Total 63 27 5 1 o7(*)

(*)Totals include one institution which did not indicate enrollment
size and two which did not indicate +ype. Mode of control was

shown in all cases.
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TOANCTAL SUPPORT FOR INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH

In preparing the data on finaneial support, it was assuned that TO3%
readers wou.d be assosiated in soze way with an ingtituticn of higher edu-
cation and that +tkrey would want 0 be able o identify the responses of
smatitn+ions similar to their own in terss of +ype, conirol, and enrollment
size. IFor +his reascn, all tables dealing with aggregate support figures
were organized in terms of these three variables, even though this led to
very small or even zerc entries in many cells. Also, the reader should
keep in mind that this and all subsequent sections of the report are based
on the responses of only those institutions which reported having an IR
office (N=337).

mable § shows total support for IR activity summarized by mode of con-
+r0l av.? en=c-llment size. Tables 7, 8, and 9 show analogous figures for
universities, four-year colleges, and two-year colleges, respectively. As
can be seen from the average support figures, enrollment size is once again
the eritical factor, although mode of control is quite important as well.
Public institutions spend signficantly more money on IR than do private
ingtitutions, and this is particularly true among four-year colleges.
Tnterestingly, however, private universities, while less likely to have IR
offices than public universities, support them somewhat better where they
do exist.

The tables themselves are detailed and explicit, znd they render un-
necessarty an extended treaitment o the findings on financial support here
in *he text. IDut one characteris..c of these financial support data de-
finitely bears mention. Within enrollment size catagories, there is con-
siderable dispersion of responses around the mean, and this is true for

each of the subpopulations represented in Tables 7 through 3. Thus,

pt

- 20



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

—otal gport for tnetlLoutional Neesarch

ALY %

Ny “ype of Contirol and IMhro; lment Zize

Tzual dappost for
Tnetitutionel Mesearch

Publiety Conirelied

o,

§ AR :;
| S L o
e, TR o5
e, WP -~
”'l."l- >,
P o

i

or

ol H

¥

7e

. - -— o
B - -
“ — - al
-y -— -

Average Agpars - 12, 4T | $C, A0 e
Pe - -— - 2 T
N bl & - - be )
g et % -— b &=
bl P pX-] -— b 6
H b 5 - by =
b < P K S byl
- i . 2 s L 9
£ - -~ — — -
~e ~ s, P [3 pa1d
svrage Sgpors s200c | g~ | sa2osc | mea2 £66.950] K054 | M7 10
-
(1) pased an the mmber of BITUAL rescmses o i ttem (l.e. 2e “clal tese The mumber 5f DUO-CeEIINOWS ).
@ o but weich ¢id Dot appmer in Tedles T, €,

Pigures include De institutions whick were puliicty conTroll

ar § because N TYPe of InglTRTIoC wad SBowc.

PiguTes incluade thres instlitutions (L umcverwity,. o O

@14 not lndicate uhether by were publloly or

foLleqe. DG 1 TMO-year CO.L.agw) Lo

crivessly controlled.



TABLE 7

Total Support for Institutionzl Research at
Universities by Type of Control and Exrollment Size

Puklizly Controlled
FullTime Enrollment
Enroll.
Total Support for less Thanl 1,000~ 5, 000- 18,000~ 20,000~ 30,000- Not
Institutional Research 1,000 %,999 9,992 19,992 29,999 |And Above { Indicated| Total
$ 1,000 ~ § 9,999 —_ 1 2 -_ 1 — -— %
£10,000 - $19,999 - % 5 3 _— - — 12
$20,000 - $29,999 - b 10 z —_ — - 17
£30,080 - $39,999 — 2 5 © - - — 13
80,000 - 859,939 - 3 6 8 1 —_ -_— 128
860,000 - $99,999 — - 3 3 3 1 b3 16
$100,000 and Above - - 1 1 3 5 b 11
No Amount Showm —_— 4 2 1 — _— — rd
Total -— 18 3L 30 B8 6 2 )
Average Suppertil) $28,150 (835,550 | 850,900 |$98,900 | $169,500 | $263.800 858,750
Privately Conmtrolled
$ 1,000 - § 9,999 — -~ - - — — — -
$10,000 - 819,999 1 3 2 5 - - - 5
$20,000 -~ $25,999 _— 3 2 1 —_ — —_ [
$30,000 - $39,999 - - 2 —. — - - 2
$£0,000 - $59,999 — 3 3 - — -— 1 7
$60,000 - $99,599 - : 1 3 — - - 5
£100,000 and Adove -— 2 — 1 [J— — - 3
e Amount Shown e — — _—_ - - - -
Total 1 12 10 7 — — T 32
Average Support(l) §12,000 888,050 [s39,200 {854,750 | — — s #9.000 |60,550
411 Uriversities(2)
$ 1,000 - $ 9,999 - 1 2 — 1 — — L
$10,000 - 819,995 1 7 7 6 —_ — — 21
$20,000 — $29,950 — 7 12 & — - — 23
$30,000 - £79,995 — 2 7 3 —_ - - 1
850,000 ~ 859,995 — 6 9 3 1 — b 25
560,000 - $59,999 — 1 s 11 3 1 b 22
£100,000 and Above - 2 1 2 3 5 1 hR.2
No Amount Shown - 4 2 1 - - — 7
Total 1 >0 55 38 E] 6 3 131
iverage Supporsll) | £12,000 |#55,800 |&36,500 |s51,750 |898,900 | $169,550 [$192,200 | $59,250

