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Preface

This Monograph is the first summary of the CAUSE National
Database established in 1980 from the CAUSE Member

, Institution Profiles. This database is maintained by CAUSE
to provide members with summary statistics and detailed
information on the current status of administrative
information systems activities in member colleges and

. universities.

The summaries of the responses to the 1980 Profile have
' provided a wealth of information that should be helpful to

CAUSE members as they plan and evaluate administrative
information systems activities. As the Profiles of additional
CAUSE member campuses are added to the CAUSE National
Database, the information in future editions of this document
will become increasingly useful to members.

Each CAUSE voting representative receives one copy of a
CAUSE Monograph as a benefit of membership. Additipnal
copies are available to all staff of member institutions at the
member rate, and to 'others at the non-member rate.

Suggestions or contributions of material for additional CAUSE
Monographs should be directed to the CAUSE National Office
for review by 'the Publications and Library Committee of the
CAUSE Board of Directors.

Charles. R. Thomas
Executive Director
CAUSE
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About CAUSE

CAUSE, the Professional Association for Development, Use,
and Management of Information Systems in Higher Education,
helps member institutions strengthen their management
capabilities through improved information systems.

CAUSE provides member institutions with many services to
increase the effectiveness of 'their administrative information
systems. These services include: the Exchange library,
which is a clearinghouse for non-proprietary information and
systems contributed by members; an Information Request
Service to locate specific systems or information; consulting
services to review AIS organization and management plans;
organizational publications including a bi-monthly newsletter,
a bi-monthly professional magazine and the CAUSE
Monographs; and the CAUSE National Conference.

Additional details on the CAUSE organization and activities
may be obtained from the CAUSE National Office in Boulder,
Colorado.
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Foreword

Automated information systems have been in existence in
most colleges and universities for only slightly more than
two decadas. What began as a relatively modest task of
scheduling students and instructors into the same place at
the same time has become an indispensable tool in the
operation and management of nearly every college and
university in the country.

A major difficulty encountered in this, as in any new field,
is the lack of historical data which can be used, along with
judgement, knowledge and experience to guide actions and
decisions. Questions such as "How does our budget
compare with that of other, comparable institutions?", and
"Do most large universities have separate or combined
computing farilities?" have been almost impossible to answer
with confidence. Data that have been available have too
often been out-of-date or incomplete. More often than not,
there were simply no data available a lci such questions were
answered on the basis of personal knowledge.

With the publication of this Monograph, CAUSE has initiated
an unprecedented effort to provide current, accurate data

vii
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FOREWORD \

concerning the use and management of information systems
in a significant sample of the total college and university
ponulation. Perhaps of even more imnortance is the
commitment to nublish a new monogranh hosed upon the
CAUSE Member Institution Profile survey forms each year.
Since these future monographs will contain the most recent
data collected, along with the data over a period of years,
it should become possible to detect trends in higher
education information systems use and management while
there is still time to act on that information.

s

Gary Devine
Director
Management Systems
University of Colorado
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Chapter 1
Executive Summary

This Monograph provides the first summaries of tne CAUSE
National Database, which was established in 1980. The
database is updated annually to provide members with
baseline reference information on the status of
administrative information systems in colleges and
universities. Although colleges and Universities conduct
both administrative and academic computing activities, this
Monograph is concerned only with administrative computing,
and does not describe academic computing activities.

The information in this Monograph is ba',ed on responses
from 350 CAUSE member campuses, representing
approximately 10% of the 3,370 institutions listed in the
1980-81 Education Directory.' While no statistical analyses
are made to show that the responding institutions__ are

of all colleges and universities--, Table 1
shows the distribution of the responding institutions by
control, type and size and Table 2 shows the same
distribution for. all institutions in the U.S. Table 3 shows
the percent of responding institutions in each institutional
group.

To provide a common reference format, most of the
information in this Monograph is summarized by institutional

1Carolyn R. Smith and Geneva C. Davis, Education
Directory, Colleges & Universities 1980-81 (Washington,

D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics, 1981).
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2 Chapter 1: Executive Summary

control, type and size. Details on the survey methodology
and institutional categories appear. in Appendix B:
Methodology. Where appropriate, several of the responses
are also ammarized for separate administrative computing
installations and for combined academic/administrative
installations.

The information is presented in a format that will allow
development of trends when data from future Profiles are
available.
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Chapter 1: Executive Summary

Table 2
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PERCENT OF U.S. INSTITUTIONS REPRESENTED
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Where appropriate, pie and bar charts (F.gures) are used
to make information easier to understand. For example,
Figures 1, 2 tnd 3 show the distribution of the responding
institutions by control, type and size graphically.
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4 Chapter 1: Executive Summary

Figure 1

ALL RESPONDING INSTITUTIONS

By Control

Figure 2

ALL RESPONDING INSTITUTIONS

By Type

TWO-YEAR
16% (62)

UNIVERSITIES
31% (109)

FOUR-YEAR
61% 11/41
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Chapter 1: Executive Summary 5

Figure 3

ALL RESPONDING INSTITUTIONS

By Size

Chapters 2 through 6 deal with the detailed findings
concerning administrative information systems organization,
staffing, budgeting, computer hardware and communi-
cations, and software. Summaries of each of those chapters
follow.

Organization

Separate versus Combined Computing Installations.
Responses to the 1980 Profile Indicate that the larger, more
complex institutions are more likely to have separate
administrative computing installations, even though 69% of
responding institutions report combined academic and
administrative installations. Separate administrative
installations are reported by L13% of the large universities
and by only 10% of the two-year institutions.

Reporting Level. Colleges and Universities are following a
general trend evident in industry with the administrative
information systems organization reporting to the
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vice-president or higher level in almost three-fourths of the
responding institutions. As institutional size and
complexity increases, however, it is more likely that AIS
will report to an office below the vice-president level.

A special analysii related the average number of
administrative applications to the officer to whom the AIS
organization reports. This analysis indicates that AIS
organizations reporting to the executive vice president
report the highest average number of applications as well as
the most online applications. AIS organizations reporting to
an academic vice president report the lowest average --
number of applications, and those reporting below the vice
president level have the lowest number of online
applications.

Staffing

When detailed information about full-time equivalent (FIE)
staff in each administrative information systems organization
was analyzed by five major staff categories, little difference
Was noted among the major institutional groups. The
distribution for all responding institutions was:

Management 11%

Analysts/Programmers 38%
Systems Programmers 7%

Operations 34%
Clerical 10%

Only information reported by small institutions varied more
than one or two percent from this distribution. In those
institutions, the actual distribution of effort is probably
similar, since each staff member may handle tasks in more
than one staff area.

When compared to similar information from five years ago,
the share of defical staff shows a drop from 15% to 10% of
total staff, and the management staff decreased from 14% to
10% in public institutions and from 18% to 13% in private
institutions. The Operations staff category has remained at
34% since 1976. The 1976 information did not differentiate
systems programmers from analysts/programmers, so the
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34-37% reported in 1976 is comparable to 45% in 1980,
representing a significant increase in that staff category.

Average staff size was examined for each of the four size
groups, and it was noted that public institutions generally
report larger staff sizes than do private institutions of
similar size. Average staff size is also related to
institutional complexity, With universities reporting the
largest, and two-year institutions reporting the smallest.
Also, in most size groups, the separate administrative
installations report a lat\ger staff than the combined
academic/administrative installations. This situation is
undoubtedly due to the haring of most of the staff
resources in the combined installations.

Budgets

The annual budgets for admi istrative information systems
are difficult to compare for many reasons explained in
Chapter 4; however, the differences tend to average out
when the data from a substantial number of similar
institutions are aggregated.

The AIS annual budget reported by each responding
institution was divided by that institution's annual operating
budget to determine a percentage\ for comparison. On this
basis, almost three-fourths of the institutions are spending
between 1% and 4% of their total operating budget on
administrative computing. Only 5% of the institutions report
an AIS budget that is less than 1% of the institution's
budget; however, 24% report AIS bt\dgets that -re 1% of the
institution's budget or greater. Twenty-eight percent of
the public,_ institutions are in this range as compared
to only 12% of the private institutions. Ov^r half of the
two-year institutions and the large institutions are in the 4%
or more budget category.

While the amount spent on administrative information
systems is of interest to many administrators, it should be
recognized that expenditures measure only one input to the
process; what is accomplished for ,the amount spent

10



8 Chapter 1: Executive Summary

represents output, and both must be considered in any
evaluation.

Institutional administrators should be interested in the
percentage of the total institutional budget represented by
administrative information systems expenditures; however,
they should also monitor the amount spent on total
administration each year. This point is explained in more
detail in Chapter 4.

The di3tribution of the AIS budget by expenditure category
is shifting dramatically from computer hardware to people.
Since 1976, hardware costs have dropped from 45% to 28% of
the budget while staff costs have risen from 35% to over
50%. This trend is likely to continue as computer hardware
costs decline each year and staff costs rise at an increasing
rate.

Computer Hardware and Communications

Using a distribution based on a simple count of computers
listed by manufacturer, ten "leading" companies account for
87% of the computers listed on the 1980 Profile by 350
responding institutions. Forty-four other companies
accounted for the other 13%. The information in Chapter 5
indicates that IBM still leads the pack, accounting for 37%
of the computers reported. Digital Equipment Corporation
is second with 17$, and none of the eight other "leading"
companies accounted for any more than 7$ of the computers
reported. ..

Chapter 5 contains bar charts that show the distribution of
computers reported, both by the major institutional groups,
and by the ten "leading" companies.

In the area of computer communications, 87%, of all
responding institutions, and 97$ of the large institutions,
report the use of interactive computing. As could be
expected, the average number of interactive devices is
basically a function of institutional size; however, even the
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small institutions report an average of twenty interactive

devices.

Remote - job -entry computing was reported by over half of
the responding institutions, ranging from 75% of the large

institutions to 22% of the small institutions. The average
number of remote-job-entry sites also is a function of

institutional size, ranging from seven for large institutions

to one for small institutions.

Software

Proprietary Software. The use of proprietary software is

clearly increasing in colleges and universities, so the 1980

Profile gathered data on which packages are in use. A
cursory analysis of the 1,169 proprietary packages reported

indicates that 10% are database or file management systeMs,

17% are application packages, and the remaining 73% fall into

the "miscellaneous" category of utility programs,

programming languages, statistical packages, text editors

and similar packages. Detailed listings of the most often'

reported proprietary packages appear in Chapter 6.

Administrative Applications. The CAUSE National Database
requested information on 144 administrative applications in

eleven application areas. The eleven areas were chosen to
be roughly equivalent to the appropriate sections of the

NCHEMS Program Classification Structure,2 and the 144

applications were based on the Fourth Inventory of

Computers in Higher Education 1976-773 (FICHE), with

several additions.

2Douglas J. Collier, Program Classification Structure,
Technical Report 106, 2nd Edition (Boulder, Colorado:
National Center for Higher. Education Management Systems,
1978).

3
John W. Hamblen and Thomas B. Baird, eds., Fourth

Inventory of Computers in Higher Education 1976-77
(Princeton, New Jersw,.. EDUCOM, 1979), p. XII--Form No. 4.
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Almost 18,000 administrative applications were reported in
production by the 350 responding institutions, with an
average of 51 applications per institution. Private
institutions more than tripled the number of applications
since 1976, while public institutions experienced a 70% gain

--in the -same time period. Large institutions reported an
average of 68, while small institutions reported an average
of 33 applications per institution.

As might be expected, Admissions & Records applications
are the most frequently reported applications, with Financial
Management second and Planning, Management and
Institutional Research third. The Admissions & Records
and Financial Management areas account for 55% of all
applications reported, and the other nine areas account for
the remaining 45%. Physical Plant applications are the least
reported, accounting for only 2$ of the total.

The percentage of administrative c( aputing applications
operating in an online mode has generally doubled since
1976 for all institutional groups. On the 1980 Profile,
two-year institutions and small institutions report the
highest percentage of online applications in production
On and 36%).

Detailed information on administrative applications reported
by the 350 responding institutions is presented in
Chapter 6.

Future Profiles

The 1980 Profile established the CAUSE National Database
and provided data for this Monograph. Beginning in July
1981, CAUSE member campuses began receiving a revised
Profile that incorporates several minor changes resulting
from experience with the 1980 Profile.

The most significant changes in the updated profiles are
related to the staff and budget information for combined
academic/administrative computing installations. Also, th.:

19



Chapter 1: Executive Summary 11

Proprietary Software section includes separate response
areas for application, database and other packages, and
information on the programming languages in use is
requested .

Th: 1980 Profile requested respondents to list any
administrative computing applications in productions that did
not appear on the Profile. Seven additional applications
have been added to the 1981 Profile, making a total of 151
possible administrative computing applications in the CAUSE
National Database. This monitoring process will continue
with future profiles.

The production modes requested on the 1980 Profile were
"batch" and "online." For 1981, a new "distributed
processing" mode has been added so it will be possible to
monitor application activity in all of the major processing
modes. Definitions of these processing modes are contained
in Appendix B: Methodology.

Appendices

To supplement the information in this Monograph, several
appendices were added. These Appendices contain the 1980
CAUSE Member Institution Profile survey forms, an
explanation of the methodology employed to establish the
CAUSE National -Database ar.c1 changes anticipated for the
1981 Profile, a list of the 350 institutions whose responses
were used to develop the information presented in this
Monograph, a list of the figures and tables, and selected
references.

20
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Chapter 2
Organization

The organizational structure and reporting for ccmnuting is
unique to each institution; however, the analyses of the 1980
Profiles suggest that there are some general patterns within
the institutional groups. The information in this Chapter
may be helpful to institutions in reviewing the organization
of their computing in light of the organizational patterns at
over 300 institutions.

The 1980 Profile has established one data point on the
organization and reporting for computing in higher
education. As future Profiles are added, it will be possible
to monitor and report trends as well as current information

, in this area.

Separate vs. Combined Academic/Administrative Computing

For many years the question of separate versus combined
academic/administrative computing has been considered by
college and university adminiStrators. At any point in time,
several combined organizations are being re-organized into
separate installations, and several separate installations are
being combined. Further, it is possible to identify
successes and failures in each type of computing
organization. The distinction between separate and combined
installations is still of concern to many institutions; however,
changing modes of operation may make this distinction less
important in the future. As distributed ,N,ocessing centers
are placed in administrative offices and communications are
established with both academic and administrative computers,

10 14



1'4 Chapter 2: Organization

both or.- campus and offcarnou., an I as academic
departments make increasing use of -,:zroconputers that will
also communicate, It may be lifficult tc classify institutional
computing a; " sepa rate" . "combint.d. " Individual
installations will, however, ....rkt 1117 ,4;r!:: tn he classified
by their primary mission, lnd it is li!.:ly that one
organization will be charge:' ,- ,i': I coordination of
administrative information systems.

The 1980 Profile does not pro\.ide a snlttion to the
continuing debate on separate verse ,^mbinee L.,mputing.
It does, however, provide some insight into the cP
organizational structure in use by institrtions in the vd
groups.

Of the 350 colleges and universities responding to the 1980
Profile, 69% (242) operate combined academic/adm:nistrative
computing installations and 31% (108) operate separate
administrative installations. Public and private institutions
report about the same percentage of combined versus
separate installations; however, universities report the
highest percentage of separate installations (41%).
Four-year institutions are right at the average for all
institutions, while two-year institutions report the higtie-t
percentage of combined installations (90%).

The data by institutional type suggest that the complexity of
the institution affects the organizational structure chosen.
By institutional size, the larger the institution the more
likely that administrative computi4g will be handled in a
separate installation, except that the small institutions report

_about the same percentage of combined and separate
installations as the average for all responding institutions.

Figure 4 summarizes the percentages of ins.itutlons reporting
separate and combined installations for the major institutional
groups, while Table 4 provides complete details for all
institutional groups.

0 ')
4.4,
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Figure 4

ORGANIZATION OF COMPUTING

By Major Institutional Groups
POIRCLNI

100

90

80

70

60

50

10

30

20

10

0

INSTN CRP ALL PUS PRV (FN IYR 2YR l.kO M/L mCD lIlL
r--1SCPARATE ges

ACAD/AMTD4
COmeINCO

L--JADMINISTRATIVC
INSTALLATIONS INSTALLATIONS

Table 4

ORGANIZATION OF COMPUTING

All Responding Institutions

---C5NTROL-ALL 1

-----SIZEwSMALL
TTPEuNIV
COUNT PCT

--
TTPE4-TR TTPE2-TR
COUNT PCT I COUNT PET

TyPEALL
COUNT PCT

SEPARATE IHSTALLATH 18 35% 1 9Z 20 32%
COMBINED INSTALLATH 33 65% 10 91X 43 SOX

TOTAL REPORTEO 51 ,100% 11 100% 63 100%---
--CCWIROL.ALL TTPEUNIV TYPE1-TR TTPE2-YR TTPEALL

COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT
SEPARATE INSTALLATH 14 12% 18 21% 4 12% 36 23%
COMBINED INSTALLATH 19 SEX 57 76% 30 88% 106 75%

TOTAL REPORTED 33 100% 75 100% 31 100% 142 100%
---------------------- .- - -
--CONTROL.ALL TTPEUNIV TTPE2-TR TyPEALL
-----ST2E.M-LARGE COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT ITT
SEPARATE INSTALLATH 12 36% 16 36% I -43% 29 31%
COMBINED INSTALLATH 21 64% 28 64% 7 88% 56 66%

- - - -
TOTAL REPORTED 33 100% 14 100% 8 100% 85 100%

--CONTROL.ALL TTPE1-TR TypE2 -YR TYPEALL
-SIZE-LARGE COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

SEPARATE INSTALLATH 18 13% 5 56% 0% 23 382
COMBINED INSTALLATH 21 5/X 1 41X 9 100X 37 62%

- - -
TOTAL REPORTED 42 100% 9 100X 9 100% 60 100%

- -
--CONTROL.ALL TTPEUNIV TTPE1-TR TTPE2-YR TYPEALL
-----SIZEALL COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PST
SEPARATE INSTALLATH 45 11% 57 32X 1 6 10% 128 31%
COMBINED INSTALLATH 61 59Z 122 68% 56 90% 242 69%

TOTAL REPORTED 109 100% 179 100X 1 62 100% 350 100X
---------
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16 Chapter 2: Organization

Table 4 (continued)
Public Institutions

--CONTROL-NW IC TYPE*UNIV
COUNT PET

TYPE4 -YR
COUNT PCT

TYPE.2-YR
COUNT PCT

TYPE-ALL
COUNT PCT

SEPARATE INSALLATN 4 40X 1 9X 6 27X
COMBINED INSTALLATN 6 60X 10 91% 16 73X

TOTAL REPORTED 1 10 100X 11 100% 22 100X

--CONIROI*PBOLIC TYPEUNIV TYPE4-YR TYPE2-YR TYPL.ALL
smmrolum COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

SEPARATE INSTALLATN D 44% 13 23X 1 12% 25 23X
COMOINE0 INSTALLATN 10 56X 43 77X 29 Rex 82 77X

TOTAL REPORTED 10 100X 56 100X 33 100X 107 100X

--CONTROL,POEtIC TYPEwUNIV TYPT.,4YR TYPE.2-YR TYPE.ALL
----SIZE M LARCE COUNT PCT COUNT PCI COUNT PCT COUNT PCI

SEPARATE INSTATLAIN 9 36X 15 37X I 13% 25 34X
IONBINLO INSTALLATN 16 6°X 26 63X 7 88X 49 66X

101A REPUR:ED . 25 100% 41 100X 8 I00% 74 100Xs-
--CONTROL-PUIAJC TYPE.UNIV TYPE=4-YR TIPE62-YR TYPEALL

COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT ICT COUNT PCT
SEPARATE INSTALLATN 16 40X 5 63X OX 21 37X
COMBINED INSTALIAIN 24 60% 3 38% 9 100X 36 63X

1

TOTAL REPORTED
-

40 100X 0 100X 9 100k 57 100X

--CONIROLePLIELIC TYPEUNIV TYPE4-Yk TYPEs2 -YR lypeALE
4I2EAAL COUNT PET 1 COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

SEPARATE INSTAIIATN 34 40% 37 32X 6 fOX 77 30X
CONLINID INSIALLAIN 60X 70 68X 55 90X 163 70X

TOTAL REPORTED 04 100X 115 100X 61 100X 260 100X

Private Institutions

...CONTROL-PRIVATE 1

SEPARATE INSTALLATN
COMBINED INSTALLATN

TOTAL REPORTED--
.-CONTROLPRIVATE
.....SIZE.MEDIUM
SEPARATE INSTALLATN
COMBINED INSTALLATN

TOTAL REPORTED
-

TYPEUNIV
COUNT PCT

/

TYPE.UNIV
COUNT PCT

6 40X I

9 60X

15 100X !

TYPE.4-YR
COUNT PCT 1

14 34X 1

27 66X
. 1

41 100X
s

TYPE,4-YR
COUNT PCT

26X
14 74X

19 100X

tYPL..2-YR
COUNT PCT

TYPE2-YR
COUNT ICI

TYPEALL
COUNT PCI

14 34X
27 66X

41 100X

TYPE.ALL
COUNT PCT

II 3IX
2' 69X 1

35 100%

--CONTROL.PRIVATE TYPFUNIU TYPE,4-YR TYPL2-YR TYPE.ALL
.....SIZEM.LARCE COUNT PCT COUNT COUNT PCT COUNT PCI
SEPARATE INSTALL/MI f 3 38X 36X
COMBINED INSTALLATN 5 63% 64%

TOTAL REPORTED 1 8 100% 3 11 100%
- 1 1

.-CONTROLPRIVATF 1 TYPEUNIV TYPF,4-YR TYPE.2-YR TYPE,-.ALL

-----SIZELARCE COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PC1 COUNT PCT
SEPARATE INSTALLATN
COMBINED INSTALLATN

TOTAL REPORTED 2 J

..CONTROL-PRIVATE TYPE.UNIV 1 TYPE=4-Yk TYPT,'2-YR ro*-ALL
COUNT PCT COUNT PCT .:OUNT PCI COUNT PCI

SEPARATE INSTALLATN II 14% . 20 31X 31 34%
COMBIN11) INSTALLATA 14 56X 44 69X 59 66%

TOTAL REPORTED 25 100% 61 100X 90 100%

r
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AIS Reporting
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In the early years of administrative data processing in
colleges and universities, the function usually reported to
the business office or to the admissions and records office.
This practice was logical, since early data processing
applications usually 'nvolved simple automation of clerical
tasks. As administrative information has become more
integrated across functional lines, institutions have followed
the trends in industry with the administrative information
systems function reporting to a higher level of management
with broad responsibilities for general administration.

The responses to the 1980 Profile indicate that the
administrative information systems function reports to the
vice-president or higher level in over three-fourths of the
institutions.

