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. munity college educétors--for good “reason.
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" The California Community College Presidents’

. for eight years, hqe Tecently gained considerable attention from com~

<

What began as a harmless

: accounting $fowepkly student contact, hours, full-ﬁime equivalent, and’

load among a handful of Northern: Cﬁlifbrnia community colleges has be-

come ;\Efankensteinian nightmare for a large namber of the 72 colleges
- AN

now involved by choice or decree. I dreamt one nxght of being cha®ed by

the four horsemen: WSCH, FTE, load, and ZWSCH. - )

} » 1 -
But beyondethe headaches of reporting such data reflected by my //#"’——m-—-—

) 4
light-hearted comments above lies a much more serious _problem. Big bro-

- B -

thet is udtching, and he might momentarily hit us littIe brothers over (
r - . & . . . .

the head with our", toy. - S 4 . o :

‘s \ ' ) g
‘ What Surprises me 18§ that the colleges themselves--not the 'cost~-

2o . . e f / p

-

effectiveness minded state-;have come’ up with such a dangerously over-
: e s Lt

- r

1
simplistic- annual report. As 1 see it, we are inviting trouble. For

] N . ] . -

if such a report is used seriously, making an earnest éffgrt
‘ > “-.~( s : .
to equalize our individualities--the ingredient that makes us so,inter:
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) . N
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- .

one, wé are,

Study, now in existence




. . . '- , .
* ' .The point is not that

-

.and (I for one) ‘wouldn't.

S
. '

we even want to compare).

l'

-

. e
[

", lection center.

/

in £rying to get a handle on the data required for reporting to the col-

. /

we have somethi'ng to hide-—we don't', couldn't

\ather, .the point is that th_e report does not

%

e

' 1)

.

m:e,sen,tjam that is ﬁens1tive gnOuggl for comparative purposes (assumigg N

A

The procedural varJ.ab:Llit.y in, the collect:Lon_

at oursekves in a house '/of fun mirror.

»

>
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N

community colleges either as a group or inaivi'dually.

A

" data and stat1st/1cal analyses used in the Pres1dents

s

of a-better: word) massage the data.

v * -
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' college comparisons .
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of data from college. to c’ollege is too ‘great to expect comparable data.

We ar'e fook‘ing .

¢

Study, ‘to (for lack

o "

LI cbnclude with a short report (my contribut'ion to this con
«

#

The Presidents Study, does ,not- reflecta—a true pict‘ure of California

Yoo

ey
o

] A )
In this paper I .report some- of the major prpblems I've encountered

Included are reflections on the meaningfulneSs of the

/
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But even in tbese more meaningful

-

~ <

fully aware "of’ the highlx_voI-

1&12 natnre of the upderlying data and \‘.he unavoidable simgli'

* due to ensu:u:? statistical treatment of that data. After all, comparing

‘t:a 1011

[

. -' » s dJ’V,ﬁsmn ioa.ds within a college (as I have' done) is-as bad ds oomparing .

“
college.l',oads aéz:oss the' st,ate. But the risk of misinterpretation,is

minimized—-l e&ink. Ry

»
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R \ Reac‘tion tq the study from comung.ty colleéE educators has ranged
Lo 5

.. T from tatal acceptance, and full participation to severe criticism and .

. S e s T LT X ’ o .
‘ ’ N The Presidents Sfudy vas itﬁ.tiated bY ‘twe °°m£ °°ue el = R\
- cators, Manfred E. Mueller ahd Herbert\ H. Semans, ' 'Hle study iﬁ/; E l’)\: .
-’ " collection, classification, and analysis of veekl .con‘_tact'i ;o.urs and
. «! :. ' . full-time equj.valent faculty data 83;11;9-1’34 f1‘°m -3 n\mbe-; °f daﬁf rnia.
. . \’ : . .connmmity colleges. The data is treated by various f°m‘-a;? Qa&' 5 -
e R and graphs to indicate loads,\trends, and costs, ' K ST

- - LR

.‘v
.‘:“.-_‘- . N r - N

2 relnctant or no. participation. mot‘nill College and the Comunity Col-

\. o }ege of San_. F_rancisco, centerg for gathering and compil.ir‘g of this type
. h ‘3 ofcgata, seem to have embraced tge St‘ddy.‘ Other schoo‘ls ‘and” districts,l
J . J N ' *;',"\ ‘inclnding the Coast Conmunity College District,\ liave cri icized the T
o "l ' study on several connt:s- 1ack of standardization in collec g data, N
% . ; ‘ arbitrariness of faculty load figures»--a vital statistic° in deter:ning v
N O © e - - .

l’ -
. N 4 \

. ﬂBot‘h are mwretired but have maintained an active role in. he study
. R through "Semans-ﬁueller Associates,“ a research firm spec‘i 1zing

>
R in community x:olleges. . ot .. - .
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. \\ the comparisons will be made, much to the detriment, in my

.
»
l"

e l

~all, .fact:ors cr-uclal t:d conducting meani,ngful statistical anailyses.

