. “17-

eéonohy.~ It would pfovide agsistance so that the states, for example, would
not be required to cut back theéir ongoing operations just when the federal
government is trying to stimulate the economy through tax cuts and expenditure
-increases, ' The bill has been marked up in the subcommittee but no action has
occurred in the full commlttee, Further action is likely later in the summer.

£
On the House side, Rep. L.H. Fountain (D~NC), chairman 3% the Govermment
Operations Committee's Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations and Human
Resources, plans to hold hearings in July to develop background information on
"Fiscal Relations and the American Federal System." General revenue sharing
and’ counter=-cyclical assistance will be considered in the course of these ¢
hearings. See also section on REVENUE SHARING, '

Japan~-US Friendship Act

On June 13, the Senate passed by voice vote and sent to the House Committee
on International Affairs a bill (5.824) that would provide for the use of
certain funds to promote scholarly, cultural, and artisﬁésjactivities between
Japan and the United States, The measure, introduced FebTuary 25 by Sen, Jacob
Javits (R-NY) with strong bipartisan cosponsorship, would create a trust fund
with some of the proceeds from the Okinawa Reversion Agreement of 1971 and fumds
available in U,S. accounts in Japan which would be used for such purposes. as
support for major collections of Japanese books and libraries at U.S, colleges
and universities located throughout the U,S, and support for studies including
language studies in institutions of higher education or scholarly research in _

| Japan and the'(,S, designed to foster mutual understanding between the two coun-
" tries, The Senate also passed this bill in the 93rd Congress, but no action
occurred on the House side.

- 4

~

LSCA Regulations ’ N

In compliance wifh the Education Amendments of 1974 (PL 93-380) whi¥h
added the requirement that a priority in funding under the Library Services and
Congtruction Act must be given to areas with a high concentration of persons
with limited English-speaking ahility, the U.S, Office of Education issued
proposed changes to the LSCA regulations in the March 20 Federal Register
(p. 12671)., Pollowing a period for public comment, the regulation was
published in final form in the June 12, 1975 Federal Register on p. 25013,
along with a list of suggested sources the states might use to identify
those individuais who were not born in the United States or whose native
language is other than English, as well as individuals who come from an
enviroument wherd a language other than English is dominant, The sources
listed are: (1) census data on specific states in the 1970 Census of Population;
(2) maps from the Geography Division, Bureau of the Census, 1970 - with states
énd counties color-coded ta~show minorities and ethnic groups by county;

(3) bilingual data from state and local educational statistics; (4) bilingual,
data from state and local service agencies; and (5) the 'Directory of Public
Elementary and Secondary Schools in Selected Districts, Enrollment and Staff
by Racial/Ethnic Groups," Fall 1972, DHEW Office of Civil Rights, OCR 74-5.,

P




* $550 million over three years.

pound and 9¢ for succeeding pounds,

_on rate increases.

-18- .

National Institute of Education .

HR 5988, the administration's bill to extend the authorizatiqnhzor\t
National Institute of Education, was introduced on April 15 by Rep. John
Brademas and 23 bipartisan co-sponsors at the request of the administration.s,
S, 1498, the identical measure, was introduced in the Senate by Sen. J. Glenn’,
Beall (R-Md.). Among priorities that would be established by the bill is im-3
proved ‘dissemination to help make more effective th appgig

-~

ation of the results T

of educational research and develgpmento

" which this bill was, referred, plans to undertake a study of ]

The Education arid“Labor Comdittee, to
in connection .

with its consideration of legislation to extend it,

NIE was established by the

Education Admendments of 1972 (PL 92-318) and was authorized to spend up to

_ Congressional appropriations have b@en far beneath
the authorized ceiling. For example, in FY 1975 Congress voted to appropriate
only $7O million for NIE a1though‘the administration: had requested $134 500,000
for NIE that year. . . *,

A%
.
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Postal Rates %

Y

On July 6, 1975, the cost of postage goes up again, not for first class;z.
but for both the library rate and the special fourth-cIlass book’ rate, The °
Library rate, now 6¢ for the first pound and 3¢ for each additional pound, will’
become 7¢ for the first and 3¢ for succeeding pounds. The fourth-class book .:
rate, now 18¢ for the first and 8¢ for additional, becomes 19¢ for the first

Meanwhile, the Postal Rate Commission is deep into
second rate case which began in September 1973 when the

%% proceedings of its
+%¥, Postal Service sub~-

, mitted requests for rate increases affecting all classes of mail,

When finally

concluded, perhaps later this summer or fall, postal rates will be in for even
greater increases, The proceeding took a drastic turn on May. 28, when the Com=~
mission’s chief administrative law judge announced a recommended increase that
would raise the book .rate over a period of years to 40¢ for the first pound a

20¢ for each additional pound, which amounts to a 120 percent increase over the
present first pound rate and 150 percent increase over the present additional )
pound rate, The judge recommended that the library rate be ihcreased over a
Period of years to 29¢ for the first and 1l4¢ for each additional pound, which\
amounts to a 383 percent increase for the first pound rate and 363 percent

for the additional pound rate, over the present first and succeeding pound - J

rates, . , . .
‘ &

The judge's recommendations are not final, and already ALA, the Association
of American Publishers and others have filed statements with the Postal Rate Com-
missionin strong opposition to the judge's initial decision. Among other things,
1f his decision were allowed to stand, it would cost a library 60¢ for postage ‘'
alone to receive a 1% pound book by mail from a publisher, and it would cost 43¢
for one library to send a 1% pound book to another 1library. or to a patron. '

The next step is for the Postal Rate Commission to make its own recommendations
In the first proceeding, the Commlssion<turned down some of
its law judge's recommended increases, but it recommended higher rates in.other
instances than had the judge. Once the Postal Rate Commission makes it recommen-
dations in this proceeding, the matter will come béfore the Governors of the
Postal Service. All of this will take a number of weeks or months. But one thing
is cleart higher postal rates are in the offing.
- ” i
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Librarians in all types of libraries are urged to start keeping records of
how much money is being spent for each class of postage, While this is bound to
be time-consuming and laborious,. it is extremely important that we begin to doc-
ument specifically how continually rising postal costs are affecting library ser=-
vice in all parts of the country. Your help is urgently sought in keeping these

regords, ’ .

4
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The House Postal Service Subcommittee, chaired by Rep. James Hanmley  (D=NY),
began markup in mid-June of HR 2445, a bill 'sponsored by chairman Hanley that
would, among other things, create a federal subsidy to the Postal Service in
recognition of its public service functidns, ALA testified in ‘support of this
bill a year ago and recommended additional amendments to strengthen it, Further
Bubcommd ttee markup sessions are scheduled for early July, At this time,

a bill sponsored by Rep, William Ford (D=Mich.), to clarify existing law with’
respect to second class mailing of college bulletins and cdtalogs and looseleaf
publications, may also be conBidered by the .Subcommittee,

UPon iftroduction of his bill June 19 (HR 7735), Mr., Ford who is a member
of the'Hanley Subcommittee noted that such publications have been  routinely
accepted as second class for many years., 'In a reversal of long-accepted policy,
however, the Postal Service has begun administrative proceedings, to revoke these
privileges because college bulletins apd catalogs and looseleaf publications, it
claimg, are not 'newspapers and other periodical publications' covered by second
class," Sen., Thomas Eagleton (D-Mo,) introduced on June 25 a companion bill

Bgring continued second class mailing of college catalogues, His measure
2015) has the bipartisan support of 29 cosponsors,

Prﬁvaci R . .

The Privacy Act of 1974 (PL 93-579) requires federal agencies to publish
in the Federal Register rules to\inplement the overall purposes of the act ==
which is designed to permit an individual to determine what records pertaining
to him are collected by federal agencies and to permit him to prevent
such records from being used or made available for another purpose without
, his consent == and (2) various notices, describing the systems of records they
“keep. /

On June 19, the OFfice of the Federal Register igsuéd a document entitled
"Publication Guidelines for the Privacy Act of 1974," to assist federal agencies
in complying with the publication requirements of the Act, See June 19, 1975
Federal Register (pp. 25988-26013) for details, The Privacy Act takes effect
for the first time on September 27, 1975. :

[N

The 7~member Privacy'Protection Study Commission, also authorized by
the 1974 Privacy Act, was finally constituted on June 10 when President Ford
announced his 3 appointments to the Commission., The other 4 members had

'already been appointed by the Speaker of the House and the President Pro
" Tempore of the Senate, Among other things, this Commission, which scheduled
its first meeting for Jgpe 23, 18 to make a study of data-banks, automated
data processing programs, and information systems of governmental regional
and private organizations in order to determine the standards and procedures
in force for the protectlon of personal privacy while meeting the legitimate
needs of government and society for information.