Administrative information systems organizations report to
the president most often in two-year institutions OM and
least often in universities (5%). The percentage of
institutions with AIS reporting to the vice-president level is
reasonably consistent for all of the major institutional groups
(62-69$) with minor differences within each of the specific
vice-presidental areas (executive, administrative, academic,
and business).

As might be expected, separate administrative installations
are more likely to report to the administrative
vice-president, or to another officer below the
vice-presidential . level, than are the combined
academic/administrative installations. It is interesting to
note, though, that combined 'installations repott to the
business vice-president more often than do separate
installations.

Figure 5 shows the distribution of the responses to the
reporting question for all 35'.) responc"ng institutions and
Figures 6 and 7 show the .,ame information for separate and
combined installations. Figures 8 through 13 show the
percentages of institutions reporting to each of the
administrative officers listed on the Profiles. Complete
details are presented in Tables 5, 6 and 7.
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Figure 5
MS REPORTING

All Responding Institutions
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vm-p0ESSOENT
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Figure 6
MS REPORTING

Separate Administrative Installations
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vICC-PRESIDENT

302
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Figure 7.
AIS REPORTING

Combined Academic/Administrative Installations

OTHER ADMIN
OFFICER

25%

BUSINESS'
VICE-PRES

21%

PRESIDENT
10%

ACAOEMIC
VICE-PRES

10%

EXECUTIVE
VICE-PRES

12%

ADMINISTRATIVE
VICE-PRESIDENT

21%
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Figures 8 through 13 summarize the reporting responses by
administrative title for all of the major institutional groups.
Data in these Figures Indicate that administrative information
systems is more likely to report to the president in small
institutions (13%) and in two-year institutions (18%) than in
universities (5%) and four-year institutions (9%). In public
institutions, AIS is more likely to report to the
administrative vice-president, while the business
vice-president is more likely to supervise the function in
private institutions.

As could be predicted, separate administrative installations
report predominately to the administrative vice-president,
while combined academic/administrative installations follow the
general reporting pattern more closely.

Detailed summaries on reporting are shown in Table 5. The
"AlS REPORTS TO" question is one of those summarized by
separate versus combined installations, and Tables 6 and 7
contain those detailed summaries.
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The 1980 Profile did not provide for a specific response to
the "OTHER" category, so the exact titles in this category
are unknown. Since the "OTHER" category was checked by
26% of the responding institutions, the 1981 Profile will
request titles so the reporting structure may be analyzed in
more detail in the future.
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Figure 10
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AIS REPORTS TO: ADMINISTRATIVE VICE PRESIDENT
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Figure 11

AIS REPORTS TO: ACADEMIC VICE PRESIDENT
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Figure 12

AIS REPORTS TO: BUSINESS VICE PRESIDENT
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Figure 13

AIS REPORTS TO: OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

PERCENT

30

21

24

INSTN

21

18

12

9

6

3

ALL PUO PEW UNV IYR 2YR 1 Id; 11/1. MI o SAI bi I' LK



4

Chapter 2: Organization 23

Table 5

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING
All Responding Institutions

--CONTWL.01 L .

----^SI7E.SMAIL .

'RESIDENT .

EXECUTIVE VICE PRES .

1 ADMIN VICE FRES
ACADEMIC VICE PRES .

COSINESS VICE FRES .

DINER OFFICER
.

TOTAL REPORTED /

-----

TYPE.ONIV TYPE-4 YR . TYPE.2 YR TYPEALL
COUNT PCT COUNT PCT . COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

6 I2X I 2 18X 8 I3X
7 I4X . OX I 8 I3X
7 0:,4 I 4 36X 1 I7X
6 I2X . 3 27X 9 14X
14 27X . I 9X 15 24X
II 22X . 1 9X 12 19X

s

51 100X . II 100X 63 100X

.

--COMROL.ALL . TYPFnUNIV TYPE.4 YR I TYPE.2 YR TYPEALL
-----SUE.MEDIUM . COUNT PCT COUNT PCT . COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

I

PRESIDENT . 1 3X 7 9X I 8 24X 16 11X
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES I i I2X 7 9X I 3 9X 11 10X
ADMIN VICE PRES 0 24X 13 I7X I 11 32X 32 23X
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 1 3 9X 7 9X . 1 3X 11 8X
,BUSINESS VICE PRES 9 27X 17 23X 5 15X 31 22X
OTHER ((FILER' : 0 24X 21 32X 6 lax 38 27X

TOTAL REPORTED 33 100X 75 100X 34 100X 112 100X

445

--CONTROL-ALL TYPEUNIV TYPE.1 YR TYPE.2YR TYPE.ALL
. COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

PRESIDENT I I 3X 2 5X 1 13X 4 5X
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES . 5 I5X 5 1IX I I3X 11 13X
WHIN VICE PRES 0 7 2IX 15 34X 1 13X 23 27X
a-AnFmrc VICE PRES . 3 9X i 9X 1 13X 8 9X
BUS/NESS VICE FRES . 4 I2X 8 10X 1 13X 13 15X
OTHER OFFICER 13 39X 10 23X 3 38X 26 31X

TOTAL REPORTED 33 100X 10OX 8 100X 85 100X

--CONTROL.ALL I TYPEUNIV TYPE1YR TYPE2YR TYPE.ALL
COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES :

3 7X
2 ZX

2 22X
OX

OX
3 33X

5 OX
5 OX

ADMIN VICE PRES 1 13 31X 2 22X 1 11X 16 27X
ACADEMIC VICE PRES . 3 7X 1 11X OX i 7X
DUS/NESS VICE PRES I 11 26X OX 3 33X 11 23X
OTHER OFFICER 10 24X i 44X 2 22X 16 27X

TOTAL REPORTED 12 100X 9 100X 9 100X 60 100X

--CONTROL.ALL TYPEUNIV TYPE4YR TYPE2YR TYPE.ALL
-----STZE.ALL I COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

FREW:DENT 1 5 5X 17 9X 11 18X 33 9X
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 11X 19 11X 7 11X 38 11X
ADMIN VICE PRES I 28 26X 37 21X 17 27X 82 23X
ACADEMIC VICE PRES I 9 8X 18 10X 5 8X 32 9X
COSINESS VICE MS 1 21 22X 39 22X 10 16X 73 21X
OTHER OFFICER I 31 20X 19 27X 12 19X 92 26X

TOTAL REPORTED 1 109 100X 179 100X 62 100X 330 100X

31
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Table 5 (continued)

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING
Public Institutions

-
I

.

-- CONTROL - PUBLIC TYPE.UNIV TYPE-4-YR . 1111..2-Yk iYFE -ALL-- -- SIZE -SMALL COUNT PCT L1711N1 111 COUN1 FLY COUNT PC1

PRESIOE4T
1 10X . : 18% 3 147.EXECUTIVE VICE its
1 to% 0% . 9%ADMIN '3CE PRES 1 10% . 4 3% I 8 16%ACADEMIC VICE PRES
1 10% J :7% 9 18%BUSINESS VICE PRES

I 1 10X . 1 9% I .4 YXOTHERSFFICER 2 ZO% , 1 9% J 14%
1 . -- ----- -___..JOTALIREPORTED 1 1 10 100% 11 100% 2 100%

/

--CONTROLAFUGLIC 1 1.:PE.UNIV TYPE,/1-Y1. TYPL.:-YR I TYPE ALL- - -ISIZEAMEDIUM COUNT PCT COUNT Kr COUNT ICY COUNT PCT
PRESIDENT 1 OX 5 YX U 24% 1T 13%EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 3 17X 1 7X 3 9% 10 9XADMIN VICE PRES 4 22X 10 10% 10 30X I 24 22%ACADEMIC VICE PRES 1 6X 5 9% 1 3X 1 7 7XEll VICE PRES 3 17X 14 25X 5 15X 22 21XOT, R OFFICER 6 33X 1 18 32X e 10% 30 28%

1 . . - ,- - -
VITAL REPORTED 1 18 .100% 1 56 1002 33 100% 1;7 100X

--- -- -- -- --

-ILCONTROLAPUBIJC TYPEUNIV TIPEA1-YR TYPE2-YR 1 TYPE -ALL
COUNT PCT COUNT PCT I COUNT PCT f COUNT FCY

(RESIDENT
EXECUTIVE via PRES
)40MI N VICE PRES
1 flCADEMIC VICE PRES
IEVSINESS VICE PRES
MOTHER OFFICER
/I

1,TOTAL REPORTED
1,

irk----

11
I4-commoL.Puet.rc

---SI2EALARCE

PRESIDENT
E/ECUTIVE VICE PRES
ANID1N VICE PRES
ACADEMIC VICE PRES
BUSINESS VICE PRES
I0 R OFFICER

TOT REPORTED

---_As:____

--CO ROL.PUSLIC

-

__--isizEALL

PRESIDENT
VICE PRES

ADMIN VICE PRES
ACAD IC VICE PRES
BUSINESS VICE PRES
OTHER TFICER

TOTAL PORTED

1 4X 2 5X 1 1 132 9 5X2 OZ 5 12X 1 1 13X I 8 11X
6 24% 13 32X I 1 13X 1 20 27X
3 12X 3 7X 1 1 13X f 7 9X
2 OX 0 20X I 1 13X I 11 15X

11 44X 10 24% f 3 38X 24 32X- - - ----
25 100X 41 100X i 8 100X 1 71 100X

TYPEUNIV
COUNT PCT

3 8X
2 5X
12 30X
3 OX

11 28%
9 23%

10 100X

TYPE.UNIV
COUNT PCT

5 6X
8 10X

22 26X
7 8X
16 19%
26 31X

01 100X

32

TYPE A4-YR 1 TYPE2-YR 1 TYPEALL
COUNT PCT 1 COUNT PCT I COUNT PCT

1 13%
OX

2 25X
1 13X

OX
4 50X

8 100%

0%I 4 77
3 33X 1 5 9X
1 11X 1 15 26X

OX 4 7X
3 33X 14 25%
2 22X 15 26X

9 100X 57 100X

TYPEA4-YR TYPE-2 -YR
COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

9 OX
10 9X
29 25X
10 9X
23 20X
34 30X

115 100X

TYPEALL
COUNT FCT

11 18X 25 10X
7 11X 25 102 4-
16 26X 67 26X
5 8% 22 8X

10 26X 19 1.X
12 20X 77 20X

61 100X 260 100X
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Table' 5 (continued)

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING
Private Institutions

CONIROLPRIVATE
SIT E. SMAL L

1

TYPE.UNIV TYPE-1 YR
COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

lYPE,2 YR
COUNT PCT

TYPEALL I

COUNT PCI

PRESIDENT 1 5 12% 5 12%
EXECUTLVE VICE PRES 6 15% 6 I5X
AOMIN VICE. PRES 3 7X 3 7X
ACADEMIC VICE PRES S 12% 5 12%
BUSINESS VICE PRES 13 3kX 13 32X 1
OTHER OFrICER 9 22% 9 22%

TOTAL REPORTED 1 1 11 100% 11 100X

--CONTROL...PRIVATE TYPE -UNIV TYPE1 YR TYPE.2 YR . TYPE-ALL
-----SIZE.MEDIUM 1 COUNT PCT I COUNT PCT COUNT PCT 1 COUNT PCT

PRESIDENT 0% . 2 IIX 1
. 2 6%

EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 7% . 3 16% A II%
ADMIN VICE PRES 4 27% . 3 16% I

a 8 23X
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 2 13% . 2 11% A 11X 1

BUSINESS VICE PRES 6 10% 3 16X . 9 26X
OTHER OFFICER 2 13X 1 6 32X 8 23X

. .

TOTAL REPORTED 15 100% 0.. 19 100% 1 : 35 100%

oL
.

,CONTROL ...PRIVATE TYPE -UNIV 1 TYPE1 YR TYPE...2YR . TYPALL
COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT f

PRESIDENT 0%. OX I

EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 3 30X 3 27X
ADMIN VICE PRES 1 13% 3 27X
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 0% 1 9X 1

BUSINESS VICE FRES 2 25% 1 2 18X
OTHER OFFICER 2 25% 1 2 10%

TOTAL REPORTED 8 100% . 3 11 100X 1

--CONTROL.PRIVP. TYPE.VNIV 0 TYPE..1 YR TYPE...2YR 1 TYPEALL
---- SIZE-LARGE COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT . COUNT PCT

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES
ADMIN VICE PRES
ACADEMIC VICE PRES
BUSINESS VICE PRES
OMER OFFICER

TOTAL REPORTED 2

o

3

--CONTROL-PRIVATE TYPE.LINIV TYPE..1 YR ' YYPF.2 YR ' TYPE.ALL
----- SIZE -ALL COUNT PCT COUNT PCI COUNT PCT I COUNT PCI

PRESIDENT 0% 8 13% . . 8 9X
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 4 16% 1 9 11% 1

a 13 14%
ADMIN VICE PRES 6 24% . 0 13% I 0 15 I7X
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 2 BX . 8 13% 1 . 10 IIX
BUSINESS VICE PRES 8 322 16 25X ' . 24 27X
OTHER OFFICER 5 20X . 13 23X . 1 20 22XIa .

....

TOTAL REPORTED 25 100% 64 100% 1 90 100%

1 0--

s)'r)
ki

8
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Table 6

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING
All Separate Administrative Installations

--CONIROL.ALL
.

. TYft.UNIV TYPE.9 -YR
.

. TYPE-4-YR
o

IYPE.ALL !

-----SUE"STIALE . COUNT PCT COUNT PCT . COUNT PLT COUNT PCT .

PRESIDENT . 2 11X . 2 10:
EXECUTIVE VICE I 6X . 2 10%
AOMIN VICE PRES 2 II% . 1 3 15%
,ACADEMIC VICE PRES / 1 6X . 1 5%
MISINC&I VICE PRES . 5 20% . 5 25%
OTTER OFFICER 7 39% . 7 35%

TOTAL REPORTED 18 100% . 1 20 100%

I

-7XONTROL.ALL f TYFE,UNIV TYPE.i -YR I TYPE.2 -YR TYPEALL
SIZEhEOIUM . COUNT rct COUNT PCT . COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

PRESIDENT OX 7. II% . 2 6%
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES

:

3 21% 2 II% 1 5 14%
WHIN VICE PRES 5 36% 3 17% . 11 31%
ACADEMIC VICE PRES . 0% 2 II% . 2 6%
COSINESS VICE PRES . 4 29% 2 II% 1 6 17%
OTHER OFFICER 2 14% 7 39% I 10 4.8%

. - .

TOTAL BILPORTE0 14 100% 10 100% . 4 36 100%
.

/

--CONTROA.ALL .

SIZE.11 -LARGE .

TYPE=UNIV
COUNT PCT

;

/

IYIE.4 -YR 1

,aumr PCT /

TYPE.4 -YR
COUNT PCT 1

TYPE.ALL
COUNT PCT

PRESIDENT I 1 0% 1 6% . 2 7%
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES f 0% 1 0% . 0%
ADMIN VICE PRES 2 17% 9 11 38%
ACADEMIC VICE PRES . 1 8% :.: : 2 7%
BUSINESS VICE PRES . 2 17% 2 13% . 5 17%
OTTER OFFICER 6 SOX 3 19% I 1 9 31%

:

-- I

TOTAL REPORTED 12 100% 16 100%
:

1 29 100%

.

--CONTROL.ALL 1

SIZELARCE .

: 1

,

TYPEFUNIV 1 TYPE.4 -YR / TYPE.2 -YR 1 TYPEALL
COUNT PCT 1 COUNT PCT 1 COUNT PCT 1 COUdT (ICI

PRESIDENT 1 6% 1 20% . 2 9%
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 6% 0% 1 1 4%
ADMIN VICE PRES 5 28X 40% . 7 30%
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 7 II% 0% 2 9X
ROSINESS VICE FRCS 28X 0% 5 22%
°THEP OFFICER 4 22% 2 JO% I 6 26%

TOTAL REPORTED 1 10 100% 5 100% 23 100%

--CONTROLFALL TYTE=UNIV TYPE-9-YR 1 iYPE.=2-YR TYPE*ALL
-----SIZE.ALL . COUNT ICY COUNT PCT . COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

PRESIOENT 2 4% 6 II% / 0% 8 7%
EXECLIIVE VICE PRES 1 5 IIX 3 5% 0% 8 7%
AOMIN V1,E PRES 1 12 27% 16 28% 4 67% 32 30%
ACADEMt4 VICE PRES . 3 7% 4 7X 0% 7 6%
LAZINESS VICE PRES . 11 24% 9 IZ% 1 17% 21 19%
OTHER OFFICER . 12 27X I? 33X 1 17% 32 30%

TOTAL REPORTED ; 45 100% 57 100% 1 6 100% 108 100'

34
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Table 6 (continued)
ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING

Separate Administrative Installations
Public Institutions

--CONTRA.PUBLIC

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES
AMIN VICE PRES
ACADEMIC VICE PRES
BUSINESS VICE PRES
OTHER OFFICER ;:r

TOTAL REPORTED

CONTROL- PUBLIC

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES
ADMIN VICE PRES
ACADEMIC VICE PRES
BUSINESS VICE PRES
OTHER OFFICER

TOTAL REPORTED

CONTPSILPUOLIC
----SIZE-M-LARGE

TYPE -UNIV
COUNT PCT

TYPE.UNIV
COUNT PCT

02
2 252
2 252

02
2 252
2 252

8 100%

TYPE.UNIV
COUNT PCT

PRESIDENT 1 112
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES OX
ADm/N VICE PRES i 1 11X
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 1 11X
BUSINESS VICE PRES 1 11X
orucR OFFICER 5 56X

TOTAL REPORTED i 9 100X

--03NTROLPUBLIC TYPE -UNIV
- - - -- SIZE -LARGE 1 COUNT PCT

PRESIDENT
EXECiirIVE VICE PRES
ADNIN VICE PRES
ACADLMIC VICE PRSS
bus/NESS VICE PRES
OTHER OFFICER

TOTAL REPORTED

-4VNTROL-11111. iC

PIT..10041
1x1FUTIVE VILE INES
Armor VIII
ACcoiniC DIU PNID
LUSINtr.5 VOX PRI!,
O11 ER

VITAL

1 62
1 62
I 25X
2 132
5 312
3 192

16 1002

1Tif.UN1V
COUNT PCT

2 62
I 122
7 212
3 92
8 242
10 292

31 1002

TYPE.4 -YR
COUNT PCT

TYPE .4-yR
COUNT PCT

2 15X
1 8Z
2 15X
I 8Z
2 15X
5 382

13 100X

TYPE-1 -yR
COUNT PCT

1 72
02

8 532
1 7X
2 13X
3 20X

15 1002

TYPE .4-YR
COUNT PCT

1 20X
OX

2 40X
OX
OX

2 402

5 1002

TYPE ..1-YR

COUNT PCT

7
11X
3Z

14 38X
3 82
4 112

11 302

37 1002

TYPE.2 -YR
COUNT PCT

TYPE-2-YR
COUNT PCT

4

TYPE-2 -YR
COUNT PCT

TYPE-2-YR
MINT PCT

TYPE-ALL
COUNT PCT

02
1 17k
3 50%
1 172

02
1 172

6 100X

TYPE-ALL
COUNT PCT

2 ETZ

3 122
7 28X
1 42
I 162
8 322

25 1002

TYPE ALL
COUNT PCT

2 82
OX

9 362
2 82
I 162
8 322

23 100X

TYPE-AU.
COUNT PCT

2 IOX
1 5X
6 292
2 10X
5 24X
5 24X

21 100X

TYPE-2-YR TYPE -AU.
COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

OX 6 8x
OX 5 6Z

4 672 25 32X
OX 6 8Z

1 I72 13 I72
1 I72 22 29X

6 100X 77 1002
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Table 6 ,(continued)
ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING

Separate Administrath,e Installations
Private Institutions

--CONTROL.PRIVATE 1 TYPE.UNIV
SIZESMALL 1 COUNT PCT

TYPE,4YR
COUNT PCT

.2 YR .

COON] PI .

TYPE =All
COUNT 1

PRESIDENT 14X 7 14X
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 7X . 1 7X
ADMIN VICE PRES OX 1 0%
ACADEMIC VICE PRES OX OX
BUSINESS VICE PRES 36X 5 36%
OTHER OFFICER 6 43X / 1 6 43X

TOTAL REPORTED 14 100% .

o

14 100X

--CONTROLORIVATE TYPE.UNIV TYPE.4YR . 1111..2YR 1 TYPE,,,ALL
COUNT PLT COUNT PCT 1 COUNT PCT 1 COUNT PC1

PRESIDENT OX OX . . 0% .
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 17X 1 20X 1 o 2 IOX .

ADMIN VICE PRES 3 S OX 1 20X . . q J6X .

ACADEMIC VICE PRES OX 1 20X . ..
1

1 9X .

BUSINESS VICE PRES 2 33X OX . o 2 10% .

OTHER OFFICER OX 2 40X .

1

1

o

2 1UY .

TOTAL REPORTED 6 100% 5 100X . 1 11 100% 1

.

1. 1

--CONTROL.PRIVATE TYPE.UNIV TYPE..4 YEE . TYPE-2-YR TYPE-A11
-----SI2E.MLARCE COUNT PCT CCUNT PCT 1 COUNT PCT 1 COUNT PC1 .

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES o

ADMIN V/C: PRES
ACADEMIC VICE PRES

1 1

o

BUSINESS VICE PRES
OTHER OFFICER

o

TOTAL REPORTED 3

..CONTROL.PRIVATE TYPE.UNIV TYPE.1YR 1 TYPE.2-YR 1 TYFE All .

COUNT PCT COUNT PCT 1 COUNT PC1 . COUNT PC1

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES
ADMIN ValE PRES
ACADEMIC ,ICE PRES
BUSINESS VICE PRES o

OTHER OFFICER
o

TOTAL REPORTEO 2

--CONTROL.PRIVATE YPEONIV TYPC.4YR *YPE.2YR TYPE AL1
SI2EALL COUNT PCT COUNT PCT . COUNT ICI 101441 PC1 .

PRESIDENT OX 10X 1 o ? 6% .

EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 9X 10% o J 10% .

ADMEN VICE FRES At& 2 10X o / 11% .

ACADEMIC VICE PRES OX 1 5X o 1 3% .

BUSINESS VDU. PRES 3 27X 15% 16% .

OTHER OFFICFY 2 18X N 40X 10 J2% .

TOTAL REPORTED 11 100X 20 100X 1 11 1011%
o

o

.

.

.