“

I&chard W Brightman, associate’ Dea.n of Instruction at Drange COast ‘ e

GO

¢
College, recorded his opim':on bf Coast: s participa‘tion in t:his study.
o

- A » PR J s A . .
. L . . -t < . n [

. Cloke examination of past :Lssues of t e,a:epdrt (Presi— RN
** idenfs® Study). reveals remarkable variation in data which - R
. will ihevitably be psed By coliege ddministrators and; heéa- <~
venvEorbid, govemment: officials-to compare t:he relative v :
. wbdrk loads of faculty and enrollment activity *in various
CID' cl"assifica,tibns _among: comnunigy co'J/:I.eges. n
o, "I cite jixst ‘one .of many horrible examples, from the L
. Fall, ‘1872, issue of: the report, The- faculty*load figures * - -
" for Music Higtory “and Apprecia range from,230 at Lassen
1;_’,;2,375 at Santa Rosa. You'll haveto talk pretty fast
.. t5- convince me_that dara, which wary to that .extent are pro-

viding’ infomation of any usefulness in comp\afing co/feges, : S .

. progréms ‘or anything else. o / R

e .

Such comparisons mst: lead' to conclus:[ons that are as R ‘

? L
wishy-washy tnd useless as the data reported. Nevett:‘heless;».

-opinion, ,of colleges and programs which, by sheer chance show = '« *
data tb& are a.t: vax::!ance vit:h l'nost: of t:he I€St. - ) -.'_ 7w

-, o

-

N
.'

. I recomﬁend most: strqngly t:hat we-dfsco t:inue. out par-' "
ticipation i'n this- groject. S R R K .
» 1 - [ 4 .o L8 . -,

- -4 e . - I
) \ hd - \z/ . -’ .
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. Vil],iam\ Shawl Gol;len ‘Wes{:’s Dean of Academic Affai,rs', vigorous\§

--‘..

attacked the study at: a ecent Califom:ta Comunity Junior COIIege As—
"\ .

socigtion cogv_ent:‘ion. Shawl' furt:her elaborateg.\ - _ ' -;.1.5

. --4 .- .‘ - e : © .
. X . RIS -

A

with weekly si:udent contact hourq. ntact hours is onl_y RN IR

one “part oftan insf‘.;uct:or’s load. .Depending upon disci~
_Pline.and,learning strategy involved,. «uch more should be ™ , ™\
considered in. compat:lng load:. Parapro,fessiqnal nssist;ance o
. is not considereﬂ for example, in ma‘[‘dng compat‘isaxi‘s; i T V.
This is not 2 i‘aculty load stddy and should nok-be labeied - -

- " -
. ¥ ", -
<. - PR S N . .o -
" . ~ -~

’The -problgm with this st:udyz {s’ zgai: it .Aequates--lead i t RO




. -4
* ) L < . - '
v, The extent of criticism seems to be diréctly proportional-to‘the

amoant of_non-traditional cotnnitment on the part o'f the institkion.‘
This is understandable. Non-traditional programs do not fit the tra- o
) ditional mold and_are hard to pin‘down by methods of an'alysis that oyer-

¥ . _' . simplify the situation. . L, . ) .‘ X v
Sinte 1968, an increasing ntnnber of Northern California community

-
—

L colldges have pa‘rticipated in the Presidents' Study. In Southern Cali—

- fornia, participation began in l972. In 1973, iq. Northern and 26 ‘South- '
. N - v 3 . v ' M )
g -ern Gplifornia community colleges reported -

. . . 7

x B This temporary adOption of analytic proced%re.s and methods of re-

‘A.., 3

porting results is not the type of 'research planned for GWC‘ many of ~

- -
N D

the procedures in the statewide study are not aocepbable and will be "fe
- ’ * l

nes, Longitudinal data will

deleted’ and replaced Sith more appropriat
m~, A

. a\so be collected as sime progressés n order to show trends in weehy N
» - ‘ * ’ \ * 4 d \\

v .stuzlent contacc hours, full-time equiValents, enrollmen in courses and . '

Ul .
1v:sion, and rapid’lty of\closing enrollments. s
*. ’ \

< ' . T . Why 1s t&e P;esidtnts Study dnacceptable as is? Consider the fol-

v
0

> me \
-

! KO
+ lowing reflections begfnning with a quote froni the, fourth yearb&k
..l' i ‘_. ¢ ', A c ' - ’ N . T ' ﬁ
’ . . The chief purpose of the Resource Book.s has been tQ ! ¥,
.. provide' the participat‘:i.ng college® ‘presidents with their *°
-, collected'data in a comptehensive “ahd usable form. ‘This ‘
. - permits applications not pbssible if bnly part. of the in=- . ‘
\ formation is shared. Comparison‘ is made easy by the for- - ‘o
. v . maﬁs qonsistem.tly chosen in these’ boo A _ ) . .‘
. ~ o . * . ". !’

..

Comparison may, indeed be too easya--'an faulty. It’~seem3 'to me

‘y

b * ; »
, that omne of the,central- problems of statistiral "work ):ls to insure tthat * x .

4 ’
P PN 4

. * ’ .
L ! ¢ - 1 . . e’ . B - i
N ’
:.

. oy ah

1Res'ource Book IV, p. A-1 i oo, ’ : '
I . ' M . S )
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\
& ¢t e
F the statist cs. developed actually have meaning in the uses to Whﬁiﬁafﬁf, .

are put; It is not possible to'develop sound statistical analyses with:§'

. ¥
[

out considering the purpose. and nature of the infeLences to be drawn .