(&3] Baged on the mmber of actual responses to this Item (i.e. the total less the number of non-responses).
@ ™gures include one college which &3 not Indicate whether it was publicly or privately controlled.
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22BLE 8

Total Support for Ingtitutional Research at
Tpur-Year Colleges by Type of Control and Enrollment Sice

Publiciy Comtrolled
PullTime Enrolicment
Enroll.
Total Support for Less than| 1,000- 5,000- | 10,000~ | 20,000~ 30,000= Not
Institutional Research 1,000 4,999 9,939 19,999 29,999 And Above|Indicated| Total
£ 1,000 - § 9,999 - 3 1 - -— — — L
£20,000 - £19,999 — I 1 _— _— — _ 5
£20,000-- $29,999 2 7 7 1 - -— _ 17
£30,000 - $39,999 1 3 2 - _— - 8
8k0,000 - $59,993 - —_ 2 - - — — 2
£60,000 - £99,999 - 4 —-— - - — - 4
£100,000 and Above - 2 2 -_— —_— — - 4y
No_Amount Shown i i 1 — - - - S
Total 4 27 24 3 -— — _— 59
average Support(1) £51,750 | sho.300| 47,700 | €53,350 | - - —  st7,000
Privately Controlled
$ 1,000 - § 9,929 10 7 -— — — -— — 17
$£10,000 - 819,993 12 5 - _— _— — _— 18
£20,000 - $29,999 3 8 —_— — - - — 11
£30,000 - £39,99% - 1 —_ -— - _— - 1
340,000 - £59,9%% 1 3 - — - — . 4
860,000 - $99,999 - —_ - — — —_— — -
£200,000 ané Above - — - - -— — - -—
No Amour+ Shown X S - - _— - - 1=
Total 30 Bk — — — — — 64
tverage Support(l) $13,252 820,700 . — —_— _— — £16,905
A2 Four-Year Colleges(2)
£ 1,000 - $ 9,299 10 11 1 —_ _— —_ -— frecd
$10,000 - $£12,999 12 10 2 -_— — -_— — 23
$20,000 - $29,999 5 15 7 1 - -— - 28
£30,000 - £39,939 1 & 2 2 — — — 9
$40,000 - 259,999 1 3 2 — — — -— &
850,000 - $29,799 - & — - — - - 4
$100,000 and Above - 2 2 - -- — -_— u
No Amount Shown 5 13 1 = -- — —_— 1G
Total 35 62 16 3 - — — TI
average Support(l) $15,150 $3%,500 $49,300 3133.350 - - —~  $30,850

@) Based on the smumber of actual responses to this item {i.e. the total

(2) Fgures include one undversity which @id not irdicate whether It was
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TABLE 9

Total Support for Tnstitutional Research at
Two-Year Colleges by Type of Control and Enrollment Size

publicly Controlled
FullTime Enroll=ent
Enroll.
Total Support for Less Than 1,000~ 5,000~ 10,000~ 20,000~ 30,000 Not

Institutional Research 1,000 4,999 9,999 19,999 29,599 And Above | Indicated Total
$ 1,000 - § 9,999 2 [ — —_— -— — 1 9
$10,000 -~ $19,999 3 5 2 — — —_ - 10
$20,000 - $29,999 2 23 2 1 1 —_ 1 30
830,000 - $39,999 2 5 4 2 — — 1 14
$40,000 - $59,999 -— 1 L b -— —_ —_ 5
$50,000 - $93,999 1 1 1 — — — — 3
£$100,000 and Above —_ -— 1 f— —_ — —_ 1
No_Amount Shown _— i 3 1 = = — 11
Total 10 48 17 4 1 _— 3 83

Average Support(1) $27,950 | $23,250 | 849,200 |$33,750 | 27,000 — $20,750 | $29,350

Privately Controlled

$ 1,000 - § 2,999 1 1 — — — — — 2
$10,000 - $19,999 —_ 1 —_ _— —_ — - a
$20,000 - £29,959 —_ —_ —_ — — — — —
$30,000 -~ $39, —_ —_ — —_ _— —_ —_ -
340,000 - £59,999 — 1 — —_ — — —_ 1
860,000 - $99,999 — — — —_ — — — —
$100,000 and Above — pu— -— -_— pu— pu— —_ —_
No Amount Shown 1 — — -_— -— -— — 1
Total 2 3 — — — — I 5

Average Support(l) * 50 | $a,150] — — — — | = sz

: A1 Two-Year Colleges'?)

oz $ 1,000 - $ 9,999 3 7 -— — - - 1 11
$10,000 -~ §1%,999 3 6 2 - — —_ — 21
$20,000 - $29,999 2 23 < 1 1 _ 1 30
$30,000 - 839,999 2 E) & 2 — — 1 1%
840,000 - $59,999 -— 2 L —_ — —_ — 6
860,¢ 0 - $99,999 1 1 1 — — -— — 1
£100,000 and Above —_ —_ 1 — -— - -— 1
No_Amount Shown 1 8 3 1 — — — bl
Total 12 52 17 L 2 band 3 Z]

saverage Support(l) &25,900 |$27,100 | $49,200 | 233,750 | $27,000 — $20,750 | $28,700

1) Based on the mmber of actual responses to this item {i.e. the total less the of non- ons28) .