.
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Table 7

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING
All Combined Academic/Administrative Installations

-- COMMIX ,AT
SEZE.Smal

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRIG
MMus VICE PkCS
ACADEMIC VICE PRES
LUSINES5 VICE EROS
OTHER OFFICER

TOTAL REPORTED

--COMIROL.ALL
-----SIZC.MEDIUM

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES
ADAIR VICE PRES
ACADEMIC VICE PRES
LIMINESS VICE PRES
OTHER OFFICER

TOTAL REPORTED

--CONTROL.ALL

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES
AMIN VICE PRES
ACADEMIC VICE ORES
CUSINESS VICE PRES
OTHER OFFICER

TOTAL REPORTED

-----srzc.LARce

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES
ACTON VICE PRES
ACADEMIC VICE PRES
BUSINESS VICE PRES
OTHER OFFICER

TOTAL REPORTED

--CONTROL.ALL
-----SIZE.AU.

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES
AMIN VICE PRES
ACADEMIC VICE PRES
CVSIE.ESS VICE PRES
OTHER OFFICER

TOTAL REPORTED

TYPE llN1V TYPE-4-1R
COUNT PCT COUNT PC1

4 12X
6 I8X

15%
S I5X
9 27%
4 :2X

TYFt'2 -YR
COUNT PCT

2 20X
OX

3 30X
3 30%

lox
lox

33 I00X 10 100%

TYPf.UNIV TYPE4-YR TYPE2-YR
COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

I 5X 5 9X
1 5X 5 9X
3 16X 10 18X
3 16X 5 9X
5 26X 15 262
6 32X 17 30X

19 100X 57 100X

O 27X
3 10X
8 27X
I 3X
5 17X
5 17X

30 100%

TYPEUNIV TYPE4-YR i TYPE2-YR
COUNT PCT COUNT PCT 1 COUNT PCT

OX
21X
24%
10%
10%
33%

21 100X

TYPEUNIV
COUNT PCT

2
OX

1 4%

7 '4%
6 25X
6 25X

21 100%

TYPEUNIV
COUNT PCT

3 5%
7 II%
16 75%
6 9X
13 20X
19 30%

64 100X

I 4% 1 14%
5 18X I 14%
6 21X I 14%
3 11X I 14%
6 21X OX
7 25X 3 43X

20 100X 7 100%

TYPE4-YR TYPE2-YR
COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

OX
3 33%
I 11X

0%
3 33X
2 22%

9 100%

TYPEALL
/

COUNT OCT

6 I1X
6 11X
O 19%

19%
10 23X
5 12%

43 100%

TYPEALL
COUNT ECT

11 13%
9 8%

21 20%
9 8%
25 '2.1%
28 26X

106 100X

TYPEALL
COUNT PCT

2 1%
11 20%
12 21X
6 11%
8 14%
17 30%

56 100%

TyPEALE
COUNT PET

3 8X
4 11%
9 21%
2 5%
9 24%
10 27%

37 100%

TyPE.4 -YR TYPE-2-YR TYPEALL
COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

11 9X 11 20% 25 10%
16 132 7 132 30 12X
21 17X 13 23X 50 21%
14 . 11X 5 9X 25 10%
30 25X 9 16% 52 21%
30 25X 11 20X 60 25%

----- ---- ----- ---- ----- ----
122 100% 56 100% 212 100%

FAismagam.1
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Table 7 (continued)
ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING

Combined Academic/Administrative Installations
Public Institutions

R --CONTROL.PUBLIC

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE 'NtS
ACHIM VICE PRES
ACADEMIC VICE PRES
BUSINESS VICE PRES
OTHER OFFICER

TOTAL REPORTED

--CON7ROL4PUBLIC

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES
AOKIN VICE PRES
ACADEMIC VICE PRES
BUSINESS VICE PRES
OTHER OFFICER

TOTAL REPORTED

CONTROL...PUBLIC

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES
AMON VICE PRES
ACADEMIC VICE PRES
BUSINESS VICE PRES
OTHER OFFICER

TOTAL REPORTED

- -CONTROL=PUBLIC

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES
AMIN VICE PRES
ACADEMIC VICE PRES
BUSINESS VICE PRES
OTHER OFFICER

TOTAL REPORTED

- -CONTROL.PUBLIC

PRESIDENT

TYPE4UNIV
COUNT PCT

TYPEUNIV
COUNT PCT

1 10%
1 10%
2 20%
1 10%
1 10%
4 10%

10 100%

TTPEUNIV
COUNT PCT

0%
2 132
5 31%
2 13X
1 6%
6 38Z

16 100%

TYPEUNIV
COUNT PCT

2 8%
1 a%

7
331

6 25X
6 25%

21 100%

TYPEUN1V
COUNT PCT

3 6%
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 8%
forum VICE PRES 15 30%
ACADEMIC VICE PRES 1 8%
LUSINESS VICE PRES 8 16%
OTHER OFFICER 16 322

TOTAL REPORTED 50 100%

TTPE.1 -TR TYPE=2 -YR
COUNT PCT COUNT PCT COUNT .CT

1 12% 2 20% 3 192
1 17% 0% 6%
2 33X 3 30% 5 31%

0% 3 30% 3 19%
1 17% 1 10% 2 13%
1 17% 1 10% 2 13%

---- .
6 100% 10 100% 16 1001.

TYPE-1-TR TTPE2-YR
COUNT PCT COUNT PET

3 7%
3 7%
0 19%
1 9%
12 2UX
13 30%

43 100%

O 28%
3 10%
7 21%
1 3%
5 171
5 17%

29 100%

TYPE-I -YR TTRE2-TR
COUNT PCT COUNT PCT

1%
19%
19%
8%
232
27%

26 100%

TTPE1-TR
COUNT PCT

7 100%

TYPE2-TR
COUNT PCT

0%
3 33%
1 11%

0%
3 33%
2 22%

3 I 9 100%

1TPE.4 -TR TYPE.% -YR
COUNT PCT COUNT OCT

5 61 11 20%
9 12% 13%
15 19% 12 '2%
7 9X ' 14 9%
19 71% 9 16X
23 292 1 11 20%

,8 100% 55 1001

TTPEALL
COUNT PET

12 15%
7 9%

17 21%
6 7%

10 22X
22 27%

02 100%

TTPEALL
COUNT PCT

2 4%
3 16%
11 22%
5 10%
7 11%

16 33%

19 100%

TTPE..ALL
COUNT PCT

2 6%
1 11%
9 25X
2 6X
9 25X

10 28%

36 160%

TT1E.ALt
COUNT PCT

19 101
11%

1. 73%
16 9%
36 /0%
%o /%

181 1u0%
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Table 7 (continued)

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING
Combined Academic/Administrative Installations

Private Institutions

--CONTROL.PRIVATE
0

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 0

ADMIN VICE PRES 1

ACADEMIC VICE PRES 0

COSINESS VICE PRES 1

OTTER OFFICER

TOTAL REPORTED 1

1

--CONTROL.PRIVATE I

SIZEMEOIUM 1

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES .

ADMIN VICE PRES
ACADEMIC VICE.PRES
BUSINESS VICE PRES .

OTTER oFricLa

TOTAL REPORTED

--CONTROTWRIVATE
SIZE.M-LARGE

PRESIDENT 1

EXECUTIVE VICE PRES .

ADMIN VICE PRES
ACADEMIC VICE PRES .

ROSINESS VICE PRES
OTHER OFFICER

TOTAL REPORTED 1

--IDNUTOt PRIVATE
----SIZE-LARGE

PRESIDENT
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES .

ADMIN VICE FRES
ACADEMIC VICE FRES
IMIdESS VIel /KS .

ODER OiTiCtR .

1

IOTA( RETORTED .

.

/

0 pm ROT 1* I VA II .

- SIZE ALL '

TYPEUNIV
COUNT PCT

TYPEONIV
COUNT PCT

0%
OX

I Ill
2 22X
4 14X
2 222

9 1002

TYPL.LN/V
COUNT PCT

OX
3 602

OX
OX

I 20X
I 20X

- -

5 1002

nit UNIV
LOUNT PCT

IYII .0'1"
UMW PI.

1 TYPE.4-YR
COUNT PCT

3 11X
5 19X
3 E12
5 19X
8 30X
3 11X

27 100X

TYPE.1 -YR
COUNT PCT

2 li%
2 11X
2 14X
1 7%
3 21X
4 29X

14 100X

TYPE4-YR
COUNT PCT

2

TYPE.,4-YR
COUNT PCI

1111 4-11R
100441 lET

TYPE-2-YR
COUNT PCT

TYPE.2 -YR
COUNT PCT

TYPE.2-YR
COUNT PCT

TYPE*2-YR
COUNT PET

1YPE7-YR
COUNT PCT

TYPEALL
COUNT PCT

3 11X
5 192
3 112
5 19X
8 30X
3 11X

27 100X

TYPE.ALL
COUNT PCT

2 SX
2 OX
1 17X
3 132
7 29X
6 25X

24 100X

TYPEALL
COUNT PCT

OX
3 13%
I IIX
1 I4X
1 112
1 11X

7 1002

TYPE.ALL
LOTJNT PCT

TTPEALL
COUNT, PCT

1iiISIDENI . 0% 6 44X 6 10X /IXECOIOA Vitt ISV,
ADMIN VIII 11./ 5 :

3, .IX
7%

/
A

fAX
frIX

10

8
17X I
142 8

AA 1.T4 MI( VICE PRI!. . 142 7 16X 9 152 0

TIP 1R4 S,5 VOLT 1145 1 1AX II AX 16 27X .OH* u 10 $ ILI Ft / E .IX 7 1k 10 17X 1
- -

TOTALIUTAE 111.,0 -1) 14 100% 44 1102 59 100X .
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Chapter 3
Staffing

The Administrative Information Systems Staffing sub-section
of the 1980 Profile requested information about the number
of full -tim¢ equivalent (FIE) staff in the five major
functional areas of management, analysis/programming,
systems programming, operations, and clerical in the
administrative information systems organization at each
institution.' From these data it is possible to determine the
distribution of staff by category and the average size of
the MS staff for different institutional groups.

While the Profile did not provide descriptions for each of
the five staff categories, they are generally understood to
be the following:

The management staff includes the general
administrative officers of the MS organization.

The analysts/programmers are the staff assigned to the
applications development function.

The s stems work primarily with support
software such as the operating system, languages,
utility programs, and other general systems.

The operations staff includes the computer operators
dnd other staff assigned to scheduling and processing
of jobs through the computer installation.

The clerical staff {provides the traditional secretarial
surrort function for the AIS organization.

do _
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Staff Distribution by Cat ory

The distribution of administrative information systems staff

by category is surprisingly consistent for all institutional

groups. The management category averaues 11% of the
staff with a range of 9% to 15%; larger institutions are at

the lower figure and smaller institutions are at the higher

level. The applications development staff (generally

measured by the number of analyst/programmers) accounts
for 28% to 40% of the staff with an average of 38%. As might

be expected, small institutions are at the low end of this

distribution and large institutions are at the highest level.

The systems programming category averages 7% in all of the

institutional groups with little variance between groups.
The percentage of effort reported for the operations and

the clerical categories are also consistent, with averages of

34% and 10% respectively for all institutional groups.

Figure 14 shows the staff distribution by category for all

responding institutions in pie-chart form and Table 8

summarizes the same information for the major institutional

groups.

The summaries in Table 8 show that public institutions

report more applications development staff

(analysts/programmers) than private institutions, whip the

latter report a slightly higher percentage of management
staff. This is probably due to the large number of small

private institutions reporting, since in small installations

managers generally perform many of the systems

development tasks, so the effective percentage of effort by

staff category is likely to be the same in institutions of all

sizes.

When compared to similar information from The Fourth

Inventory of Computers in Higher Education: An
Interpretive Report,4 the distribution of staff by category

shows a significant drop in the clerical category (from 15%

4John W. Hamblen and Carolyn P. Landis, eds., The Fourth
Inventory of Computers in Higher Education: An Interpretive
Report (Boulder, Co: Westview Press, 1980), p. 33.
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to 10%) and a similar drop in the percentage of management
staff from 14$ to 10% in public institutions and from 18$ to
13% in private institutions. The operations staff category
has remained at 34% since 1976. The 1976 information did
not differentiate between systems programmers and
analysts/programmers, so the 34-37% reported in 1976 is
comparable to the 45% reported in 1980 for systems
programmers (7 %) and analysts/programmers (38%). Even
with this slight difference in staff- categories, it is clear
that the percentage of analysts/programmers has increased
significantly since 1976. This increase is consistent with
information on the increased number of administrative
applications described in Chapter 6: Software.

The 1980 Profile data on staff distribution are interesting
for comparative purposes; however, it will be even more
interesting tb observe trends in this area when data from
future Profiles are available.

Average Staff Size

When comparing average staff size, only the numbers for
institutions of similar size are really comparable, so
Figures 15 through 19 show the average staff size in terms
of FTE for all other institutional groups in each of the four
size groups.

In general, public institutions and universities report an
average staff size significantly larger than the other
institutional groups. Staff size in all public institutions
averages 26 FTE employees compared to 14 in all private
institutions. An average staff size of 41 FTE in
all universities compares to -1 d 14 in four-year and
two-year institutions. Also, institute 'th separate
administrative installations report an average sta t2 f
31 FTE compared to 20 for institutions with combined
academic/administrative computing installations.

A.

A ()I ....,- .



36, Chapter 3: Staffing

In large, medium, and small institutions, average staff size
by institutional group generally follows the same pattern as
for all responding institutions. This observation does not
hold for the medium-large institutions, since the information
in this group is dominated by several unique private
institutions like Stanford and Notre Dame Universities that
have computing installations with national reputations. This
select group of institutions causes the data to show a
higher average staff size for private than public institutions
in this size group. The data for separate versus combined
installations are also affected by the inclusion of these
institutions. As the number of institutions reporting data
in the CAUSE National Database increases, the effect of a
few unique institutions on the data for any one group
should be minimized in the future.

Average staff size in all large institutions is 59 FTE, and
ranges from a high of 75 in separate administrative
computing installations to a low of 40 in four-year
institutions. All medium-large institutions report an
average staff size. of 23 FTE, with the private institutions
high at 37 and two-year institutions low at 15. Average
staff size in medium-sized institutions ranges from a low of
8 FTE in two-year institutions to a high of 20 in
universities, with an average of 14 FTE for all medium-sized
institutions. All small institutions report an average staff
size of 8 FTE, with only small universities significantly
higher at 17 FTE.

Figures 15 through 19 provide a graphic description of the
average staff size for the major institutional groups within
each of the institutional size categories. Tables 9,
10 and 11 provide detailed distributions of staffing data for
all institutional groups.

Because of the difficulty of breaking out the staff assigned
to support the administrative information systems in
combined administrative/academic installations for the 1980
Profile, the 1981 Profile will request this information in a
format that should provide more accurate data and more
complete information for combined installations.

4 f.)
AAA

4
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6

Figure 14

AIS STAFF DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY

All Responding Institutions

0

SYSTEMS
PROGRAMMERS

72

Table 8

AIS STAFF DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY

By Major Institutional Groups

ALLI POD' PRV! VW/ IYR1 2YRI LRC! M/LI MED! IMLI SEP) CMG

MANAGEMENT
.

11%1 10%1 13%! 10%!
1

13%1 13%! 9%1 12%1 :3%1 1571 9X1 12%

ANALYST /PROD 38X1 39ZI 32%1 10%1 36%1 32%1 10%1 39%1 35%! 28Z! 39X1 37%

SYSTEMS/PROC 7%1 7X1 7%1 7%1 5%/ =1 8%1 6%1 6%1 5%! 7%1 7%

OPERA:AENS 31%! 31%1 31%1 33%! 31%1 36%1 31%1 32%1 32%! 39%1 33%1 34%

CLERICAL 10%1 10%4 13%1 10%1 11%1 11%1 9%1 11%1 13%1 12%1 11%1 10%
1.m.mosimemolorwwwfmmwmfmommImmowlmommolomwmfammmIlmilmf

329! 2461 831 1031 166! 60' 591 80! 1321 5811 103! 226INSTNS IN CRP

4



38 Chapter 3: Staffing

AVERAGE STAFF SIZE CHARTS
Figure 15

All Responding Institutions
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Figure 16
Large Institutions
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Figure 18
Medium Institutions
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Figure 17
Medium-Large Institutions
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Small Institutions
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Table 9

AVERAGE MS STAFF & DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY
All Responding Institutions

ROLALL
-SIZE.SMALL

MERIT
tAl'AVALItT/PfrOGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMERS
OPERATIONS
molicAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
DIST IN GROUP

-co W
--S .ALL

EMEOIUM

NT
ANALYST PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMERS
OPERATI
CLERICAL

TOTAL ST F (AVG)
INSTNS I CROUP

- -
--CONTROL L
-----SIZE. LARGE

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
INSTNS IN CROUP

--CONTROL.ALL

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS'
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS
OPERATIONS A
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
XNSTNS IN CROUP

--GONTROLALL
SIZEALL

TYPEUNIV
AVG FTE PCT

TYPEUNIV
AVG FTE PCT

2.5 13X
7.4 37X
1.7 9X
6 0 30X
2.9 12X

20.0 100X
31

TYPE.UNIV
FTE PCT

3.3 11%
12.5 42X
1.6 5X
9.6 32X
3.1 10X

TYPE.4 -YR TYPE-2-YR 1 TYPEALL
AVG FIE^ PCT AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT.

1.1 11X 1.0 18X 1 1.1 15X
2.1 27X 1.8 32X 2.1 28%
.5 6X .2 iX .1 5X

3.1 10X 2.0 36X 2.9 39X
1.0 13X .5 9X .9 12X .

7.7 100X 5.6 100X 7.5 100X
16 11 58

TY?E..4-YR TYPE.2 -YR TYPE.ILL
AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT

1.9 13X 1.5 19X 1.9 13X
5.1 35X 2.S 31X 5.0 35x
.7 3X A 5X .8 6X

5.1 35X 2.3 29X 4.6 32%
1.6 IIX 1.1 18X 1.8 13X

11.9 100X 0.0 100X 14.2 100X
69 32 132

TYPE.4-YR TYPE-2-YR TYPE.ALL
AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT

2.4 12X 2.0 13X 2.7 12X
7.3 38X 3.8 25% 0.9 39X
1.1 6X 1.2 8X 1.3 6X
6.1 31X 6.2 41X 7.4 32X
2.4 12X 1 1.0 12X 2.6 IIX

30.1 100X 29.9 100X 15.0 100X 23.0 100X
30 92 8 00

TYPEUNIV
AVG FTE PCT

5.9 9X
26.6 40X
5.3 8X

22.4 31X
6.2 9X

TYPE4-YR TYPE.2-YR TYPEALL
AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT

-3.3 8X 3.1 7% 5.1 9X
18.1 15X 11.4 34X 23.4 40X
2.7 7X 4.8 II% 9.8 8X
13.6 39X 16.0 90X 20.2 31X
2.4 6X 2.9 7X 5.1 9X

66.3 100% 10.1 100% 42.0 tooX 58.6 100%
41 9 9 59

TYPFUNIV TYPE4-YR TYPE2-YR TYPEALL
.AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT 'AVG FTE PCT AVG FTC PCT

MANAGEMENT I 4.1 10X 1 1.9 13X 1.7 13Z 112.5 IIX
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS 1 16.5 40X 5.5 36% 4.3 32% '0.8 38X
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS I 3.1 7X .0 5% 1.1 8X 1.6 7X
OPERATIONS . 13.6 33X 5.2 31X 1 4.9 36X 7.8 39%
CLERICAL f 4.1 10% 1 1.7 11X f 1.5 II% 2.4 10X

. --

. 41.4 100% 15.2 100X 13.6 100X 23.1 100X

. 103 166 60 329
. TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
I INSTNS IN GROUP
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Table 9 (continued)
AVERAGE AIS STAFF 6 DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY

Public Institutions

--comrRotowusixc
SIZE -SMALL

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL 3TAFF (AVG)
INSTNS IN GROUP

r -CONTROL.PUBLIC
-

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVC"
INSTNS IN GROUP

--CONTRUL.PUELIC

TYPE.UN1V
AVG FIE MI AVG

.

.

t

TYPL.UNIV
AVG FTC ITT

3.2 12X .

10.0 397.
2.5 10X
7.3 28X
3.0 12X

25.9 100X
16

EYPEUNIV

TYPF..4-YR TYPE-2-TV
Ell PLT AVG 11f ill

1.0 OX 1.0 18X
. 3.1 26X . 1.8 32X

1.1 9X . .2 4%
5.1 46X 7.0 36X
1.1 9% . .5 9%

11.8 100% 5.6 100X
9 tt

1--

EYPE.4-YR TYPEZ-YR
AVG FTE ICI AVG f1f PCT

1.9 13% . 1.4 18X
, 5.3 36% . 2.5 31%

.6 IX .4 5X
. 5.3 36X . 2.3 297.

1.7 11X . 1.3 16X

/ 11.8 100X 8.0 100X
52 31

TYPC..4 -YR . TYPE.2 -YR

TYPE-ALL
AVG Elf I41

1.0 11X
nx

.6 7X
3.5 10%

' .9 10%

8.8 100%
2t

ITPE..ALt
AVG Flf PCT

2.0 14X

J.9
36%

.9 6X
4.7 32%
1.8 12X

14.5 100X
99

o

TYPE.ALL
SI2EM-LARGE AVG FTE PCT AVG FIE PCT AVG FIE PCT AVG FTC PCT.

MANAGEMENT 3.0 11X 2.3 12X I 2.0 13X 2.5 12X I

ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS 11.7 11X 7.3 39X 3.8 25X 8.3 40% .

SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS 1.2 IX 1.1 6X . 1.2 8X 1.1 5X I

OPERATIONS 8.6 32X 5.8 31X 6.2 41X 6.8 33X
CLERICAL 2.2 OX 2.3 12X 1.8 12X 2.2 11X

TOTAL'STAFF (AVG) 26.7 100X 18.8 100X 1 15.0 100% 20.9 100X
INSTNS IN GROUP 23 I 39 U 70

1 1

--CONTROL.PUBLIC TYPE.UNIV / TYPE.I-YR 1 TYPE.2-YR TYPE.ALL I

AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT 1AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT.