7
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Public Broadcasting

-

+

-
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"

" Similar’ bills that would both authorize and appropriate funds for the
Corporation for Public Broadcasting are now pending before the House and Senate
Appropriations Committees (HR 6461 and S. 893), having been fayorably reported
respectively from the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and the
Senate Committee on Commerce. . -

The measures would provide authorization-appxopriation ceilings starting at
$88 miilion for FY 1976 and increasing annually to $160 million for FY 1980, with

. the amount appropriated in any given year tied to the amount of non-federal
financial support received by the Corporation, stations, and other public broad~’
casting entities from state and local governmental and private sourcesq
appropriation would increase, only a8 nationwide ron-federal support grows for public
broadcasting. The.Corporation would be requixed to distribute from 40 to 50 perbent
of its annual appropriation directly to on-the-air noncommercial educational
broadcasting stations (radio and televisidn) for’their programming, operation,

s maintenance. . ' . ) /

Both House and Senaté ‘bills would also authorize the Corporation for- Public
Broadcasting to engage in the development and use of nonJhroadcast communications-
' “technologies such as cable television and communications satellites for the

distribution and dissemination of educational radio and televisiqn programs.

The House Connd%?ee on Interstate and Foreignonnnerce, in its report on
HR 6461 (H.Rept. 94-245 part 1), "recommends that the CPB carefully evaluate the
Feport on Public Broadcasting and Education which has been submitted to it by’
the Advisory Council of National Organizations and seriously conmsider implementing
appropriate recommendati ong, especially in the areas of early childhood and adult
education," Liprarians, too, will be interested in this 114-page book which was
published in Mapch 1975 and is available for $1.50 from the Gorporation for Public
Broadcasting, 1111 16th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, The American .
Library Associafion is a member of the CPB's Advisory Council of National ,
Organizations, and served as a consultant to the adult ¢ducation task force that -
helped to devel P ‘thig report,

{
.

Public Service Employment (CETA VI), and Unemployment Assistance
4 : -

.Congress is now working to extend through FY 1976 the Emergency Jobs .
Program authorized by title VI of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act
(CETA VI). This program was enacted December 31, 1974 (PL 93-567) to combat
growing national unemployment by creating transitional public service employ=-
ment, It was an emergency one-year measure with $2.5 billion authorized for
the program in FY 1975. . .

\With the Act due to expire June, 30, l975 (although there .18 money in
the pipeline to continue the jobs program for the time being), the House Sub-
committee on Manpower, Compensation, and Health and Safety, after 9 days of
hearings, marked up on June 19 HR 2584 which is now awaiting further action in .

" the full Education and Labor Committee. As approved by the subcommittee, the
bi1l would extend CETA title VI through Fy 1976 and authorize $5 billion for .
the program. . .

P

The federal .
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‘would apply to the remaining two-thirds, : . v ‘

> o ~21- - , | ." . -
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Séveral substantive changes to the present program are recommended by
the subcommittee, Among other thingg, private nonprofit organizations offering
public services, local school boards, and other units of local govermment wolld RS
be eligibfe employers of title VI employees, and potential. employers would be
‘required to compete for the man?ower funds, This process was désigned by the
subcommittee to cut down on the'pqlitical patronage that has accompanied the
CETA VI prograhs in some areas, The subcommittee bill would require each prime
sponsor to establish an advisory cemmittee to evaluate applications submitted .
by a wide range of potential employers. The measure would also increase the
present §10,000 salary limitation to $12,000 for up to one~third of the CETA

VI employees in any giwén prime sponmsor. area. The existing satary limitation.

~ . Y ‘

On the Senate-side, 'a number of bills have been introduced to extend
CETA title VI, (S. 1695, S. 609, S, -767), and hearings have been concluded in |
the Subcommittee on Employment, Poéegty{ and Migrato®y Laboer chaifed:by Sen. -
Gaylord Nelson (D-Wis,). $ubcommittee. mark=up of the legislation is expected
during the month of July, s . . . P ‘

Both House and Senate have passed legislation ‘(HR 6900Q) amending and
extending two programs enacted by Congress last December to, deal with the un~
empldyment crisis: (1) the supplemental benefits program to aid the long~term
unemployed who had exhausted their entitlements under the regular unemployment ° | \
compensation program; and (2) the Special Uuemployment Assistance program :
(SUA)\(PL 93-567), which provides unemployment dssistapce benefits for workers
who ars not protected by any existing federal or stateunemployment compensation. Lot
Conferees are expected to resolve differences between. the two versions of HR 6900
either just before or after the July 4 recess. - . .

+

/

PubTic Works \ \
On May 20, the House passed by a vote of 313-86 the Local Public Works

Capital Development and Investment Act of 1975 (HR 5247), which would authorize

$5 billion for local public works projects. Priority would be given to projects.

that can be started without delay 'in areas of high unemployment, Libraries are

specifically cited in the committee report accompanying the bill (H.Rept, 94=203) .

as projects that would be eligible for funding under the measure. ALA in testimony

submifted to the House Public Works and Tramsportation Committee supporting the

bill had requested "that the Committee report explicitly state the eligibility of ,

public libraries, This is essential because of a tendency on- the part of the

federal bureaucracy to narrowly define such terms as 'public facilities' to exclude

public libraries, For example, much time and effort were recently required on the

part of communities tﬁroughout the country as well as Members of Congress,' ALA

told the committee,” to correct compunity development block grant regulations which-

ha erroneously excluded public 1libraries,” ) -8

The Senate Public {jorks Subcommittee on Economic Developﬁént, chaired\by Sen,
Joseph Montoya (D-NM) held hearings on thd House-passed bill in May along w%@h
S.-1587, a bill sponsored by Sen. Montoya ’that would provide increased. authoni-
zations for the Public Works and Economic Development Act and add new-authorizations
to PWEDA to increase the federal share for federally-assisted projects which can '
have immediate impact on economic activity. Subcommittee markup of S, 1587 was
completed June 19 and the measure is now pending in the full Public Works Commitéee
where further actien is not expected until aftgg the July 4 congressional recess.\\ ‘ f
(See section on INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS for another approach to unemployment
and recession being developed in the Govermment Operations Committee. \
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Revenue Sharing .

v

On Apri1.28 President Ford'bransmitted to)Congress the proposed State and
focal Fiscal Assistance Act Amendments of 1975 (H.Doc. 94~ =117) ,his recommenda=
tifhs for amendments.to and extengion of the general revenue sharing program
which expires on December 31, 1976. "I strongly recommend," the President said,

"that the Congress act to continue this highly successful ald important new ° ,
glement of American Fedéralism well in advance,of the expiration date, in order
-that State and local govermments ean make sound fiscal plans." President “Ford.

went on to say that the generéi revehue sharing "program has been a resounding
N success." Since its enagtment, he hoted, genmeral revenue sharing has provided
nearly $19 billion to 50 states ’and some 39,000 loca} governhents == "money
which these governments could use as they saw fit to meet their priority needs, "

The administration bi11 was then,introduced ¥n the House (HR 6558) by
Rep.L.H. Fourttain (D-NC), chairman of the Government_ Operations Subcommittee on
Inteérgovernmental Relationg axd Human Resources which has jurisdiction over
gemeral revenue sharing; ‘and. "in the Senate (S. 1625) by Senator William Hathaway
"(D=Me.), chairman of the Sénate Finance Committee s Subcommittee on Revenue
Sharing. Tn oenere1 it would continue revenue’ “sharing as it now exists]
authorizing the program through Septembér 30, 1982, and continuing the $150
million annual increase provided n the existing law. From January 1, 1977
throygh September 30, 1982, the Ford proposal would authorize $39.85 bi11ion
in‘general revenue sharing. ‘This compares with $3O 2 billion authorized for
the first 5 years of the program. ‘ .

Sen., HathaWay s subcommittee held hearings on operating experiences under
the general revenue sharing program in mid-May,. and plans to hold additional
hearings later. Upon introguction of the ad nistration bill, Sen, Hathaway
noted his opinion that "i€. 1s!too early to draw a final conclusion about the
advisability of renewing this program, or ahout’What,form that renewal should
take. Although in .the eyes of most local officidls the program appears to be
a success, the hearings we have already held beégre the Finance Committee's
Subcommittee” on Revenue Sharing Have shown that’ ‘many of those outside of local
government circles were somewhat less than effueive in their pnaise of révenue
sharing., I feel we need more hearipngs from a somewhat broader ‘spectrum of
~ witnesses before we can decide what should be done with this program."

Rep. Fountain's subcommittee has scheduled ‘general background hearings
for July to consider the topic,of fiscal relatihns and the 'American federal =
system. Both general revenue sharing and countér-cyclical assistance will be
considered in the coutse of these hearings whicﬂ will not be focused on specific
bills but upon broad issues. {See seation on IﬂTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS for
more information on counter-cyclical assistancgy)

sv‘“
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The Joint Economic Committee's Subcommittee for Fiscal Policy, chaired by
Rep, Richard Bolling (D-Mo.) has also pursued the subject of revenue sharing.,
Hearings were held on June 24 and 25 to focus on evaluations of the present
distribution formula of the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act and on
suggested alternatives, In announcing. these hearings Rep# Bolling stated:
"While there are many important issues related to the .general revenue sharing
program, none will receive or warrant as much’i ‘consideratiof as the distribution
formula. The question of which jurisdictions; ghould be eﬂigible, what criteria

»
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» provide some information on libraries and general revenue ‘sharing. The first,

L) D
shiould be used in allocating the funds and what incentives should be incorporated

in the formula are centra1 to the efficacy of the program."

