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ABSTRACT

‘ If we are to reduce wastage in higher education, we
nust first understand, and then combat sonme practices found in
educational institutions. Specifically, we must discourage:
over-staffing, power politics, and statistical juggling. Each
institution of higher learning, each community, each state, should
examine objectively the possibilities of effecting economies in
higher education in at leaust the following categories: general minor
savings resulting from centralized purchasing, secretarial pooling,
turning off 1lights and heat; elimination of duplicate courses:
elimination of small classes; reduction of bureaucratic
administrative costs and building costs; improvement of scholarship
ald; facilities extension for more per-day operations; increase in
teaching load; control of size and relevancy of enrollments; and
greater emphasis on productivity in higher education. The costs of
higher education can be reduced, but only through the combined
efforts of the professional, the taxpayer, ard the legislator.
(Author/PG)
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The cost of higher education could be reduced by 25% within two years,

by 35 to 45% within five years - all without injury to the quality of
instruction or learning. Ridiculous, you say? Not at alli If anything,
conservative on the amount of savings and perhaps too hopeful on the time
required.

-
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Never before have so many American taxpayers been so conscious of, and
rebellious toward, the incrasing costs of government services. Unlike some
other services (for example, the common schools), higher education 1s not
universally used, or accepted ag essential for all. This factor, widespread
campus unrest, soaring costs, and considerable vaguery about institutions of
higher learning, have combined to focus specific attacks by the taxpayer and
the legislator on the costs of higlier education. These attacks, in turn, have.
often been met by defensive and protective members of the academic profession.

For many years I have engaged in objective search for reasonable economies
in education ~ as a taxpayer, as a university professor, and as a specialist
in the economlics of education. I think I have found some; I pass them on to.
you, the reader, for your thoughtful consideration. Some of my academic
colleagues disagree strongly with some of my proposals} some cry "heresy."

" Nevertheless, I believe the time has come to "speak out" from the '"inner
circle,"” and let the layman share in the facts and in the decisions that must
be made very soon regarding the future of higher education.

Many of my comments apply to higher education in gener al, both public and
private, both in our state and out; some apply to a specific institution.

My examples are all true; if I fail to identify them with an institution or

a person, it 1s to avoid unnecessary embarrassment, because I know the examples
could be multiplied many times over in other colleges and universities
throughout the United States,

* k %

To begin, I want to clear away some brush by disposing of several "myths" which
have clouded some of the basic issues for more than a decade.i

"ﬂkyth 1, 'Mone( cOming fron the federal ggvernment is "free for the askipg"
e nd reduces local ¢ costs. jy' P
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Second, studies show that 1t costs more to collect and administer
taxes on the national level than at the state or local level, so
this introduces a certain amount of inefficiency and waste.

Third, we abdicate most of the allocation and administrative control
of these funds; and the projects for which these grants are made
may or may not be relevant to our needs at the local institutional

level.

Fourth, these grants often require some 'matching" funds from the
institution's already limited budget; if the project is not essential
to good instruction, the acceptance of the grant can be compared

to the purchase of some household item, for which we have no earthly
use, at 50% savings.

Fifth, federal project money rarely covers all administrative and
overhead costs and usually requires additional space. Although the
institution may receive $100,000 of federal money for an investment
of, say, $10,000 to $20,000, this i{s poor economics if the instruc-
tional program does not benefit,

Finally, federal grants contribute to dangerous and uneconomical
"over~tooling." For example, one division of a certain university

with a staff of 150 and building facilities to accommodate them,

is operating on a budget of 75% grant money. If the grants are
suddenly terminated we can fire 75% of the staff (although sometimes
some employees on grant" money have been promised transfer to the
regular staff), but what about the 75% of the building facilities

now released?

The federal govemnent offers grants for specific projects; some
institutions are tempted to seek this money whether the projects

fit the institution's overall program or not, A wmuch better utilization
of these funds would result 1f (a) equivalent funds were collected

at the state level end distributed to the institutions, or (b) the
federal monaey were distributed un=earmarked so that the institution
could use the funds for its real and most important needs.

