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Dr.. James E. Heald, Professor', Department of Leadership and\\
Bducational Policy Studies

y Northern Illinois University, compiled ‘apd
analyzed’the following dgta. T roug_h.h..fé'?E efforts, teacher educators will
‘gain significant insight into

e organization and st‘ucture of schoégls,
colleges, and departments of education. t

We anticipate that this is only
the first im a long series of such reports on behalf of AACTE.

We would like.to thank Dr. Reald, Dean John H. Johansen, and Northern
. Illinois University for the ener

9y, support, and industry which made. this
report possible. ’ .

e

-

This 1982 Report to the Professien -
was prepared by the American Association
’ of Colleges for Teac‘ner: Education

- R
One Dupont Cirecle, Washington, D.C.

20036




f
\
o
)
)
\ .
Ay xl
o
-
. o,
-
£
z N
Y .
-
'd
- N
- <
L]
~N

Preface -
A} { .
Throughout its history, AACTE has requested enrollment information
-from its member schools, tolleges and departments of education (SCDE).
The 'Mnnual Report' was a report from the members to tHe Association.
and was used primarily to establish the appropriate annual dues for
each member. "During the 1981-82 academic year, the Association de-
cided to change the nature -and format of.the data gathe ing instru--
menfito reflect the growing démands for information®useful to plan-
ning processes conducted on member campuSes. Tn "
This first attempt with revised instrumentation resulted in many suc=-
cesses and a few failures. Some questions were the "right" questionms,
but some institutions found they could not secure the data requested
On the other hand, some questions thaf proved feasible to answer, - . -
proved to be less effective.than anticipated in generating informa-
tion needed by campus planners. . . RN
* :
This report will! permit you to examine'the reSults achieved by thef
» 1982 questionnaire. 1In preparatiom for.a second generation instru-
ment, the Association, through‘its Board of Directors,'will be ask~
.ing the following kinds of questions during the coming year:T

4 ©

aa*
R

. 3. How’ effective were the 1982 questions in generating useful‘
: planning information? - . o ‘
. \ )
) b. How reasonable is it to expect SCDE's to have the data re-
* quested in the instrument? - . . .
.7 ~ . o LV
¢. What information is so crucial to. planning processes that '
it should be secured annually and - reported to the members?
d. If g CPE's see the ‘value in knowing' answerb to the questions ’

asked and in -being able to compare their answers with those
from similar institutions, will they develop new cdmpus
systems to capture the data? N

L] ¢

Over'the next two or three years, the instrument should eVolVe toward‘L

) meeting the dual criteriabf utility and feasibility, and some néw

questions may need to be field tested irr different SCDE settings to
answer the criteria questions. At ‘the end of .the instriment building s W
period, the membership. should be able to secure answers with minimum
hardship and to receive back from the'Association a sophisticated
report which arrays .the data in the- most” useful’ fashions® Funther—-
more, the generated d\ta files should permit the Association to make )

. . . .
! i 4 - ‘\ e T
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pariodically in|upcoming
permit you t6 place you

ross category comparidons will be:presented
sues of Briefs, and those comparisons will
institution into some pew perspectives.
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.of the data for the analyses contaa.ned hérein was .
"done by Greg Jgnes of the AACTE staf$, and for all hls ass1stance,
gratitude is h reby expressed
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Introduction
1 Y

(N

The American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education is com-. .
prised of’ 728 ‘schools, colleges and departments of.education which
.~ ' together prepare almost ninety percent of t e_nation"s professional
" education personnel. With the understandin that the planning ,ef- -
forts of all SCDE's could’be improved immeaéﬁreaply if each member
had access to data held on the’éampuses of other member institutipns,
the Association set about to gather the data in a systematic fashion. -
1The AACTE Annual Report was sent to 41} member institutions in 1981,
and Pdrt II of that document consisted of a series of questions de- , A
signed to elicit data from the campuses which could be returned to - r
".them in forms which would permit the making of more informed deci- -
sions. -Data were. gathered in*four general areas: enrallment, re-- ) -
‘sources, programs; and productivity. Those subdivisions have bden' - .
retaineé.as a logical means to organize the descriptive’ data which _- o
comprise the body of this report. - ‘ '
Responses were received from 617 in§titutions\representing 85! per-.
cent’ of the membership. Because some institutions did not respond
. to all questions, xbecause some questions did not apply to all in-
stitutions, and because some, responses could pot be ipterpreted
- reliably, the number of valid observations used 4in the various )