~

In summary,\while there is congressional action and considerable talk on
revenue sharing, npither House nor Senate has taken systematic action to amend and
extend the %tate and Local Fiscal Assistance Act.
e \

The U.S. Office ¢f Revenue Sharing recently published two pamphlets which
dated February 1975 is entitled General ReMenue Sharing: Reported Uses 1973~ -
19%&7 A Tabulation and Analysis of Data from Actual Use Report 4. Among other things
this 48-page’booklet shows that some: 34,000 units of state and local government
have reported spending about. $82 m111ion of their general revenue sharing dollars
for ‘public libraries in fiscal year 1974, Some $36 million or 44 percent of the
total went for capital expenditures, with the remaining $56 million or 56 percent
for operating .and maintenance expenses. The library dollars.xrepresent about 1
percent of all revenue sharing received by state and local ngernmgnts during
this period . B

e 1
-— . - a

The otlrer report, dated,Marchhl, 1975, is entitled Second Annual Report of
the Office of Revenue Sharing. This 50-page booklet presents a table showing ’
use of revenue sharing funds reported by states and local govermments from
Jdnuary T, 1972 when the geheral revenue 3haring program began, through Jume 30,
1974, 1In this two-andphalf-y r period, the governmental units reported spending
$101 million of their general yenue shariug for libraries with $6 million of this
spent by the states, and $95 mill by Local governments. Public safety, .
education, transportation, and’ envirommental protection, health, and general
governmental multi-purpose expenses received the.bulk of revenue sharing dollars.
Libraries fall at the bottom, with only about 1 percent of general revenue
sharing., M . L)

Both reports are available from the chbrnment Printing Offices,
[ N L o-
Taxation -~ - v "

A number of bills have been introduced in Congress this year’ dealing

- with tax deductions for charitable contributions to institutions such as .

libraries and museums. §S. 1435 introduced by Sen. Jaceb Javits (R-NY) on
April 15, and HR 6057, an identical bill introduced April 16 by Rep. John
Brademas (D-Ind,), would allow artists and authors to deduct 75 percent of
the market value of their works donated to charitable institutions, The
deduction would apply only to their art-related .income. Explaining the
rationale of his bill Sen, Javits sald: "I believe that the value of
important contributions of major works of art to our museums, libraries,
universities, and other cultural institutions will far outweigh the modest
revenue lost == estimated at under $10 million per year =~ to the Federal
Government." The Javits-Brademas bills were referred to the Senate Finance
Committee and the House Ways and Means Committee. Neither Sen. Javits nor
Rep. Brademas are members of these committees,. Both introduced the same .
legislation in the last Congress, but no action was taken by the committees, . ™
\ - 13

Other bills that would allow tax deductions for the donatjion of literaty,
musical or artistic works to cultural institutions such as 1ibraries have been
introduced by Rep. Edward Koch (D=NY)~e= for example, HR, 585, HR 6829 -~ and
these, too, have been referred to the,Ways and Means Corzmittee‘L However, Mr,
Koch 1Is not a ‘member of the committee. .

»
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- Meanwhile, hearings on tax reform began June 23 in the House Ways and
o Means Committee'chaired by Rep, Al Ullman (D-Ore.), but the subject of =« ‘
: charitable contr¥bution deductions will not be considered in the first phase
“ @& these hearings scheduled to conclude by theé end of July, with committee
) " markap of ‘a tax reform bill early ip September, The hearings began with a
general discussion of approaches to tax reform and to simplification and
restructuting of the tax laws, presumably designed to assiét the many new
members of the Ways and Means Committee in familiarizing themselves with the
complicatéd subject matter, Administration witnesses are scheduled to testify
July 8 and 9, and members of the interested public later 'in July, Tax shelters
" and minimum tax, tax simplification, capital gains and logses, and extension of
the individual tax reductions pravided by the Tax Reduction Act of 1975 (PL 94-12),
are amom?’subjects to be covered in the first round of hearings.
‘ The second ﬁhase of the hearings, scheduled now to begin in November after
the committee has developed a bill from the first hearings, will cover a wide
range of other subjects.including tax-exempt organizations and private foundatioms, ¢ _
charitable contribution deductions,, tax-exempt state and municipal bonds, and Lt
tax treatment of annuities. Details of the subjects to be covered in each of the
hearings are‘provided in a commMttee print available from the House Ways and
Mearts Gommittee entitled: "Press Relgase Announcing Panel Discussions, Testimony
from the’ Administratiou, and Testimony from the Interested Public ,.. on Tax
Reform Beginning on June 23, 1975."

- ,In 1973 during Ways and Means Committee hégringg on tax reform, ALA submitted
- . " testimony fo, the committee calling.attention to the marked decline in manuscript
o dodati ons, that libraries have received since emactment of the Tax Reform Act of
" .+ 1969 and urgfng restoration of the tax deduction based on fair market value which
. # had Previously been granted to authors who donated their manuscripts to qualified )
* libraries ‘and other nonprofit institutions. But pension reform and trade legisla-
tion took first priority with thé Ways and Meahs Committee at that, time apd little
tax reform work was accomplished in the 93rd Congress, -

-

White House Conference on Libra:y.&'Information Services .+ 8

Pl 93-568 specifies” that- the National CGmmission on Libraries and Ine
formation Science will plan and conduct the White .House Conference, and a 28- i
member advisory committee {s to be appointed to assist the Commission, The
advisory committee is" to be composed of; ' - ‘

' . =<five pérsons appointed by the preéident Pro Tempore of the Senate

--five persons appointed by the Speaker of the Housé

-~at least three members of the National Commission, appointed by the ‘
chairman p ;

" ==no more than 15 perébﬂs appointed by the President of the United States o
’ ’ , ~ . : . )
. The’ following persons have been appointed to serve on the Advisory
-« . Committee: ’ oo 2" . i

~

v

‘The Honorable Jacob Javitsé;z.s.~§enator from New York " *
J.C. Redd, businessman from Jackson, Mississippi
-, John T, Short, president-elect, American Library Trustee Association of

o ‘ ° Avon, Connecticut . .
oo o Margaret Warden, state genator and library trustee, Great Falls, Montana

. " Virginia Young, Chairman,. Missouri Coordinating Board for Higher Educatioh,
- Columbia, Missouri '

-= all appo%nted by the- President ProlTempore of the Senate - .

RC o |
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The Honorable William D, Forqi U.S. Representative from'Michigan '
Allie Beth Martin, director of Tulsa City-County Library, Tulsa, Oklahoma, ¢
: president-elect, American Library Association g
Mfichael Arthur McCarroll, director of Lexington Books, a division of D.C.

“.Heath, Lexington, Massachusetts =~ =~ — - - T
Gené®halit, of New York City, panelist on NBC's Today Show °
Jean Hurley Simon, former member of I11llinois Assembly, wife of U.S. Repre-~

sentative ‘Paul Simon, of Carbondale, Illinois ’ !

-~ all appointed by the Speaker of the‘zouse

Louis A. Lerner, publisher, Lerner Home Newspapers, Chicagb, Illinois

Bessie Boehm Moore, coordinator, Economic and Envirommental Education,
State Department of Education, Little Rock, Arkansas .

John E, Velde, Jr., businessman, Pekin, Illinois and Hollywood, California

=~ all members of the National Commission on Libraries and Infoqmation'

Science, appointed to the White House Conference Advisory Committee by
the NCLIS chairman .

The President of the United States has not yet méde his appointments to
the Advisory Council. See ‘section on APPROPRIATIONS for WHCOLIS funding.

National Commisszgiibn Libraries and Information Science ‘ i

w

Just as this .report was going to press, the House of Representatives debated
and, passed on June 25 the FY 1976 Labor-HEW appropriations bill (HR 8069) whigh .
prSvides $409,000 for the National Commission for FY 1976, the same amount the
Commission received for FY, (1975 but a reduction of $93,000 from the budget request.
The House Appropriations Committee said it "denied the request for four new positions
because it is not convinced that it ;is desirable to increase the existing staff of the
Commission,”. The Appropriations Committee recommendation was a blow to the Commission
which is counting upon its full budget request in order to hire additional staff
to conduct in~house research in preparation for the implementation phase of its
national program. The Senate Appropriations Committee 1s not expected to mark up’
its version of the Labor-HEW bill until after .the Jaly 4 recess. :

¥ % % % % ) -
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Attaéhmentsq Funds for Library-Related Progfams (table dated June 1975) ‘ .
‘ Status of Legislation Chart dated June 25, 1975 )

American Library Association _ . o '
Washington Office . .
June 25, 1975 , :




FY 1976 PIMDS FOR LIBRARY-RELATED PROGRAMS
Forward Punding for PY '77 where applicable),

, . . FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1976 House2/ FY 1976 Senate3/
Appropristion Budgetl/ Action Action
”Elmnury and Secondsry Educstion Act /
Title'l - Educstionslly Deprived Children $1,876,000,000 $1,900,000,0001/ $2,050,000, 4 $2,050,000,000
I1  ~ School Librsry Resources 95,250,000 ' -0 -1/ . 2o -og?- -0~
11T - Suppl. Education Centera & Guid. 120,000,000 -0 -1/ -0 -4/ 0 - 4
1V-B ~ Librarfes & Learning Resources -0 - 137,330,000/ 147,333,0005/ 147,330,000
IV~C - Education Innovation snd Support -0~ 172.888,000.1./ © 172,888,0004/ 172,888,000
V - State Education Departments 39,425,000 -0-1 -0 «b «0 e .
VIl - Bilingual Education Act 85,000,000 70,000,000 95,270,000 100,270,000
: IX - Ethnic Heritage R 1,800,000 -0~ . 1,800,000 1,865,000
Educ. Hl.ndlc:pked Children (stste grants) , 100,000,000 50.000.000.1./ 110,000,000 4/ 110,000,000
Metric educstion -0 - 7,090,000 2,090,000 2,090,000
. Gifted & talented -0 - 2,560,000 2,560,000 2.560’000
Women's educationsl equity =0 - 6,270,000 6,270,000 6,270,000
Career education . 10,000,000 10,135,000 10,135,0¢0 10,135,000
Library Services 2nd Construction Act 51,749,000 10,000 600 51,749,000 51,749,000
Title I = Library Services 49,155,000 10,000,000 '49‘__’155’000 49,155,000
11 - Public Library Construction -0 - -0 - 20 - .0 -t
. 111 - Interlibrary Cooperation 2,5%,000 4 «0 - . 2,594,000 2,594,000
IV = Older Readers Services -0 - -0 - -0 - -0 -
\ Library Pactnership Act /(proposed) -0- 20,000,000 -0- -0 -
Nstfonal Defense Education Act '
Title I11-A - Equip, & Migor Remodeling _ 21,750,000 - 14,125,000 -0 -4/ -0 -
V1 = « Language Development 11,300°,000 8,640,000 11,300,000 15,300,000
Higher Education Act
Title T - « Community Service Prograa 14,250,000 -0 - 10,000,000 14,250,000
11-A = = College Library Rescurces 9,975,000 -0~ 9,975,000 9,975,000
I1«B = « Library Training 2,000,000 -0 - «Q - 2,000,000
= Research and Demonstrations 1,000,000 =0 - -0 - 1,000,000
Titles II-A & B total ...., 12,975,000 -0 - 9,975,000 12,975,000
11-C = = LC Acquisitions & Cataloging 9,365,000 9,748,000 9,653,3915/ Pending
IIT = = Developing Institutions ~ 110,000,000 110,000,000 * 110,000,000 110,000,000
V~E = = EPDA Fellowships (Higher Educ.) 2,100,000 -0 - 0 - -0 -
' VI-A - - Undergrad, Equipment & Matls. 7,500,000 -0 - N -0 - 15,000,000
National Institute of Education 70,000,000 80,000,000 80,000,000 70,000,000
' Postsecondary Educ. Inpovation Pund - 11,500,000 17,500,000 13,500,000 13,500,000
State Postsecondary Educ. Comissions . 3,000,000 -0 - 3,000,000 5,000,000
Mult Education Act (state grants) . 67,500,000 67,500,000 71,500,000 4/ 71,500,000
National Reading Icprovement ¥, 000,000 12,000,000 12,000,000 22,000,000
Older americans Act . 6/
\ Title III « - Community Programs 105,000,000 96,000,000 dg,genedg/ -
IV « = Training and Research 15,000,000 7,000,000 > 2
~~ . IX = =~ Commnity Service Employment 12,000,000 -0~ 30,000,000 I/ 30,000,000
Educational Broadcasting Facilities 12,000,000 * 7,000,000 10,000,000 / 15,000,000
Hational Library of Medicine 22,515,000 22,482,000 22,482,000 Q/ pending .
Medical Library Assistance Act 6,333,000 6,333,000 6,333,000 Q/ pending .
¢ Natl, Commaission on Libraries and Information Sc. 409,000 502,000 409,000 8. pending
! National Center for Educ. Statistics . 9,060,000 . 16,665,000 14,000,000 / 13,000,000
GPO Superintendent of Documents -, 36,765,000 36,976,000 36.765.790.5./ , pendiag
Indian Education Act ’ 42,000,000 42,055,000 penddng” 9 / pending
Library of Congress 98,990,000 120,032,100 115,134,800 3. pending
Arts and Hupanities ‘159,000,000 175,000,000 pending pending = -
White House Conference on Library -0 - » 3,500,000
and Information Services ' -0 - -0 - .
=
1/ FY 1977 budget 1s-°shown instead, for forwarded funded programs fu‘:h as ESEA IV, <
2/ Unless otherwise noted, HR 5901 House-passed FY 1976 educ. approps. bill.
3/ Unless otharvise noted, HR 5901 as reported from Sen. Approps. Committee, N
4/ FY 1977 approps. are included in HR 5901 for forvarded funded p&‘ogrm. FY 1976
funds were provided for these programs in FY 1975 supplemental (PL 93-554). . .
3/ HR 6950, FY 1976 legis. branch appropriations as passed by. House. . R
6/ Aopropriation deferred pending enactment of authorization. b
: 1/ FY 1976 appropriation provided by comtinuing resolution.
B/ FY 1976 Labor-HEY approps. (HR B05SY as reported from House Approps.’ Committee. '
: 9/ To be included in approps. for Interior & related a%‘encles not yet introduced. .
¢ Acerican Library Association [ , . : a
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& Juns 1975 . .
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STATUS OF LEGISLATION OF FINAL ACTION
INTEREST 70 LIBRARIANS

94th Congress, lst Session
Convened January 14, 1975

Chart Date: June 25, 1975

.

Intrcduced
Report Number -

Reported by.
Subcommittee
Report Number

Committee

Floor. Action
Final Passage

Subcommittee
Floor Action

Introduced
Regorted by
Conference
Public Law

Committee

Appalachian Regional Dev. exten.
Alts and Humanities extension
Child and Family Services .
Congressional Budget Targets FY'76
" Copyright Revision ]
Criminal Code Revision ™ :
L.
»

~
~

Con Res 32
22

1

6

1618

462

Education of Handicapped ex
Folklife Center in LC s
Handicdpped (Bill of Rights)
Higher Educ. Amendments of '75
Higher Educ. Student Financial Aid
Intergovernmental Assistance 1359
Japan=-US Friendship "Act - 824
National Institute of Education 1498 © *
National Science Foundation 1539
Older Americans Amdts. . g 1425
Postal Public Service Subsidy .
Public Broadcasting 893
Public Service Employment (CETA'VI) . ' 1695
Poblic' Works . 1587
Revenue Sharing extension 1625 .,
Tax - manuscript donations L 1435
Telecommunications facil. & Demon. 1257
Transition Quarter Authorization 282 S 1874 .
Uremployment Assistance extension . <[220 HR .6900 200&208
Women's Equal Educ. Opportunity v I ‘ : S 1338. ’ ‘

’ . APPROPRIATIONS . °° ) ‘ o -

¢ Emergency Employment, Fy 1975 . . 52 ¢ : .:w 4481 . 91
“Second Supplementai, FY1975 141 HR 5899 137
.Continuing Resolution; FY 1976 A 289 HJ.Kes 499 201

O nmnnnununw

-
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-

. Education, FY 1976 . 1142 HR '5901 198
HUD .& Independent "Agencies, FY 1976 , 313 HR 8070 lax \
| .Labor-HEW, FY 1976 . 311 HR 8069 x
»Legi8lative Branch, FY 1976 '- _ x 208 HR 6950 - ¥ | x : .

-

NOTE: For copies of bills and reports, write to Hse, & Sen. Doc. Rms., U.S. Capitol, Wash., D.C. 20515 & 2051 respectivel,
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IHEAITIEUDESOFMEDICALSCH@LAMMSTRMOIBWCDSTFACIOIB
: RETATING TO COMPUTER-ASSISTED INSTRUCTION )
P

Mary Carter Williams v end Stuart b. Milner
~"  Dudley W. Glll & Associates . School of Education
Washmgtcn D. C. 20036 ) Catholic University of America

, ' Washingtojn, D.'C‘i. 20064
INTRODUCTION A - o
During the past Becade, .ploneer efforts in J.nstructa.onal camputing in .

colleges of medicine have been catalyzed by adrmmstrators who were respons:.ve ' .
to computer-assisted J.nstruct:.on (CAI) development. Imtlally, the thrust o,f/
the develépnent functlon was construct.l.on of J_nteract.we ccnput.mg systems

the major cost center was hardware Today, the thrust of the develcpment effort
is prov:l.s:.cn of a reperto:.re of quallty prograns, particularly for clJ,nJ.cal * ,"”

educatién: the major cost center is program proauctwn ) [ ~ / .

/
/.