Tax-supported colleggg_and universities have an obl_gption to admit
all high school graduates. 1In general, community colleges admit

all applicants, whether they have graduated from high school or not;, [‘ e
, _State colleges and vriversities usually admit all high school graduetes e 0
i ;(in some stétes a legal requirement), or‘at l‘eastthose withxa "c" e
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(a) The student should have a well-defined and socially and/or
econom!cally acceptable purpose or goal to pursue, and a will
to do so,

(b) He should have the prerequisite competencies - skills, attitudes,
etc.~ and the maturity necessary to pursue the appropriate
learning program at the level offered by the institution,

(¢) There should be reasonable eviaence that the student (and
hopefully society) will benefit from his learning experience,
and

(d) The institution should be,prepared‘to offer the program
- needed by the student,

Application of these criteria should, in theory, eliminate the college
drop-out problem; in practice, reduce-it to a minimum. (College
drop-outs now cost the institution a minimum of about $1,500 - $2,000
each, plus a similar amount i{f he drops out in the second yeai rather
than the first. College drop-outs cost the individual and soclety
over $200, 000 cash in lost Jife~time earnings and related cnsts,)

These criteria would also help control enrollments. They would
certainly be an improvement on the present ''quota' system now being
used in some institutions (for example, Oregon universities), The
quota system establighes a maximum enroliment figure; the inmstitution
"tools up" for this number of students: hires iastructors, provides

- factlities, and budgets the tuition iiicome accordingly, The"

admissions officer knows from experience that there will be some
"no-shows," so he "admits" a few more than the quota (but of neces-
sity he must be congervative). Thus, the final enrcllment falls
short of the quota ("stand-bys" are impractical since no student wants
to "take his chances'"), the budget is short the tuition, and the

; institution is "over-tooled." resulting in economic waste. 

Education is a¢?consumgr item;s therefore, we have no concern for

the investment/productivity ratio factor. Traditionally, we have
thought of education as something to purchase for consumption; much

as we buy food and clothes to satisf> the body, we buy education to k,,;fﬂfﬂ

satisfy the mind. Only in recent years have we realized that much
of education is an investment and brings economic returns to the i
student, who uses. his learning partly to. earn an 1ncome.

| f,[“Thus,,unlike a businees_enterprise,,We have 8iven too 1itt1e il
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Furthermore, competition (which might help to keep costs down) is
also missing, within and among institutions, Have you ever heard
anyone say, ''It costs us 'x' dollars to bring 100 students to the
point that they ran average 90% on the "abc" test in Hist 101, but
it costs "y" Institution twice that much"? Frankly, this kind of
information is not known.

Finally, the educational system is not geared to efficiency. 7The
college president never receives a bonus for his or his fustitution's
efficiency. Deans pride themselves on the size of thelr stafrs,

not on how few they can operate with. Most institutions take pride
in size of enrollment; there are few inducements to apply the admis~
sion criteria menitioned above,

Education, if it is to 3urvive at its present level, must adopt

(and adapt) business-like methods and procedures, Colleges must
demand materials (students) amenable to the educational process, they
must provide competent workers (instructors), and of fer meaningful
programs; to this mix, then, must be applied scientific supervision
that will guarantee an efficient operation.

* % %

Also, before discussing specific savings that could be effected in higher

education, we must look a: some of the "games' professionals play so that we can identify
the difficulties of effecting economies, the roadblocks thrown up by the college
personnel to prevent the changes necessary for the savings to be achieved.