-

from the data. The Presidents Study is an open offer to misinterpre-

r

tation by state sources in that no explicit 1ist of purposes is provide¢

¢

and the types of inference which are to be examined utilizing the infor- -

" mation aﬁpeartonl§ inciden

ments’ proposed ~at.yarious

¢ . The analyg$s and, sppplied are not at all times relevant to the
' i o,

argunenta adwanced. Further

‘O

‘here are certain details qf the argumenta-
qgtatistical

tion and sta&istical presenta;ioﬁfthat suggébt misuse of
o inierence. LaStly, it appeérs “that li{tle attention has been paid to ,

whether data that is formally treated as comparable can, in fact, be

L : ~
sa1d to, axis from the same’ und rlying population. .
‘ | L . _ THE COST' INDEX e SRR o ’
n‘-\{‘ . ._"‘c v ’ .
y  Particularly with Yespect to the cost index I doubt as to whether
" - v I".! ..“ "“
the analy5is can bear the weight intended of it. ‘Consider the following:
t . P ".
<% . For reaching.administrative decisions relating to '
4 departmental costs a detaiked Knowledge'of the conténts of
N a particular year's Budget would ‘not be required if- teach-
ing load information iixavailable. Estiﬁhtes of compara-
v e tive costs are particularly important in bulldigg a new . . .
. year's budget and may be applied during depa tmental’bud~ o
-\\\ get Téview procedures. . L. T
.Th "inyerted teaching load ratio" cost inde$ should\ :
c v be adopted as a useful toot in corrgcting wrong attitudys ¢ .
. -“’ s
\ ,}’ . . - - s !
. 2Resource Book IV, p. 5-26, par. 4. . RN “ . "'<\

. .
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°h , . ‘
@ -
. ‘ o, : .
S about costs and in reaching administrative decisions where
h * "™ a rapidly-aryived-at approximate cost estimate’ is required.
"_ 3 Al .. . « . B Ly
(~ ' !
“ " _ To equate overall costs in teaching a discipline with faculty cost is
not entirely without foundation since the cost of faculty is the major
,' cost in any particular situatiop. But in making comparisons ¥or the'

putpose of allocating additional money to one discipline'at the expense

. -

Ji% of another (else why compare diverse disciplines{) “the “cost index"!
- A '1 . .
seems to lack the necessary delfcacy. .-

.. "; ) -. l . * ". * '.

- A quick comparison of this inverted load ratio qith aysq;dalléa

true cost index shows discrepencies as great as 40Z. Twenéy-five percent

* -

of the values show discrepencies greater than 172 with these discrepen-

R} .

cies accounting for 22% of the _WSCH in the qhart Consider the effect

3

of this atgument° .oh . ' '
. c )
X e . . . . o \\\ . \
.. S » . * '.Now, going to a cne-collegé level} with a tokal 9f. \. ..
. . ~ .« 100,000 WSGH (5800 ADf}\ and a discipline which is below T
N .average in cost, the 1 college budget would be $7.2 \ ._fafl N
b \ _ million, ang a 12 WS cipline with a cost index of ,
3,0 80 Would be operating/a savings of $4,000. The depart- '
SV T 0 ment involved could be atlowed Ko spend’this additional
A " *  apount and still not rise’ above \college-average gast.

LR VLo ‘

P \ 'Suppose that argument .to be applled to

.

eronautics (RB-lV, p. E-25) which

¥ ] . .

) v s&cvs an‘inverted load ratio of 87 but a trye cost index of 104. The

,effﬂct would b increase thewexpenditures of a discipline th ; is al-

.0}

slightly above avenage Iq is ,to be antiqipated that low cosc




- . . . 4

assumiﬂg that the true cdst is a valid determinate for total expenditures

LAR.Y

A
¢« in a discipline, it is evident that inuérted load ratio is not.

- cost the same per WSCH. (Whether that cost is faculty cost,

b ~ 9 > i ( .. ‘ .I

_verted load ®atio or budgét cost, "true cost"). It does not take much
; ) ; . ' s

.e., in-,

! .t
\

imagination to advance reasons why, for example, nurging ought to cost *
' * ) B . 4 »
more than history or journalism than physical education.

- -

3 v ﬁQ
\\ How are we to use these indices in the face of the obvious differ-

.

ences’between disciplines° ‘The answer (which~is supplied in this study

onlx by implication) is to use a “Ndrmative Cost Indx" which\Fould be

Fonstructed oy taking into'account the normal" load for a discipline.