/
accountability pressures facing medlcal educat.xon suggest that such oomnltnent

As with the cievelopnent of early prototyplc interactive sysbens the
, suwess of current and future program product:.on efforts is cont.mgent upon

.substantlal adnu.rust.ratlve support Moreover, the economic dlle;rmas and

will not be forthéorm.ng wnless the medical _school admm1strator/ perceives CAI

)

aseducatlonally effective, cost sav:.nq,techmlogy N ' ;’ o

| While .scme authontles predict that CAI w111 pIay a slgruflcant role in

" the future of nedlcal edxicatlon, orthers assert that w1despread use of CAI in

¢ health science educata.on, and hlgher education in gmeral will be oont.mgent
upan resolution of several human/techmcal p.roblexrs Studies by Lev:Lexg et. al.
D U], Luskin [2], and Anastasio and Morgan [3], as well as comrentaniby §tol—'

urow [4], suggest that one of the greatest impediments to, wf,despread of CaL

., in educat:.on 1s the lack of high quality curnculum materials whlch
unique Capabll.lt.l.es of thc cmputer—-for exanple CAI prol:
e simalation, dialogue or inquiry mode to teach conplex i

3




Y, / Other issues integrally- rélated to course develq:ment include questions
, about who will author programs, moentlves for faculty partJ.C'J.patlon in pro-
gram production, models for dlstrlbutlon, use of CAI m place of oonventlonal

-

, modes of instruction, evaluation of the educat_lmal effectiveness of programs
/ and training programs. . - : | . , ]

A major cbstacle to acoelerated use of C'AI in mfical educatlon, partlcu—
larly in cl:_m.cal mstructlon, 1s the lack of exphc:Lt data an (1) oost factors
.whlch mfluence production of programs and (2) the atti s of admmstrators
tcward pertment cost cons:.deratlons The paucity of dj:ie a in these areas ham—

pers both mstruc’c.mnal dec:.s:.on—makmg ‘and: the acquisition of admlmstratlve

' support for CAL develoment . .
: The major purpose of this study was to i>dent1fy and campare’ the att:Ltudes ’
‘of medical school adrmm.strators toward six cost factors relevant to the pro*~
- ducticn of soplusta.cated clinical programs }n schools vhich offer, expect to
offer,{orl: do not expect to"offer. CAI The six factors'were: authorship', J.n—
centives, dlstnbut.Lon, replacement’, evaluatich and tra.mmg C‘AI was defined
as mstrucm.onal programs utilizing dlalogue mquu:y, or similaticn models to
) teacl'l ocmplex J.ntellectual skllls,pertment to the mastery of the'clinical en-

counter., In ade.tJ.cn, the study was des:.gned/ (1) 'to orient medical school

adnm;strators to cost ooné:.deratlons pertinent to the development of sophJ.s—
t:.cate“d c]_uucal programs;, (2) ‘to provide a data base for obtainihg admuustra— |
. tive ocrmutment to production of sophlstlcated clinical pro%éms and (3) to
.facilitate- the planm_ng of change in the field of CAI I E .o 4 )

e 1

'Ihe&npu’latim of the study was ‘gxmposed of the deans and dean api)ointees' |
of the 115 oolleges of mdlcme located in the Umted States.. Seventy—throe
per cent rcspmded to the mailing; hoh'ever, only 68 per cent of the’ respondents -

(79 total) actually’ ocmpletcd the instrument. Of these 79, there were 48 in *

4




the group presently offering CAI, 23 whq intended to, offer CAI, and 8 who did  *

. " not antic:i.pate-'offefing CAI. - o . ¢

- o - ’ 5.}‘

Ihe character:.sta.cs of each group of adrm.mstratozs v'aned thh group

nenbershlp. For mstanoe, tvo—th,lrds of the adm.mstrators dn nedlcal schools
: -

which alxeady offered CAI had broad oarputer-related expememe They had

\ authored programs, des:.gnedCRIsofhvareor . dlrectedCAIsysbensor

- data processmg wmits, trained uSels used the oonpu’é:er for adlmmstratlve
support and partlclpated in cxmcé:lmn de519n. Conversely, the adr&mstrators

" in medJ.cal schools expecting to q(ffer CaT had l:.mzted oavputer-related exper-
ience. Administrators in meda.cQ\ chools th.ch dJ.d not expect to offer CAI

= 3

were least familiar w1th mstructlonal oarputlng.

~

Survey research tedhmques were used to determine “the’ atta.tuies of admin-
;'Lstrators toward the six cost facbors. Smoe no approprlate J_nstr\ment exn.sted
an attitude scfle was- constructed using the Likert Method of Surrmated Ratings.
Inpleméntation of this method included the following steps: -

»,- - ..éollectibnofaprelimina'.rypoolofitens
’ , related to the cost factors under - investigation;

. oantent valldata.on o‘ the gpinion pool by a Jury

) . ‘of ) é} | z . « 'u .
. to e oonstruct::.on and pllot adrm.mst.ratlon of the pre— )
K - . llmmary scale; ) : g
PR . perfo:cmanbe of several “Ltem analyses to prov:Lde !
’ ‘ data fo oonstructlon of an mproved: J.nstrument )
) ) and the ﬁ.nal scale. .
s -~ . . . ..1" . ‘ /\ !

.
’ ~

b . 'lhefmallnstrmrentwascarposedof28att1tudestatenentsorslxsub-
scales w‘mch oorresponded to “the aforementloned cost 1ssues, four additional
items and an, 1dent1f1cat1an fleld of th.ree 1tens The reliability of each of

" the subscales When.stepped up to 40 items by the Speannan -Brown formula,

" ranged frcm .60 to .93, - Table 1 sumnanzes the rellablllty de.oes T

., - . . -

. B o . - v
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;o " insert Table 1 here
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“The cbjective of each Of the six subscales is discussed below.

. Authorship Subscale - Esséntially, the authorship subscale was designed

to id.entify what medical school administrators perceived as the nost‘effective
means of author:.ng programs The subscale also addressed updat.].ng programs
and prereqms:.tes for faculty involvement in authorship of programs.

Incent.wes Subscale - The mcentlves subscale was des:.gned to identify the

. &
at{::Ltt:des of nedlcal school administrators toward two kinds of J.ncent.lves
3
professn.onal recognltlon and released time. ) . .

D:Lstr:.but.lon Subscz.'be The purpose of the subscale was to determine the

oplm.ons of admlmstrators of med.xcal ,schools regard.mg (L) avallable J.nfor—
mat.lm on CAI programs, (2) cost—effect;.veness as a requirement for dJ.strJ_bu~
tion of programs, (3) what orgamzatwnal arrangement should be responsible for
the d.l.strlbut_lon p;cooess, (4) what. body should be responsible for the identi-

chatJ.on of programs which "uallfy for d.).stm.but_lcn, and’ (5) what standardi-

zatlon efforts would facilitate mdespread da.strlbuta.on of programs.

Peglacenem: Subscale Peplaoemant refe.rred to the use of clinical programs

in place of conventional approaches to mstructmn. The primary purpose of

. M -t . ,
~ the subscale was to determine if administrators felt that cost-effectiveness,

NE

o faculty' acceptance, ana a long lead time should be requirements for replacement.

In addlf:a.on, the subscale was designed to qu.est.lon the J.mpact of CAI cost savings
_on the hJ.rJ.ng of faculty. '
Evaluation Subscale - The evaluation subscale contained four items related

[4

to the role of education in the total CAI effort and to'which subsystcms of the

.
»

A .
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, tmlversa.ty shaﬂd partmlpate in the evaluation process. épecifically, the
‘smscaie was demgned to dete.nm.ne whether a.dm:.mst.rators felt that evalua-
t::.cn should be an mtegral part of the total product:.on process (J.nclLﬂJ.ng

. 7/

, initial plannmg actitities axwwdures ‘related to design, developnent,
igplementation and maintenance) and whether students should participate in
: . . . :

L)

program assesswent., ‘ » -

N . L £

) 1? . Training Subscale 'Ine t:r:amlng subscale dealt with planned and system—

. ol atic activities for er:.ent.mg faculty menbers administratoy; and other users

L to the information req‘g.).red for effective use of CAI or parti¢ipation in

¢

var;ous phases of the product.mn process. It was des:.gned to determine whether
adn‘ﬁnistratprfs of ‘Medical schools felt that development and diffusign Of CAT

would require special. tramu;xgprograms In addition, the subscale posed ques- »
;:ions regarding what the cm;cent' of such programs should include, what the

PR, .

major object.we of the programs would be, and the role of @onpuber scientists

[ S -

» in training n'ed.lcal faculty to write programs.

1

p. | VS ,3 . o . | i
The major hypothesis of the s ‘was that the atﬁtudes of adninis_trators
in medical schools which e'ffered (Group 1, expected to WG;?L@ 2), or did’
/ot expect to'offer (Group 3) CAI toward the six cost factors would not differ
4~ significantly. . < )

Since the three groups were being m@ on six dependent measures,
'nuJ_.tivaxi'ate analysie of variance (MANOVA) was used to test for equality of
dispersion and centroids [5]. Because of the sizeable disctepancy between the N
Pe of Group 3 (8) and that of Groups 1 and 2 (48 and 23, respectively), the ‘

equality of dispersion among the three groups of administrators was computed
to determine whether the variance-covariance matrix of Group 3 was significantly

(Y

L) o ! . *?