MANAGEMENT 6.0 9X 0 3.3 OX 1 3.1 7X 5.t 9X .
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS 27.1 41X 1 19.8 46X 11.4 31X 21.0 40X I

SYSTEMS PROGRAMERS 5.1 82 / 3.1 7X / 1.8 11X 1.8 8X 1

OPERATIONS 22.5 1 11.6 31X 1 16.8 40X 20.4 34X
CLERICAL 6.3 9X 2.6 6X , 2.9 7% 5.2 9X I

- I

TOTAL STAFF (AVG) 66.9 100X I 13.3 100X 1 12.0 100X 59.5 100X /

INSTNS IN GROUP 39 1 9 56

/

--CONTROL*PUBLIC TYPE.UHIV . TYPE-I -YR TYPE.2 -YR tYPE.ALL
AVG FTE PCT 'AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT1

MANAGEMcNT 1.5 10X 1 2.0 11X 1.7 12X 2.7 10X
ANALYST /PROGRAMMERS 10.9 41X 6.9 38X 1.4 32X 10 39X
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS '3.1 7X 1 1.0 6X 1.1 8X 1. 7X /

OPERATIONS 15.1 33X 1 6.2 34X 5.0 36X 8.8 34% 1

CLERICAL 1.1 10X I 1.9 10X / 1.5 11X 2.6 LOX
/ -

TOTAL STAFF (AVT) 16.3 100X 18.1 100X 1 13.7 100X 26.1 100X 1

INSTNS IN GROUP 79 108 59 216 1

1
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Table 9 (continued)
AVERAGE AIS STAFF &I DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY

Prbia e Institutions

-- CONTROL - PRIVATE TYPI.UNIV TYPE.1 -TR
- --sric.snALL AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT

MANAGEMENT 1.1 16X f

ANALYST/PROVIATIMERS 1.8 27X t

SYSTEMS PROGRAMERS 0 .3 4X .

OPERATIONS 2.5 37X .

CLERICAL 0 1.0 15X .

TOTAL STAFF (AVG) 6.7 100X .

INSTNS IN GROUP 37

f TYPE.2-YR TYPE.ALL f

'AVG FIE PCT AVG FIE PCT.

- -CONIROLPRIVATE TYPE.UNIV TYPE.4-YR
AVG FIE PCT AVG FTE PCT

MANAGEMENT 1.7 12X I 2.1 16X
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS 4.6- 34% f '1.6 35%
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS .0 6X t .0 6X
OPERATIONS 1.7 34% t 1.4 33X
CLERICAL 1.0 13X 1.5 11X

TOTAL STAFF (AVG) 13.7 100% 13.3 100X
INSTNS IN GROUP 15 17

- -CONTROL.PRIVATE
-----SIZEM-LARGE

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST /PROGRAMMERS
SYSITTIO PROGRAMMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
INSTNS IN GROUP

- -CONTkOL.PRIVATE

MANAuTMENT
ANALYST /PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS
OPERATION!,
CLERICAL

TO-AL STAFF (AVG)
INSTNS IN GROUP

--CONTROL=PRIVATE
SIZE.ALL

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEM PROGRAMMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)

TTPE.2 -YR
!NJ FTE PCT

TYPE,UNIV TYPk.9 -TR TYPE-2-YR
AVG FIE PCT AVG FEE PCT AVG FTE PCT

1.3 10X !

15.1 36X .

2.9 7X
13.0 31X f

1

6.1 15X

11.4 100X !

7 3

TYPI.UNIV TYPE.1 -YR . TYPE.2 -YR
AVG FIE PCT IAVG FTE PCT !AVG FIE PCT

2

TYPEUNIV t TYPE.4 -TR f TTPE.2 -YR
AVG FTE PCT !AVG FTE PCT !AVG FTE PCT

! 1.6
! 3.0

2.7 IIX
0.7 35%
2.1 OX
8.1 33X
3.2 13X

25.2 100X
INSTNS IN GROUP 24

16X f

30X .

5X f

3.5 35% 1

.1.3 13X f

9.9 100X
58

1.1 16X
1.8 27X
.3 4X

2.5 37X
1.0 15X

6.7 100%
37

TYPE.ALL
AVG FTE PCT

1.9 14X
4.5 34%
.8 6X

1.5 34%
1.7 13X

13.9 100X
33

TYPE.ALL
AVG FTE PCT

4.3 12X
13.1 35X
2.5 7X
12.1 33X
5.1 15X

37.2 100X
10

TYPEALL
AVG FTE PCT

3

TYPE.ALL
AVG FIE PCT

1.9 13X
1.6 32X
1 0 7X
1.9 34%
1.8 13X

11.3
03

100X

0
tV
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Table 10

AVERAGE AIS STAFF 6 DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY
All Separate Administrative Installations

--CONTROL-ALL
I -----sur.stiALL

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
INSTNS IN GROUP

--CON TROT -ALL

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS PRCCRAMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TYPE.ONIV TYPE..9 -YR ! TYPE.2-YR 1 YPE.ALL
!AVG FTE PCT 'AVG FTE PCT 'AVG F IL PCT AVG FFE PCI

.9 I3X 1.0 19X
1.8 2.6X 2.1 28X

.6 9X .6 OX'
2.6 37X 2.6 35%
1.1 16% 1.11 15X

7.0 100X 7.4 100%
1/ 19

TYPEttNlv I TYPE*9-YR TYPE ,2-YR I YPE *ALL
AVG FTE PCI ',AVG FIE PIT AVG F 1E PCT AVG FTE PCT

3.2 12% 2.0 10% 2.3 11%
9.2 35% 0 7.1 37x 7.3 36%
2.2 8X .8 9X 1 67.
9.1 39% 7.7 40X 7.6 J7%
2.0 11X 1.7 9% 2.0 10%

TOTAL STAFF (AVG) 26.5 100X 19.1 100X 20.4 100%
ZNSTNS IN GAWP 13 17 4 . 34

- - -

-- CONTROL-ALL TYPE*UNIV TYPE -4 -YR I YPI --2-YR 1YPE ALI
AVG FIE PC 1 'AVG FIE PLT AVG F It Pt I AVG FIE PCT

MANAGEMENT 2.4 8% I .7.2 12X 2 ..? 10%
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS 13.5 17% 6.6 J6% 9.1 417. t
SYSTEMS PM:GRA/VIERS 1.0 .3% .9 5% . .9 9% .

OPERAIIONS 9.2 322 , 5.5 JO% . . 6.9 J1%
CLERICAL z.n 9X 0 3.J 18Z . e.0 13X .

IOTAL STAFF (AVG) .11.6 100X 18.5 100X . 21.0 1002 .
INSTNS IN GROW 11 . 15 1

. . I
-

--CONIROL*ALL 1 YF 1. 'MTV 1111 :,. Yit I I. PI -. Yr. nil -AL 1
--SIZE.LARGE AVG FIE P( t ,AVG f IL F-1.1 ,AVG f If Pt 1 , AVG F It PGT ,

MANAGEMENT 6.8 9% I 1.'t (IX , , 6. 3 13./. ,
ANALYST /PROGRAMER: 30.9 39Z . 26.2 11X , I 79.9 10% ,
SYSTEMS PROGRAMER., /.6 107. . J. 6% , . 6./ 9Z ,
OPERATIONS ..*,. 0 12X 71.4 46% 14. J 3/% ,
CLERICAL 9.1 11% 4.0 /X 8.0 11%

--- --
TOTAL STAFF t AVG) /9.J 100X 59.5 100X . . 7..0 100%
INSTNS IN GROUP 10 '', /3

, , ,

( t

-- CONTROL -ALL FYI t 0141v FM . yk 104 : Yl. 1 YPI Al ,- - 51/14111-1 AV(. I If f ( t ,AVG f If It I ,AVG f II Pt I , AVG 1 It 11 1,

MANAGE)* HI
ANAL YS t/PROCRArvhF fat.

F(IX4(Ammt
OF EltAl IONS

ERICA

WI Al SIN Ir (AV( )
rus IN GROIN

I. 10X .
19./ 4U% 7.0 f/7. , 1 17. 11 .
1.1 0% 1.0 'A UX

6.0 16k . 1.
4. I 11X . I..% 11X . I. 1 11

0.9 100% I , 1011:. , 1.... t00% ,,, I00 ,
4J ,1 e, / 0 i

1 i
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Table 10 (continued
\

AVERAGE AIS STAFF 6 DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY
Separate Administrative Installations

in Public Institutions

--CONTROL...PUBLIC TYPEUNiv
-----SIZE4SMALL AVG FTE PCT

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGRANMERS f

SYSTEMS pROGRAhlERS I

OPERATIONS 1

CLERICAL 1

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
INS/NS IN GROW

1

--CONTROL4PUL4_IC TypE.UNiv
-----SI2E4MEDIUm IAVG FTE PCT

MANAGEMENT 1.3 23%
ANALYST /PROGRAMMERS ' 12.4 34X
SYSTEMS FROCAMMERS 3.6 12X
OPERATIONS 22.2 32X
CLERICAL 2.0 8X

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
INSINS IN GROUP

--E0NTROL.P1JGLIC

-----SILE4M-LARGE

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST /PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS rIZOGRAAMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF .AVG,
INS7NS IN Moue

-LONik00.PUROC
SIZE,LARGI

MANAGE/1
SI/fROCRANAtks

TENS PROGRA14AFRS
ThnTiorts

LI FRICAL

1 ;I AI ',11,11.1, IPA.)
Itr.ifra IN (,,k1/11/

(404114.1( fi/t1

'4i, At 1

31.2 100X
7

TYFE.UNIv
AUG FTE PCT

TTPE41-TR
AUG FTE PCT

1

TYPC4-YR
AVG FTE PCT

2.2 10X
7.0 37X
.7 3X

8.0 42X
1.6 8X

T 42-YR f TYPEALL
AvC rTE PCT I AVG FT PCT

TYPC41YR
AVG FTE \PCi

21.1 100X
22 1 4

TypE.0-YR
AVG rTE PCT

2.4 9% 1 2.1 12X
13.5 482 6.7 37X

.8 32 .9 5X
9.3 33% 5.1 20Z

7X 1 3.3 I8X

28.0 100% 28.2 100X
14

iTPC2-YR
AVG FTE PCT

1.2 8%
5.2 35X

5.8
1.3

- -
2.4 5.%

24.9 200%
6

T7pE.ALL
AVG FTE Pei

2.6 22X
8.2 37X
1.5 7% I.
8.3 37X,
1.8 8X,

22.4 son\
23

iTPC.ALL
AVG FTE PCT

2.1 10%
9.0 43X
.8 4%

6.5 31% f,
2.7 23%

,c.1 200X /

21 ,

TYPEtUNIV TYPI.4-YR irPf,:-YR 1 TTFEALL
AVE. F.E FLT 'AVG FTC PCT AVG FTL PCI Ave FTE PCTI

7.0 9% 1.5 liZ 6.4 8X
aZ.6 40X I 26.2 14% 31.1 40% o

7.1 9% 1 3.1 6.1 0% 0

5.6 31% . 21.4 36X 1 21.6 3ZX
9.n 12% . 7% 8.1 11%

ne...1 Ito% 100% 76.9 200X
21

1111 ,,J1V I 1.11 TR (Yi-/ Yt. iTit=ALL
0%4. I /I I1 ...II* I If MT F IL. IC( AV: FTE KT

ni PI/ v. , /./ 10% .9 /. . ,./ 97. 14,1,11 ootIttl 1% . IS .5 43% 24.i 40X IM, I 4., ,o .1..41o; , I% . I °A. 0% 2.6 7% I'111 i I low. 1 .4 l% e 16% I./ 18% 12./ 33Z I
$.1 ..1 II% . l.A 10% 11% 1.9 II% I

IOU% 4.1 100% 4.',, 100% 36.0 100% I", LW, looF(pri V, 6 /4
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Table 10 (continued)
AVERAGE AIS STAFF & DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY

Separate Administrative Installations
in Private Institutions

--CONTROLORIVATE TYPEUNIV lyFf=4-yk iypE-2-yr.
rzEsnALL AVG FIE per AVG FTE 'AVG FIE 1t1 AVG IN 11.1

MANAGEMENT
.9 :32 .v e3%

ANALYST / PROGRAMMERS
.7 in% ./ 10%

SYSTEMS PROGRAmmERS .2 GX . .2 S% .

OPERATIONS 1.1 211% 1.1 .0CLERICAL 1.0 26% 1.0 Z6%
,TOTAL STAFF (AVG)

. 3.9 t00% 3.9 100%
INSTNS IN GROUP 13 13

I
. .

.....

-... .... -1 1

--CONTROL.PRIVATE TYPE,UNIV Iyil -4-YR e iyii =Alt
srzEmanum AVG FTE PCI AVG FIE PCI FIT ItT AVG FTC PLI

MANAGEMENT 1.9 FIX 1.4 10% 1.7 11%
ANALYST /PROGRAMMERS G.5 31X 5.3 37Z . G.4 347.
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS .6 3X .9 6% .7 47.
OPERATIONS 1 6.7 38X 5.0 34% G.9 37% .,
CLERICAL 2.0 16X 1.9 I3X . 2.4 IGX

TOTAL STAFF (AVG) t7.5 t00% ti.G 100x 16.1 i00%
INSTNS IN GROUP 6 b

--01ONTROL.FRIVAIE TYPEurav TyPE,4-Yri TYPE 2-yk TYPE-ALL
SI7.:.M-LARGE AVC FTC PCT AVG FTE FCT AVG FTC ITV AVCFTE PCT.

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/pROGRAMmERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS
OPERATI/VS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
INSTNS IN CROUP

--CCNIROLPRIvATE
SIZELARGE

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST /PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS
OPERATIC s
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVC)
INSTNS IN GROUP

--CONUROL.PRIvArr
SIZE.AEL

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGRAmmEAG
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
1 INSTNS IN CROUP

------ -----

6
o

o o I e

o I 0 e

1 o I I

1 o o\ I

i

I

I

I

2 \ e e 3

1 1 -:- - --:

TYPE.UNIV TypEw4-yR FYFf 2-Yk . TyPEAL1
AVC FTE PCT AVG FTE CrP 'AVG FIT FCT AVG FTE pci

I .

I I 6 I

I I

TYPE .uNlv TYPE -4-YR TYPE .2-Yk iYIT ,ALT
AVG PTE FCT 'AVG Fir 'Cr AVG III MI AVG Fir PCI

2.6 9% 1.2 16Z
9.3, 33% 2.3 27%
2.7 10% .4 5X
9.9 36X 2.6 34%
3.4 12% 1.4 10%

27.8 1002 7./ 1002
10 19

1.6 ;1%
1.6 312 '
1.2 0%
G.2 is%

2.0 14%

14./ 100%
29
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Table 11

AVERAGE AIS STAFF & DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY
All Combined Academic/Administrative Installations

-001.1ROL.ALL

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
INSTRS TN CROUP

--CONTROL-ALL
SI2G.KEDIUta

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG,
111STMS IN GROUP

--CONTROL.ALL

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGRAMER5
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS
OPERATOWS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG7
INSTNS IN GROUP

-LOHTIrx.-ALL

TYPEUNIV
AVG 11F PCT

TYPE.UNIV
AVG FTE PCT

1.9 12X
6.1 10X
1.3 OX
3.8 25X
2.2 11X

15.3 100X
18

TYPE.UNIV
AVG FTL PCT

3.9 13X
11.9 38X
1.9 6X
9.8 32X
3.1 11X

31.0 100X
19

TYlt ne0V

TYPE.1-YR
AVG FIE PCT

1.2 :5X
2.3 .78X
.1 5%

3.3 10X
.9 11X

8.2 100X
29

TYPE.1-1k
AVG FTE PCT

1.9 15X
1.5 35X
.6 5X

1.2 '"3X

1.6 2X

12.9 100X
52

TYPE .4-YR
AVG FIE PCT

2.5 13X
7.7 39X
1.3 7X
6.5 33X
1.9 10X

-
19.9 100X
27

TYPE .1-YR

TYPE.2 -YR
'AVG FIE PCT

1.3 18X
1.9 J3X
.2 1X

2.1 37X
9X

5.7 100X
10

TYPE2-YR
AVG FTE PCT

1.6 19X
2.5 30X
.5 6X

2.3 27X
1.5 18X

8.1 100X
28

TYPE2-YR
'AVG FTE PC7

2.3 11X
I 4.3 25%
I 1.1 8X

6.9 11X
2.1 12X

I

16.9 110%
7

a-

'

TYPE.2-YR

TYPEALL
AVG FTE PCT

1.2 16X
2.2 29%
.1 IX

3.0 10X
.8 11X

7.5 100X
39

TYPC.ALL
AVG FTE PCT

1.8 15X
1.2 35X
.7 6X

3.6 30X
1.7 11X

12.1 100X
9a

TYPEALL
AVG FTE PCT

3.0 13X
8.8 37X
1.5 6X
7.7 33%
2.5 11X

23.5 100X
53

TYPEALL
- ---SIZE.LAHCF AVG TAF GT AVG FIE PCT 'AVG FTE PCf AVG FTE PCT

MANAGEMENT 5.2 9% J.1 7X 1.3 9X
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS 23.2 11X I 11.1 31Z 19.3 10X
SYSTFM5PROGNNVIERS 3.5 6X 1.13 11X 3.7 ITX

OPERATIONS 10.3 36X . 16.8 10X 17.6 37X
ERICA. J.9 7X 2.9 7X 3.3 7X

_ _

101A1 STAFF MAPS) 100% 12.0 100X 10.1 100X
1NGINS IN GROOP 23 4 9 36

fON11(01.AL1 111,1 0141V 1fPF 4-YR 1181-..2-YR TYPEALL
-G121.AL1 AVG flF 11 I AM. 1 TE PC7 AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT

MANAGIN J.0 11% 1.9 11% 1.8 12X 2.1 12X
ANAL r..1,11(00.Ahre 40% 1.0 36X 1.6 32X 7.3 37X
"aiGTIMT. fROGRAnt0 14. 1.1 6% .8 6% 1.J 9% 1.3 7X
* RA1100... 12.0 .1.1% 1.S J3X ;.3 36x 6.7 31X
(101,1t Al hi 9% 1.5 11% 1.6 11% 2.0 10X

11124 (.1A/ 1 .44 r Ion Ivo% 14.6 100% 19.7 100X
ft(4.1(/". IN 14.1.* 60 111 ' 51 126
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AVERAGE AIS
Combined

Table 11 (continued)

STAFF 6 DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY
Academic/Administrative Installations

in Public Institutions

-CONTROLPPUBLIC
----SI2ESMALL

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
INSTNS IN CROUP

--CONTROLPPUBLIC
-----SIZEPAEDIUM

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST /PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
INSTNS IN GROUP

--CONTROLPPUBLIC

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST /PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
IMSTNS IN GROUP

--CONTROLPPUBLIC
-----SIZEPLARGE

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS
OPMATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
OWNS IN CROUP

-CONTROL...PUBLIC

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGPVIMERS
SYSTEMS PROMAMMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
MINS IN 5ROUP

I TYEEUNIV
'AVG FTE PCT

TYPLUNIV
AVG Fri PCT

2.3
8.1
1.6
1.3
3.2

19.1
9

12:
12X
OX
22X
16X

100X

TYPEUNIV
AVG FTE PCT

3.5
10.5
1.4
8.2
2.3

25.9
14

14X
11X
5X
32X
92

100X

TYPEUN/V
AVG FTE POT

5.2
:13.2
3.5
20.3
3.9

56.2

VX
11X
6X
36X
7X

100X

T2PU.1-TR
AVG fit ITT

.9 12X
1.4 1UX
.6 87:

3.7 49X
1.0 13X

1.6 100X

TYPE.4-Yk
AVG FTE

1.0
1.6
.6

1.2
1.7

14X
36X
5X
33X
13X

12.9 100X
10

TYPEP4-YR
AVG FIE PCT

2.3
1.6
1.3
6.2
1.8

19.2
25

12X
40X
7X
32X
92

100X

TYPE1-YR
AVG ,TE PCT

23 3

TYPEUN1V TYPE1-YR
AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT

1.1
16.1
2.5
13.5
3:3

39.8
46

10X
41X
AX
34X
OX

1002

...

1.9 13X
5.6 382
.9 6X

1.8 32X
1.6 11X

14.8 100X
73

ltVE1-YR
AV( Fit PC1

1.0
1.9
.1

2.1

18X
33X
AX

31X
9X

5.7 100%
10

TfPLa7-Yk
AVL FIE PCT

1.

2.6
.5

2.3
1.5

18X
31X
6%

27X
18X

0.i ton
V

TYPE2-YR
AVG FTE PCI

2.3
1.3
1.4
6.9
2.1

11X
25X
BX
41X
12X

16.9 100X
7

iYPE'.2 -YR
AVG FTE PCT

3.1
11.1
4.0
16.8
2.9

7X
31X
11X
40X-
7X

12.0 100X
9

TYPE2-YR
AVG FTE FCT

1.8
1.7
1.3
5.4
1.6

11.7
53

12X
322
9X
37X
11X

100X

TYP1.00_ I

AVG fTE 1111

1.0 16X .

1.1 17X'
.3 5X '

2./ 42X 1
.1 11X /

6.4 100X .
15

- .
iYPE.ALL I

AVG FTC PC!!

1.7
1.3

3.6
1.8

12.1
76

14X 1
36X I
4X '
30X
15X I

- 1

100X 1

TYPEALL
AVG FTE PCT

2.7 13X
0.0 38X
1.3 6X
6.9 33X
2.0 10X

20.9 100X
16

TYPEALL
AVG FTE PCT

1.3
19.7
3.8
17.9
3.3

19.1
35

9X
AOX
8X

36X
7X
- -

140X

TYPE.ALL
AVG FTE PCT

2.5 12X
8.2 38X
1.5 7X
7.3 34X
2.1 10X

21.5 100X
172
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Table 11 (continued)
AVERAGE AIS STAFF & DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY

Combined Academic/Administrative Installations
in Private Institutions

I --CONTROL-PRIVATE
--SUE ^SMALL

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PROGRAM/4AS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMER.,
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
rostm IN GROUP

--CONIROL.PRIVATE

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/PRIXWOVVIEk5
UY5TEMS PROMAmmERE,
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF TAW/
INSTNS IN GROUP

...
--CONTROL.PRIVATE
-----SIZEmM-LARGE

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST /PROGRAMERS
SYSTEMS PROGRAMER'
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
INSTNS IN GkOtJ

--GONTROLmPRIVATE
-----SIZEmLARCE

WNACEIENT
YST/PROGRAMERS

srprEm PROGRAMMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
INSTNS IN GROUP

_-cONTROLPRIVATE
-----SIZEmALL

MANAGEMENT
ANALYST/FROMM/TER&
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS
OPERATIONS
CLERICAL

TOTAL STAFF TANG/
INSTNS IN GROUP

TYPO ITHIV
AV(: FR PET

TYPEUT/IV
AVG F1E PCT

1.6 11X
1.1 3/X

0%
3.1 )OX
I.: lix

11.2 100X
9

TYPtuNIV
AVG FIE PET

5.0 11X
15.0 35X
3.3 7%
11.6 32X
6.5 11%

15.2 100X

TYPEuNIV
AVG FTE PCT

1YPEm4 -YR 1YPfm2 -YR TYPEmALL
AVG IN" (CI AVG PIE PCT AVG FTC PCT

1.3 16X
2.1 29X
.1 5X

J.2 39X
.9 11X

8.3 100X
21

TYPEm1-YR
AVG FIE PGT

)2.3 18X
4.3 33X
./ 5X

1.1 J2X
1.1 11X

12.9 100X
12

TYPEm1 -YR
AVG TIE PCT

TYPE1-YR
AVG FIE PCT

TYPEmuNIV TYPE..1-YR
AVG FTE PCT AVG FTE PCT

2.0 12X 1.0 17X
0.3 35X 3.5 32X
1.8 OX .5 5X
7.1 32X 3.9 36X
3.1 13X 1.2 11X

23.1 100% 10.9 100X
11 34

TYPIm2-YR
AVG FIE PCT

TYPE2-YR
AVG FIE PCT

TYPE2-YR
AVG FIE PCT

TYPE2 -YR
AVG FTE .PET

1.3 16X
2.1 29X
.1 5X

3.2 39X
.7 11X

0.3 100%
21

TYPEALL
AVG FTE PCT

2.1 18X
1.1 31X
.0 7X

3.7 31X
1.1 12X

12.0 iv.:
22

TYPEALL
AVG FTE PCT

1.8 IZX
11.1 35%
2.8 7X
13.1 32X
5.8 11%

10.7 100%
7

TYPEALL
AVG FTE PCT

TYPEALL
AVG FTE PCT

2.1 15X
1.7 33X
.8 6X

1.8 31X
1.7 IZX

11.1 !COX
51
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Chapter 4
Budgets

The budget for support of administrative information
systems is always a subject of great interest at every
institution. The 1980 Profile requested the AIS budget in
five categories (staff, hardware, software, communications,
and other) to provide information fqr comparison; however,
some major cautions must be 'st).ed. The AIS budget
measures only one of the inputs to *he process; what is
accomplished with that budget represents output, and both
input and output must be considered in any evaluation.