L]

.. .o .
*he statistics available suggest that the statewlde average load in- any

- . A
B

) : CID would;be used as the "norfmal" load. ' Postponipg for the moment the

. ' . []
gue;tign of whether the statewide averages have enough comsistency to

B

- . be used as norms, let us ask the question whether total budget cost in -

o
Ve dny form is a valid tool for allocating funds, particularly since many
- T .
\ . ’, programs‘fn community colleges\are mdndated Xy requirements of a more
Y N N N * \ .
~ c 1 ¢ L \ » N
‘ . or- less pgrmament nature. . . | ’ y

L2 . \'
. L '

For thi; reason some level of funding will be required for many of
the so-caIled highér cost disciplines. Thus it is necess ry to consider

marginal adjustments of these programs The appropriate ‘costs to be

| . . ‘' \

¥ . nal opportunity costs (that is to say, what. is the most valdable ac-
{
. tivity tha cehiot be performed if this one *
\\: . 1% \ . .
o, ¥ : information e most desire is given a budget constraint ho can we




; . .
return. The cost inﬁex gives nb clue .to such mhréinaI cost analysis at
Ad v = . . '

all. I do not intend to deny that cost controls are valid'and useful |

~ - .

maffagement tools, but rather that any cost control requires a fineness

T not available with the statistical data in the Presidents’ Stuay.

3 ~

is difficult to shave with an axe.

2 o : TREND ANALYSES * .
R o co
- ’ L
g A further purpose of this study is trend analiysis, presumably for
» 1 - . . ’ . f
vt theupurpose of projecting enrollments. "It is logical td expect the
‘ . [

Sotithern California community colleges to grow 5% more in the coming

. b -

. //’§éar.'5 A cursory reading of this section reveals tpat the trend

[ ‘ c -

analysis is' purely historical and fio attempt is made to correlate
] . . :

trends to éxteénal events.: It is preciselzkthe notion of projection

» . of enrollments that seems to be mostfusent » but if the past were an

f“ -

<* ' accurate indicaﬁo; of the future‘we could all ge; som /graph paper and’
make our fortune on the stoqk d‘rkec. Any Qerious asz;mpt at enroll- .

.
. < . . .
. * . ‘Q ‘ ’
L . ' - &
B , M .« ‘.. \ . * . L
~ o - » d - . .
. ‘ . -~ LOAD\. s . R
.y ~ “e. o . . . . .o . . .
. . * . D . . . . - < . » ‘
. 7 . . L s . . ) N
. . . + : ‘a e \ “r

h . ‘ ) * . « \
L - : That the theoretical orientation does not appe r\;@;;ablexto the
. ’ . ) \

Fa 4

.o T problems the Resaercé Boek is dPPaYEHkiY*CIYi“S to solve is the most
\ : ' '




r—‘—f v » o ’ - -
\ - . . |
. .
B - , )
>a * <
] ' ' .~ ‘ ' L] .
v serious criticism.‘ But it is also significant that‘a number'of techpi- .
« ¢al errors appear to’ have been made fn the statistical analysis Con- .
f M ) ‘
s der first the use of graphs in prsenting the data pertaining to . "
[ 10’8 . . | '.-‘-. ' N ’. ‘.'- . ‘m
0 . ) * : . ':
Y ) . By inspection some ©f these values may be judged to o T
Y be nonsrepresentative. . .So an ynbiased means must be B
. . used to eliminate most of these non*representative values. . T
o For this report,#t was decided to limit the points chosen e
. _ . _from the array of load values _to 40 (occasionally 10, 14, . . .
s OF 20)‘5y findIng the’ minimum FIE value which would pro- 6 ~— ST
$ wide the necessary number of figures ' Most ‘nomrepresenta- ooy ¢ )
» ’ tive values are associated with-small FTE figures. Now, - '

%y

[

-3

-, fortunately, it follows that the data from the smallest . 2 ,?

" v colleges have thus been*given less consideratio : :

. This statemept exemplifies twontypes o£ statistical ‘error. The :. 3

’ implication here is that it is possible to decide which valueq:are non- 0L

.;Yggf\ii\seems that‘all_lo.d measurements have bedn|treated | j
\..‘ .'.’. \'\ ."‘ ' . o L

.

_ be wmped with caution, even if they. do not so obyiously bear different N —

o 1if sofe very high or low values for eaching load still
rémain in the chosen set, they are eatitled to remain - s
betause they are not based,on a very low FIE valiiew Un-

’ N ¢ £

(ﬂepresentative by inspection.v If the numbers rejected do indeed arise

4 v N
from a pgpulation ‘different than the others, the presumption.ought to )
[ . M . . hd - . ‘.\ . * . >
be that other values also arise from different populations and ought to >

..
. . i » ! A

margingsa Contraril&, 1f the numbers rejected are in fact from ™t

»
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tortfon. In fact, it seems mandatory” tp do so not simply with thege

b ]

non- reSentativé")}%}nes, but with a 1 the values included

6st cit., p. E-2, bari 4.
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l.;l I‘ . he . P,
N . . . - k * .
i- es identical‘regarﬁless of the underlying FTE, a method of anelysis
' o which seems completely unjustifiable. The main motivation for this
’ y seems to have been that the graphs we;e drawn by hand and to use vari-

hd x*

. ’ able weighting would haqe been time consuming. Further examination of

s > - 1 ¥
T, ) the text reveals a,possible explanatipn for such a Ravalier treatment
N . . " . “ ) '
.. . . of the data; 'lA'nice random set is straight but not vert:ical."7 ]
4 L . BN e '

. What does random mean? Apparéntly, not the irregularity.in a

. 1]
[ . . i Ve

' .series of measurements, whith may oCCur with any form of frequency dis-

. -

) . tribution. Considering that'the~function of prbbability"ruled paper «
o . ' ’ .
' ) is to- straighten out f Gaussian cumulative error carve and that this

-. -.., ) “\ "

v e _ N straightness is the°test for a Gaussian (also called normal) popubation,

" I would suggest that we _agsume these Valuea to be.drawn from a nérmal

¢ 8y . v )

?