1. The most insidjous game is that of "Empire Building." Many administrators -
presidents, deans, deparcment heads - take pride In, measure personal success
by, and therefore constantly strive for, an increasing staff. One dean
of my acquaintance twenty-five years ago took over a small division of
eight staff members; today this division has the status of a college
within a university, several departmenrts, and 160 staff members. Does
this division now teach 20 times more courses, have 20 times more students,
provide 20 tinas e2s much service? No! It teaches 10 times more courses
to 4 times as many students! : :

By constant pressure for new programs, more staff, rore services, by

reducing the number of courses tsught by each instructor; by encouraging

the establishment of new committees, new administrative tasks that can

be assigned to staff members, consulting services, and: other related but
' frequently extraneous tasks; and by seeking (and obtaining) projects

. under ' '‘grant" money, ‘this dean_Was”able to build quite an empire for
~ himself, And this‘is-not an 1sola
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2. Another game frequently played by administrators, and "would-be" adminis-
trators, is "Grantmanship." This.ls the process of learning about avail-
able grant money, preparing {or having prepared) a "proposal,” contacting
persons who can help to get the grant assigned to you or your institution,
and directing the project after the grant is made. More than one admin-
istrator keeps a ""scorecard" on his desk to record grants "at bat"
(applied for), "hits" (recaived), "home runs" (large grants), and "walks"
(grants awarded without much, if any, effort).

The "soft" money (so called because of its temporary nature) is often
spent for new, experimental projects, frequently without firm goals,

. and sometimes of little relevance to the teaching process., Grants rarely
fit into a broad, pre-dosigned fustitutional program; usually they are
accepted on the basis of, "We'll take what we can get and hope that ;
it fits in." As indicated above, they frequently drain off some funds,
staff, and facilities from the regular program, and result in "over-tooling."

But this is an important "game," widely played. It is difficult to
attack: who wants to turn down money? Look at the prestige this grant
brings(to self and institution)! Shouldn't we be involved in a natinnal
program? In spite of these claims, this game contributes to "Empire
Building" and is often economically wasteful,

3. A third game played almost universally on campus 1s Power Politics. In
this game. certain instructors and administrators attempt to garner the
"power st ucture' - leadership of significant committeeys, obligaticns .
from key administrators, control of colleagues' votes, "king-maker"
roles, etc. If I can get a colleague elected to the committee on tenure
and promotion, then I can expect favorable treatment when my own case
comes up, or my friend's. If the dean can persuade his staff to vote
for his randidate for the university senate, presumably his department
will fare better when budgets, new programs, and other matters sre

At the division level, the "yes" man usually fares better than the

maverick, the "good politician' better than the indifferent or indepen-

dent instructor. One such maverick of my acquaintance was told twenty

years ago to "shape up,' vote as he was told, not ciiticize the dean's

programs, and make friends and zlliances with key personnel, He eSS
~didn't; he has not had a merit raise cince, which of course appears to be
~a savings to the institution, but since he was on tenure, he was "shelved" - =
 txans£grred_to‘anothet5departmen;, glven very little to do, generally =

ignored, and encouraged to go to another institution, Incidentally,
- an ged to go | ; ] AN

er,maniwaS'hlrgd.go’fill;hié'originalggssigp@e't1and}hé_:
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finding, or developing, the statistics to prove it; and in the process,
avoiding any statistics that may disprove what you want proven. '

There is an old adage that says, "Statistics don't lie, but liars use
statistics." Let's see how it works: You want to prove that the cost

of instruction In your division is low. You find that the "per student
credit hour" of instruction in your department costs $15,50, which is
$3.00 more than the university average, Well, we're a professional school
so we'll compare with the average of the professional schools. Oops!

We are still $1.00 higher. But we're a special profession, so we'll look
at this cost in other institutions. It is usually not too hard to find
eight or ten other colleges - private or in wealthier states - where the
cost i3 above $15.00, so we average them, find a figure of $17,50, and,
lo ard behold, we are cheaper!