(2) pigures include one two-year college which did not indicate whe thex it. was publicly or privately-
cantrolled.
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there exists no clear norm upcon which the reader can focus. Except in

the very largest and very smallest enrollment categories, there are a
significant mumrer of responses at each of the levels of total support.
This is partially true because the classification intervals used in these
tables are broader at the higher levels of support, which artificially in-
creases the number of responses in those cells compared to cells with
smaller intervels. Nonetheless, it is also true trat IR offices are funded
at levels which vary widely from institution to institution, and tk:se var-
iations are not explained by differences in type, mode of control, or en-
rollment size.

Tor example, there are institutions with enrollments of 5,000 to 9,999
students which allccate as little as $.65 per student to IR while other in-
stitutions of equal size allocate iIn excess of $12.00 per student for the
same purpose. Obviously, these differences merely reflect more important
differences in the overall availability of funds to the institution, the
role of the IR ofi;ice, and the ability of the IR director to compete for an
increased share of the funds that are available. In any case, the average
support figures should be used with caution. Tt is interesting to note
that the average support for IR activity during 1969-70 was $42,150 and
that universities were 40% above the mean while two and four-year colleges
were 30% below. However, this kind of analysis invites one to cverlook the
fact that many two-year colleges fund their IR offices more generously than
do universities or four-year colleges of the same enrollment size.

Table 10 is an interesting supplement to the above discussion. It shows
+he anount of suppor’: for IR at institutions of various types and sizes
expres_." as a percent of the total operating budget for the institution.

The figures are, <~ course, very small, with the average teing less than

O
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TABLE 10

The Average Percent of their Total Operating Budgets tkat Insti‘?g_‘ﬁ;ions
in the Sample Group Devoted to Institutional Research Activity

Type of Tnstitution
Four- Two-— Other &
Univer- Year Year No Overall
Full Time Enrollment sities Colleges |Colleges Response | Average
Less Than 1,000 0.01% C.53% 0.86% 0.28% 0.62%
1,000 - 4,999 0.423% 0.37% 0.89% _— 0.56%
5,000 - 9,999 0.18% 0.24% 0.85% 0.50% 0.32%
10,0 = 19,999 0.12% 0.06% 0.47% —_— 0.15%
20,000 - 29,999 0.08% - - _— 0.08%
30,000 and Above 0.31% — - — 0.71%
No Enrollment Shown 0.01% - 0.33% — 0.22%
Overall Average 0.21% 0.37% 0.83% 0.39% 0.k2%
No. of Responses 101 72 59 2 234
No. of Non-Responses 30 43 30 —_— 103
Total 151 115 39 2 557

( )A_'Ll percents are based on the number of actual responses to
this item (i.e. the total for each cell less the rumber
of incomplete or non-responses)-

one=half of one percent (0.428). But of particular note is that the per-
cent figures vary with type of institation and enrollment size in a way
which is inverse to the actual dollar support for IR as reported in Tables
6-9.

Thus, two-year colleges, who as a grodp had ‘the l;awest average level
of support for IR, devoted by far the largest share of their overall bud-
gets to this purpose compared to other types of institutions. That is, two-
year colleges spent 0.83% of thelr budgets on IR compared to 0.37% for
four -year colleges and 0.21% for universities. gimilarly, the larger the
enrolliment size of an institution the smaller the share of its resocurces it
tended to cevote to IR. 30, not oxnly is it remarkable to f£ind two-year

colleges willing to speud more <n TR than some niversities, it is doubly

remarkable in that they mst make a relatively greater finanecial commitment
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in order to have such an office at all. What seems to be taking place is
that there is a certain minimum efficacious size for an IR cffice and %o
fund even this basic unit requires more of the resources of a small college

or university than of a large omne.

SOURCES OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT

Tables 11 and 12 show quite clearly that two sources of funds account
for nearly all financial support for IR in the United States and Canada.

Moreover, one of these, regularly budgeted institutional fumds, itself

TABLE 11

Percent of Total Support for Institutional Reseaxc
Activity Derived from Regularly Budgeted Institutional Funds

Type of Institution
Four- TWO- Other &
Percent of Total Univer- Year Year No
Support for IR(l) sities Colleges | Colleges | Response Total
1% - 5% L 11 L —_ 19
BE% = 55% 2 4 4 — 10
- 2 2 —_—
25 1% 2 : 2| = |2
76% - 85% 10 3 3 — 16
o0 - 100% & & sh 7 |2
-1 + 2 211
No Response 10 21 18 —_ L9
Total 1351 115 89 2 3357
| Aversge Percent(2) 93% 86% 90% 100% 90%

(1), Percent figures in Tables 11, 12, 13, and 1% were grouped such that
they may be easily compared from table to table. The group inter-
vals are either identical, or where one table is more detailed than
another, aggregation of the detail will produce figures directly com-
parable to those shown elsewhere at higher levels of summarization.
Bold type entries in the row headings indicate the upper and lower
bounds of comparable groupings.