It is also very difficult to compare institutional AIS budgets
by category for several reasons:

Many combined academic/administrative installations find
it difficult to apportion staff costs for management,
systems programming, and operations to administrative
and academic computing support. (See Appendix B for
changes to the 1981 Profile designed to alleviate this
prohlem).

At some institutions the systems analysts, and perhaps
the programmers, are located in and paid by the user
departments, while in others they are a part of the AIS
organization.

Some institutions lease all or part of their computer
hardware, while others purchase directly from the
manufacturer, and still others purchase through a state
agency or consortium. Also, some institutions build a
reserve for future hardware, while others receive
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one-time appropriations for capital expenditures for
computers.

-- _
Software may also be leased or purchased, and the
costs may be written off in a single year or over a
longer period of time. In addition, some software is
leased or purchased by the user department, while
other packages may be purchased centrally.

Communications and supplies costs may also he a part of
the AIS budget or may be paid directly by the user
department.

Even with the above cautions, the summaries of AIS Annual
Budgets a 'e useful, primarily because the differences
average out when the budgets of large groups of similar
institutions are aggregated. Again, the number of
institutions in the group being examined should be
considered when making comparisons.

The average MS budget was examined by the major
institutional groups within each of the size categories, as a
percent of the total institutional budget, and by the five
functional categories within AIS.

Average AIS Annual Budgets

The annual AIS budget was reported by 288 of the 350
responding institutions and the annual institutional
operating budget was reported or acquired from government
files for 282 institutions.5 While a few combined
academic/administrative installations had difficulty with the
budget questions on the 1980 Profile, in general the
summaries of the data supplied provide some useful
information about the level of AIS funding in the different
institutional groups.

'Seventy -five institutions did not list an annual
operating budget, so the latest available Higher Education
General Information Survey (HEGIS) finance Information for
total current fund expenditures was used to approximate a
total annual operatang budget for these institutions.

tI Li
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Figures 20 through- 23 show graphs of the average AIS
annual budget for the major institutional groups only within
four size groups, since it is only relevant to compare these
data for institutions of similar sizes. Detailed summaries of
the average AIS 'annual budgets, for institutional groups
appear in Tables 12, 13, and 14.

The average AIS annual budget for large institutions is
$1,977,651, and the 38 universities reporting in this group
dominate that category with an average slightly over $2.1
million. Large institutions with separate administrative
installations report an average AIS annual budget of $2.6
million compared to only $1.5 million for combined
installations. Data are not shown for the large private
institutions, since fewer than five institutions were in this
category.

The average AIS budget for the 72 medium-large
institutions should be viewed in light of the fact that six
private universities reported an average of almost $2.4
million while the other institutional groups are all very close
to the $826,288 average for this size category. In this size
category, institutions like Stanford, Notre Dame, and
Marquette Universities and other similar private institutions
provided most of the data for the private group, while
many of the other institutions do not have computing
installations of the same stature.

Medium-sized institutions report an average AIS annual
budget of $499,992, ranging from a low of $270,473 for
two-year institutions to a high of $761,550 for the
universities. Again, separate administrative installations
report an average AIS budget of almost twice that of the
combined installations ($780,537 versus $405,390).

Small institutions report an average AIS annual budget of
$287,979, ranging from a low of $195,015 for two-year
institutions to a high of $436,956 for small public four-year
institutions.
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Figure 20

AVERAGE AIS ANNUAL BUDGET
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Figure 22

AVERAGE AIS ANNUAL BUDGET
Medium Institutions
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Figure 23

AVERAGE AIS ANNUAL 'BUDGET
Small Institutions
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Table 12

AVERAGE AIS ANNUAL BUDGET BY FUNCTION
All Responding Institutions

toN0/411 - N1 09(1 0911-1 IA 1111.: Yk TYPCAL1
.111 .,FAI I 1110.0! II! MIL 11101 T IL! AVG 1480C41 1LT AVG 111[CITI IC!

,1A11 1161.490 142 11018109 522 11058334 542
111.11.1 01 194.101 III 167.528 352 S81.560 312
419014(4.1 188116 JY 12.836 /2 19.139 32
',MIMIC, I 10N1 $4.914 IX 11.571 12 5.220 22

ON( k 102.681 I X 11.111 62 128.727 1112

10104 NSMAT 1103.612 1002 6195.015 IOU 1287.979 100%

INSINS IN 8!110 .49 9 19

,00,0001.110 091,1.11/38 0111.4-18 TYPIC2-YR TYPCAL%
-812f-81018M AVG WKS T AVG 0L9GFT III AVG tiCGCT PCT AVG AVGET PCT

SINS 135/.969 110 6%40.030 490 1134.440 502 $242.339 480
1111011AST 1195.048 160 '1167.7/9 31% 183.420 312 6151.161 312
TAM !NASA 133.600 40 115.020 32 112.519 52 810,648 10
GOnsoNICA 1146 0.947 IX 19.505 2% 13.387 IX 17.759 22
0111.8 1166.087 .120 157.036 120 136.647 142 $77.085 15%

00 *1 1610411 (AVG/ 1/61.550 1812 1490.259 1000 1:71.4/3 1002 $1$9.992 100%

I14010 IN GPM, 26 6: 27 115

-CO81801,611 1111.41N1V TYPE4-11. T111,2-17 TYPEALL
--11121,44,16AGE AVG 0VOGET PC1 AVG TLCCET PCT AVG MIDGET PCI AVG AVOCET PCT

5/111 $606,212 58% 1323.611 53% $296.914 53% $462.127 562
MMOMARE 1273.760 23% 1187.096 31% 1199.798 362 $222.034 272
901"TWARE 807.219 1% 115.799 3% 122.071 42 $16.961 2%
COMLNICATIONS 116.461 12 18.877 IX 11.329 0% $11.093 12
ODER $187.173 150 177.657 13% 135.184 60 1114.173 142

TOTAL DUCCPT (AVG/ 11.175.026 1002 3613.041 100% 1555.296 100% 1826.288 100%

INSINS IN CRCUP 20 37 72

--CONTNULAll 0110UNIV TYPE411. 0104 2-9R TYPEALL
SIZEN.ARCE AVG OUDCICT PCT AVG UUDCET PCT AVC AVOCET PCT AVG 0L%1GET PCT

STAFF 11.117.543 542 1974.667 632 8651.963 390 $1.043.891 53%
HASONARE 1563.534 270 $365.647 242 1525.812 3I0 $534.900 270
SO,TNAME SPI.031 42 125.033 20 $99.743 60 078.126 42
CO81LNICA T 1089 171.278 30 122.500 12 132.500 2% $59,684 3%
OTHER 1251.038 122 $16.167 112 $377.474 22% 6261.051 130

TOTAL WAGE! (AVG/ 82.106.025 ,000 $1.552.833 1002 11.686.492 1000 11.977.651 1002

I85018 IN (NOUN 30 6 8 52

. .

--CONFROLsAll TYPCUN1V TYPC4-YR TYPE2-YR 0971E66LL
AVG GUOCCT PCT AVG OLOGET PCT ANC 14.0CET PCT 1 AVG ((CCCI PCT

SINS $774.890 54% 1271.732 532 $232.037 452 $427.183 53%
114.11)1W(E $360.317 262 1161.109 312 $165.900 32% 1228,883 28%
SOFTWAVA 148.175 3% 113.806 3. $27.600 5% 127.347 32
CC9111.941CATI0N1 $36.040 32 80.676 22 $7.351 12 $17.536 22
OMEN $204.761 142 $60.203 122 105.403

...
160 $111.345 142

1008 OVOUTT (AVG, 81.432.982 1802 1515.531 111112 $518.310 1002 1012.291 1012

1145119 IN GAUP 93 144 51 288
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Table 12 (continued)
AVERAGE AIS ANNUAL BUDGET BY FUNCTION

Public Institutions

-- -SIZE- L AVG SUMO PC1 AVL MOUT PET AVG 1AXICA1 11.1 AVG 01(8.11 1E1

TYPE.UNIV FYFA.4 YR Pat 2 VA Ivfl PAL

STAFF S194.007 000 0001 .1t0. 5:2 0156.091 4941440.814011E S169.4610 an S47.500 J5% S111.15 86%SOFTWARE 111.090 8% SI21816 7% 012.507 4%GOHYLNICATIONS 05.156 0% 11.571 1% S5.018 eV.OTHER 156.417 03% SII.111 6% S1.J.717 10%

TOR84. 0880E1 (AVG) 6476.956 S00% 61950015 100% S876.460 008%

IN8T18 IN CROJP 9 V IV

-.E0w1ROLAAVOLIC TYPEUNIV TYPE4-TH FYPE2-YR 1111.011-SIZEAMEOFUM AVG BUDGET PCT AVG PUDGET PCT AVG EACKET OCT AVC 1111411 PST
STAFF 6529088 46% 11276.366 50% S132.572 50% 0271.016 49%wawa 0320.294 29% 6202.615 372 1103.9.)6 302 S105.730 .03%SOFTWARE 653.508 5% 016.744 3% S01.371 42 020.770 4%COHNUNICATIONS 615.072 12 68.0:9 2% 83.325 1% 60.090 1%OTHER 62380099 202 047.272 92 636.364 14% 872.810 132- . .
TOTAL VUOGFT (AVG) 61.160.349 100% 11550.826 100% 0267.568 1002 0558.017 190%

110308 IN GROUP 13 45 26 81
-....--. ......

-COINTROLAPLALIC TYPEAUNIV TYRE A4-YR 111PE82-1R FFPLAAAL----.912E.M.LARGE AVG 600CAT PC1 AVG WOOLF PCT AVG MOW PLY AVG MOSEY OCT
STAFF 6182.265 51% 11320.761 532 1296.914 53% 0372.856 55%14.11.68310.4. S180.746 22% 6102.336 30% 619.0.790 362 6106.306 270SOFTWARE 617.011 22 616.126 3% 622.071 42 617.076 3%GOMPILINICATZORS 613.055 22 08.513 I% 01.329 02 09.310 1%01(E8 1142.093 17% 077.000 13% 635.004 62 695.020 142

.... ..

TOTAL OUOCET 1AVG) 8843.297 1002 6665.624 1002 S555,296 100% S4410.648 100%

IN5TN0 IN GROUP 22 36 7 65

-COVIIROLAPLIDLYC TYPEAUNIV TYPEA4YR TYPE82-YR TYPEAALL-912EALAJOCE AVC SLOCET OCT AVE NOCCET OCT AVG NUDGE, PC! Ave; maxi? OCT
STAFF 61.131.848 542 6974.667 63% *650.963 39% *1.036.045 53%
1401,11948RE 6534.310 26% 6365.667 242 6525.812 31% 6514.173 260SOFTWARE 482.533 42 025.833 2% 699.143 62 678.403 4%COPHUNICATIONS 468.264 32 022.500 1% 632.500 2% 657.051 3%OTHER 6262.773 13% 11164.(47 11% 6377.474 22% 1269.293 142

....
..... -TOTAL AVOCET 1AVC) 62.001.710 1002 81.552.833 1005 01/686.492 100% 60.955.024 100%

DRUMS IN GROUP 36 6 B 30

-COPORDLAPUOLIC 1YPEAUNIV 1Y1E4YR YYPE.2..YR TYPEAALL
v...A...912EAALL AVG OLOGET OCT AVG OLOCET OCT AVG MACEY OCT AVC DUOCET OCT

STAFF 6013.269 54% 6328.936 53% 0233.010 45% 0466.900 52%HAAV(ARE 6304.490 26% 8202.091 32% 8067.908 32% 6235.152 29%SOFTWARE 856.313 42 616 625 3% 027.272 5% 632.185 4%COOVINICATFORS 841.548 32 89.221 1% 117.398 1% 019006 2%OTHER 0217.530 14% 664.918 11% 1186.231 LIZ 6121.091 14%---
..

1101188. BUDGET 1A7C0 81,515.200 100% 8623.794 01102 6521.010 1002 6094.014 100%

DYSTNS IN GROUP 72 1 94 50 :10

ei
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Table 12 (continued)
AVERAGE AIS ANNUAL BUDGET BY FUNCTION

Private Institutions

--CONTRCX,PRIVATE T UNIV
AVG /40GLT KT

T 04.4-YR
AVG 'LOGE? PCT

TYPL2-1k
AVG CXXXXT It 1

lyrif.ALL
AJG MUGU? Ft1

STN' 154.34/ 154.J47 59X
3414014ARC $/1.1,55 27% 11/1.055 22%
SORTMAK 17.009 3% 0/.009. 3%
COOPONICATIOMS $4.041 2% $4.041 7%
OTHER 021.556 10% /25..4:4 10%

TOTAL NUDGE/ (AVG) 263.609 100% $263.609 100%

%MOTHS IN CROUP 30 JO

--CONTROLMRIVATC TYPt.UNIV TYVV.4-73. TY11.2 -YR 1114 ALL----- SIZCMCOIIN AVC IUCCT PG1 AVG OUCet 1 It1 AVG ROG11 /1. AVG 11110Gt1 PC1

srmr $106.1151 SI% 146./95 45% 164.635 48%
liAROINUE $62.01.3 17% $15.567 nz $69.70J 0%
SOFT $13.692 4% $10.457 3% 12.096 4%
COMLNICAT IONS 822 0% $11.505 4% $6.1.15/
OTHER 11910.674 2/Z $82.802 25% $00.670 26%

TOTAL NUDGE? (AVG)
-- ..... -.

462.751
-.

100% $377.:06 103% $J42./62 100%

INSTNS IN CROUP 13 1/ 31

--CONTROL.PRIVATIC TYPEUNIV 1311.4-YR 1,21,2 11.
IIIC14-LARCE AVG TUDGET ClF AIL 14,041.1 Ot 1 AVC. t4G4.11 Itl AVG /XXX., 1 PG1

STN 1.434.016 61% $1.290.045 59X
34ARONARf 123435.400 21X 553.050 2%.%
SOCT30fiC 17,073 IX $15.095 1%
COMUNICA T IONS 28.586 IX 17.643 1%
OTICR 329.1115 14% $292.010 134

-
TOTAL EtIOCE/ (AVG) $2.375.071 100% 2.17/1.64 100%

INSINS IN GROUP A

--CONTOCX,1IVAO1 T1rt.INIV MI 4 Pell VA fill At
SIP .LARGE AVG /119.41 FIT AN. 1.44,41i Oti 141.1 I It A I AvA r It I

STA/F
TRUDNAK
SO/TWA
COMMICA T IONS
OTTER

TOTAL NUOCL T (AVG)

/MOONS IN CROIX

--CONON* IVAU lyll +1.1w1V MI 4 YR IVOI, . VA 1.1 .1
13121 *At AVG IIATI.1 I 14 I AVG 1104 1 III NAT 114$4 i . 141,, I I

la An
otAROMA31

$611.304
$116.010

A%/A 11st./. luo,
1,9.191

L A
.'6..

$1.1 1 ,

SOF TINA* 110.11 1 A 11.1.1 A II
GOMILNICA11(1." S. 0.&11 /Z 7. 41/ I I.
(Mirk .160.900 14% 96rn I.

TOTAI e1013 I (NA $1.1.4094 1)4X 1110% $ -4 to.
INSTAL IN 1 setn 19

0

ti
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Table 13

AVERAGE AIS ANNUAL BUDGET BY FUNCTION
All Separate Administrative Installations

_-CONTROLAALL

STAFF
TAREAMAC
GOPTMETTE

COPT1UNICATIORS
OTHER

T 0 I Al (*.GCE! (AVG)

INCTR5 111 CROP

433OaRUt4ALL
-317C.0(0IU1

STA/4
1001AETHE
COTTMAAT
COMMUNICATIOM5
OTHER

TYPCORIV
AVG FUDGE!

TYPC.UNIV
FLOGET

184.1301
017/.379
017.110
19.162
11641.010

PCT

PCT

19%
10%
3%

:1%

TYPC1 4YR
AVG OUGGFT

4135.737
59.380
13.367
410.551
73.542

21Z.305

13

11114i-YR
AVG MOOT

314.770
334.1i3
675.601
20.401
65.760

PCT

56%

6%
4%
10%

- -

100%

PCT

11%

3X
3%
OX

TYit424YR
AVG OUOCE)

TYPE42
AVG PECCCT

4CT

PCT

TYPE-ALE
AVG OJDGCT

111.105
59.462
616.2/7
617.100
471.620

1256.916

15

TYPC.ALL
AVG COOCET

$359.055
4211.550
430.170
6574161

6131.701

PCT

56%
73X

6%
5%
le%

IOU

PC?

46%
31Z
1%
2%
17%

- 4--- 4444
TOTAL OUOG1 (AVG) 496.91/ 100% 1196.101 100% 6700.537 100%

IN0073 IR GROUP o 15 7.9

CAR.1/21X 40111 TYPE (.414.4 TYPIE1 YR TYPI..2.YR TYPE-alt
SI/L414-14kG) AVG )4(.1 T ACT AVG DIJDP.1 T FCT VUOUT PTA AVG PUDGET PCT

%IMO $361.307 63% .03.790 50% 393.035 54%
.1.04144164 141.016 16X 6108.513 )1% 163.273 73%
bor 1 YAK 10r.60 IX 11.3i1 7Z 512.220 7X
C11,441.1( A11(1)6 73.410 )% sa.voa 17.193 37
OUTER sux 01.002 1i%

-

117.521
------

16%
--

40I1! 111(41 ,A0C1 494.171 100% 006.70 1 100% 6690.911 100%

WATT. IH 1.14,104 10 26

---
111..4(,411 NI .1 ON1V 00 1 VI. 1411 .4 1,1 1111,104

.1'1 4 AM, Ms 1,14.1.4 1 11 1 Akl. 04X./ 1 0 ovox.o AVG !VOGT T PC?

IV. .1.11 .1% 1.367.160 57%
4A,044AIR 0677.310 76X01 1.0 6110. .3 3, 111.111 /XI 114,44.14 41111 1 111006 /X0101. 040,10 1 1% 034,7. 11J 13%

1.141 1.1)1.0 1 .4W1
---

'67.610.114 100%

IN, 1. IN 1.6166

14 N11.141 1 roe 00 ovii 1 v1 101 . (VII All
,1 41 AAAAA 1 100 1004 I 11 1 330. 10101.11 0 AV1. 111X4 I ft)

1 . 4 ..10 s 3.1% /../011 / $5/1..01) 37%
.44 .4.4. 6.11 t ,e./14 1.X 41.1/. '1% 1741.949 era40 'Y.. 04039 r 7% 47.7)6 it
I 101.1Ni s. 610.1 .1/ 07 34.670 4%41. )1P, I 4., it 4 440../ AI.441 I4X

4 14, 14 100., 11 1004. $1.10....770 100%

57
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Table 13 (continued)

AVERAGE AIS ANNUAL BUDGET BY FUNCTION
Separate Administrative Installations

in Public Institutions

- -CON NOL -PULS IC II1Pf *ON IV
AV MIDGET 1.1.