> popu}ation, and, thetefore,.tﬁk sets dught to be.straight. . .?resumably,

h fall 'far from the ' 'proper” v9

:‘: . . straight Li e, In fact, whetHer the underly g-population of the load ‘
' 'vthes can be.treated as normal is a questib

! .

that needs to be answeredw

and the answer ould be obtained by measuring he goodness bf fit of a-

<

. o v‘ﬁtEaight line f\tged to the-graphed data. Was this casual attitude to-

. -t
-

s ward the treatment o? the data matched by an equaily careless attitudeh

- L

s = e
“

%

, . :' towd}d'the neceesity of proper controls on the acquisition and snut-*

T 1= abiliry of dara? e T e
= e - : - Ty o '
o . . ) ‘ - ‘ s o
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;} T + WSCH

. - ‘ . -
AnotHer consideration: the WSCH data. These are based entirely

on fourth week attendance. ..Yet, from the stangpoint of effectiveness

. ¢« of expenditure ahd from the standpoint of actual faculty'workload it
A seems necessary Fo consider the attemndance for .the entire term of the
o : ‘ ’ i
. .~ class. Manifestly, a class with a high drop rate accomplishes less,

1}

‘ ,all other things being egual, than,Lne in which relatively e‘oﬁfthe
students finish. From the'standpoint of actual wotrk done, the time of
student withdrawl is also significant. Investigating whether a teport-

) . . !‘ v i

ing procedure 1esign d }o take these data into account w0uld show sig-

4

link,in the chain FTE is d(rectly related to faculty workload. .And

-~

/ \( , faculty workload is notoriously irregular across colleges-dand within o

colleges. How do we arrive at normative FIE when the following (and

9/ . ¢
. i -
. -t

LT . I list only some)'variatiogs run gamut:’ . T

. . ¢ f J
P . ¢ s \ .

Overlapping classes (three or four tlasses overseen by S0
one .instructor at the same time, e.g., Auto Tech) e .

.
. R ¢

-
!

"

.
- -

Forum classes (some colIeg?s'give dogble credit, Ssome den't)

\ . ¢ [4

A
- ~ [}
< -

. . - Team teaching-what‘aPout coérdination? - . .
. . : ‘"P . . N - )
‘s ~ Performance time ° - . L.
N [N | - Y, . H.
' . ) -~ Different workload ranges (e.g., at GWC Tech = 24-30 hﬁﬁ," ,. Do
, ¥ "Math = 14-16 hrs, Coshetology = 22-35 hrs) R ;i.,’
' N B L4 . N . P .
- Coathing . ‘ AT :
" \' < C 2

.
v
- g 2
v <
- T * 14 ‘ - . - ¥
v . . \ ° .«
» . N N
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.
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» ? _. o‘ ~ ' ‘ .
. . = When'is ‘a lab a 1ab? Different lab yeights’ are given at .
: GWC fort ‘ | |
¢ - chemistry/physics )
¢ - . - A-T math, geology| biology
- technology _
¢ - learning center
- “open" lab ]
" - Open entry, open exit courses (e.g:, |secretarial science)
‘ .
- Media center = | : .
LI - _ » = Heavier lecture at beginning of a course and almost totally )
K lab at the end (e.g., cosmetology) .o

) "~ Special education faculty who "team teach"\with regular
. . facuIty (e.g., hdaring impaired)

’ -, LS ' 3
. )

R AVES
o

\ '
in faculty assignments just on our campus deﬁies analy- '

-— v

:sis. For three yeras I've made a conscientious (and I think valiant)

N effort to unscramble the FTE assignments in our Healqh Science Division, .
to no avail. Yet, not from a lack of cooperation from the division
chairperson, nor the Dean of Academic Affairs., The nature of faculty
assignment there 1is so invqlved (lecture, 1ab, A-T lab, large group

sessions, smaﬁl group sessions, CAI, and field work) that I finally‘

o * - PR 3

Yealized I was trying to bang a square peg into a round hole, We all

ey

felt better when we finally "guesstimated" the FIE for that division.

There are further considerations: What about “paraprofessionals?

. . .

* They are an integral partrof our media-oriented courses. Most of -our ..

paraprofessionals Rave degrees comparable (and some beyond) those of the




, faculty contact hours? Would the differences by significant?

write a tome perhaps as‘thick ss the stpdy itself. But I shall conclude

Loy
ngd are indeed. certificated employees on a classified schedule. If we,

¥ T

were to throw in" these as additional FIE, our }oad factor would drop

. - . l
drastically. ‘ Y ) P

y Why consider all- faculty members to cogtribute equally to "cost"

if in fact they are not e?ually expensive? We give up a lot when we try
to simplify the analysis. Why only day college? Particularly since

maqj day students .round, out their schedule with night classes. *Why not

One would hope that these p§ob1ems produce insignificant amounts

of variation, but they are worth lcoking at. . oL
o 3 .