(2) Based on the rumber of actuzl regsponses to this item (i.e. the total
less +he wumber of.non—responses).
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accounted for an average of 90% of all IR support. By type of institution
(which is used here as a rough expression of enrollment size as well as to
describe the Scope of tlie academic program), there was almost no variation
from the sample mean. The range was only 7 percentage points, with wmiver-
sity IR offices deriving the high of 93% of their support from regularly
budgeted institutional funds and offices at four-year colleges deriving the
low of 86%. Moreover, the overall distribution was tightly clustered arcund
the mean. Some 88% of the offices received at least three fourths of their
support from this one source (see Table 11).

The second major source of financial support for IR was through grants
and contracts with goverrmental or other outside agencies (see Table 12).
Tewer than 20% of the institutions in the sample had outside support, but
this source of funding was definitely of greater importance to two and
four-year colleges than to universities. More of the former institutions
hed outside funding {20% compared to 12%), and this funding represented a
jarger average share of their budgets (9% compared to 3%). In fact, if an
IR office had outside support, it tended to be a significant factor in the
+total funding. T.oe average percent consributed by outside agencies to
offices that received 3% least scme outside support was over LO%.

Overall, however, the average IR office received 7% of its support from
outside sources and 90% from regularly budgeted instiitutional sources. This
left 3% to come from supplerentary budget allocations, recharge income, and
miscellanecus Sources. Of these, the least important bt perhaps most in-
ter~sting was recharge income. Only 10 offices bad income from recharges
for services rendered, although one university listed this as having pro-

vided 10C% of its IF. support.
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TABLE 12

Percen= o Total Support for Institutional Research
LeTivity Derived from Grants and/or Contracts with
Outside Agencies

Type of Imstitution
Four- TWo=- Other &
Percent of Total Univer- Year Year Vo
Support for 1':.(1) sities Colleges | Celleges | Response Total
1%-5¢% 5 > 2 — 10
6 5 — 155 2 3 1 _— 6
165 - 25% 2 1 4 -— 7
26% - 354 1 1 _ —_— 2
362 - 5% 2 4 1 - 7
46z - 55% - : > - i i
56% — 100% 3 8 6 — o7
No Response 116 91 72 2 281
Total 131 115 89 2 337
~verage Percent(2) 3T 108 9% - 7%

(1) percent figures in Tebles 11, 12, 13, and 1k were grouped such that

they may be easily compared from table to table.

The group inter-—

vals are either identiczl, or where one table is more detailed than
another, aggregation of the detail will procduce figures directly com-
parable to those shown: elsewhere at higher levels of summarization.
Bold type entries in the row headings indicate the upper anéd lower
bounids of comparable groupings.

2 R .
(2) In this calculation, non-responses were treated as zero entries so that
these percents would be additive to those shown in Table 11.

WAGE AND SATLAFY EXPEC

TTURES

T+ is normal, particularly in adminstrati.ve and research work, for wage
and salasy payments to be “%2 largest single category of expense. As Table
13 shows, R offices not only conform to this rule, but on the average devote
over 70% of their available resources to paying the.r employees. And, as
vith rich of the expenditure data, there were only minor variations Irom
typec of izstitutions. Over 2955 of zll

+his mean Dercent among <he threc

institations In the sample ent more than S5
T >
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and salaries, and a full 25% of the respondent

Sunds for this purpose.
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CABLE 13

Percent of Total Expenditure for Institutional Research
Devoted to Wages and Salaries

Type of Institution
Four- TWO— Other &
Percent of Total Tniver- Year Year No
™= mendiwe(*) aities |Colleges lColleges |Response | Total
1%~ 4og 1 2 1 —_— v pil
6% - 55% 2 1 1 - 4
s6% - 65% 6 5 5 - 16
66% - T5% i1 3 - 7
765 - 85% 26 1% 11 —_— 51
B6% -~ 95% 1 29 16 2 98
6% - 100% 20 32 32 —_— 84
No Response 14 29 20 —_— 63
Total 13 115 89 2 3357
Average Percent 76% 67% 68% 88% 71%

¥*

) Percent figures in Tables 11, 12, 13, and 1k were grouped suckh that
they may be easily compared fyom teble to table. The grcap inter-
vals are either identical, or where one table is more detailed than
another, aggregation of the detail will produce figures directly com=—
parable to those shown elsewhere at higher levels of summarization.
Bold type entries in the row headings indicate the upper and lower
bounds of comparable groupings.

mables 14 and 15 break the wage and salary figures into componrent parts.
AS can be seen, well over half the salary money is spent on so~called pro-—
fessional salaries, which include research persormmel as well as the director
of the office or mit. OFf course for many small offices, the director him-
self comprises the entire research staff in addition to adminigtering tae
operation of the unit. Table 14 deals exnlusively with the responses con—
cerning professional salaries. Here again the data show relatively little
dispersion around the mean and great consistency among the types ¢f insti-
tutions.