11PG0-0,
ONG LUXE 7 PC

'N.C.:- 01
AVG [SAGE 7 ICY

TYPCALL
AVG (LOGE% PCT

STA.! 4297.16' 34%NAkii.kt 4127.847 24X
!QS NW 433.242 %
CO.1,1111017 IONS $11.921 2%
OTIAR 463.672 12%

TOTAL OLX/Gt 7 4533.847 108%

INSINS IN C6CSIP

___

--COMMIX .PLIt IC .1./NIV 7 1P£ 4 7.042-114 TYTTALL
AVG SLOG* 1 PSI AVG MAGI PCT AVG ELME 7 PCT AVG MICE% PCT

STA/l. 4/11/52 .OX S ST2.944 42% 44271,770 46%
NAkIMAkr $20/.558 ?OX 446.200 4322.001 34X
'ATP Twat 69.620 5% 30.200 634.900 4%
COMPIONICA 7 IONS 3/.024 J% 2X 419. .64 2%
0 SKR SJII. 100 22% /8.125 11% 41301,7314 14%

- -
TOTAL. ttXX:f 7 (AVG, 1.417.16.` 100X 495..95 100% 49341974 100%

INSINS IN GkO16 10 19

CONTWA -HAL IC 111t YPE.4 114 Tft :-YN TYFIALL
411I .1, 1 AktA AVG SJOGI LI AVG MOGI 7 PC7 AVG OUDGC 7 PCT INC NUDGE 7 PCT

., W1 V' 66X 79/.19/ 51% 4369,1161 37%
NAMAIAAIL /V..160 LOX I /4.3/4 JO% 135.233 21%
AA INAF re., 0% It..0/1.1 JX 49,9137 2%
OeNINIS AT ION, 16../. 1X 13,17., 413.071 2%Otis k 1/6.61. ZIX 147, I 16 IS% 4116.13013 19X

iO/AI I 411AJ (PM 1.616 100X .r*O I /Y 100% 4643.001 103X

IN IN &.14l I 23

1.111AM 4114 I( NI oNIV II11 4 114 IlltALL7ti/ 1 04.1.1 ASS Iik,1 I PI I AV, FM,/ I /I AVG LIICGL I MT AVG fi/OCL T 7
IN S1,11 1,1 i IX *1.374.87C 33%.101.0.4.1 $6,116, VX $539. 692 24%

.40 INA.4 II //,111 4117.864 3%
1111,41N11.111101, 1110 1 ',X SM. IVA 4%
1/1111/. 1X 4363.639 14%

t1.i Al f40/o.1 I .AVI ,00 1007 2 .13. 232 1 0 0%

11..IN, IN 4,01I 20

1,4111411 1.114 14. iv., 11. 1111 Tk I UT *ALL
1 1 rk ..'T 110143 i vo 1IEA4 I Pt I *WI, MOLL I IL! AVG I VOGL 7 PC 7

+4. 1466. O./ /011 43% 4682.113 52X641.1J 11 k 106.:, Or 1/., :4X COO. 260 2%
41411404
.011,11H1 01.,

V16.111t 1.4.494 rX 41:. n 50.980
$44.663

4X
3X4111 o t. t,,o1/0 II% 1441.05/ 191.002 15%, I11. 100% 169. 1. i 100% 41.30/.098 1004

I., SO/ ef 6/

P
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Table 13 (continued)
AVERAGE AIS ANNUAL BUDGET BY FUNCTION

Separate Administrative installations
in Private Institutions

TTPENIV TT1ETR o TTPC..2-TR TTfl.Aft
---SIZIESMALL AVG FUDGET PCT AVG OUGGET PC? AVG 1A0110E1 PET AVG GORGE? ftI

%MY $67.576 57% 67.576 57%
NATIONARC 025.270 21% 25.270 21%
SOCTNAK 07.750 7% 1E7.750 7%
GOMILINICAI IONS $12.760 II% 112.760 II%
OTHER $5 095

-- --
4% 15.09' %

TOTAL HODGE? (AVG) $118.50 100% $118.50 100%

INSTMS IN GROUP 10 10

...CONTROL$PRIVATE TYPE.8181V TIPE...TR ITVE.2-TA TTI.L.ALL
--..812E.NE02114 AVG flIDGET fti AVG 8UOGET PC? AVG 1401U64T vt1 AVG 10007'T ftl

sTArr 256.72 5% 20912 52% 230.818 47%
HARITTIONTS 067.100 12% 110.030 70% 80.565 18%
SOFTWARE 06.000 5% 16.13 4% 21.206 0%
COPPAINICA/IONS $400 0% 25.171 6% 112.785 3%
OTHER 02261446 39% $41.029 10% 1.177 Ai 17%

TOTAL NUOGLT (AVGI 0576.670 100% 197.554 100%
-

$487.112 100%

INSTP/S IN GASUP 5 5 10

--coNTKR.PRIVATI 1111,1NI 111*- Till I !PI .081
522E.A.LARGE

sTArr

AVG MOGI I 171 AVG 1001041 No, 1 AVG taTIXJ. 1 1 AVG 811)61? PC1

NAPPMAAT
SOFTWARE
COMMUwICAVIOWS
OTHER

TOTAL !WIT (AVG)

INSTNS IN GROW

---

--CAN IOAXNRIVA11 1011 AN11.7 Till Ir. loll 01 10* AI 1

-52,TC1 NAGE AVG tIATGT I 71 14904 1 11 I AvG 1611741 AVl 141(XA I 11

STAIr
10704.0771
SOFTWARE
ONV1INICATIORS
01WIR

10186 t4JOGE1 IA441

INS ING IN GNOUT

-amffem PAIVAII rf lF 1 ger. 8 r41
Av,, 11,0411 I. 81.0( 111,1 1 .t ----- 1 1. OI0*4 I Ott

1.1.1 VA; ,1 '11,k $1 o ..0o, . 4 01,1 0 .0
N/OMANI $1 .1 4 W,GOT 1i GIVol 111, 7
COANONIT A11104- 41.111 GA / 11 /4100
OWL o. s.

IOTA, 1404, V gAVI I A, tqr 11 11.1

re. IN 1.$I0
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Table 14

AVERAGE AIS ANNUAL BUDGET BY FUNCTION
All Combined Academic/Administrative Installations

turd mra -^ 11/t -(ROY 1411.1 IR lk 1111ALl.
S1/I -SNAI I AVG 141041 I 117 AVG I* XL 1 it I AVG tAX7Gt. I PG I AVG 44.10,CCI PCI

SIMI 111...119 532 $101.130 532 160.741 53%
NW1344.4 S111,1012 .)3X 073.116 37% 1112,930 3/X
G611140141 05.527 2% $1.165 /X $68003 2%
(11.0110411AIII9IS 62.091 IX 1.160 IX 62.017 IX

Uhilk 017.712 11% $4.151 /X $30.530 IX

10110 10.1)(31 <AVG) $331.120 100% $196.267 100X $301.661 100%

INSINS IN GROUP :6 31

CON141X .041 1111*UNIV 17$4.1 14 1111.2-1k $111.611
- G(ILWIDIUM AVG ~At Ott AVG 141341.1 0C1 AVE. PUDGLI Mr AVG (MCC! ICI

9110( 0219.050 15% /201.913 52% $1138065 51X 6202.712 50%
111141)44104 6106.28G J1% 6111.681 79X $116.373 31% 6121.690 3IX
SVAIIJAhl 25.0J1 /X 011.61: 3% 1381415 5% $11.159 1%
1.0.0114111-11110)6 917 OX 66.137 2% $.1.916 IX /1.509 IX
Oflik 01018112 11% 051.:5: I/X 636.610 1.12 $50.610 I/X

1010/1. 1771,11 <AVG) 06 iiiii 6 100% *J97.621 100% $7.045.011 100% $105.390 100%

1NSINS IN G4f40 16 1J 23
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Table 14 (continued)
AVERAGE AIS ANNUAL BUDGET BY FUNCTION
Combined Academic/Administrative Installations

in Public Institutions
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Table 14 (continued)
AVERAGE AIS ANNUAL BUDGET BY FUNCTION
Combined Academic/Administrative Installations

in Private Institutions
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AIS Budget as a Percent of the Institutional Budget

The .AIS annual budget has traditionally been measured as a
percent of the total annual institutional operating budget
both by industry and by colleges and universities. It must
be stated again that this technique measures only input to
the process; however, in the aggregate, the information
from a significant number of institutions can provide
guidelines for comparison.

For this Monograph, the AIS annual budget reported by
each institution was divided by the total annual institutional
operating budget for that institution. The percentages

iderived were then tallied into the five levels shown in
Table 15, which also shows the number of institutions and
the distribution of those institutions across the five levels
for each major institutional group. The detailed summaries
for all institutional groups are shown in Tables 16, 17,
and 18.

Table 15

AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENTAGE OF
THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET
By Major Institutional Groups
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The data in Table 15 indicate that a majority (71$) of the
responding institutions report an AIS annual budget of 1%
to 4$ of their total institutional budget. Only 5$ report
less than 1$, with a surprising 24$ reporting 4$ and above.
These numbers are nearly the same for public institutions;
however, the private institutions show a much different
budget profile, allocating smaller Shares of the total
institutional budget to administrative information systems
than public institutions. Fifty-five percent of the private
institutions spend 2% or less of their total institutional
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budget on AIS, whereas only 25% of the public institutions

spend such a small share on this function. At the high

end, 28% of the public institutions spend 4% or more of
their total institutional budget on administrative information

systems, in contrast to only 12% of the private institutions.

Public institutions in general, partially because of their

larger average institutional size, place greater emphasis on

administrative information systems than do private

institutions. By institution type, two-year institutions and

large institutions are at the highest levels, with 50% and

57%, respectively, reporting 4% and above of their

institutional budget to administrative information systems.

At the low end of the scale, none of the two-year or small

institutions report less than 1%, but all other institutional

groups have about the same percentage of institutions at

thi3 low level. Of interest also is the fact that separate

and combined installations show about the same distribution

in this area. This information, while not directly

comparable, indicates little change from similar information

nresented in a 1975 NCHEMS publication.6

Institutional administrators should certainly be interested in

the percentage of the total institutional budget allocated to

administrative information systems, and the information in

this Monograph is intended to provide guidelines in this

area. According to Dr. Ronald W. Brady, Executive

Vice- President of the University of Illinois, however, there

is another significant number that should also be monitored:

the percent of the total institutional budget allocated to

Administrative 8 General, the area generally comparable to

the Institutional Support budget request by the finance
section of the Higher Education General Information Survey

(HEGIS). In an article in CAUSE /EFFECT,? Dr. Brady

6Richard L. Mann et al., An Overview of Two Recent
Surveys of Administrative Computer Operations in Higher

Education (Boulder, Colorado: National Center for Higher
Ecitt-TIE:r. Management Systems at WICHE, 1975), p. 11.

7
Ronald W. Brady, "Technology and Administrative

Productivity," CAUSE/EFFECT September 1980, p. 35-56.
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points out that, at the University of Illinois, increased
administrative data procef ing expenditures from 1971 to
1979 resulted in 4 lowering of the Administrative E General
budget share of the total institutional budget. An attempt
was made to measure this situation from the 1980 Profile
data and data acquired from government files. However, as
Dr. Brady pointed out, only time-series data from specific
institutions can be used to monitor this measure of
productivity. Analysis of the data for a single year will
only re-prove "economies of scale " since larger institutions
are able to do more with a smaller percent of their total
institutional budget.

It is important, however, for administrators to monitor this
information for their institutions, and some of the data on
the Profile can be used for this purpose.
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Table 16

AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET
All Responding Institutions
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Table 16 (continued)
AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET

Public Institutions

10011411 1101 11
4.1.3

TY11 UNIV . 1111.'4 Yk
. [NSW, ELI . INS1NS PCT

li'3, THAN t.0% 0%
I Ok 111131 1.9% 1 33X
3.0% IOTA; 3.9% 2 22X
t.0% IMO; 1.7% ? 22X
4.0% AM. ATIPA 22%

WAN., IN GA(MM 9 100X

' _ . - -

,

1 ONIk111. It IC 1Yr I UNIV . TYPE 1-YR
II/1 or* DION IN', INS ELT . INSTNS Ft T

:. ,

. If '' 1060 1 it% I I I,X . 2 44

. 1 .0% INRU 1.4'L 4 . i i X . 11 11%

. .0% 1/CU 2.1% . 2 II% I I I ;..1%
i 1 : I 41.1 .1. . 'I 1.X . 13 ,,,II

( 1.0% AN) Atevt , 2 1/X . 5 11%
I .

. i NC rrr4 IN 1.1.01* . 17 100% 0., 100%

. CON F WI , I OF t II . T YI 3 ,11118 . FYI( 0 Yi

. ',III 11 tA413 . I6tt( INS /IT . INE1345 ELI
,

' 1 t Ya FIIAN 1 0% I 5% . : 6%
' 1.0% 1111.0 1.9% 1 0 19% . 8 1'2X
. /.0% TORN 2.9% 0 7 13X . 15 12%
' 3.0% If tkii J. 9% ' : 10% ' / 19%
. 4.9% AHD AM1181 I i 11% . 1 11X

. _ ____
. INSTNS DI (AM ?I 100% . 16 100%

c(MIAIO ,F11t1 E1 FY/ I 01918 TYFE -9-YR
SIII 11111 119'005 FLT INS 1-C1

1 C '3.1 MEAN 1 OX 2 6% o I I /X
' 1.0% utu 1 9% s IS% 1 I /X

0% NEM 3.9k 1 / 21% OX
1.0% IHRN 3.974 1 12% 0%

. 1.0% AM) AVM/ 16 47% . 1 6/X

IN'. rtr. 1N (.1)(11 10 100% . 6 100X

.

I 03111311 1183 0 YF ON1V I YE E
',1/E ALI t I NSF N5 /(I INSTNS 1E1

. 1E SS THAN I OX 1 6% S 5%
1 . Mkt, 1.9% IS 22% . 36 27X

f= 17 15X '
It 16%

'8 29X
r 21 23X

4, 1% M) AF ') 11X . IS I6X

IN5119. NI 13-1/10 611 1007. 96 100%

Tyr ,2-Yk TYPE.ALL
INSTNS FC1 INSTOS FII

CZ OX
1 11% 21X
3 .33X' 6 32X
1 I I% . 3 16X
4 4% 6 32X .

I ..
9 100% . 19 100X .

1 Yr C 2 -Yk 1YPE ALL
I NS1NS F1,1 . INSTNS PCT

OX 1 3 IX
OX 1 ICI 22X 1

6 23X 19 23% .
19% 23 38X

13 SOX . 20 24%.
.6 100X 1 83 100% '

ITT* -2- Yk TYFC.ALL
INSTNS INSTNS pCT

OX

1 14% .

3 13% .

3 43X
0%

3 5Z
17 27X
25 39X
12 19%

---
7 11X---

1 I 00X 69 100X

TYPfx:-YR 1 TYPCJALL
INSTNS ELT 1 INSTNS PCT 1

o

0% 1 3 6% 1

0% . 6 I3X
OX 1 / 15% .
0% 1 4 9X 1

/ 100X ' 27 57% 1

- s

/ 100X . 17 100% I

TYPE.3-YR TYPL.ALL
INSWS PC1 . INSTNS PCT

OX 9 4X
1 HZ . 15 21%

12 21% 57 27X
9 Ia% 12 20X

19X 0 60 28%

19 100X 1 213 100X

73



68 Chapter 4: Budgets

Table 16 (continued)
AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL ',UDGET

Private Institutions
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Table 17

41S BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET
All Separate Administrative Installations
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Table 17 (continued)
AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET

Separate Administrative Installations
in Public Institutions
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Table 17 (continued)
AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET

Separate Administrative Installations
in Private Institutions

f tplif,p f t 1f,11 Ill 1 .E411, I Yll 4 rt. . I Yll oi, IfF1 All ., 1 "44411 6 IN, EN , ow, I 1 It1,111. I ( 1 IN:DIN'. 11,1

I 1 , "WO i . 0 . 0, 0% .
. 1.0% 1111.0 1 9'. ' u% . / /0%

.0. MEJ. 2. : .0% , 2 . 0%
1.04 111E11 ..9% I I 10% . 1 1 10%

4.07. All(. 41111,91 0 , 0%

IN IN', IN I.E100 10 11104 . 10 I u0X

. _ ,

.
1111411411 II IVAII . 1)11 0,4 IV , 111 4 yi, , 1 yf f 2 yl. TYPE -At 1

'A II Ili ()11111 . IN .1N f I 1 . IN`DIN., I I ( , IN5TNS f ( 1 INS1N5 ICI .

11,2, 11(AN 1.0%
. 1.0% (NMI 1.9%

2.0% 1111,11 .' .9%
. 1.07 1111111 1.9%

9.0% AM) A110.4

:1,1,01IN. IN". IM I0

0% .

, 60% .

0%
1 20%in .
5 .40%

:

1 20%
2 40% .

1 2.)%
1 20%

OX

.00% .

,

,

.

,

1 10% .

5 50X
1 10X
2 20X .

1 10%

10 100%

.

111N 1 ROI fi.IVA If
:

. I Yf f -ONIV .

,

Ill f -4 Yf, . 1 Yf f 2 YE. . IYM `All .
-51/1 t1 1 /hid . I N.., r 1,1'. /( I INS TN'. f ( 1 . IN.,INS CI . 105 INS fC1 .

. 11 S5 MAN 1 .OX
1.0% Els.11 I 41:

,

. . .
1..1% rfifai ..v% . .

40% DIRII 1.9% . .
4 A% MO Am)if .

fre,10., IN 1,4,00,
,

.

.

.

.

3
I

(ONIRM PR IVA f1 I Yf f -11N IV . 141 4- YR . IYM V -YR 1WE,-.ALL
. S I if 1 AM.E 10,IN5 f 1. 1 1.7,INS f( 1 . INS IN,. PCII . 1-14f)TNS ft f

II 5.4 MAN 1.0% .

1.0% ;NMI 1.9% .

. 2.0X fl1F(1 2.9%
3.0X Mkt, J 9%
4.0% AM) et m. . . .

, 1).51145 IN GROIN
.I ,

' '

,
?

'

LON1RM ^Pk IVA f I 1 Yf 1. ONIV . 1YM 4-YR f Yff ... YR . 1 WE =ALL .
..o W Al 1 IMAM" f 1, 1 , INS MS FC f ' INS MS I CI IntsrNs PICT 1

. 1E04 !NAN 1.0% . 1 11X 1 6% . 2 8% .
1.0% f110,11 1.9X 3 J 3X 9 56X . 12 98%
2.0% IM111 2.9% OX 9 !.% . 4 16X
1.0X Ilikll l 9% .2 22X 13X . 4 16Y r

, 4.o% AND AlsOVE 1.3% . 0% . 3 12X .
. r

:

o ......- .
I NY NS IN (AM* ,

,
9 100X 16 100X : .

1

2.5 100X

_

"7'7



72 Chapter 4: Budgets

Table 18

AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET
All Combined Academic/Adm;nistrative Installations
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Table 18 (continued)

MS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET
Combined Academic/Administrative Installations

in Public Institutions
--------

1

(CINTROI 104 IC I !YET MTV I YrE -9-YR I YrE Ye- YR 1 TYPEALL
511* ..11Al I. INSINS ICI 160aNS 11'1 ' 1NSTNS l'CT INSTNS PCT

I

' IT SS IRAN 1 on I I OX ' 0% 0% $

I . 0% aid/ 1.9% . I 13% 0% ' I 7% '
2.0% 1f11 2.9% 1 o ./3% ' 3 .3(1% '5 36% '
1.0% 1111111 3.9% . 1 3,3% i 13% 3 el%

4.0% AN() AIX)Vf 1 I 1/X ' 9 'A% ' ', .36% '
. -- ' r

' INSINt. IN L(((X/1 ' 6 116,X 8 100X ' 19 100X

: ' :

(03411.113. 19111, I( 111( MIR ' tat -4- Yls ' Tat -e-YR TYR/ ',ALL
3111 ,mi:Nium . Ife.IN1 .1' . ENSINS 11.1 . WSW, it r . 1NSTNS fCf

:

. t I ler Ille'R 1.0% 1 1 1% ' 0% ' 0% ' 1 2% '
1 .0% EWA% 1.Y% : ' 1I 11% .1 9% 15 ea%

. U% 11111 e .9% . eV; ' 11 .' 1% ' 4 le% 19 en '
1.0% 1/11.11 1.9% 1 10% le I.% ' 9 In , 19 29%
4.0% 61/0 NAM OX 4 II% ' 12 ;`,.% " 16 15% "

. i
Itefir, IN 1.1,11111 11 IOU% . 1, 100X 22 109X 6S 100X :

1

1

(1981911 1191 1 1191 1INIV 1 1ff I 9-13. ' I YI I . Irk ' IYI'l ^Al3.
.111 1.1 .111.1.1 . IN`,ItIt., 111 . WOW, 1( I t lt11,,IN11 ICI ' MIA NS f C.1 1,

If' IRAN 1.0% I /X .' Y% ' 0% ' 1 1% '
1.0% 114.11 I.,. 9 .Y% ' rl 111X ' 0% 0 194 '

.11% 11441 /../Z it,. ' 8 I6X ' 3 11X ' 16 111X '
a.11X III(.0 1.9% I ,x . 6 el% ' I ',0% ' 10 19%

, 4.0% AM, 11111111 21% t I te. . 1.17. t 12%
. _

1 DOAN'. W 13 ( tti 14 100: :V 100X ' 6 100% ' 41 100% :

o o 6

'
' 18381111 1141 I" 1111 11198" I a 11 Yk ' 1111 .' 113 ' 111 I Al( '
I

I

1 I .4 I 1..1 WON , II i . Hi 1111, It I ' WOW,. 1( ' INtONS 1 CI
:

11. . 111113 , 9, OX 1 .37. #

I , el . 111 I I 9% ' 1%. ' 9 19% '9, 110,11 ,,, 0% ' ". 13% '.4. 111110 . 0; 0. . e e% '
r .01, .4 9 , 1001: ' I/ ..9:: '

" 18 16 18 41149 I :04% : ' 104% .9 1007.
:

I
I

i 'II U 1 19 11.1 1. I r 011 r' ' I Y f 'I Yk. . la I , r ' 1111 A(1
.1 k 1 . 6 I , I I (4 1 I I ' I r . I t l l l 1 1 1 1 ' . 1 1 1 , , 1 1 I 1U' IN' I ( I :

I '
I I i ' I 'W." I I, . ' 0% "/ i% $

I, III I/ "

'r7. .11 19% 'I r, . ts,, 1

10 ' 3:. 40 el% 'Ilt ', 9 11. ' II 11
h*, ..i ih ', I, I . ' , r. , 4 $ '

I 1110". . 1.0 100% ..

710



74 Chapter 4: Budgets

Table 18 (continued)
AIS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET

Combined Academic/Administrative Installations
in Private institutions
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AIS Budget Distribution by Expenditure Category

In past years it was standard procedure for computer
centers to double 1.3rdware costs to estimate the total
budget. According to data derived from FICHE, 45%, of the
average computer center budget was allocated to hardware,
and only 35% represented staff costs.8 Information from the
1980 Profile summarized ;n Table 19 indicates that computer
hardware now accounts for less than one-third (28 %) of the
budgets for the 288 institutions that supplied AIS budget
data. The drop in the percentage budgeted for computer
hardware is now offset by an increase in the staff
category, which averages more than 50%, in almost ad
'institutional groups. This shifting emphasis is indicative of
general trends in computing, with staff costs representing
an increasing share and hardware a diminishing share of
the total cost.

It is interesting to note that the AIS budget distribution by
expenditure 'category is remarkably consistent across all of
the major institutional groups. Only the two-year
institutions report a staff percentage significantly lower
than average; all other expenditure categories are
reasonably consistent for all institutional groups.

Then compared to similar information in Table 20, also
derived from FICHE, the budget shift from hardware to
staff is readily app it in all institutional groups.9

The FICHE information is roughly comparable, since it was
possible to determine average expenditures in almost all
institutional groups. The institutional size groups are
slightly different, as noted at the bottom of Table 20, and
data was not requestea by FICHE for the communications
category. Even with the differences noted, and the fact

aPamblen and Baird, pp. VI-03 to VI-08.

9
Ibid..
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that the FICHE data include higher education computer
installations of all types, the budget distribution by
expenditure category shows the same consistency as t at
from the 1980 Profile.

Comparisons of this budget data should be carefully
considered for all of the reasons listed earlier in this
Chapter.

Table 19

AIS BUDGET DISTRIBUTION BY EXPENDITURE CATEGORY
By Major Institutional Groups
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a

AIS Cost Recovery

The financing of administrative information systems varies
widely from institution to institu ion, ranging from the
library model, where computer processing is a free
resource, to the economic model, ith full recovery of all
costs. \Rather than examining all of the alternative methods
of cost recovery, the 1980 Pr file simply asked if
administrative information systems costs were fully or
partially billed.