) s 6 y
differentfraﬂthatoftheéthertwogro@s. The wst forthee;u;litypf dis~
N Lups

persion am:mg the groups indicated -that the popula‘ca.ons of all three gr
had smlar variance-covariance matrices (F=0.91, d.£—42/1352 p>.05). The

cbsexrved dlfferences among centro:.ds were _not stat.lstJ.cally sn.gnlflcant .
s 4 A ¢ 4 :

/T (F=0.75, df=12/142, p>.05). \ ‘ 1

. i

Generally, all three groups of administrators tended to agree tllat:'"

r . . . .

- 5 ¥

T . faculty members ‘should ﬁave primary responsibility ‘
for writing programs as part of a production team 4
structure; )

. new incentives such as 'professional,recogniﬁion and
released time would be required to'encourage faculty
participatipr} in program production;

@

.. distribution and replacement are cost-issues which
might or might not be relevant to production of programs;.

- -evaluation should be an essential element in the total | |
production process; and ,

. training for faculty authors would be- required if i I \

- gtality programs are to be developed. \
. Subscales

In this section, an abbréﬁated description of items is pres ated along

!
with the associated data by group . Since the response continu fqr the in-

st.rmxent conta.med five alternat.lve pos:.t.lons--stmngly agree, a 4e uncertain;

disagree, and si:rongly dl-sagree-~nwre.r1cal values were assigned as 5, 4, 3, 2,

in a

and 1 respect.w;ely. Co*;sequently, a favorable attitude was re " |

value close to 5 ard an unfavorable att.ltude :Ln a va(lue close '1 lJ A score of

Y
‘ 3.0 refle_cted uncertainty. e : . !
o L ' ’ ; -J .
The assured midpoint of .each interval (4.5, 3.5, 2.5, ald § 5), used
to determine the intensity of an attltude which fell between :u
attitude fell beyond a nh.dpomt, the next altemat.lve responsq
\«”0\\ ;
‘g\) ! : !
. p R, ~ 5 ‘
Q ' w2 i
. ) 15)
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interpret the score. On the contrary, if an attitude fell below a midpoint,
’chepreced;ngaltematweresponsewasusedtomtexpretthesoore
Table 2 sumarizes the total means, standard dev:.ata.ms, and L:zkert-scale

" equivalent means for ‘the three groups. -In reportmg the sc?res, the orde.r of

v

. 'lJ.stJ.ng was, cons:n.stently Group l, Group 2 and Group 3 respectlvely.

o v . -

-

insert Table 2 here o " e

Au’chorsh,ip Subscale - The Likert-scale equivalent means for the total

subscale were 3.68, 3.63, ] and 3.56. 'Ihese scores suggested that ade_nJ.stra—{
tors in all thxee types of J.nsts.mta.ons ten%d to believe that faculty 'enbers
should have major responslblhty for wr:n.tu.ng and updating the content of pro—
grams, and further that faculty authors can b%st perfonn as part of a team'
of productlon specialists., '

One J.tem dealt with- ‘faculty orientation as a requirement for authorship.
Groups, 1 and 2 questioned broad faculty orientation to CAI as a requirement for
faculty participation in the authorship process, whereas Group 3 tended to

. disagree. Perhaps the Uncerta.mty suggested by these scores reflected ‘the
difficulties involv:ed in finding persons with the apprcpriate authorship skillls

&
Inoent.lves Subscale - In this instance the data suggested that a&mm.stra—

tors in all three groups recognized the madequacy of existing reward sgsters
and the need for new moent:.ve systems if faculty menbers were to play an active
role in program product;wn; The Likert-scale equivalent means were. 4.21, 3.97,
and 4.12¢ . . .
Two-thirds of the .admin_:i.strators in Group 1 had authored programs . wcll
as participated in .other aspects of CAI development. Since these admi:.. .trate. N
=

Q ' ) ' 9 o . ’




8
were more awar€ of the time requirerrent for authoring programs-—-an estJ.mated
50 to 200 development hours for one CAI hour—it was predicbed fhat the, admin- Q

‘J.strators J.nGIOuplwouldhave a higher regard for releasedtmemanadnun

istrators in Groups 2 and 3. SJ.milarly, one might have guessed that adminis-
trators in schools which we.re planning to offer CAI (Group 2) would have had

a more favoraole at‘;itude‘ toward released time than adm'nisf:rators in Group 3.
The descriptive stata.sti;és for the _associatsd item suggested that : 'st:.ra-
tors in Groups 1 and 3 tended to agree that released time would be a useful
inoentive for faculty participation in program producl;ion, while th.se in Group

2 tended to be uncertain. Consequently, cantrary to prediction, the ‘admin-

.

" istrators in Group 3 had a more favorable attitude toward released time than

duction of sophisticated clinical programs. Here again, the uncertamty ex-

either Group.l or 2. ) o (

That this prediction appeared not to have been sustained may suggest that
the heavy patient cars and research responsibilities of clinical fsculty mili- -
tate against the use of released time as an incentive for faculty involvement
in writing programs. In addition, the mcértainty evidel:xt Vin the scores of -all ‘
three groups of admimstrators suggests that -the adrmmstrators question the .
anic feasibility of obtaining released tine ‘during a pe.riod of general

\-_,
.

"belt-tightening," ‘

Dis*:.ribut.ion Subscale - The Likert-scale equivalent means for the threu

groups of adxm.mstrators were 3.47, 3.52, and 3.49. This suggests that all -’
three groups of administrators questioned the relevance of distn_lgution to pro-
pressed by the participants may reflect the uncertainty in the 'fisld,of CAT in
the health professions genéraliy about what cost specifications would LT ATise

effective diggsmn of programs. One could use rational argument. to poo i

+ that the current plight of, rredical education would force msdical school




administrators to perceive cost—effectiveness as a major criterion for dis-
tribution. Hmoeve}., the results do not substantiate this: " all three groups
. s “y? -

appeamd uncertain about thesmatter.

A major hindrance to mdespread dlstrn.butlon of programs is the lack of
o~ '» transportabl ty of programs. CAI dehvery systems and languages vy frcm

lhstltutlm tlcxsstltutlm. Items dealing with transpoxjtahlllty and standardi-
zation of languages addressed to this issue suggested that prograns shou;Ld be

' ot °
i . ‘transferrable fram hardware system to hardware systan and that standardization

R .?f languages would enhance transferablhty of courseware. ! .
%Y The results indjcated that tlie three groups of a&rﬁmstrators favored the

}Lroductlon of programs which could be used an varlous hardware systems to fa~ ‘
cilitate widespread d.lSterutJ.On of programs. All three gmups also appeared’
to agree that same standardlzat.lm of languages would be a reascnable require-
ment for diffusion effarts. | ’

Three items dealt with infarmation dissemination, uyse of professional
review boards for identifying programs which qualify for production, and rigor-

ous testing of ° programs as a requirement for dlstrlbutlon Accordlng to the

-
-

- results, Groups 1 and 3 appEa.red to question whether mformatlon d;ssemnatlcm
| had been amajor dastacle to widespread distribution of programs’while Group 2

tended to agree with the item. All three groups of adrpinistratc:»rs questioned

whether professional revagw boards should play an evaluative role with }'espect

to selection of programs which' qualify for marketing; however, they appeared to

-

-

agree that rlgorcus testing should precede distribution of programs.

7
ir Ay
.

\ : In light of the fmanc1al state of most medical sdnools _and the heavy t:me

'tments of clinical faculty, it seemed reasonable to B,redlct that adminis-

ator's% inr the three sample groups would not have opposed private control of the

issemination function. However, the results of thej item_dealing with cormexcial
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versis )disciplim—léasé‘a control revealed that administrators in all three
groups tended to be umerta:.n about the matter 'I'ne mde01s1on of the groups
" may be related to the pub].‘LC versus pnvate issue or, perhaps, to general n-
» certainty about the requirements for effec:t.we dissemination of a new technology

. ' Replacement Subscale - The Likert-scale equivalent means for the total

scores cobtained were 3.21, 3. 32 and 3.27. In this instance, the mean scores
for each sample grouP were closer to 3.0, the nunerlcal value ass1gned for wn-
oertan.nty, than 3.5, the numerical valude assumed for the midpoint between the
, agreement—moe.rtamty interval. The scores demonstrate, then, that admmls-
trators in.all three groups were uncertain about the role of replacement in the *
diffusioﬁ rooess. ‘
\ ;‘Sgi.noe replacehent,is predicated upon the aqoeptancc of change, this was not
a s;prising fmdincf. In addition, in light of the dichotamous nature of.con-
v trol in' universities, the question becomes this: what kinds of changes :Lnthe
deci sion-naking apparatus of the medical school will be required to fnsure that
the cost savings possible through‘ use of sophisticated programs can be realized?
. Two items addressed cost-effectiveness as a requirement for replacihg tra-
‘ ditional instruction and decelerating the rate of acquigition of new faculty
as CAI cost sav1ngs resulted There appeared to be confhctmg viewpoints re-
gardJ.ng both of these issues. That is, Groups 2 and 3 tended to support use of
cost-effectiveness as reqmrement for replacement th.le Group i tended to be
uncertain. In respect to faculty hiring policy, Groups 1 and 2 appearcd gp oppose
<( deceleration of the rate \oé acqu’isition of new faculty, while Group 3 tended to
be 1moe:r:ta.¥_n.~ Of course, the small size of N for Group 3 may have distorted the

results for individual items. '