. . " ) 4

. ' analyses varies'from item to item. §Validpobservations have been |
% .reported as N=. . .o L . .
. w ' . ¥l -0 . q . . . . 04 ( .« -
- T : ‘' "’ Enrollment ° » .

-

N L4 <

. . The diversé nature of the SCDE's Eogprisingkthé membership of the.‘_‘
| Assoéiation is revealed dramatically-in'the enrollment ‘data,, The *

L ) ranges among-instifutions in FIE enrollments were 7,026 at the lower
' 3 - ,division level, 7,072 at the upper division level, and 3,108 at the. -
'~ - “'graduate level. ' ce ‘ -

JUnfortunately, tbtab.gnrollhénps in membeér SCDE's at any of the three
. levels ‘proved impossible to generate in valid ways because of the
R different data systems in use. Many institutidons had data on full- . .
M " time students, but‘no data on FTE's, and other institutions had ‘only NN

- FTE data.. Many were also missing data on' theirTpart-time enrollments. . o

‘ . The number of missing observations was so high, ranging from ‘one- ° & ""

. s .fourth of the institutions td mnearly one-half of  the instituions, any B -
o » simple .addition of the data would have prove meaninglesg. , Neverthe-"' .,
* . " less, much of the enrollment data eould be reported in me ‘ingful'wgys;

and ‘Table 1 reports both means énd=standard deviations by level.
L4 “'"“ i ) ® A‘ ’ v . e : . ,
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Vo .\ TABLE 1 . , C

| \ ‘ . z;n;:ollme;its in SCDE's . ' ,
5 ~“  Part-time Fu.ll-:time ' F“u.ll—time;_
Level of Enrollments ° Enrollments Enrollments - Equivalents

' . ) ’ ﬁMean S;P. Mean S.D. ﬁean S.D. |
’ .Lowe‘r Division .(N=410) 326 . 551 309 583 ° 326. 551
Upper Divigion (N=445) .102 289 351 ‘\648‘ 364 522
Graduate (3200 421 589 167 281 321 406

9
-
‘

; For purposes of equalizing representation, the Association is' divided
into geographic zones. Although the zones were created for legisl¥-
tive purpose primarily, they are also useful in presenting data in
tegional ways. Figure 1 shows the states comprisiqg each zone.

. -
’

a . R . FIGURE 1 ,

AACTE Regional Zones, Tote

Zone T-

Zone .V ) fex . -
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Table 2 illustrates the differences in the mean size of institutions
in the various regiong of the country. Institutions in Zone V have

the largest mean size at the umdergraduate level, and Zowe I has the . S
largest institutions in terms of graduaté enrollments.

- , - c
| TABLE 2 ) ‘ ', :
' Mean Institutional Enroilggnts by Zone .
, , . Lower Divi;ion" Upper ﬂivisio; Graduate\
Zome © -~ FTE FT PT . FIE FI PT ' FIE FT |PT
L T ..259 259 71 326 275 142 - 376 123 465
II ,zsah 228 45 U5 320 76 332 167' 342 .
Ir - 356 357 63 "3 w1 oes 309 192 560
v 342 345 37 390 3§7 106 \:325 195 530 °

v T 405 340 52 389 340 93 . 321 169 423

~ ~

VI (317 317 85 357 475! 153 . 287 176 255
FTE = Full-time Equivalent Students - _
. T FT.=

Full-time Students . . .

, PT ="Part-time Students -

_ Y
i Although institutions had obvious dffficulty in differentiating be-

tween FTE students and §u11—fime students, some conclusions can be

drawn concerning regional differences:’ SCDE's,in Zone T have the

highest percent |of urrdergraduate students in part-time enrollment, ' .
and Zone III has the highest percentage of ‘part-time graduate students.