Although many institutions place a halo around this cost factor, it really

is not too meaningful because it ignores the quality of output (also, input).
For example, at the Tongue Point Job Corps Center, wz found that by doubling
the cost of instruction in remedial reading (cutting student teacher load

in half), we could triple the speed of improvement,

Unfortunately for the taxpayer, it takes an expert to challenge statistics,
and the wisdom of Solomon and the patience of Job to combit these other
gamee that the professionals play. If Higher Education won't straighten
out 1its own house, then the taxpayer and the legislator must fall back

on their power to reduce appropriations. '

A %k %

Within the above frame of reference, let us now turn to specific economies
that could be made in higher education to reduce over-all costs by 25% to 45%,
as I suggested in che beginning, I have divided thecse into three general
categorles: (8) relatively minor economies that could be achieved almost
Immediately, say within two years (Nos. 1-6;, (b) major economies that could
- be achieved almost immediately, say within two years (Nos. 7-9), and (¢) major
economies that would require as muth as five years or more to realize
(Nos, 10-12), I have discussed them more or less in this order.

© 1 should point ont that (a) this is not an all-inclusive list, (b) some of these
- gconomles hava already been made by some institutions, and (c) some readers .
" will object to some economies that challenge our laisser-faire American philosophy -
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Beyond the first 4%, one might ask if we are still eliminating "fluff,"

but some divisions at the University of Oregon have suggested possible
reductions of up to 12% that do not include any of the savings that I have
categorized below as '"major." For example, in most institutions, few
would suggest reduction of staff in this category (reduce the Empire? No!)

Nevertheless, it is probably possible in most educational institutions
to find some general "fluff," which before it got into the budget was not
missed and has not improved the instructional program very much,

2. Elimination of duplicate courses. (1%-3%) Nearly all colleges and
universities, except very small ones, have some duplication of courses -
that is, they offer the same course in two or more departments. For
example, statistics is frequently offered in the gchool of ‘education as
well as in the mathematics department. The sociology department offers
"The Sociology of Education" while the education department offers '
"Educational Sociology." Many other examples could be given,

This rather common practice results from empire building, personnel

factors (e.g., one department believing it has a better teacher), need

for different emphases, etc. It is not all bad, because it glves the student

a wider choice, but it can be wasteful, especially if the resulting SN
classes are smaller than necessary for effective teaching. o s

3. Elimination of small classes. (2%-10%) This is a difficult economy to
deal with for several reasons! What is a small class? Two or three studencs?
Yes. Twenty students? Probably, No., But the range between is difficult, = -

~ Ten students can make an excellent seminar. R G

Furthe rmore, at;thelgféduatejlevelvPart1¢01ar1Y. interests become highly .
specific and the need for highly specialized content makes for small =
classes, L ; B , : ,

Some institutions have decreed (as an economy measure) no classes will

be offered to less than ten students. I would not recommend an arbitrary

rule, but in calculating "teacher load," I would not, except in unusual e
circumstances, give equivalent weight to small classes and large classes, - -
I would not discourage individualized study which small groups permit, e
‘but I would check out each case - could the course -be offered less often, . -
combined with something else, a duplivati’n be eliminated, offered on an

~indivicual basis only, etc. ~ and {f detérmined to be a necessary offering,
~ allow credit on the teaching load accordingly. .

Tadminiétfﬁfivé‘édéféf?f
of .higher ed
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6.

enterprise of higher cducation becomes, the more we burcaucratize ft;
we must reverse this trend.

Also, we must examine the need for so many administrators. Should we have
a department head for three staff members? Or combine the department

with another? Do we need separate associate deans of instruction, finance,
personnel, programing, etc., in each major division of the university?

Does each division need i1ts own business office? Once the services of
these offices are established, {t seems difficult to imagine operating
without them, but we once did.

The ultimate criterion for administration is: '"Does this gupport the
teaching/learning process?" Unfortunately, some administration today
iuterferes with, or is irrelevant to, the instructional process, which
is the basic goal of higher education.

‘Declaration of a moratorium on "expensive' buildings. (1-10%) Buildings

should be functional, both for efficiency and economy. Some institutions
have done well on this score; others have displayed unnecessary extravagance,
especlally when partially or wholely utilizing federal funds. For example,
one new university building, recently federally funded 90%, has 43 "breaks"
(angles, corners, etc.) 1in its roof, is made of brick veneer on concrete,
and cost double the rate for simpler, more functional buildings.