! ) . ¢

CID CATEGORIZATION N

-

, : . s . L
. A real problem is compardbility "af CID-indentical courses that are

+

.not in faﬁg-identical. Similar course names may reflect differént needs,

objectives;:values, and teaching methods.' It is equally true that one

CcID numbeiﬁhay cover quite a diversity of *different courses. Mathe-
5 v
matics, general, CID 1701 fot example, covers mathematics from high’

school algebra, trigonometry to calculus. Yow much these courses have
+ N * -

.
4 N . [

in common i{s problematical. This syndrcme appears to be common to sev-,
. " .!
eral of the --0L CID numbers. ’

b Y

MISCELLANEOUS REFLECTIONS

.

To comprehensively critique the Presidents'’ Study, one needs to-
. ) . ,:

- : . ‘~ " ,tg’ ’i
this part with some after thoughts: \\ . . ~

' . bl
3 . ‘\ ‘ 16

» ‘ .12

& L P




.t
+ -

',_ E . Granting the wvalidity of the study a3 a whyle tno;'aq uncontrover-
. ' - L >

¢ . sial choice), the informétiop presented seems/to be' just that part of

) ’ LY . . .
. it which is least useful. The data lags by/ome full year. The dilemma,
R Lo - . : X
. .here illustrates the drawbacks of hand reduction of data. T the data
’ » . . hd 7

\;::S were based on the use of a comphter: the mast time consuming part would

v " be entry 8f the data. Thereafter, prevritten programs could de%elop_any

s

analysis necéssary. It should not‘ﬁ a matter of more than a week or_
’ » ! . N

> . 1

two following‘receipt of all data to the completion of the.entire analy-
< .

<7

- " sis ﬁgckage. '1f; 4n addition, the data were sent in the form of computer
e . ready forms, e.g., punched cards,;then'the report would be ready, es-.
- . » : '
‘sentially, as soon as %;1 data were ‘received. Specifically, the graphs
% . i o . :

. . ¥
. : : N v . 1
presented can be drawn undef cdomputer control, the WSCH tables can be

: ’ S S -

written by épﬁﬁuter, and alilpaw data can be displayed by computer. There

. . " . y .
seems to he. ho reason why ag annual resource book could not be ready for__

LN -

-

L 1] - ‘ " L) : -
the printer a-.few q§ys followirng receipt of a;l necessary data from nhg

.‘ g ’ N ' . 4 . N
other célleges. Lo . ‘ ™
. .

fhe soqiél and economic make up of the com@uﬁity, demographics,

,;the philosophyy organizational structure, and availa%le f#cilities of

— S

each college affects all the variables in the ?resiaénts' Stud& and sK@éQ‘*
« ~ '

. the results‘accordingly. Can we coépare an ﬁrban coliegg in the middléi ]

of Los Angeles City with a subuﬁﬁan ‘college in a bedroom coﬁmunity? The .
X size and number of large forum-type facilities has a definite -effect on

the number of WSCH a collége can accommodate. Result: The load increases.

. "™

évery ZS;OOU‘QSCH or urban, suburban, and rural,.b} both. » '

7 s

‘ v ’ Why the north-south split? (Not the water issue again!), I like .
T the large-small split. IS ought to be extendéd to finer strata: say,
. . & ’ s e ’

: - 7 L
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[ .
It is indeed a challenge to me, as Director of Research, to wade
through the explanatory, subexplanatory, superexplanatory remarks and

. . [ A
notes floating around in the Resource Books notuithstanding the’single
. , o .
and double asterisked footnotes that point to exceptions, exemptions,

. ‘
.

exclusions, qualifications, limitations, and modifications. To‘expect

college presidents to follow the intricacies displayed o?rders on the
naive When it comes right down to it, one more than likely hears the

patriarch ask, "How does our load stack|up against De Anza?“ (Do 1.

’ . . , i
dare respond: * "What difference does it make?") - -1

lhe fear of misusing the Presidents’ Study is real!' The‘first'time

%

I conducted “the study, our Health Science Division came in with- a load .

of. 298 (cellege average = 601). I was afked to explain ddefend?) these~—
. l A\ '

statistics’in a division meeting full of concerned and evpn angry in-

-

structors. I chose not ta defend the study and as‘quickl& as I could

-

pointed out its severtlimitations (and Copped—out by bladiﬁg our parti-

i-

cipation on' the boss) *Just as quickly I reminded them that’ the quality

.

" of their program was reflected by the fact that o their,graduagés have
: : N R .

e

always done exceedingly well 6n the State Nursing Examinatio&. ‘Never;
‘theless, the division chairperson called me in heﬁ office a few days

later and asked in a concernmed tone; "How can we, increase our load’"
~ A,

Can we expéct less'concern from state»officials with notorious track

records of cost-efféEtiveness*ﬁhilosophy? ‘ e K v“ '

Now it is possible to.believe that'these problems\are trivial, taken

as&a whole, or that they are highly significant But it is necessary

‘ta.