Table 15 is a summary teble, which incorporsies the average percents

from Tabie 14, and shows these as a 1ine item along with average percents

ERIC
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TAREIE 14

Percent of Total Expenditure for Institutional Research
Devoted to Salaries of Director and Professional Reseaxch Staff

Type of Imnstitution
Four- Two— Other &
Percernt of Total Univer- Year Year No
= menditure(*) sities |Colleges |Colleges | Response Total
l1%-15% 1 1 — —_— 2
165 - 25% 4 2 2 -- 8
26% - 35% 5 5 2 - 1
6% - 5% 6 2 2 —_— 10
6% - 55% 27 10 8 — 45
S6% - 65% 28 11 11 1 51
66% - 75% 25 23 21 1 70
76% - 85% 13 15 3 _ >7
86% - 95% 4 9 5 — 18
9%6% - 100% 2 8 8 — 18
No Response 16 %0 21 o 67
Total 131 115 g9 2 2201
Average Percent 53% 51% 53% 65% 52%

(*) Percent figures in Tebles 11, 12, 13, and 14 were grouped such that they
may be easily compared frem table to table. The group intervals are
either identical, or where one table is more detailed than another,
aggregation of the detail will produce figures directly comparable
+o those shown elsewhere at higher levels of summarization. Italicized
entries in the row headings indicate the upper and lower bounds of
comparable groupings.

for other wage and sal 'xy categories to reach an overall average salary per—
cent that corresponds to the total line in Table 13. No other category of
wage and salary expense was of the order of magnitude of professional sal-
aries, but payments to clerical staff were of definite significance and
accounted for an average of 12§ of ail IR funds expended. Payments to sys-
tems analysts, programmers, and so—called rother staff” sccounted for the

remainder of wage and salary expenditures.
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TABLE 15

Average Percent of Total Expenditure for Instituticnal Research
Devoted to wages and Salaries by Type of Institution and
Type of tEmployee

Type of Imstitution
Univer- r Four-Year Two-Year
Type of Exployee sities Zolleges Colleges A1l Types

Professional Staff ‘-’ | 53 1% 538 52%
Systems Analysts Lg 1% (=2 2%
Progracmers 1 1% 1% iz
Clerical Staff 1k 1% 21 12%
Other Staff L 3% 3% Lz
Subtotal 76% 67% 68% T8
Non-Salary Expense(3) 4% 3% 2% 29%
Total 100% 100% 1008 200%

1) Includes director.

(2) True valie not zero, but toc small to be recorded as a whole percent.
(3) See Table 17.

FULL TIME EQUIVALENT STAFF

Staffing figures, whick are displayed in Table 16, parallel the distri-
tution of sazlary figures by type of employee, although there are greater
differences among the types of institutions. That is, all institutions in
the sarmple seemed to devote their resources 1o wages and sz aries to much
the same extent, and the proporticazal distritution among types of employees
was a2lso quite similar. Icwever, previous data have shown that universities
spend, on the average, twice as much on TR as co either four or two-year
colleges, and it is this that explains +he total full time equivalent staff
figure of 4.3 for umiversities cazpared to 1.7 and 2.1 for the other *types
of institutions, respectively.

+ ig alco interesting to find the average two-Yyear college with a

staff figure higher than taat for the average four-year college. The entire
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ype of Institution
Triver- Sour-Year Two-Year
Type of Zxployee gities Co.leges Colleges ALl Typen
: - [§ ~ 5
Professicmal Staffil) 2.2 .9, P .
Sys+ems Analysts .2 .0 (2) .0 e .2
Programmers .x el .1 el
CiLerical Staf? 1.6 .5 .9 1.0
QOthexr Staff .2 .2 .2 .2
Total L3 1.7 2.1 2.8
() Includes <irector.

(2) Tie value Dot zero, Tut too =mall to be recorded witk one decimal.

gifference of 0.4 FTE occurs in clerical staff, which very likely bespeairs
Gifrerences in *Le type of work these offices normally wndertake., Also
likely is chat average salary leveis at two-vear colleges are slightly
lower than at four-year colleges, exnabling the former <o exzploy moTe people
on fewer decllars.

In any case, the typical IE office is not a large operatiocn. t en=
ploys fewer than three full-tinme equivalent staf? on a total budget of
roughly $40.000. Seventy percent, or £28,000, goes toward wage and salary
payments, leaving $12,000, or £1,w0 per month, for telephone cervice,
suppiics, and all the other Items necessary o keep the unit funelioning.
Yoreover, a Substantial proportion of the offices in the saxzple, perhaps
as high as 45%, get alcrg with fewer than 1.0 professional staff and a .5
FTE clerical staff presumedly consisting of a secretary who is shared with

some uthior office or department.

o}
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OTHER AREAS OF EXPENDITURE

In addition wc .he salary data discussed above, respondents were
asked to indicate what percent of .their total resources they Spent in five
other areas of expernditure. These were computer time, other electronic
data processing sXpense, publication of reports oXr other documents, equip-
rapt, and furniture, 2nd an ommibus sategory cailed "Cther Expense". Also-
with regard to ccrputer time, +hose IR ofrices which were not required to
pay for time were asked +to supply an estimzate of the number of heours of
subsidized time they used.