Often additional space is not really necessary, We can get more service
out of the existing facilities (see No. 7 below), and we can do with less
office space (see No, 9 below).

Placing scholarship ald on_economic need and product-value basis. (2-52%)

At the present time scholarship ald is relatively extensive and often
available on doubtful criteria, Sometimes the ald is offered in subjects
vhere there is a real shortage of graduates (e.g., engineering, medicine,

‘nursing), sometimes "across the board" to anyone regardless of economic

need. A colleague of mine, in 1970, sought a recipient for a graduate :
scholarship which had just become available. He found that every graduate

- student in his department already had a scholarship! I doubt that all

of these students were in dire financial need. Another exanple.,;one
state institution of my knowledge used to give a scholarship to every
foreign student. Granted that we should encourage a cosmopolitan atmos—'}

vphere on canpus, should taxpayers havt to carry this kind of load?

. believe in scholarship aid, and am willing to help support 1t, but

~ under these conditions.v> el
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separation of "instruction-related" and "pure" research. (10%-40%)

~ alive and on his toes. But mu
‘today 1s probing into the beyond, wor
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e. Work, when required of scholarship students, should be truly useful
work, relavant and contributary to his training when possible.

If these criteria were applied, scholarship aid could be reduced consider-
ably., Perhaps some of this money should be shifted to loan funds. In

any event, I would not charge scholarship aid, per se, against instructional
costs; I would treat it as a separate "service {tem' to be approved or
disapproved apart from the cost of teaching.

Extension of use of facilitles. (5%-25%) Only a government enterprise could
afford to use its physical plant only one-fifth of the time (based on a
40-hour week and 44-week year). However, most state institutions have
been . forced into a more complete use of thelr plants and facilities.
For example, many hold evening classes, gome have added one or two more
periods per day by running from 7:30 to 5130 rather than 8:00-12:00

and 1:00-5:00 as formerly (thus gaining the equivalent of 124% to 25%
more classroom space). Less successful has been the attempt to get
students and staff to adopt a Tuesday~Thursday-Saturday schedule of
classes as readily as they did a Monday-Wednesday-Friday schedule,

And the tri-mester and four-quarter plans, utilizing the full twelve
months, have not spread very rapidly.

Many colleges have extended their library and laboratory hours for

students' use. Many have increased use of their facilities by opening

declare building moratoriums until they really need them.

‘them to the public. Those which are not now getting maximum use should

This 1s a difficult economy to discuss, "According to some estimates,

as much as 40% of the research in‘someyuniversities 1g only remotely L
related to, or contributory to the imptdvementJOf,‘clasétoom instruction,
And yet, it rides "piggy-back" - or at least partly - on instructional Ly

costs., -

Good instruction requires the preparation of’biblibgfabhies, perhaps ak -
syllabus, lectures, projects, etc., related to the classroom activities.

It requires continuous "keeping up to date" in one's field. “Even the

~_preparation of a textbook, or‘field‘consultationkkeeps'thé ins tructor

f the research in higher education

king at a level far above student

comprehension, creating ngwwknOwledge‘~jno;f9lq3g1ywrelated‘tozche{s1_, et
- teaching process in the classroom, 1 am not condemning this 'pure". = .-
 vedearch - of course, it's needed - but it should not be charged agalnst

- It should stand.
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9.

Increase of the teaching load. (10%-25%) The teaching load (that is,

the number of hours spent in the classrooms) varies from six to fifteen
hours per week according to whether the institution {s a university, a
liberal arts college, or a community college (the latter representing

the heavier load.) It must be pointed out that college teaching requires
more "support" time - preparation, keeping up to date in one's field, etc.
than high school teaching, but do six hours in the classroom require

34 supportive hours (assuming a 40-hour week)? And does university teach-
ing require two-and-one-half times more supportive time than some other
college teaching?