Not’ surprising¥y, SCDE's' in all’Zones reported higﬂér’percentageg jf

graduate students in part-time enrollment than undergraduate students.

Diag;am 1 was prepared to permit SCDE'E‘to use their enroliment data '

to identify the quartile of their institution. “ Comparison of the data

contained in the diagrari-and those contained in Table 1 points out the

serious skew in_gnroleent data. The mean size of SCDE enrollments s

is significantly larger ‘tHan the median size at all ievels. (Table §

makes the same point_concerning'the shape of the distyibuti%n of SCDE's.)

The upper limit of the fourth quartile is not shown because the high-~

est two or three enrollments reported in each of ‘the categories ap- .

peared to be invalid. Nevertheless, all SCDE's larget in size than -
- the lower limit of that quartile are validly in the’quartile_of high-

_est enrollments. ( . .
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0f equal interest are the enrollfents at the, extremes. For example,
twenty-five, institutions repor more than 1,000 FTE lower division
enrollments each. Although they represented only 6.1 percent of the

’ reporting institutlons, their 45,180 FTE enrollments at the lower di-
Vision represented 34.5 percent oﬁ the enrollments at #hat level.
‘Some. 153 institutions reported less than 100 FTE lower division en-
rollments each. Those institutions represented 37. S“percent of those
reporting, but they had only 8,036 FTE lower division enrollments
representing 6.0 percent .of the total. P -

LS P
@ =- Resources °

-
! . °

' /
. Questions relating to faculty size and type, support staff, and "hard"
and "soft'" money budget items’ weif utilized to secure partial measures
of SCDE resources. ' d

e
+

Faculty. The mean size of undergraduate faculties in SCDE's was deter-
mined to be 35-FTE, but with a skew toward smaljer institutions, the’
median of the distribution was 14 FTE. Graduate faculties had a mean
of 40 FTE and a median of 24: The skew, though considerable, was not

as great at the graduate level reflecting the tendency for graduate pro-
‘ grams to be housed in larger institutions. Table 3 shows data con-
cerning full and part-time faculty in addition to the figures for FTE
faculty. -

TABLE 3

>

Facult? Size in SCDE's

" Part-time Full-time _Full‘time i
. . Faculty Faculty - Equivalents
Faculty Level ) Y Mean 8D - N Mean SD ., N :Mean SD'

’

Undergradaate . 423 11 . 22 " 501 28 41, 455 35

Graduate . ) 14 29 2257 \35 44 234 <f0
There may be a small- amount of overlap in the graduate and under~ .
graduate faculty data because of the difficulty.of assigning to a
single nominal- category a faculty member who teaches at both levels..

' - »

‘A distribution ‘of full- time, hard ‘money faculty appears as Table 4,

/
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¢t TABLE &4 . - i noula. v
N k) - R ‘ ,A\. s - . ’
_'Distribution of Full-time Hard Money Faculty in.SCDE's - c
) . Number of . . Percent of-, Cumul%tive . L
Interval Institutions. " Institutions Pergentage =, ° L
" 0s 24 A7) R 58.7 * 100.0
s . ‘ . [} * : . -
v 25- 49 - 76 - -13.6 41,3, .
» . - ‘ . ‘ - \'/
50- 74 " 60 10.8 . 27.6
7599 - 37 6.6. - 16.9
o ‘ S R : . \ - A, - -
100-124 19 AR 10.2 - .
125-149 .. .16 . /z 9 6.8. .-
150-174 SV | 2.2 - 3.9 .
. . o | -7
_-175-199 I |11 1.8
200-224 , 1 \f‘.Z o .7
228-249 . .1 .2 5 -
50-274-__ - 1. o 2y 4
v o275-299 . 0 ‘ S S L4 -
3005324 g P e S AR R
- —— ‘.‘ . .o, . » . . . M
. . , . R » . N
N = 557 . . . \ .