Internal checking of the salary responses indica+ed that they were col-
sistent, logical, and could be manipulated arithmetically without disterting
the result. This was not the case with the non-salary expense figures. A
muber of responses had to be dierarded or Were left blank, and thoge figures
which were provided seemed tc be consistently low. That is, tke average
intitution accounted for less than 90% of its expenditures when all per-
cent figures were suwmmed. Apparently many respondents were less conscien-~
tious about +the accuracy of their data towzrd the end of the questionnaire,
especially in view of the fact that 2 substantial amount of accounting ana-
lysis would have been necessary in order to break the expenses into the
categories shown.

There wWere several ways in which the datz could have been adjusted to
compensate for the condition just noted, Tut it was felt these would pro-
bably cause more distortion than they would remedy. Thus, the only adjust-
ment that was made was to arbitrarily increase the category labelled "Other
Expenses" such that each colum in Table 17 would add to 1¢0%. A1l other
entriex in Table 17 are true averages of data actually supplied on the ques—
tionnaires. Even without the adjustment, however, "Otheé Expenses" was

equal to "Clerical Staff" as the secouh L2rgaest expernse cateBory.
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TABLE 17

Average Percent of Total Expenditure for Tnstitutional Research
Devoted to Non-Salary Items by Type of Imstitution
and Type of Expense

Type of Institution
Univer- Four-Year Two-Year
Type of EIxXpense sities Colleges Colleges A1l Types

Computer Time 2% 1% - %B 1%
Oth>r FDP Expense 1% 1% -_ 1%
Publications 2% 2% 2% 2%
Equipment (2) 2% 2% 2% 2%
Other Expenses 17% 7% 28 23%
Subtotal 2Ly 3% 32% 20%
Szlary Exvense T76% 67% 68% T1%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

(1)"1‘n1e value not zero, but too small to be recorded 2s a whole percent.

(2) Percents in this row were arbitrarily increased in order +to balance each
of the colurms to 100%. Tastitutions tyrically accounted for less
than 90% of their expenditures, so this adjustment was in some cases
quite substantial. There is reason to believe that the salary data
are complete and accurate, dbut the other figures were apparently
based on rough estimates. It was felt that adjusting the so-called
"Other Expense" category would least distort the relative balance
among the categories shown. Figures actually supplied on the ques-
tiomaires would have read 14%, 10%, 10%, and 12% from left to right.

Only a few dozen respondents bothered to indicate in the spaces provided
any deteil on what comprised their so-called "Other Expensec". Most
frequently menticned wexe +ravel, telephone charges, postage, supplies, re-
pairs, special studies, and nemberships, in approximately that order of im-
portance. Also mentioned were consultant fees, which for one institution
amounted to 23% of the budget. It seems obvicus now that the questiommaire
should ha\;é provided a check list or other convenient means of eliciting
more specific information on these expenditures. To have over 20% (see
Table 17) of the total money expended fall into 2 completely unstructured
categoz:’y 1ike "Other Expenses" hampers the analysis to an unfortunate degree.

On the other hand, the categories which were provided represent very Spec-—

ialized areas of =xpense and are of greater intrinsic interest than a
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detailed urcakdown of the more or less routine busiress of keeping an office
supplied with postage ST2mpPs, mimeosraph paper and the like.

Table 17 provides data on fnree areas of erpenditure which help to
describe the way in which IR offices occupy 2 middle ground beiween traci-
tional research and administraiive units. It is somewhat surprising, for
example, %o find that "Computer Time" and "Other EDP Expense" represent 2
combined total of only 2% of IR budgets on the average. Even at universities
with their larger enrollments and relatively larger IR offices, this figure
was only 3%. But at the same time, the direct cost of producing publica-—
tions was also 2% of the total expense. In 2 research-oriented field
dealing with such things as enrollment statistics, survey results, and cost
studies, one would expect to find more emphasis on corputer usage. Yet it
is also true that few Purely administrative 1mits produce formal publica-
tions to the extent of 2% of their overall budgets.

One reason for the seemingly minimal use of computer time is the exdist-
ence of substantial amounts of subsidized time available to many IR offices.
As noted a@bove, data on the amount of such *time were requested, and these
data strongly suggest that subsidized time was the primary source of com-—
puting capacity for IR offices in general. The average institution in the
sample usec just under 20 hours of subsidized computer time, and even at a
very conservative valuation of $50 per hour this is eguivalent to an addi-
tional $1,00C of support and would increase the proportional expenditure for
computer time from 1% to 3%. Moreover, if the true value of this time is
greater than $50 per hour, as it probably is, the combined figure for all
data processing including computer time might amount to as much as 5% or
more of the total. This would be more in line with what a research unit
might spernd, but it is questionable whether research units would have as

easy access to subsidized time as administrative units.