Teaching load 1s a touchy subject among academicians, One writer in the

Bulletin (December 1971, p. 501) of the American Association of University
Professors says,

When budget cuts have to be made, they are hidden us long

as possible in instructions to deans and department chair-
men and in the decline of campus maintenance, maid service
for students, or purchases for libraries and laboratories . .
. . If cost cutting must go further to include increased
teaching loads, presidents and deans are not unlikely

to resort to schedule manipulation and minor trickery

rather than face this touchy issue directly.

This problem is complicated by the "games" of Empire Building (low teaching
loads result in larger faculties)- and Power Politics (don't challenge

the teaching load in my area and I won't challenge yours). A professor
who would 1ike to teach more than six hours is discouraged from doing so
because it would make his colleagues look bad.

The problem also 1s related to some of the other areas of savings. class
gsize affects teaching load, the increase in administrative tasks encourages
the distribution of some of these to teachers and provides "cause' for
low teaching loads, and some teachers enjoy hiding in the romance (?)

of non-teaching—related research.

Most institutions establish what is called an "instructional load," say of
12 or 14 hours (per week) at the university level. A common practice is
for each professor to begin planning his week's work by subtracting "load

~credit" for his non-teaching responsibilities. one hour for each 25-35

students he advises (usually only some of them once or twice a term), one

“hour for each candidate working on a thesis or dissertation (regardless *
S of actual advising time involved), one hour for. serving as the chairman
a ofﬁsomeiinstitutiénal;committee or serving on. the faculty senate one .
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(a) Should every person go to college?(b)If a Person'eoeS‘tOfcollege;'shouidf“3*

_social, and political needs, and plan accordingly. -
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require a reevaluation of these activities, elimination of some, or use
of some of the supportive time for them.

Space does not permit a complete discussion of this problem, but certain
facts are evident: (a) one should not assume that college teachers are
lazy - in fact, studies show that they work as much as 50 to 60 hours

per week - but classroom teaching needs a "first" priority; (b) many
college teachers teach 12-15 hours per week; I know of no studies that
show that the quality of teaching improves when those teachers teach

only six hours per week. On the other hand, I know of no studies which
show a decrease of quality when university professors increase their loads
to 9 or more hours (through re~ordering of priorities).

By moving from a minimum six~hour load, now common in universities; to a
minimum nine~hour load (sllowing several years for personnel adjustments
without wholesale firing), a theoretical savings of 33% could be effected,
Net savings would be reduced by possible excess office space, deserving
salary adjustments, the fact that some teachers are now teaching more

than the minimum, etc., but we could realistically expect up to 25% savings
within two to five years in some institutions.

Controlling relevant enrollment. (5%-25%) It is well-known that higher ;
education enrollments are increasing each year, and at a faster rate than
population growth or economic capability. If we are to move towards a
philosophy of "higher education for all," it should be done on the basis
of sound reasons, not willy-nilly, as at present. We should askt

it be any college, or one that can offer a program relevant to his needs? ‘jkfi
(¢) Can we afford to send everyone to college, even 1f 1t seems =~
desirable? N e . v , S

Some belleve we are over-educating even now, Others believe we have i
reached a saturation point and must reverse the trend, Some would accept
the admission requirements suggested earlier in this paper, which would =
provide control and insure relevancy, and result in an immediate reduction -~ - -
in enrollment and hence a savings., However, most of the savings suggested =
in this category would occur in the years ahead. 1If we are to arrest
this explosive enrollment trend, we should plan now in terms of avoiding

over-expansion of facilities, over-training of Staff’~3“d3,§q0411y;1mportant; 7-‘

modify the high school emphasis on ''going to colle e' and provide appropriate
: ‘ 1 cr , goi g G

transition or bridging opportunities from high school to the job. We
should determine reasonable enrollment quotas, based on oqcupatiqqal;kg“

the facllitiss of private institutlons,: (S%-251) The fnereast
gher education a lecreasi philal htObicho' ributions .
1ti 1




anding. preaent pubiicly-euppo:ted institutions (see items 5
va)y and, relative to establishing future "eontrolled" enrollment
110 )y we should consider (a) subsidizing these
ssed private {nstitutions wvith public funds, (b) taking
y. a8 public institutions, or (¢) some other plan
existing'facilitiesiand trained'facul ie bef ‘e