From the re,ponses to the AIS cost recovery question, it is
apparent that the majority of the institutions are not
operating on a full cost recovery basis. In most
institutional groups except universities and large
institutions, over 40% do not bill for administrative
information systems costs at all. About the same
percentage bill only partially, and only about 20% bill fully
for services. These percentages indicate that billing for
computing costs is increasing, since 73% of the institutions
reported no billing in the 1976 FICHE Survey."

The percentage of institutions reporting full cost recovery
increases with institutional size and complexity. Also,
separate administrative installations are more likely to fully
recover costs than combined academic/administrative
installations. Two-year colleges constitute the highest
percentage of institutions not billing for AIS services (58%)
and universities the lowest (23%).

Summaries of the percentage of institutions responding are
shown for the major institutional groups in Table 21, and
detailed information is shown in Tables 22, 23 and 24.

As data from future Profiles are available it will be possible
to report trends in AIS cost recovery. If the rest of the

1 °Ibid, p. VI-02.
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institutional groups follow the trend in the large complex
institutions, many should be billing all AIS costs to the
user departments, or at least using some form of economic
model to account for, the computing resources used.

Table 21

AIS OPERATING COST RECOVERY
By Major Institutional Groups

ALL1 PU81 PRVI UNV1 AYR. 2YRI LRG1 M/L. MEW SAL. SEP, CM8

COSTS ARF BILLED 21%1 2321 1/%1 30%1 1921 13%1 30%1 2921 19%1 8%1 27%1 192

PARTIALLY BILLED 39X1 3721 43%1 47%1 37%1 29%1 40%1 36%1 37%. 44%1 39%. 392

COST NOT BILLED 40%1 4021 /QZ423Z1 14ZI 5821 30%1 34%1 14%1 48%1 31%1 422
1p.4111/......e f ImmilmfOmmol I 1 I 1

INSTNS ..:N CRP 3501 2601 901 109 17.1 621 601 851 1421 631 1081 242

0 1
-1
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Table 22

AIS OPERATING COST RECOVERY
All Responding Institutions
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Table 22 (continue.1
AIS OPERATING COST RECOVERY

Puplio Institutions
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I /

Table 22 (continuer')
AIS OPERATING-COST RECOVERY

Private Institutions
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Table 23

AIS OPERATING COST RECOVERY
All Separate Administrative Installations
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Table 23 (continued)
AIS OPERATING COST RECOVERY

Separate Administrative Installations
in Public Institutions
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Table 23 (continued)

AIS OPERATING COST RECOVERY
Separate Administrative Installations

in Private Institutions
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Table 24

AIS OPERATING COST RECOVERY
All Combined Academic/Administrative Installations
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Table 24 (continued)

AIS OPERATING COST RECOVERS'
Combined Academic/Administrative I' stallations

in Public Institution
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Table 24 (continued)

AIS OPERATING COST RECOVERY
Combined Academic/Administrative Installations

in Priv c: Institutions
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Chapter 5
Computer Hardware

and Communications

Computer hardware in colleges and universities is too
extensive, varied, aod changes far too rapidly to allow for
a detailed inventory of the full configuration for every
installation ut every member institution. The 1980 Profile
did, however, provide each responding institution space to
list the manufacturer and model number for five different
computers, presumably the major central processing units
on which administrative information systems are processed.
The 350 responding institutions listed 582 computers, an
average of 1.66 entries per institution. These entries were
tabulated by manufacturer for each of th,; major institutional
groups to provide information on which institutions are
using computers from which companies. Although computer
model numbers are included in the detailed entries, the
analyses in this Monograph do not extend to that level.

A major caution must be noted when observing the
information about computer hardware by manufacturer.
These charts and graphs do not in any way purport to
show "market share" for the manufacturers. Each entry
was counted with equal weight for each computer.
Therefore, an Apple computer, one of the smallest
reported, was counted the same as an Amdahl, one of the
largest reported. The proliferation of mini and
microcomputers being used in some way for administrative
systems prompts another caution; these data du not
represent a complete inventory of all of the computers in
use on any specific campus.
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90 Chapter 5: Computer Hardware and Communications

In this analysis, the ten computer manufacturers with ten
or more entries are considered co be the leading companies
and are listed individually. Those companies with fewer
than ten entries are grouped into the "other" category.
Figure 24 shows the distribution by manufacturer for all
responding institutions. The ten companies with ten or
more entries account for 87% of the entries, and 44 other
companies account for the remaining 13% of the computers
listed.

Figure 24

DISTRIBUTION OF COMPUTERS BY MANUFACTURER
All Responding Institutions

-hen this information was compared to similar data for 1,189
institutions published in 1981 by Robert E. Russell," the
dr->tribution differed ro more than 1% for any of the ten
cading companies.

11 Robert E. ;,.ssell, "Corriuter-Based Decision Support:,-stens in Hi :.ttr Education: The Support, Development, and
rrpact of :17.34 (Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Michigan,
i. r. Arbe-r, 1.91), pp. 130-133.
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To proviee information on which types of computers are in
use by specific types of institutions, the distribution of
computers by company for each ,of the eleven major
institutional groups is shown in Figures 25 through 35.

The distribution of computers by company between public
and private institutions very similar, with the exception
tnat private institutions report a higher percentage of
computers from other than the ten leading companies.

By institution type, universities report a higher percentage
of IBM and CDC computers in use, while two-year
institutions report a higher percentage of DEC, Honeywell,
and Hewlett-Packard computers. Four-year institutions
-eport a higher percentage of Burroughs and computers in
the "other" category.

By institution size, large and medium-large institutions
report a similar distribution of computer hardware by
company, with both groups reporting over tin IBM
computers. Medium and small institutions report similar
distributions, except that small institutions report a higher
percentage of DEC and "other" computers.

It is interesting to note that there are no significant
differences in the distribution of computers by company
reported by separate administrative installations and
combined academic/administrative installations.

NOTE: The following company abbreviations are used in
Figures 25 through 45:

AMC - Amdanl Corporation
HUI Burroughs Corporation
CDC Control Data Corporation
DEC Digital Equipment Corporation
HAP Harris Corporation
HON - Honeywell, Incorporated
H-P - Hewlett-Packard Corporation
IBM - International Business Sachines
PPM - Prime Computer, Incorporated
UNV - Sperry-Univac Corporation
OTH - Other
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Figure 25

COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER
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Figure 26

COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER

Private Institutions
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Figure 27

COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER
Universities
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Figure 28

COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER
Four-Year Institutions
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Figure 29

COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER
Two-Year Institutions
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Figure 30

COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER
Large Institutions
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Figure 31

COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER
Medium-Large Institutions
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Figure 32

COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER
Medium Institutions
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Figure 33

COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER
Small Institutions
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Figure 34

COMPUTERS REPORTED '3Y MANUFACTURER
Separate Administrative Installations
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Figure 35

COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER
Combined Academic/Administrative Installations
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Observing the percent of computers reported by company
for each of the major institutional groups provides
information that may be of use to institutions in the process
of considering a computer from a specific company. Again,
it should be recognized that this information is summarized
from only 350 responding institutions reporting only 582
computers in use for administrative information systems.
The following comments, however, are relevant to the
computers reported on the Profile.

Figures 36 through 45 show to what extent each of the
major institutional groups uses the computers from each of
the ten manufacturers with ten or more computers reported
on the Profile, and Figure 46 shows a single distribution
for the computers from the other 44 manufacturers.

Amdahl computers are fairly evenly reported by all
institutional groups except private and small
institutions.

Burroughs computers are reported most often by
four-year institutions and by separate administrative
installations.
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Control Data computers are reported most often by
large institutions, universities, and by combined
academic/administrative installations.

Digital Equipment computers are reported most often by
two-year institutions and by small institutions.

Harris computers are reported more by medium and
small institutions than by large and medium-large
institutions.

Honeywell computers are reported by significantly more
two-year institutions than any other major institutional
group, and are least reported by small institutions.

Hewlett-Packard computers are also reported by a

significantly larger percentage of two-year institutions,
and are least reported by large institutions.

IBM computers are reported at a fairly high percentage
of all institutions. Over 40% of the universities, as well
as the large and medium-large institutional groups,
report the use of IBM computers. Small institutions
report the use of IBM computers at a lower level than
any other major institutional group.

Prime computers are reported most often by private
institutions and medium institutions.

Univac computers are reported fairly evenly by all
major institutional groups except two-year institutions,
which report the lowest level. Separate, administrative
installations report twice as many Univac computers in
use as do combined academic/administrative installations.

The 44 companies included in the "other" category are
reported at the highest level by small institutions and at
the lowest level by two-year and large institutions.

1 /
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Figure 36

AMDAHL COMPUTERS REPORTED
By Major Institutional Groups
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Figure 37

BURROUGHS COMPUTERS REPORTED
By Major Institutional Groups
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Figure 38

CONTROL DATA COMPUTERS REPORTED
By Major Institutional Groups
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Figure 39

DIGITAL EQUIPMENT COMPUTERS REPORTED
By Major Institutional Groups
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Figure 40

HARRIS COMPUTERS REPORTED
By Major Institutional Groups
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Figure 41

HONEYWELL COMPUTERS REPORTED
By Major Institutional Groups
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Figure 42

HEWLETT-PACKARD COMPUTERS REPORTED
By Major Institutional Groups
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Figure 43
IBM COMPUTERS REPORTED
By Major Institutional Groups
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Figure 44

PRIME COMPUTERS REPORTED
By Major Institutional Groups
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Figure 45

UNIVAC COMPUTERS REPORTED
By Major Institutional Groups
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Figure 46

OTHER COMPUTERS REPORTED
By Major Institutional Groups
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The increasing use of mini and microcomputers by colleges
and universities may make it both impractical and
unimportant to maintain a national database of all computers
on all campuses. It is important, however, for institutions
to maintain an inventory of all computers on their individual
campuses. Most institutions have established policies for
computer acquisition which are monitored through their
purchasing offices, and each acquisition is reviewed in
advance by an appropriate office or committee.

Fortunately, most of the entries on the 1980 Profile were
the major computers in use for administrative information
systems at the responding institutions. The average
number of computer entries on the 1980 Profile was
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determined for each institutional group. These averages
were: I

r
r
r
r

All responding institution's 1.66

I
I

By institutional control/ Public 1.74
Private 1.43

By institutional type Universities 1.73
Four-Year 1.64
Two-Year 1.61

By institutional size Large 2.10
Medium-Large 1.74
Medium 1.61
Small 1.27

By organization type Separate 1.65
Combined 1.67

This information shows that the average number of
computers reported is a function of both institutional
complexity and size. The difference between public and
private institutions is most likely explained by the size of
these institutions; public irtitutions on the average are
significantly larger than the private institutions. It is

surprising, though, that there is so little difference
between the average rumber of computers reported by
separate and combined installations.

Communications

A surprising 87% of all responding institutions report the
use of interactive computing, with only the small and the
private institutional groups reporting less than 80. Even
in those two groups, 73s6, and 77$ report the use of
interactive computing. This information does /agree,
however, with the increased percentage of or line
administrative applications discussed in Chapter 6.

/
I

1 ' 01
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The percentage of institutions in each group reporting the
use of interactive computing is shown graphically in
rigure 47. From this graph it can be seen that a higher
percentage of the public institutions report interactive
computing than do the private institutions (90% vs. 77%)
and a higher percentage of the combined
academic /administrative installations report interactive
computing than the separate administrative installations
(94% vs. 83%), though both types make significant use of
interactive computing.

Figure 48 shows that the average number of interactive
devices follows the same trends as the percentage of
institutions reporting interactive computing, except that the
two-year institutions report a higher average number than
the four-year institutions (46 vs. 36). This is probably
due to the average size of the two-year institutions being
larger than the average size of the four-year institutions,
since the average number of interactive devices seems
clearly dependent upon institutional size. In any case, an
average of 20 interactive devices for even the small
institutions is higher than one would expect.
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REPORTING INTERACTIVE COMPUTING
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Figure 48
AVERAGE NUMBER OF INTERACTIVE DEVICES
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The percentage of institutions reporting remote-job-entry
sites is also quite high (51%.), and the data shown in
Figure 49 follow the same pattern by institutional group as
the data on interactive computing, with the exception that a
slightly higher percentage of the separate administrative
installations report remote-job-entry sites than the combined
academic/administrative installations (53$ vs. 50U. The
data on the average number of remote-job-entry sites shown
in Figure 50 follow the pattern of the percentage of
institutions reporting remote-job-entry sites, with the
exception of the data 1.-,y institutional type. The two-year
institutions report the highest average number of
remote-job-entry sites, and the universities and four-year
institutions report an equal average number.

Detailed summaries of the responses to the Communications
question on the 1980 Profile are shown in Tables 25, 26,
and 27.
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Figure 49

INSTITUTIONS REPORTING REMOTE-JOB-ENTRY
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AVERAGE NUMBER OF REMOTE-JOB-ENTRY SITES
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Table 25

AIS COMMUNICATIONS SUMMARY
All Responding Institutions
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Table 25 (continued)

AIS COMMUNICATIONS SUMMARY
-Public Institutions
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Table 25 (continued)
AIS COMMUNICATIONS SUMMARY

Private Institutions
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Table 26

AIS COMMUNICATIONS SUMMARY
All Separate Administrative Installations
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Table 76. (continued)

AIS OMMUNICATIONS SUMMARY
Sep=a;4. i.dministrative Installations
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Table 26 (continued)
AIS COMMUNICATIONS SUMMARY

Separate Administrative Installations
in Private Institutions
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Table 27

AIS COMMUNICATIONS SUMMARY
All Combined Academic; Administrative Installations
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Table 27 (continued)

MS COMMUNICATIONS SUMMARY
Combined Academic/Administrative Installations

in Public Institutions
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Table=27 (continued)

AIS COMMUNICATIONS SUMMARY
CombinedAkCademiciAdministrative Installations

a-, in Private Institutions

Tilt/MN 11:runic

INIMACTIVL (INSINI.)
O 1.11C. TAVCRACE/

ROI -(TH51110110115/
(AUTRA41)

OWNS 1N GRoor

--CONTRUIWkIVAIE
11111...nEO/Um

INITRACTIVC (16151mS)
D PVICTS (AL.L1614f.

RJC (rmsrrrurloNs)
%LIES tAVERACE)

TWANS IN CROUP

-CVNINU1.101V6IE
-----617E4n-OR1.E

mitkAcrui, 12:K Iris)
DtVICVI CAVERN:0

RJU
srics (AVLAACIA

ut4iNs IN CROUP

--TONIROL.PRIVAIE

IHTTP4rTIor
OfVT1 VI (pot It6.3

orNsfriurrew.,
,rtrc (AVE!(A(.f)

INSINS IN WATT`

PRIVAIC
--- -S17.E AU

Intl PAC T1VG INSIN5)
D1VL4f`, AVERAGE )

!Mal TU1 MAN
a 1E1 IUSVI.ANIf

110.1ta., IN 41-111T-

TYPtoUNIV
'-vra

11PE.1-Y0
COUNt PCT

2 OIX
11

I 4X

27

TTPE..ONIV TTPC4-Y11
COUNT PCI cnuNr PCT

O 09X 12 06X
33 75

3 332 I 7X
1 2

9

1114.UNIV
COON! PCT,

5 1002
I00

4 1102

3

TTPC.UNIV
COUNT Per

11

TT.PC2-YR TYPEALL
COUNT PC1 COUNT PCI

TYPC2-YR
COUNT PCI

22 01X
17

1 1X

27

TYPC-AU.
COUNT PCT

21 00X
56

5 21X
1

24

1YPT.4-TO
COUNT PCT

IYPF*4-YO
COUNT rcr

TYPEUNIV TYPC.4-YR
COON. PCI COUNT PCT

13 93X 3/ 04X
62 35

1 ("Ix 4 9X
2

11 14

1YPE62-YR
COUNT PCT

TTPC.ALL
COUNT PCT

7 1002
02

6 062
3

7

,TYPE.2 -YR
COUNT PCT

TYPE2-111
COUNT PCT

TTPE6ALL
COUNT PCT

TYPC6ALL
cuuNr PCT

51 062
12

12 20X
2

59



Chapter 6
Software

119

One of -the primary missions of CAUSE is the exchange of
information concerning computer systems and programs used
for administrative information systems in-- colleges and
universities. To further this mission, the_CAUSE National
Database includes information on both proprietary_ :and
application software in use by member institutions. This
Chapter includes summariest that will provide general,.
information about the major proprietary packages and trends
in each application area.- More detailed information in this
area is available from the CAUSE National Office. z.

Proprietary Software

The 1980 Profile provided for ten entries of proprietary
soffit/are packages with, no specific categories. All of the
proprietary software entries made-by all of the responding
institutions were tabulated by name to provide the
information in this Chapter.

The fact that the 1980 Profile did not sequest entries in.
any specific categories made the information difficult to
analyze; however, the rudimentary analysis _made does
provide some interesting information. Because of the wide
range of responses, no extensive effort was made to verify
the package name or company for - all of the entries;
however, most of the entries were checked with industry
informatiOn sources.
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There were 1,169 entries made by 263 responding
institutions for an average of 4.44 proprietary software
packages reported by each institution. Seventy-five
percent of the 350 responding institutions reported at least
one proprietary software package in use, and 25%, reported
none.

A tabulation of the 1,169 proprietary software entries into
three major package categories indicates that 17$ were
administrative application systems, 10$ were database or file
anagementsystems- and 7-3?$-- -were utility -programs-,

statistical packages, icommunication controllers programming
languages, text editdrs, report writers or, similar packages.
This distribution is shown graphically in Figure 51.

Figure

PROPRIETARY SOFTWARE BY CATEGORY

UTILITIES C
MISCELLANEOUS
SYSTEMS
733 (8531

Proprietary software was reported by 76$ of the public
institutions and 72% of the private institutions. By
institutional type, 85% of the universities and 76% of the
two-year institutions reported at least one propri4lary
software package in use, while the four-year institutions
reported the fewest uses of proprietary software ( .9%).
Separate administrative installations are slightly less likely

. , . .
.. '.
4
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to use proprietary software (72%) than are combined
academic/administrative installations (76%). In all cases,
though, a majority of the responding institutions reported
the use of proprietary so.tware. Some institutions attached
lengthy lists of proprietary software packages, so this
section will become more important in future Profiles.

Separate lists were made of the 42 packages that were listed
by five or more institutions, and these lists are included in
th:s Chapter for general information. The number of
entries for each package does not -- provide any indication- of-
the full number of users of the package, it only indicates
the number of institutions responding to the 1980 Profile
who listed that package as being in use. The three lists
follow:

Application Packages (listed by company) Entries

Information Associates:'
Financial Accounting System 30

Billing Receivables System 13

Student Records System 11

Accounts Payable System 7

Payroll-Personnel System 6

Integral Systems, Incorporated:
Payroll-Personnel System 13

Systems & Computer Technology Corporation:
Student Information System 8

The POISE Company:
People Oriented Information
Systems for Education 6

Digital Equipment Corporation:
WISE College Administrative System 5

Miscellaneous application packages

Total Application Package Entries

't.)

24

123
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Database & File Management Packages:

MARK-IV - Informatics, Incorporated 43
IMS - Information Management System - IBM 23
TOTAL - Cincom Systems, Incorporated 20
IDMS - Integrated Data Management System

Cullinane Corporation 8

ADABAS - Software ag 7
,

DMS-I1 Burroughs Corporation 10
IMAGE - Hewlett- Packard, Incorporated 6
System 1022 - Digital Equipment Corporation 6
Miscellaneous database & file trigint packages_ BE_

Total Database & File Mgmt Package Entries 193

Utility Packages & others:

SPSS - Statigtical. PaCkage 69
CICS - Customer Information ContrOl System 54
SYNCSORT - Sort Utility 28
PANVALET - Program Maintenance 26
EASYTRIEVE - Reporting:Package 24
SAS Statistical Analysis System 24
CA-SORT - Sort Utility 16
BMD= Statistical Package 15

MlNITAB Statisticial Package. 11

COBOL 1- Programming Language 10
FDR - Fast Dump Restore 10
LIBRARIAN - Program Maintenance 10
TSO - Time "Sharing System 10
WATFIV - Programming Language 10
DLit - Data Language 9
IMSL - Fortran Subroutine Library 9
NDL - Network Definition Language 9
WATBOL - Programming Language 9
REPORTER - Repo'rting Package 8

SOCRATES - Online Access Language 7

CANDE - Ramote-Job-Entry System 6
JOHNSON ACCOUNTING - Job Accounting 6

GPSS - General Purpose Systems Simtilator 5

UCC-10 -IMS File Support 5

WORD-11 - Word-Processing Package 5

Miscellaneous utility packages 458

Total Utility & Other Packages: 853
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While the analysis of the,ptpprietary software sectir of the
1 980 Profile was limited /by the general nature of the
question, it is interestitg to see the wide /range of,
packages in use by ;the responding institutitons. The
changes to the 1981 Profile discussed in Append x B should
provide even more insight into this area.

Administi lye Applications

The Applications Section of the 1980 Profile included 144
dminis rd we computer applicationsin- eleven application

areas. These application _areas were chosen to be roughly
equivalent to the appropriate sections of the NCHEMS
Program Classification Structure.12 These applications and
the eleven area titles were based on the list included in the
1976 FICHE Survey13 with several applications added during
the pilot test process. The 1 980 Profile requested
responding institutions to identify which of the 11,11 systems
were in production on their campus in "Batch" and/or
"Online" mode.

The 350 responding institutions reported a total of 17,853
administrative computing applications in production, for an
average of 51 applications per institution. The diffeN.nces
in the average number of applications for the mLjor
institutional groups are as might be expected. Publ:c
institutions report a higher average than do privatr.
institutions, which is most likely explained by the fact that
the responding public institutions are larger on the average
than the responding private institutions. By institutional
type, universities report the highest average number of
applications, followed by four:year institutions, then
two-year institutions. The data by institutional size follows
the expected pattern, with the larger institutions reporting
more systems on average than smaller institutions.

12Collier

13
Hamblen and Baird, p. XII--Form No. 4.
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Comparing the average number of administrative computer
applications for the major institutional groups as reported
on the CAUSE 1980 Profile with similar data derived from
the interpretive report of the 1976 FICHE. Survey, the
average number of applications reported generally doubled
from 22 in 1976 to 51 in 1980. Private institutions reported
more than three times the average number of applications in
1980 than in 1976 versus a 70W gain for public institutions.1/4,

In the same period, four-year and two-year institutions
more than doubled their average number of applications
while universities increased their average only 50$. The
instt u tona size groups differ slightly in enrollment
between the CAUSE 1980 Profile and the 1976 FICHE
Survey; however, they are close enough to allow some
comparisons. Small institutions show the highest gain in
average number of applications from 12 in 1976 to 33 in
1980. Medium institutions a:tually show a Tower average
number of applications in 19t0 than in 1976. This is most
likely related to the size category differences noted in
Chapter 4.