Results of an item dealing'with replacement versus the use of alternative

. resources suggested that clinical prograu substituted for conventional modes
. ] . )

) ) . -8
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of instruct:.on such ‘as bocks, lectures, and damnstratmns Adnm:.strators in
allth.reegroupst'endedtobemcertamabwt f%s. Howew,r, the scores for
Groups land 3 were very close to 2.5, the mldpomt for the dlsagree—uncerta.l.nty
J.nterval whereas, for the total subscale, t,he scores for all three groups fell ,
within the meertamty-agree interval. = °

Evalua’tlon Subsesale # The LJ.kert-scale equi@alent means. for the

obta:ned for the groups on the evaluatlon subscale were 4.24, 4.27, W25,

These results suggested that adm:.m.strators in all three groups affirmed that
evaluatlon was’ a critical issue. Spec:.flcally, the adnu.m.strators tended. to .

congur that evaluatlon should be‘a key concern for initial planm.ng to J}ple- .
mentatlm, that demns’,cratlon of the educational effeqtg.veness of programs would
aocelerate adnum.stratn‘ze and faculty acceptance of programs; and that si:ude.nts’
should parta.c:Lpate in the assessment of programs. &

’Ihe level of agreement for evaluation. probably reflect&é (1) the desire qf

»,medJ.cal administrators to pr_event recurrence of the uncontrolled growth and

development Wecipitated the current fiscal dilemma in medical education

) and (2) their oqncem for the need to document the soundness of administrative/

mstructlonal dec:.s:.on§ " o i

'I‘ramlng SubscaIe - All three groups of admmstrators.felt that tralm.ng

programs were needed. The I.akert—scale equ.lvalent means were 3.82, 3 83, and >
3 83. © \ ‘& '

©

"Because CAI is a developmg teclmology , modes and prooedures for devel;op-

* ment and mplenentatlon ‘are still unfold:ng S.Lnoe the authorshlp pmocss for

\I_j

. CAT is quite dlffe§axt ﬂ;pm tifht for provision of traditlonal course materlals,

fac:ul%y members J.nterested in part.w.c:.pat.l.ng in program productJ.on require orien-

\ e

tatlon to the carpnter 1t‘self,, as well as procedures for wrltmg and forrnatta.rxg

. !




content. 'Ihe items dealmg Wlth tra:.nmg in prograrmmg languages, J_nstruc-
tional theory, ad thé use of catputer SClentlStS m.th medical tram:mg as
tramers of @pculty raise q%eetlons about VSIEClﬁlC requuelmts far such

training prograns.

\ ) The results cemmg prograiming languages ard:instructional thedry
tor 2 [N
suggest that the content of tran.ru.ng programs should include théfn, It was also .

suggested that computer sc1ent1.sts with medlcal tra.mmg can 12 effect.we tramers

One item,dealt with the fact that tr:.v:.al uses of the ccmplrte.r exist be-
cause faculty are not suff1c1ently arlented to the cagabllltles of the cmwter
as a teadung mst.nmEnt The mean scores for the groups suggested that all
three groups of adm_mstrators tended to agree with this.

B
Additional items - Four 1tens were excluded from the J.nferentlal analy51s

-
’

v because they substantlally weakened the rell.ablhtles of the subscales. These
_ ifems related to mdefn.nlte faculty dentrol of programs, the role of stud%'\ts in’ 5
the eva]:uatlm process, transferablllty as a critexiébn for professz.cmal ret:og—
mt;.&and the role of medical facugty in plannmg traihing programs. -
Ad:mnlstratars in Groups l arid 3 opposea mdeflm.te control of programs
by “faculty authors; however, Group 2 tended to be uncertain. All three groups
- of adlmnlstrators séemed to feel that students should be heouraged to author
- prograns, One J.tem recomended that only programs which were carpat:ble Wlth .

the hardware systems of a _nubex of J.nstltutlons should quallfy for profess:.onal

T - necogmtlon. v The results suggested that the adnunlstratars in Groups 1 and 3 |
r-3 ) vere opposed to transferablhg as a requlsz.te factor for profess:.ahal recog-
'y /

mtlon, however , Group 3 tended tobe incertain. . / .

; Regard:.ng the 1tem that addresse;'i the role of medlcal faculty in plannmg
N
training programs, for faculty , it was interes ting to note that, all three groups

K}

of administ¥atars werg’uncertain about this.
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DISCUSSION . .

< R S - . .

Although the cmputer—:;elated e@enence ‘of the administrators 'varled
w:.thgrommenbers}up, allthreegrm.pshadsmularatt:.tudestmardtherele— '
vance of all six cost factors to productmn of sopm.stxcated clinical programs.
‘Ihn.ss:mlanty‘mvmewpomtsnaybeduetoanyoneoracatbmatmnogthree
factbrs: the tenperlng effect of broad CE%I expenence in a university settmg,
ﬂxenmssofcnlmnedlmleducatlmarxdhlgher educat:.ongenerally, ardthe
umversahty&of cost issues such as rewards for research on teachmg evalua-
i:J.on, accmmtablllty and the "new depr&ssmn" in higher educat:.on.

Tatpenzy}iffect of PnorCZ\IExpenencg In light oftheCAIe:@enence 1
ofﬁwotlu,rdsoftheadmlmstratorsm&:ouplandthee:o.stenceofCAIefforts

.‘J.nthelrhcme J.nstlfut.l.ons, it seemedneasonable topredlct thatthe acirmnlstra

tors in this group would have had sz_gmflcantly more favora.ble attltudes toward
the cost factors under’ J.nvestlgat:l.on, than adrmm.strators in Grcups 2 and 3. .

This pred:.ctlon was not sustamed

’
-~

En efplanation for the s:.mllarlty between thé cpinions of Group 1 and those
oftheremajm'.ngbavogmupsmaylee’that&)ebmade@érieﬂ.ceoftheadxrdnistz;a-
tors in Growp 1 served as a tempering force ’Ihat is, the issue of' development
and' diffusion of sophlstlcated clinical programs is fundarrentally dependent on
changes in pohc1es, ideas and 1nstructlonal management patte.rns 'I‘he difficul~
ty J.nvolved in initiating these changes oontr:.butes w the rejection of J_nnova-
tions that deviate rad:.cally from c‘iass:.cal n'odes of beadung~leam1.ng Vhen
confronted with powerful conflict pomts such as lack of funds, the autonceﬂy I
and disinterest of faculty members, irresponsive reward syste{rs rlgldg:.ufe and

' space patterns, J.nadequate time for development and lack df an estab]_xshed set

of guldel.mes and procedures ‘for both the course developnent and cost.mg functlons,

.

-

-
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Groap 1 adnlmstrators may have been foroed into : a d’lOl‘ﬁE Baeed on practlcality

" rather than J.deology Their assessmnt of the items in each subscale may have .

been tempered by what they peroelved as the present econam.cf techm.cal ozr _
mstltutxmal feasz.b:.llty of “the regnendatlcns made. Cmsequently, as ‘a group,
“the admmstxathxs may have respénded ccnservata.vely to the alrthorshlp, distri-
buta.on, replacement, and training, subscales ' w1fh theu: Lﬂcert—scale equivalent

nemscoresfalhﬁgbetween30and40. ) T :

The Newness of CAT and Cost. Est:.matlcn = Garputer—ass:.sted instructim,” as

well as use of cost estJ,matJ.cn tedgmques such as cost—effectlveness and cost-

* benefit analys:.s, is an eme;g:.ng ted'mology in med:.cal educatlm an? higher edu-

'h

ca’c.un gererally. Hence, the namess of the tedmolog:.es “and jthe questlcns that
the a&tumstratorsﬁ\ay have‘ra.lsedabart t&xembeca.:.;e of the:.r newnessmayhave
transcended the expene.nce dlfferentlal wh:.ch charag:be ‘%ed each group. of admln— )

/lstrato}s . | A' . L AN .

' Although medical education’ has assured a leadership role in CAT develogrent
for more than a decade develcment efforts have been primarily exploratory in
nature and limited to a few sdloo]s. mrthemnre, most of ’che advances in inter-
act.l.ye systems and ;;rogram p;roductlon have been’ generated by three schoo]s«' h
" Chio State Un.we:cslty, the Um.vers:.ty Df {l].mms, and Harvard Medical School
(Ilassachusetts General Hospl’cal) * )

In addltlon, as an emerg;ng technology CAI has not matured into an orgamzed

body of kno.vledge with a carefully defmed structure based on tested assumptlms

. and theories. Basic research related to (1) the ngture of CAI . (2) 1earmng

’ theone's sqdu as re:.nforcanent and trahsfer in CAI env:.ra'ments, and’ (3) V1ab1e

models for prooesses sud1 as productlon, marketlng and evaluatlcn J_n a Umvers:Ltg

setta.ng is needd. In addition, the J.ssu:s of demnstrated effect:.venf 38, cmtrol

-

of programs, rwards and t.raanlng pave yet to be resolved.,

» » ®
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Consequently, it is lposeible that the i
instruction,, both as a developing dlsm.plme
confused admnls&ators as vell as spllntered, ,
of the w:buter in megiical eduycation. '

in an era of transition in
“higher edycation. “Unive,rsit.ies are being ' wim;iprmdented fiscal
andsoc::.al pzi.essures For exa,rrple the cost of educatl‘on is rising signifi-

Universality of Cost Issues - CAI is

cgntly faster than income flow, 'Ihe publig¢ is demand:ng that universities

dexronstrate f_Lscal restramt and manageri /mst.ructlomal awountab:.hty while

kol

\ cal.'li.ng for instructional reform, timely

open access and aff;mnatwe action.