: tipo ,
1ishment of very objective‘goals‘andf
‘1t 1s. at this would destroy creativity,
:;genius, innovation, and true freedom of thought.,‘ e 0

ffNevertheless we don' t know that we can' e compare methods ona cost--f7~u"
;‘Eanalysis basis because we have never made a real, prolonged effort to do
. sa. Common sense suggests that such data would be useful and perhaps
~ result in more efficient methodology, It has taken business and. industry e
- nearly 100 years to deve10p and implement such techniquea, competition j;«_c s
:;¢yguprovided the spur. It might take us twenty yeara to get & good start
*};,in education, but now is the time to initiate that start. e

"ifIncreasing the relevagwy of prograng. (?4) Here? again, no one‘can predictf
the possible savings this cate Sk :
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o,Programs should be designed in terms of specific modern goals, not only"g S
to incorporate traditional values. They should be as broad and.as long
" as necessary; no more. They should be flexible for each student. They
should be relevant to the needs of those for whom they are designed.
This would result in programs of varying length and breadth; they "ouldfaf Lo

. mot 811 be four yeats, or 180 hours. in length. : S

ddlelThese changes would re8u1t in greater productive values 1n hisher educa?c

% ff[“tion without injury to the consumer values. They would tend to redute
: 1¥;n,enrollment because many students would finish 1n less than four years.

'iin summary. let us recognize that':'?~to‘5%fi'7

u‘;fvi.de"Federal" money comes from our. pocketbooks in much the same way that
- state or local money does; unwise expenditure of federal money 13 as
”*senseless as of other money.,ku . ; S

i e S : 5 : , s

3 Liberal arts colleges and - universities are not designed to meet the needs'

. of all youth; to admit all youth to these institutions is wasteful and
f_detrimental to those who fail.iA;e ; : Sl

‘ffexploited 1in the past, TheSe shouldiguide educ :1ona1%planning asfmncn
‘as” taditional “consumer values.

Specificall’k

'ulitions.

Y ’_';Empi re k

: ?n;efcrantsmanship that dilutes our staffs} exploits our facilitiesg:f;5
‘ 5fdep1etes our funds on nonwteaching—related activities.C‘ S

| df;ei3};'PoWer politics that permit decisions and 0P9f8t1°“9 °“ 1935 than 8°““d’
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4

5,

3

o8,
- tuon-teaching oriented - and removal of the latter from the instructional -
budget. :

9.

10,
~‘j11{f

12

Reducation of bureaucratic administrative costs - excess 'pa er' work,
P

community activity, duplicate services, etc.

Reduction of building costs; buildings should be functional well-built,
and economic to maintain. :

Y

!Improvem :nt . of scholarship aid by (a) separating it from instructional
“costs, (b) shifting the emphasis to loan funds, and (¢) granting ald

primarily on the basis of economic need.

;Extension of the use of facilities to: more hours per day, more days per
kyweek, more months per year, and to more. community groups. ' : &

Identification and classification of research = teaching-oriented and

Increase of the teaching load to a minimum of nine classroom hours per
week, with first priority on teaching.

Control of size and relevancy of enrollments, now and in the future.

kaetter utilization of the facilities of private institutions, through public
~; subsidy plans.' : : ,

“Increase in the efficiency of methodology, through the introduction of
*cost anaiysis techniques from business and industry.,, : ’

,Increase in the relevancy of programs and greater emphasis on productivity
"in higher education. : : , v

i “The costs of higher education can be reduced but, maximally, only throughyhjj?5ujuw
~_the combined efforts of the professional, the taxpayer, and the legislator., =

' We must work together if we are to avoid economic collapse of higher educa-
S tion and put it on a sound business—like basis. ‘ :