3
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Ths mapid spresd of IR oifices which occurred during the decade of the
1960's was concurrent with the equally rapid spread of electronic computing
equipment among institutions of higher education. Given +this fact plus the
quantitative nature of many TR problems, it was to b2 expected that IR
offices *ould be regular users of such equipument. But Tebles 15, 16, and
17 taken together show that IR offices are not, on the average, heavily in-
volved with the design and maintenance of complex information Systems.

Systems analysts and programmers, despite their relatively high pay
rates, account for a combined total of only 3% of the IR budgets and in
murber comprise only 7% of the full-time equivalent staff. Even at univer-
sities, although 5% of IR budgets go %o gystems and programming personnel,
these employees still represent the same 7€ of total staff.

In sum, the distribution of expenditires for both salary and non-salary
items shows that IR offices are oriented toward analys’s anC Special pro-
jecis rather than toward the routine production of basic data or the actual
operation of adminis*rative data processing facilities. Research and cleri-
cal salaries plus the cost cf Dostage, telephone service, and supplies
account for 87% of IR expenditures, and this, in a very broad sense, defines

the role which IR has assumed on campuses in the United States and Canada.



SUMMARY

1. Of the institutions in the satipie grouDd, 23% had IR offices operating on
their campuses as of the fall 1269 term.

2. The propensity of an ins’ -:tion +o0 have an IR office wag a direct fune-
+ion of its enrollment size, &l though public institutions were more
1ikely to have such offices than private institutions.

3. The muber of IR offices appears +0 have grown at a rate of roughly 15%
per year in recent years.

4. TIf institutions which Were actively plarming to initiate IR offices dur-
ing 1970-71 are combined with those served by state or other central R
agencies and this figure is added +o the mumber of institutions which
already have IR offices of *their own, just under one-third (32%) of all
institutions in the United States and Canada are currently served by an
IR facility of some kind.

5. Average levels of financial support for IR offices varied widely with
enrcllment size. Overall, however, the average figure for institutions
in the sample group was $42,150 per year.

6. The primary sources of financial support for IR offices were regularly
budgeted institutional funds and grants or contracts with cutside
agencies. The former accounted for 90% of IR support funds.

7. For the sample group as a whole; 71% of the total expenditares went for
wage and salary payments with roughly another 20% devoted to office
supplies, travel, communications, and miscellaneous-

8. fThe average TR office had a staff of 2.8 full-time eguivalent employees
who fell primarily into the professional research and clerical categories.

G. A Tigure based on an egtimated value for subsidized computer time com—
bined with doller amounts indicated for paid computer time and other
date processing expense shows that the average IR office spent 3% - 5% of
it8 resources on data processing and computing.

- 38
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APPENDIX T

THE ASSOCTIATION FOR INSTTITUTIONAL RESZARCH

October 12, 1970

To The President:

The Association for Imstitutional Research is a non-profit organization
of academic and administrative professioral members of institutions and
agencies of higher education. Its purpose is 1o advance research leading
+o improved understanding, planning and operation of such institutions.
Toward that end, the Association is currently conducting a survey to deter-
mine the level of financial support for the institutional research function
at colleges and universities in the United States and Canada. Many insti-
tutions have recently initiated or are in the process of initiating offices
of institutional research, and it is our hope that the results of this
survey will be of benefit to them and to all others who are concerned with
improving the educational process tnrough research and plamming.

If your institution has an office or burean organized for institutional
research or if there exists an ad hoc aciivity which performs this fumetion;
will you please arrange to have the attached Questiommaire completed and
returned in the envelope provided. If no such activity is recognized at
your institution, we still ask that you provide answers to Questions 1 and 2
and return the questionnaire to be included in our count.

Tt is our intention to publish a brief report based on the findings of
the survey, although the anonymity of indi-idual institutions will be care-—
fully preserved. To insure this, all returns are routed directly to the
public accounting firm of Touche Ross & Company in San Francisco where the
envelopes will be opened and discarded and an initial tally of the results
will be made. I would very much apprecizate having your reply by November 30,
1970. Copies of the results can be obtained by writing to me at the address
shown below. Thank you for your assistance.

Sidney Susiow
President

Office of Imstitutional Research
Room 210 Building T-8

University of Califormia
Berkeley, Ca. 94720
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APPENDIX I (contirued)

SURVEY OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH

Your responses to the following questions will enable the Association
for Institutional Research to answer questions directed to it concerming
the growth of institutional research as an organizational specialty in higher
education. Where Precise information is not available, estimates may be
substituted, but we would appreciate your making an effort to answer all
questions. Dollar amounts may be rounded to the nNeaTrest +housand and per-
cents to the nearest whole mumber.

1. ZInstitutional Protile

Dlease answer items A, B, axnd C below by marking tie box near the entry
which describes your instituticon.

A) Control of Institution

Cd puviic Cerivate
B) Type of Imstitution
D‘University DFbur-Year College D’I‘wo-Year College

C) Aversge regular term enmrollment during the 1969-70 year.