As in. the case of student enrollments, the diszribution of full-time
faculty paid from hard.dollars reflects the large range in the size
"of the SCDE's éomprising the Association . ,

o0 . : P
-Although not apparent in the tables relating to faculty, it was deter-
mined that the 327 institutions (58.7 percent of those 'reporting)

. having 24 or fewer full-time, hard dollar faculty members had, as a
group, about” 13 percent of the total faculty of -that type. On the,
other hand, the 57 institutions- (10.2 percent of those reporting)
.having 100 orrﬁore full-time faculty members had, as a group, 39

~

percent of that type profeséional . . ] 'v"}

Table 5 displays data showing the distribution of various kinds of
personnel across the two types of budgets. Diagram 2 presents quar-
tile limits,. .. i . . .
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oo | " TABLE 5 .
‘ Hard and Soft Money Positions in SCDE's

-

i ) " . Hard Money © " Soft- Money

T, s. Type of Position - N Mean SD° . N Mean SD
" Faculty ' 571 37 46 273 8T 11
. Support "Staff © 557 10 15 255 6 ° 9
¢
N . v j £%
DIAGRAM 2

wBe L
\,v“*ffx -

o " *. Quartile Ranges of SCDE Positions by Type and Dollar Source
' ™
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. - . Hard $ § Soft §  Hard§ Soft’§ . .
' ' - Faculty . Support Staff
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R - Figgt Quartile Third Quartile
o - Second E)uartile Fourth Quart.ile
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Bgdgets. Data concerning faculfy;assigned to both hard and soft dél—
lar budgets were presented in the preceeding section. ,H@szever, other
budget items were included in the instrument. N .
— . - * . 3
.;The mean number of hard dollars budgeted for each full-time faculfy
member was $27,486. No breakdown was available-to—indicate if that -
figure was for nine or twelve months, but.given data available from
other _research, it would appear that the input data were a mixture of
Poth types of budgeting practices.

~ N .
The mean total of the t‘fée types of personnel ekpenditureqv@as S
$1,214,200 per SCDE. Of that amownt, 84 percent was spent on full-
time faculty, seven percent on part-time.faculty, and nine percent on
support personnel. The h?rd;dollar figures appear in Table 6.,

'
Lxd - »
[3

. "3
“TABLE

o -

. ~
Selected Hard Money Budget Categories in SCDE's ‘

- . Mean Budfeted » Mean Budgeted Dollars

Budget.Categgry ‘ ollars per.SCDE per Full-time Faculty

Full-time Professionals” 1,017,000 27,486
(Mean/SCDE = 37) ° o

Part-time Professionals ;89,200 2,411 §

Staff Personnel 108,000 , 2,919

Equipment " ' 12,500 - 337 i,

v ., ' .
Given the differences in the size of member institutions, the mean dol-
lars by category would not be particularly useful information. There-
fore, Table 6 algo establishes the dollars in the categories as quo-
tients. 1In that &ay SCDE's cam compare their equipment dollars in
-gupport of each full-time faculty member with the nationmal figure'‘'of
'$337, for example. Neither the dollars per part-time professional nor
the dollars per support staff member could be reliably computed. B
-] o e .
The skew in the distribution is also apparent in budget figures. -For
example, the mean hard dollars for full-time professional personnel was
$1,017,000, but the median was only $365,500. The other categories
were in the same general relationship. )
i . ‘

Table 7 presents the quartile ranges of hard dollar budget categories.