Fi .

to come to some decision abput them before we can adequately discuss the

usefulness of the Presidentsl St}dy.as an analytical tool to examine the

g’




' appropriateness of various budgeting and educational strategies and, as

- . \ L]
o

Brightman stated, comparisons by government ofﬁdcials. fhey key factor

.

binding all of these problems.together seems to me to be a focusing on

number-crunching approaches at the expenge of analytical clarity, logi-

L L

cal rigor, and causal relationships. There appears to be a dangerous

&

* ’ . »
- tendency to throw ‘numbers in the pot.and_stir them in the hope that some-

~ T thing useful will.come up. ! - /

I met Pete Mueller Fmo years ago when I visited him at |his home in

n ' San Francisco As a novice research director in charge of conducting t el -

Presidents Study at my college, I met Pete with but one woyd: "Help'" ;

. _ He was a gracious host and spent that encire evening explaining the Presii-
. .. Ty
* G
dents’ Study. I ‘'was then and still an impressed by the eno y af. the
. . : i ' ‘
’ ‘ stu?y he and Semans have undertaken. Their dedication’ and e t to

(S A
PPUrRTOuNS |

FYW 37PN

}_- brinigy about some order and"coordipation of “{mportant data acrds$ ‘the \

statd's community colleges ig to be commended. Add to this thd'fa¢t ~
that ﬂhe analysis was conducted by hand, using only a desk. calcu}ator
and the full impact of the effort is clear. Indeed there are so e good -
L ) ideas {in the study and used for in-house analyses certain salie fac §

_can be leaned that can assist college management in making soun er ge- s
. .

v , cisions But always with the limitations of this type of anaIysis clear-

. . 1y in mind. Note the preface from myC£&rst in-house study at GWC: ;
L . . ‘ v - '

4

e When statistics is used to model 4 real-life situakion; L.
. o certain (usually very restrictive)’ agsumptions need to be *¢ 3 . s
Voo made to Juantify circumstances. Then,” further assumptions ~-
_ are made in treating the data statistically. Thus, in his
-, . effort to analyze a situation, thé statistician hinders it
- by simplifiéation. This trade-off is unfortunate’ but ever
\ . . Present, éﬁpecially in behavioral science studies. The .
.results yielded by any statistical model, including this

:\/ " study must be viewed with an: gye toward the-underlying ' ‘ - ®

' S | -

15’ - ) ]
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assumptions. Approached with these cautions,” the ﬁata dis-
,!played here can be both informative -and useful
L)

. . /
This is the appro&chql took in compiling my study: "Implications

- . . of the Presidents' Study for Golden West Gollege, Fall, l974." _This was

«
'

a first effort to glean out of the WSCH, FTE data what was happening at i
Golden West College. Needless to say,‘that study was received with mixed
reactions (see page I4'for Health Science Division reactions) and indeed

many of my critical comfents reflect these reactions But, we were able

. to get a rough picture of several trends in WSCH FIE, and load across

*"\\\\\“‘NNLJ - our eight divisionms. . \
Yy |

) ae —_) — "*\ L. o : : |
| < 1 N <] t -
. &/ : — - THE 1974 AND IN-Hou‘sE STUDIES AT GWC ., .
, UDI! : ‘

-—
+€
T
e

P
-
- .

Table 1 (all the follogin& tables and gréphs will be displayed on

~
> .

AP . A - . .
the"ovérhead prajector and .are not included in this report) displays a -

L4

first cut at the data for Fall, 1974.

&4

Py < j —

_ Certainly we cai get a picture oﬁ Qhat's,happening in the different ] -
disciplines"by scanning the ZWSéH. Socia% Science Letters, and Educa-
tion seem to be the tost "papulax" disciplines. If we pair this popu-

'la;ity with FTE--assuming equitability of .faculty workload--we find that

P "Education" with a load of 766 may nced some more staffing. Indeed, tWo

. s - . bhoooe .

faculty members were subsequently .added to the Physical Education.Depart—

‘ment. But the decision was not based solely'on these figures. The Phy-
. sical Education Division chairperson requested additional faculty members

by presenting a case based on the’ needs of that division. It s nice that )
LAY

. | . >

the two concurred ] .o s . . -

-
¢

. 8 Segalla, Angelo, "Implications of the Presidents Study for Golden West
" Collége, Fall, 1974" - .

/

: . | L0 -




- to requests to codpare GWC with .QCC and state., Nt .

v B -~ S -
o el § o - e LI

- » . . 4 . »

Table 3 pushed the analys s further than I really wanted by conceding

a0

. To control at least § df the variation, I displayed the data for
- l

common CiDs only. ‘That is, we p}cked off only thOSe dgsciplines that

matched ours, CID by CID and recalculated all hundred CID loads from
the state data provided in Resource Book IV. With much trepidation, I

present this table as a "eomparison' of GWC, OCC, and statewide logds.‘

- -

~

. 4 . . s .
The large load at both Cﬁast_Community Colleges,as.compared with state

load mgy lead us,to oonclude—-with caution--that this may be due to the

large forum facilities in whick psychology is taught at both schools.