) I.n essence, the university is bemg.asked to dezmnstrabe ‘unity of purpose,
adnlmstzatlved;rectim and use of nanagerrent technologles which pramise fis-
¢al control and timely decision nek:Lng. ’I‘he nature of these pressures speaks
the ma@quacy of the basic structure of the hlgher education establishment

p‘robably dominates tl:% thinking of most muvers:.ty a&m.m.strators.
“Since, some ‘of the cost J.ssues in this study~touched on sare universal prob-

;- ’ .‘V in higher educata.on (e g., regards for teacher effect.weness and basic

g 5

< eséarch on teaching, managerial and’ J.nst._ructlonal aecomtablllty) , it is possible
. that administrators were responding to these considerations rather than to

. it relates to production of sophisticated programs. . .
IMPLI ONSFORCAI!DEVEIQPD'E\H‘ANDPLAI\NING' e
']he challenge of the med.lcal school admlmstrator is not only to ma:mtam
the orgam.zat;on but to generate fiscal and 1nstruct:.ona.L renewal based on

documentation of need and vahdat:.cm,of thé legitimacy of decisions., The ult.l-

mate challenge to the medical school -administrator is to create an oryani:ational

i,
-
. »
.
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o as




. . spirit responsive to opportunities for innovation.

.

-

1 .

CAT practitioners and t:heorists in medical education assert that it
offers a umque opportmlty for broad-based innovation and cost—reduct.lon—
ﬁarepermueofdzallaxglngcamsemterlalswmdeavallable The devel-
opment and diffusion of cl_uucal prrdgrams,'m.vever, will ult:.mately depend
upon the ‘sensitivity ‘of the medical school administrator to (1) the capa’bili—'
t:.es of the caupute.r as an educatlmally effeetive, cost-sav:.ng teéhmlogy and
(Z)thedynamcsofthepxmsofumvatlm . .

'Ihe results of thls.study inply (1) that mdlcal school adrm.mstrators .

. are sens:.tl\fe to cost factors essential to ‘the development of sophisticated

cllnlcalprogramsand (2) ﬂaattheyarepmbablyreadytohstentoargxmmts
faruseore:q:amieduseofpmgransmchnlcaledwatlm. Hmever,there-

sultsaJsosuggesttrata&mnlstmtorsarembertamaboutthreebasmlssm

distribution, replacement, and cost-effectiveness.
The mcerta:.nty of the adxm.mstrators with resmct to d.z.strlbutlgn probably
reflects the }ack of a stable body of practices and procedures related to the

'n’aﬁcetmg f\.mt,xmn. _The mpllcata.on here is that experts in the field of CAI

should address this area or that the state of the art of course development suggest

that dlstrzbutlon should, be a future concern, Yet, it is enoouragmg that -

the adnu.mstratom recognize that transferablllty of prograrrs ’ rlgorcms usmg,

' and sane standardization of lagpguages would facilitate d:.fquJ.cm effortc,

’me indecision of ‘the admmstrators regarding replacement probably ref lects
thetamdencymmghereducatmntoaddondiangemmstrucumalprogrmra—

ther than tore:allocate resources in support of the most promisi J.nst.ruct,xona.l

' a@roadxes. The implication of this téndency is serious, for the ca‘rpuqzr will

not have a powerful econamic impact on medical education unless réplacement of

scme kJnd occurs at a reasmable point in the mplarentata.on process. vumw:.se,

2
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clim.cal prog,rans w:.ll smply represerrt an add—on cost—a. . Jwary which medical

educat:.on cannot afford. 'Ihe J.npllcatlm‘here is that in the initial planning
forcoursedevelopumtandmplenentatlm, allofthedmangeswh.xdnm.:stoocm

£ facilitate effective ut:.hzata.on of programs, as well as reahzat:.on of po-

tential cost savings, shoild be examined. ‘ '

The mcertalnty of the a.dm.nlstrétors in regard to cost-effectlveness 3
prdaably reflects the newness of/thls dec:.smn—mkmg tool in educational set-
tings. Consequently, the J.npl:l.catlm is that use of cost analysis_ in h.lgher
edgcatlm is an area wh:.ch will require cons:.derable defeloptrent before admin-
istrators can use it as an effective and fair dedision—-ma]t.ingl tool.

Another inplication. of tnis study is that medical school administrators are

-

J.ndeed sens:.t:.ve to the basic pn.rmples of imnovation. For mstance, their

dec;.ded agreement with incentives and evaluation may imply that (1) they -recog-

nize thatnewrewardsw:.llberequlredtostnmlate faculty:.nvolverentlnCAI
development and (2) that innovation requires a systems approach to evaluation.
An exanu.natlon of the structural character of the hame institutions of the

three groups of adminisi;rat'ors revealed that medical schools are also sensitive

' -
-to the need for new structures to manage change. This is evident in 20 %chools

in Group 1 and 4 in Group 2 which have already instituted new offices or admin-
‘istr[ative posts for monitoring the process of innovation at the administrative
level.‘ This may imply that medical schools are gearing themselves for innova-
tion and that they are. particularly sensitive to cpportimities for promising
e .

In, W: the results‘of this‘ study suggest that med1cal school admin-

#

/

istrators are receptive to cost factors relevant to course development. _However,

ﬂeirvieysdfbasiciphasesofﬂzeproductimprocessardkeymstissuessu&

as oost-e"ffect'_iv“;xess and cost savings will proba!.‘vly remain conservative until |

. >
A . . ~n .- . R

. F) o ’ : T
' 43

<

rA

/



18

_ there are-data available on (l).effective nidels and procedures for productibn,
(2) the educational effect:.veness of programs and, (3) the requlrarents for
/

realizing CAI cost savmgs. A curious observatlon was that despite the finan- |
‘ . cdal plight of medical schools ad:m.nlst(ators tend to quest:n.on whether soph:»\ S-

" “ticated prograrrs should represent an add-on or repl t cost.
-+ CONCLUSIONS
~ " The results of this study led to several conclusions. They were as follows:

' 1. Medical school administrators with broad CAT exparience tend to have _
similar attltudes to the relevance of the following cost factors to /
productlm of ‘sophisticated clz.m.chl programs as medical admmstratars
with httle or no background in CAI au’chorslrup ¢, incentives, distri-

! l% ) bution, replacement, evaluatlon, and training.

L 2." Medical school administrators are generally receptive to the relevance

of authorship‘, incentives, evaluation, and training to production of

sophigticated clinical progrars. ‘

) 3. Medical ~'school edministrators would probably be more receptive to dis-

tribution if they had aco&ssk:o data which identified the requiréments

% . end procedures for effective perfoxmance of the dissemination function.

Sﬁtiilérly, they would be more receptixnre to replacément as an approach
to cost justification for progréglkproductim if data were available on
the requirements for replacement. ) '

. .‘ 4, Medlca.l school administrators express unceptainty about the role <‘:ost-

effectiveness should play in the production of sophisticated clinical
.

programs. , "
-~
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~ Table 1 ﬁ
- - j . ,
*»  Subscale Reliabilities . /E,-
Subscale No. -of o Alpha i ~Brown
A - Items - Coefficient Index
' Co : (Step-ug Unit=40 Items)
. .. - . . s g . -

. . , T .

1. Authorship . 4 sz .73 .

2. Incentives C 3 .48 .93

3. Distribution |, e .21 .60

4. Replacement 5 42 .85

5. Evaluation e 49 .37 .85
N 6. Training .5 30 . .77
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Table 2

/ Group Means, Standard Deviations, and

”

Likert Scale Equivalent Means

Subscale °  Group 1 (N=48) Group 2 (N=23) Group 3 (N=8)
’ R ~3
(S.D.) Means (8.D.) Means (S.D.) Means .
1. Authorship 14.71  3.68 14,52  3.63° 14.25 . 3.56
. (1.99) (1.81) (1.83) '
. o N _ ‘%r P ~ ”_\_‘7 _ —_—
2. Incentives o/ 12.63  4.21 1.9 3.97 ¢ 1200  4.12
. (1.63) (1.62) ~(0.76)
"3. Distribution 24.31  3.47 24.61  3.52 . _ 24,38  3.49
(3.30) (2.62) B (2.88)
4 Replacement 16.06  3.21 16.61  3.32 17.00 - 3.27
C (2.00) (2.73) ° (1.69)
5. Evaluation 16.98  4.24 17.09  4.27 16.88  4.25
(1.82) (1.59) (1.13)
6. Training 19.13  3.82 19.17  3.83 19.11  3.83
(2.02) (2.00) (2.00) a
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