L7 A
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5 . TABLE 7 " i ~
. Quartile Ranges for Selected Hard Money Budget Categories ¢
Full-time Faculty . L Support Personnel ‘ Equipment .
> Quartiles Number ° *" Dollars - " Number - Dollars ' Dollars
Frest . ' e-5 . 0-1168  0-1i 0 - 11.1 0-1.65 ° 2
. ) B . '! .“ . . “y ;, . ) . [ , i
Second 6 -.14 116.9 - 365.5 72 -4 11.2 - 40.0 . 1.66Q— .00
A . L > a . ¢
© Third . "W - 54 365.6 - 1,‘474H.0 5-13 40.1 - 131.2 6.01 - 16.00
Fourth . 56 - 318 1,474.1 - 8,769.0 13 - 119 131.3 - 934.0 16.10 - 100.0 - D

T -7 S ' 557 ~ - 416 /




: .t .2 Programs

.
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r

Virtually all meémber institutions reported having at least one bach-
elors level program,.and more than 98 percent of the respondents re-

.ported conferral of at least one bachelors degree in A981-82. As

might be expecdted, the percent of institutions offerd Ing graduate de-~’

. grees declines dramatically with the level of the degree; 66 percent

of the ipstitutions reported offering ma&ters level programs, 36 per-
cent reported offeting a sixth year program, and 21 percent offered
the doctoral degree. . .

. Table & presents the program offerlngs by level and by zone, and Dia-

gram 3~displays the national data’ graphicalfﬁ%\ The instrument did not
collect data which would have made possible 4f; ana1y51s by the aca-
demic major associated with' the various degree progréhs.

~ .

) l‘ N ‘ ,\ . -‘ -
’ TABLE 8 . ’ '
»
. Graduate Degrees Offered by SCDE's (N=611)
Masters 6th Year Doctorate
3
Number ‘Percent * Numbér Percent Number Percent

Offering of Zone Offering ", of Zone Offerin& of Zone
Zone Degree Institutiofis Degree Institutions Degree Institutions

z

I 59 84 40 © 57 14 20

11 91 75 ’ 55 45 29 24
III 58 54 32 30 18I 17 '. .
w4 . sl 23 24 15 16"
v 8 - 63 40 31 23 | 18

vi e 79 31 36 0 7 3%
TOTAL, 406 221 o ‘ 129 §

3 X
10

-
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The data collected did not- call for-differentiation among the various

kinds of bachelors, masters, sixth year, or doctoral level degrees,
‘Diagram 3 displays the degrees in undifferentiated form.

All graduate degrees do not have common antecedents

and

All SCDE's that

offer a‘doctoral degree also offer masters level work as do all SCDE's

that offer a sixth year program. However, 26 institutions offerin
the doctorate do not offer a sixth year program

In addition to examining the level of degrees offered by members,
analysis of the highest level of offering was also undertaken. To
41lustrate that particular distribution, Diagram 4 ‘was prepared ac
ing to the;highest degree offered. P

« hege

11

g
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Highest Degree |0Offered (N=617)

Percent of . .
* Institutions : ) . ..

50
40

. A

, 30

20

S

[T

h . . CAS EdD ~ °
¢ BS . MS . .EDS PhD , .

’

BA MA

- Thirty-three percent of the respondents offered only the bachelors
degree, and sixth year programs were the highest offered in-19 per- -
cent of the SCDE's. Masters and doctoral offerings fell between those

.« extremes with 27 and.21 percent respectively .

. ~ .
Y o -
. .Productivity, ' )
. . ) . ~
The number of degrees conferred was chosen as the primary measure of"’
productivity Diagram 5 displays the data in terms of the totals for’ - R .

each level of degree Extrapolating from the respondents to all Assoc-
- iation members and ‘then to all institutions’in thé nation that prepare
* * _professional education personnel was not feasible because the charact-
’ eristics of neither the ﬂonmember institutions nor the nonresponding
institutions of the& Assofiation have yet been éstablished.agiherefore,
totals are limited to Eﬂose 84 pércent of the membérs who ered the -
productivity question )

»

A e . i -

Institutions in Zone,I had the smallest number, of econferred bachelors . ’
degrees per SCDE .and the largest number of conferred doctorates per