4 &
Figure 2 pushes on a bit further, displaying the load factors (again:

%

for common CIDS only). If comparisons were valid this.vpuld indicate

the Coast Community College District ‘as being su%griefficvent in its al-

-\

" location of faculty versus WSCH w0 T

Table'A perhaps the yost 'valid, compares the differ?nces in popu-

larity of these Fommonlyﬁtaught disciplines. Note. that psychology at

.,

the Coast Community College District seems’to be mb%é popular th?n'state~

-
~
’

wide. (8.18% vs. 4. 892) . . : ' ' ﬁ“ .V .
Frankly, I find myself being pulled as if by a magnet to make all |
kinds,of comparisons from these tables and figures, the sxze\\s of the
Odessy revisited,;yet my previous criticisms are the bonds that hold me.,‘
' In a secqnd:part of the {xudy, I presented Figures 3'andL4 for a‘

birds—eye view~of*the WSCH énd XFTE for Fall, 1974, subdivide by divi—
4
sion. Social Science, Math/Science, Fine Arts, and Communications make

.

up 2/3) of the total WSCH at GWC while using 60% of the total FIE. Ané so

t . { " i } . ‘e L % N .
on, and so on. . o, v . . .
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_ Table 5 displays the WSCH, ZWSCH, FTE %FTE, load and cost index

for the entire Business Division and its CIDS. Then each CID was furthe:
-~ fo

broken down into its con tityent courses (not shown here) . Each chair- .
. .2 - -
. ) ” ¢ v
person was supplied this nformation to uie as they -saw fit. ~
)

Then the big splash. Figures 5 and 6 dispiayed the loads by divi- -

a

sion (this is just about when I was called in by the Health Science Divi-, v

. ] Vs
sion)., I offer these figures with no comment. . . 7 Co

]
‘ ¢

4 presented here only a few of'the analyses from the (56 page) study

"Implications of the Presfdents' Study for Go?den West'tollege Fall, * .
1974," but enough to illustrate that Mueller and Seméns ide:se wheén ap- T
. .C

plied vith caution, can be used in a research setting tp complement mana-

l

gerial decisions. ' This in-house analysis, though*far from stailar, makes
much more sense to me than overall state compa[isons For in? L

the inal -

i [}

analysis when we ¢ mpare oursélves to others,-the temgting reronse is:.

|
So What? I think individuality should Be fosgered notlstdtiflea. In

view of ‘this philosophy, ﬁnd‘taking hedd of my own comments on Statewide

comparisons, I conducted a new study . thils syear that;did not ws& _ any

" s

——— |
(O

state conparative analyses ) e . .

-

Let me ¢onclude by describing the essence of this new study. We -

B ’ ' . .
(painfully) collected WSCH, and FIE data for the past eight semesters : .

R .~

(over 5 000 data points) Pall 1972 to Spring, 1976, for both day and

evening college. Each course offered at GWC in those eight semesters in

either college was classified by CID, division, etc., paired with an FTE WSC&

. T,
figure and recorde& in our computer (via APL).” We are now in the process ' -

:'n -

- ~

of analyzing this enourmous data set for longitudinal trends. We expect

to display over?26, 000 data +in oYer 350 tables and (God fbrbid) a 400~ "

page tomes But it's important to realize that this set~np will allow.

] L d . e

Y

O

F
.
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for just about any ¢ross-cut at the data via combuter. Should the Dean_

given CID, hundred C

plus a projection for\

so quickly and easily:

analysis is planned.

. .
}

-

&

. .

4

L3

. w
i

f\ of Academic Plannin | want to see, for example, a trend analysis for any
» -departmeht, or division for the past’' eight years

the dext semester,*he can use the computer to do

For future semesters, a similar. course. by course “

Eo4

tollegewide WSCH, FTE and load for combined day and evening colleges

example, Table 1 (not the same Table 1" as above) displays the

~
I

from the Eall 13}2 semester to the (proiected) Fall 1976 semesterJ T

Figure 1 displays these data graphically. *he analysis begins, hére, ‘con~ '

’J‘ v P . '
- tinues on to amine \ ) : T
- day colllege o ’ ' ]
- evening gollege s Ly A

total college by mil

isions,

day collebe by ali- dilyisions.

!i
o

: - venihg college by all¥ divisions*®
Business Difyision ' .
-Business Diyision-departments -
- Business Division>individual CIDS o
, - Communications'Division' . ‘e

- Communications Division departments
- .Communications Division individual CIDS .,
‘Fine & Applied/Arts Division . :

Fine & Applied ‘Arts’ Division departments
Fine & Applied Arts {ndividual CIDS \
Health Science Division . - N

I}VIVERSITY OF CALIF
LS ANGELES '

A 6 4976

" CLEARI

GHOUSEFOR

g
!

v - Heal;h Science Division departments !

- ‘Health Science individual CIDS S
- Math/Science Division ‘ "
- Math/Science . Division- @epaptmen*s . c .
- Math/Science- individual CIDS . - ‘. T
- Physical & Recreational Education Divisioni '
.~+Physical & Recreational Education Division departments

- Physital & Retreational Educatioh individual CIDS v
- Social Science Division '

- Social Science,Division departments Y L “
< Social Science Division ! dividual Cips ) ﬁ
- Technology Division L . .
fﬁ - Technology Division deparfiments . & & * )

_- Technology Division ipdivillual CIBS

. p 19

JUNIOR COLLEGES - .

' . . . T .

: \ . .
DU 23. : .
IR ' R ' . * I,

. . id - P .
.

4

-F

Ty

oa .,(m'_:.uf g