Full-Time Students Part-Time Students
[erwer than 1,000 E]Fewer than 1,000
1,000 to %,999 31,000 o 4,999
[15,000 to 9,999 {15,000 to 9,909
D 10,000 to 19,899 EI0,00C to 19,999
D 20,000 to 29,999 DZ0,000 to 29,999
D 30,000 or more DB0,000 or more

2. The Institutional Research Fumnction
Does your institution have an office or unit whose primary responsibil-
ity is in the area of institutional research?

ves Cv | IA state or other central agency which
has this function serves our needs.

If your answer to Question 2 was other than Yes, your questiommaire is now
complete. Please return it in the enclosed envelope.

ERIC » 40
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APPENDIX I (contirnued)

Financial Support for Institutional Research in 1969-70

A) What was the total dollar amount allocated o
institutional research from regular institutional
funds at the begimming of the 1969-70 fiscal year? $
Tf additional allocations of regular institutional
funds were made during the fiscal yeal, please indi-
cate the total amount of such additional allocations.

w!
o

€) What was the total revenue carmed by institutional
research through recharges for services rendered to
other organizational units in your institution?

D) VWhat was the total amount received from grants
and/or contracts with outside agencies?

1

E) What was the total anount received from sources
other than those shown above?

T£ this is a significant proportion of the total
support, Dlease specify these other sources:

o

Total Support
(sum of items A-E above)

|

Expenditures for Institutional Research Activity During 1965-70

What was the total dollar amount expended for institutional
research at your institution? $ *

*If your office is not required to pay directly for computing time rut
0% in iteme SBi and 5Bii and include no computing costs in item #.

Percent Distribution of Expenditures

Based on the total expenditure figure jndicated in response to question
4, please show the percent expended in each of the following areas:

A. Salaries % of Total No. of FIE-IR

i) Professional Research Staff IR Expend. Staff Positioms
Inecluding Director

ii) Systems Anslysts

i4i) Programmers and Equipment Operators
iv) Clerical and Clerical Supervision
<)} Qther

(please specify)



APPENDIX I (contirmied)
B) Electronic Data Processing®

*#T€ your o<fice is not required to pay cirsctly for computing time
put OF in items SBi and 5Bii and imelude no computing costs in item #b.

% of Total
IR Expend.
i) Computer time
ii) All other EDP expenditures
(If office was not required to pay
for computer time, please indicate
+the mumber of hours of computing
used in 1969-70. )
C) Direct cost of producing publications:
i.e., printing, binding, etc.
D) Equipment and furniture
E) All other expenses
If these represent a significant proportion
of your total expenditures, please gpecify
the irportant items:
Total Expenditures 100%

6. TIf possible, can you indicate the percent of your institution's overall
operating expense (total expenditures exclusive of capital outlay) which
the figure shown in item #4 represents.

Thank you for your cooperwtion. Please return this questiormaire in
the enclosed envelope to:

Association for Institutional Research
¢/o Touche Ross & Co.

1 Maritime Plaza

San Francisco, Calif. 94111
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ATTETIX IZ

Tnstitutions Wiick Fesponded 0 the SJurvey by Type.
Control, and Enrollment Size
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Institution
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APTENDIX IT flontirued)

Tngtitutions Which Hesponded o the Survey Ty Type.
Control. and Enrollment Site

PuililTize EnrTollzment
Enroll.
™pe & Control of less Than 2 000~ 5,000~ | 10,000~ 20,000~ | 30,000~ Xot
Ingtitution 1,000 4,999 2,999 18,995 29,995 | And Above|Indicated Tozal
~wo-Year Collefes
T.R, Office Reported :
Publicly Controlled pie} g 7 & 1 — % e3
Privately Controlled 2 3 -— -— -— -— . 5
Control Not Indicated - 1 — — — - — 1
Total 2 w2 17 & I _— 3 29
No I.7. Office
Ticiy Controlled 214 128 15 1 - - z 361
Privately Controlled 21 7 -— _— -— -— 2 oc
Centrol Not Inmdicated —-— 2 - —— - — -— 1
otal 95 130 15 R — -— S 452
422 Two-Year Colleges
Publicly Centrolled 224 175 2 5 2 -— 6 244
Privately Controlled 83 10 — — — —_ 2 %
Control Not Indicated —_— 2 - - - — - 2
Total 7 188 32 5 1 — 3 541
Total Sample Group
T.R. Office Peported
Iicly Conizolle 15 93 &8 14 9 [ 5
Privately Controlled >3 k9 pie] E) —_ -_ b 01
Control Mot Indicated — 2 by - — — — x
Total 55 144 75 45 9 £ 5 337
%o T.R. Office
Publicly Controlled 252 202 %0 10 - 1 6 €11
Privately Controlled Loz 159 15 b -— -— 1 550
Control Not Ingicated 2 2 3 2 — - — &
Total €56 263 %6 1t - z 17 1157
A1) Imstitutions
Publicly Comtrolled 267 295 1 7 9 7 11 T4
Privately Controlled 4735 208 25 1 -— —_ 1 691
Control Not Indidated 2 L 2 bl — — — a
Total 705 507 125 59 9 7 23 1uds