SE€DE. . Zone V led in the number of bachelors conferred3per SCDE, Zomne

IIT in the number of Masters conferred per SCDE, .afid Zone II in the

number of sixth year degrees conferred per SCDE. Productivity by zone

is presented in Table 9,

L!'I : N ®e

.
v } s
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T _ ‘ . " .Degrees Conferrtd by Type ~ - _
¥ ’ - ) > - d - -~
* Number . . . - L
of Degrees ' . r ’
- +100,000 - . . o - 100,000
) - ° 5: ' ’ S A—
90,000 - | ' - 90,000
80,000 - | = o \ - 80,000
70,000 - - . . v - 70,000
~ 60,000 - .t A 60,000
. to- ‘ ~ .
» : 50,000 - ) - 50,000 _
3 .
- . , | -
© 40,000 - . - 40000
. 30,000 - - 30,000
. 20,000 - ‘ "~ 20,000
10,000 - e o - 10,000
‘i - -
y 0 ‘ 0
sal - wa? cas? Edp? -
: * BS MS 'EDS PhD .
Insti\tutions 608 415 - T 194 | 119
Degrees 94,031 64,308 4,375 4,961 .
Degrees per . ¢’ '
. Institution 135 152 23 42 /
1Degrees conferred ‘on persons 2
eligible to apply for certification R s
] < . — . "
.zDegrees.conferred on persons
eligible to assume education positions -
: - . . T . . S . © '
' ’ 13 .




; B;cheiors'_
:N‘%~
Némber\Dégrees
Degrees / SCDE

Masters

Number Deg;ges
Degrees / SGDE

Sixth Year

Number Degrees
Degrees / SCDE

‘Doctorate (\

A3

,l }ﬁmier ﬁggreés‘
‘Degrees / SCDE’

Zone I

73
9,837

tlgé\'_

68
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Threre can be no doubt that the Asspciation's first attempt at vaps
turing data held on member campuses has been a success: The data ot

summarized herein Rave not been,avail le before, and the credit goes

to those institutions that took the time to secure the data from

divaérse SCDE and institutignal fi <. That work hfs resulted in the
generation of inﬁormatién which will' permit limited comparisons among ’
classes of institutions and whichtwill make possible mére‘inﬁgrﬁgd s
decisions at the campusclevel: . ‘» T e T e ¢
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Unf5rgynately, the succezl'has to be qualifieﬂ.fgr,more tEan seems de-

sirable or necessary. Far too many in#titutions did not supply the

data requested. The absence of data.was most painful .in the arkas L ®
- of enrollments and of degrees conférred.- In both those aréas, the

sum totals for the natiqn agd'the regions are- amohg the most crucial

planning’ data. Means a& standard devia 'jons apd quartiles have -

value, but the totals are he.only:.adegupte reflection of supply

figures.t Had reliable sufply figures.be n avatlable in’ the mid \

sixties, institutions might have bégun a gradual reduttion in the . '

number of students and the number of ‘gradudtesi Without the data,

institutions cohtinued to grow until .1972 at which. time they begame .

painfully aware that high supply had continued far beyend thé period \3

Of high demand. ' ) ) : o
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Because AACTE represents such a high propertion of institutions which

prepare the nation's professional education personpel, it i& in a f e

unique position.to keep the members<informed about conferred:degrees

and about future degrees (zzom lower -division enrollments){ But to

. {

inform the members, it must teceive, data from the members.’ Providing:
the data is an obligation mhde clear in the polify statement appearing
on the back page of the Annual Report: . ’; :
3 - .
- As part of its obligation of me@berégﬁﬁ,‘eéch college and unis | ’ .
d -versity of AACTE assumes the responsibiltity of providing an an- | .
ual report ‘to the Association for.the purpose of inFicating the . o
intention of the institutionm to continue membership' and to pro- :
vide such information as may be required by the Board of Direc- - .
tors -for the effegetive functioning-of the Association. .

~

The publicatidﬁﬂof additional anaayses throughout the‘year\gp.Briefs

will help you to compare your local situation..in more ways than was
possible in this first report. However, thosé analyses will also be
limited in their power to assist you by the nature and volume of the

input datd. A little extra effort at the time when members are asked .
to help improve the 1982-83 instrument.or to provide data in the

campletion of that instr;pent will permiﬁ the Association to return

>higher quality analyses«fo the membership. . T
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