Allowing for differences in size categories, larger
institutions have added only a small number of applications
on the average since 1976, whereas small institutions have
increased their average number of applications significantly.

The 1976 FICHE Survey did not provide application data for
separate administrative installations versus combined
academic/administrative installations, so no comparisons
between these two institutional groups are made.

Figure 52 presents a graphic comparison of the average
number of administrative computer applications reported on
the CAUSE 1980 Profile and on the 1976 FICHE Survey.

1 'IQ1/4.)
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Figure 52
AVERAGE NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATIVE APPLICATIONS

1976 (FICHE) 'and 1980 (CAUSE)
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To get a sense of the distribution of computing resources to
the major administrative areas, Table 28 shows the
percentage of applications reported in each area by all
responding institutions, and the same distribution within
each of the major institutional groups. It is interesting to
note that the distribution cities not change a great deal
between the major institutional groups. The only number in
this Table that stands out is the percentage of admissions
and records applications reported by two-year institutions
relative to the other institutional groUps (41% versus a
range of 29% to 36$), indicating a heavier emphasis on
student records systems by the two-year institutions.
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Table 28

APPLICATION t REA DISTRIBUTION

By Major Institutional Group

ALL' PUEO PkV! UNV! 1YR. 2YR1 LRG. mit., mto! smt., SEP. COO

FINANCIAL MGM 22%1 21%. 25%0 21%1 23%1 20%! 21%1 .0%1 22%1 25%1 231.1 21%

FINANCIAL AID 4%1 1%1 5%1 1%1 511 4%1 1%; TA/ 4%1 4%1 4%1 4%

OTHER AWN 6%1 5%1 6%1 6%! 6%1 1%! 6%! 611 5%! 6%1 5%1 6%
.---
GENERAL ADMIN /V az' SX. DX' 7%1 0%1 9%1 0%! 7%1 5:1 7%1 7%

..

ADMISL 6 kLLOS 3311 33%1 34%1 30%f 33%1 41ti 2-01-i. 322! 35%! 36%! 3011 35i

AuxxLiAky SVC 5%1 5%1 6%1 6%1 5%/ 2%1 5%1 5%1 5%1 5%! 5%! 5%

LOGISTICS 5%1 6%1 1%1 6%! 5%1 6%1 6%! 5%! 6%1 4%! 611 5%

1.1.AN/hCMF/IR 11X, 11X, 10X1 11X1 1010 11%1 12%! 11%! 10%! 10%1 Ill! Ill

illySICAL f.ANT 2%1 211 1%1 2%1 IX. IX. 211 2%1 1%; 1%1 2%! 2%

LICkAAY 4%1 1%1 3%1 4X1 3%1 4%. 4%! 5%; 3%1 37:,1 41. 4%

OWTITAL 1%. 1%1 1%1 .%. IX1 0%1 2%1 1%1 I%. 1%1 2%' I%

The rank order of the eleven application areas based on the
number of applications reported in each area is consistent
between the CAUSE 1980 Profile and the 1976 FICHE
Survey. Two of the application areas, Admissions and
Records and Finanacial Management, account for 55% of all
of the applications reported, and the other nine areas
account for the remaining 115%, In addition to the rank
order of the eleven areas, the most and least reported
application within each.of the eleven areas is identified in
the following paragraphs. The eleven application areas are
listed in the same order as they appear in the applications
section of the 1980 Profile. More specific informatioh on the
number of batch and online systems reported for each
application may be found in the detailed summary by
application in Table 111 at the end of this Chapter.

1

The Financial Management area ranked second in the number
of applications reported, and accounted for 22% of the total.
Departmental Expenditures was the most reported application
(287), and Investment Evaluation was the least (39).

1 0
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Financial Aid Administration ranked eighth of the eleven
application areas and accounted for only 4$ of the
applications reported. Financial Aid Awards was the
application reported most often (219), while Financial Aid
Evaluation was the least reported (156). The relatively
small difference between the most and least reported
applications in this area is probably due to the fact that
institutions with Financial Aid systems have typically
automated most of the process at the same time.

:.)

The Other Administrative' Applications area ranked fifth,
accounting for 6$ of the applications reported. Alumni
Records was the most reported (260), and Teacher
Placement was the least (23).

General Administrative Service applications ranked fourth
with 7$ of the total. Personnel 'Records was the most
reported (263) and Skills Inventory was the least (27).

Admissions and Records was the area with the highest
percentage of the total applications reported, accounting for
33$, and Class Rosters was the most reported (328). This
application was also the most reported on the 1976 FICHE
Survey. Enrollment Reporting, Enrollment Statistics,
Course Add/Drop Processing, and Student Registration
Processing were also reported frequently (320-326).
Correspondence Course Records was the least reported
application (46) in the Admissions and Records area;
however, Final Exam Scheduling was close (54).

The Auxiliary Service area ranked sixth with 5$ of the total,
applications, slightly ahead of the Logistics & Related
Services area. Faculty Staff Directory was most reported
(193), and Events Calender Preparation was the least (12).

Logistics & Related Services applications ranked seventh
with 5$ of the total applications reported. Equipment
Inventory was the most reported application in this area
(188), and Crime Reporting was the least (17).

jam.
cl .1,
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The Planning, Management, and Institutional Research area
ranked third with 11% of the total applications reported.
Budget Preparation was reported most often (218) , and
Institutional Code Control was least often reported (33).

Physical Plant was the major application area with the least
number of applications reported on the CAUSE 1980 Profile,
only 2%, and it was in the same position on the 1976 FICHE
Survey. Within this area, Physical Plant Accounting was
the most reported application (84),_ and Building Access
Control was the least (11).

Library Systems accounted for 4% of the total number of
-applications reported, ranking ninth of the eleven areas.
Library Serials, Holdings was the most reported application
(136), and Fugitive Materials Indexing was the least (12).

Only a few of the responding institutions have Hospitals, so
the fewest applications were reported in this area, only 1%;
however, Patient Registration/Admission was the most
reported (34) , and Physician Support System was the least
reported (2).

Tables 29 through 40 prr vide summaries by application area
for each of the major institutional groups and Table 41
provides a detailed count of the number of individual
administrative computer applications reported by all
responding institutions. These Tables appear at the end of
this Chapter.

Online Administrative Applications

The percentage of administrative computing applications
reported operating in an online mode has generally doubled
( from 15% to 30%) since 1976 in all institutional groups
except two-year institutions, where it has tripled. Also,
two-year institutions and small institutions report the
highest percentage of online applications in production in
1980. It is interesting to note that separate administrative

I e.1I)4,0
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installations report a slightly higher percentage of online
applications than combined academic /administrative
installations, even though more combined installations report
interactive computing as well as more interactive devices.
Figure 53 shows the percent of online applications reported
by each major institutional group on both the 1976 FICHE
Survey and the CAUSE 1980 Profile. Again, the 1976
FICHE Survey did not report application information by
separate versus combined installations.

Figure 53

ONLINE ADMINISTRATIVE APPLICATIONS
1976 (FICHE) and 1980 (CAUSE)
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The final analysis of the data on administrative applications
compares the average number of applications and the
average number of online applications for installations
reporting to the different administrative officers of the
institutions.

According to the information shown in Figure 54, AIS
organizations reporting to an executive vice president have
the highest average number of administrative applications in
production as well as the most online applications. AIS
organizations reporting to an academic vice president have
the lowest average number of applications in production,
and those reporting to an administrative officer below the
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vice president level havd the lowest number of online
applications.

Figure 54

AVERAGE NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS
By "A1S Reports TO Response
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In addition to the summarized information on administrative
computing applications presented in this Chapter, the
CAUSE National Database also includes the detailed
information on which applications are in production at each
responding member campus. This information is valuable to
CAUSE members searching for information about a specific
application in comparable institutions, so the CAUSE
National Office is exploring ways to make this information
available to members using the appropriate technology.
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Table 29

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA,
All Responding Institutions

131

ARIA (RESPONSE COUNTS/ CATCH ONLINE COMO TOTAL
------ ..-..----

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 2.733 670 440
--
3.071

FINANCIAL AID ADMINISTRAIION 490 136 113 759
OTHER ADMIN APPLICATIONS 734 170 101 1.005
GEM RAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE 1.0' . 212 107 1.325
Atoussropm 6 RECORDS 4.046 1.142 706 5.094
AUXILIARY SERVICE 681 139 02 902
LOGISTICS A RELATED SIRVIEES 631 189 129 949
PLANNING. MGM a INSIN4 Usketi 1.529 233 151 1.93:)
timAcAL PLANT ovERATIons lev 90 35 314
I ITRARY APPLICATIONS 333 254 02 669
TAXPITAL AfftICATIONS 103 93 34 232-.---.---_-....- -------- ___--- ------ ------ ------ ------
mu IDIAL - ALL AREAS 12.195 3.370 1.900 17.053

350 INSTITUTIONS AVERAGE 36 10 6 51

Table 30

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Public Institutions

AREA (RESPOW...0 COUNTS) LATCH LX4.Iht COMO 107AL
----------- ----- ---

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 2.067 4t7, J00 2.910
FINANCIAL AID ADMINISTRATION WU 109 92 ,,1
OTHER COMM! APPLICATION:. 50: 112 65 /S7
GENERAL ADNINIMATIVE StkVICE 049 1/u 9j 1.1'1_2
ADMISSIONS 6 kECONDS 2.212 001 501 4.591
AUXILIARY SERVICE 514 91 /2 6.7
LOGISTICS A kCLATCD SINVICLS 533 119 111 /VJ
PLANNING. MEAT A INSINL RSRLN 1.22/ 1/J I32 1.552
PHYSICAL PLANT OPERATIONS 162 71 31 2o1
LIORARY APPLICATIONS 302 100 ot. Si,
HOSPITAL APPLICATIONS ... ;79 /4 31 101------------------ --- _---. ----- --_-_.
mom TOTAL- ALL AREAS 9.905 '.2.JOU 1,661 11.951

260 INSIITUTIONS AVERAGE 30 7 6 51

Table 31

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Private Institutions

AREA 4FESPONSE LCON1S) CATCH ONLIA. LUAU TOTAL
. ----....- -__-__ -- . .

FINANCIAL MANACEME141 606 215 60 961
FINANCIAL. AID ADMINISTRATION 120 4/ 21 OAT
OTHER ADMIN APPLICATION:, 151 50 Jo 240
GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE 11/ 44 14 203
ADMISSIONS 6 RECORD:, ON J41 125 1.300
AUXILIARY SERVICE 167 40 10 2:1,
LOGISTICS a RELATED WWII:Li. 9U 40 10 156
PLANNING. MGM A INST.& k5$031 J02 00' 19 101
PHYSICAL PLANT OPERATIONS 2/ 19 4 50
LIORARY APPLICATIONS 31 /4 II 11.2
HOSPITAL APPLICATIONS 24 21 J id

--- -- --- _ ______
Asa o:AL - ALL AREAS 4.590 VW.. J27 3.902

90 INSTITUTISNS AVERAGE 29 11 4 1./

135
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Table 32

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Universities

ARCA WESPONSC LOLINE5, (ATLI( UNLita. Luna Iutul.
- - .

FINANCIAL nANAGUILNI 1.001 1)0 100 1.44;
FINANCIAL AID ApnantstuAtIm 119 te. 01 .09
UINTA A01IN APPLICATIONS 40. 4S 61 JOil
GXNERAL ASHINISTRATIVE SLIWICC i4J 6/ 41 I.:A

..nISSIONS A RECORDS It4/4 .69 JIo 2d0L4
AUXILIARY StkviCE ..:7:, J1I LJ SCA
LOGISTICS S. kELAICD SLRVILES .64 Al d-.4 40u
PLANNING. rICHI it INSINL F04.11 620 04 r./. /.0
PHYSICAL PLANT crckArnss 109 41 .4 1441

LIMARY APPLICATIONS 149 140 JI JOu
HOSPITAL APFLUATIONS 44 6,: .41 14/

..IA TOTAL - ALL ARIAS 4.940 9UU 935 0.0/1

109 IN Tilt; I IONS Avtitax 9 r 6J

Table 33

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Four-Year Institutions

i4CA 04.1.44W6 T. LOINAMp LAW, OuLIOL WM/ 104AL
---------------- . .-.-- -----
TI/04/CIAL tutklak_aill 1.40L J5U 1.0 I.VJJ
rINANC/Ar. AID A0MINDARAIION .AU 100 4.1 JVJ
0111ERACNINAPILICAISUNL J4V V ..V L1/
LEMMA. ADmIHISTHATIVI SCROILE 444 YJ 47 LA4
AWISSIoNU t KLOR14. ..uui 4US0 .JS ..u.0
AUXILIARY SERvILL ..r,h tli 4, 10U
LOGIUMS & kCLAUD SIRVILLL .99 U.. J.: 411
PLANNING. nCmI a TOSINL RIA' /It. 14. Li 051
PIIILICAL PLANT UPLHAIIONL /L JV . 1.1
LIMARY AlltiCATIONL ILI ^Id J. ..t.LI

NOLPITAL P.PPLXCAI ION;, 49 .3,1 IJ IP,
..--.....- _ _

..4~TOTAL - AU. Ald.A3 6.1.4U Idda/ *9 34...o

I/Y Id5111U1IONL AVU,A6L ji 9 id

Table 34

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Two-Year Institutions

AMA tRUJOILL LOUNPW WWI UOLIOL LUNI3 IU1.4.
__-_---

-
.

-

I INANCIAL rIANALLNUa JAI 14. WI I7J
FINANLIAL AID ADAINisINAlluN IA JV Ie, 9,
OTTER AOnIN APPLILAtIONS ....3 .6 11 1110

LE/VOL ALMINIUTRAtIVC LLRVILL IJI L. Id .00
ACHILLION5 .1 RELOWL L...1.1 .N4 ILL IdUIL,
AUXILIAkii LLRVICL JU li I IJ
11.041'..T1t.t. A fcCLAILb SUiVILI",.. //u 1J ..:. 1.1:s

11.,4101/4,. NMI' A WAHL le/kLII MU M. J1 .61
iiiISILAI. PLAN* uPLRAt 1.01,5 / 11) ... .2...

LIIRARy APPLICATIVOL JO J, 1i ....,.

IMILVIJAL riVit .-altOr., u u u U

.... (01AL ALL All -As I.J',/ uuJ J.4 . d i.,

A. 1/e.tilUeltUr, JAAJ.ALL .J 11
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Table 35

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Large Institutions

AktA ,RESMDAST LOWS) CATO, ONLINE COM: TOTAL
-- - - .

FINAALIAL nAwoDEmENI 570 115 119 042
FINANCIAL AU/ ADMINISTRATION 105 10 39 162
MINER ADmIN APPLICATION!, 178 30 22 231
GEAEkAL ADMINISTRATIVE SIWILE 274 It, .30 349
ADMISSIONS 6 RLGORD5 005 186 195 1.106
AUXILIAkT SERVICE - 150 21 32 211
LOGISTICS /I FELATID SERVICES 101 30 40 251
PLANNING. mGAT d INSTra. REACH 391 53 49 96
ImiSICALI1441T OFLRATIONS 70 10 11 99
LIGRART A44-ICA1IONS 95 57 10 170
HOSPITAL APPLICATIONS 31 25 11 70

---_- - __-_ _--_-. ............

a" YOIAL ALL AREAS 2.072 620 561 4.067

43 piStIlpfWm. AVERAGE 10 10 9 60

Table 36

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Medium-Large Institutions

.RLA ,RESITM6L LO33NT5, LATCH ONLINE COMB TOTAL

FINANCIAL 040ACLMLUr 705 96 167 1.010
.3 INAHCIAL AID ADMAISIkATION 163 22 47 242
OTHER A4mIN APPLILATION5 226 2/ 12 295
GENERAL. ADMINISTRATIVE SLINILE 30 it, 43 420
..bnISBIONS A HELMS'S 1.727 175 266 1.660
AUXILIARY SERVICL 207 20 42 269
LOGISTICS & RELATED SLkVIEL5 102 20 51 261
MANNING. mE.TIT d INSTAL RGRCu 440 40 67 555
PHYSICAL PLANT OFEhATIONs 53 36 19 100
LIBRARY APPLICATIONS 121 /6 36 233
1305PITAL APPLICATIONS 31 11 0 53
------------------------------ --____ ----__ _-----

x*,TOTAL - ALL AkIAS 3.703 589 780 5.160

05 INSTITUTIONS AVERAGE 15 7 9 61

Table 37

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Medium Institutions

..kLA (RESPONSE COUNTS> CATCH ONLINE COMB TOTAL
-- - -- - -- -

FmANGIAL MANACEALN1 1.061 277 110 1.170
FINANCIAL AID ADMININTRATION 176 60 25 269
OTHER AOMLN APPLICATIONS -.247 79 27 353
GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE 327 7 31 155
ADMISSIONS 6 RECORDS 1.539 541 214 2.294
AUXILIARY SERVICE 251 66 8 J25
LOGISTICS a RELATED SLRVICES 233 97 35 365
PLANNING. MUTT' it INSINL MACH 524 110 35 669
PHYSICAL PLANT OPERATIONS 50 29 5 92
LIBRARY APPLICATIONS 92 03 21 196
HOSPITAL APMICATIONS 24 13 ° 12 79

--_._. -----_ -_---- ............

S4 TOTAL - ALL AREAS 4.522 1.490 553 6.575

142 INSTITUTIONS AVERAGE 32 10 4 16

137
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Table 38

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Small Institutions

AMA thLSPONSE LOUNIS) BATCH ONLINE COM: tOTAL
, - -

FINANCIAL mANACEMENI 329 152 22 SO3
FINANCIAL AID ADMINSOIRAMON 16 30 2 06
0111Ek ADMIN APPLICATIONS 03 31 9 126
GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE 65 2S 3 93
ADMISSIONS A RECORDS 175 240 31 7.A
AUXILIARY SERVICE 65 32 0 9/
LOGISTICS IC RELATED SERVICES J5 31 3 72
PLANNING. liGhl d INSINL RSOICH 163 50 0 213
PHYSICAL PLANT OPERATIONS 0 / U 15
LIBRARY APPLICATIONS 25 30 7 70
111dPITAL APPLICATIONS 19 13 3 30

-- --
sx tOTAL - ALL AREAS 1.300 663 80 2.051

63 INSIXIUTIONS AVERAGE 21 11 1 33

Table 39

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Separate Administrative Installations

kLA tRESPONLE LOUN13, CW(C11 ONLINE COMB tOTAL

110AOLIAL mANAGEmENI 1.010 21.9 151 1.390
FINANCIAL Alb ADMINDARAICON 161 'IL 13 249
OIHER ADMIN APPLYLAMONS 225 633 L6 316
GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE JiU 62 11 141
ADm1SSIONS d HELOSDS 1.209 377 G19 1.800
AUXILIARY SERVILE 241 SO 27 321
LOGISMCS A hELAIEb SEWILES 204 91 43 330
MANNING.. NMI d INSIOL it2iLH W6 91 53 6E0
PHYSILAL RANI OPERAIIONS 03 29 13 135
LIBRARY APPLICATIONS 106 111 33 250
HOSPITAL w1tIcAlrot6 43 72 23 130

A.1,A 101AL .1.1 AREAS 1.156 1.232 673 6.061

100 INS111UMUNs AVERAGE 30 11 6

Table 40

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Combined Academic/Administrative Installations

AREA (RESPONSE COUNIS) BATCH ONLINE COMP. TOTAL------------ _________ --_- ---- -__--- ....-- --- --
FINANCIAL M4NAGEMENI 1.743 141 29/ 2.101
FINANCIAL AID ADMINIS1RATI0N 329 111 70 510
01140( ADMIN APPLICATIONS LO? 10S 71, 601
GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE 666 ISO 65 801
ADMISSIONS et RECORDS 2.842 /65 18/ 1.091
AUXILIARY SERVICE 127 07 55 501
LOOP:TICS IL RELATE° SERVICES 127 90 06 611
MANNING. MGM! d INSINL RSRLH 493 16. 98 1.2.b.1
PHYSICAL RANI OPERAIIONG 106 ni .n! 1/9
LIBRARY APPLICATIONS 127 Iil 49 119
HOSPITAL APPLICAIIONS 60 G.1 11 91

- . _. . - . .... ..
x TOtAL - ALL AREAS

212 INSTIIUMONS AVERAGE

8.339

J4

2.128

9

1.211, 11./92

49

10 '1
4./ s.)
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Table 41

DETAILED APPLICATION SUMMARY
All Responding Institutions

mFINANCIAL, MANAGEMENT
-------- --

BATCH

(RESPONSE COUNTS)

ONLINE coos
--

TOTAL

CENERAL FUN() LEDGER 197 49 34 280
GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES 188 . 51 m33 272
DEPARTMENTAL EXPENDITURES 195 53 39 287
GENERAL ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE 146 37 26 209
STUDENT ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE 142 631 46 251
ACCOUNTS PAYABLE 171 381 27 236
PAYROLL 175 59' 45 279
EMPLOYEE BENEFIT ACCOUNTING 129 28 15 172
RETIREMENT SYSTEM ACCOUNTING 109 12 11 132
RAW ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION 143 16 7 166
CASH FLOW PROJECTION 49 12 4 65
INVESTMENT RECORDS- 52 6 6 64
INVESTMENT EVALUATION 32 6 1 39
GRANT a CONTRACT ADMINISTRATN 95 18 11 124

* RESEARCH PROJECT ACCOUNTING 71 17 7 95
REV/ARCM PROPOSAL MONITORING 12 11 1 54
FINANCIAL AID ACCOUNTING 148 47 45 240
TUITION 4 FEE ACCOUNTING 171 60 36 267
RESIDENCE HALL ACCOUNTING 110 27 28 165
STORES ACCOUNTING 107 24 10 141
TELEPHONE ACCOUNTING 155 19 9 183
TRAVEL ACCOUNTING 126 22 7 155----------------------------- ------ ------ ---- -- - -- -. -

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT , 2.753 670 448 3.871

:FINANCIAL AID ADMINISTRATION BATCH ONLINE COMB TOTAL
------ ------ - -

FINANCIAL AID EVALUATION 87 38 31 156
FINANCIAL AID AWARDS 135 46 38 219
STUDENT EMPLOYMENT RECORDS 132 38 20 190
WORK STUDY RECORDS

. 136 39 24 194
-- ---- -- -- --- -- - - ------
mF/NANCIAL AID-ADMINISTRATION 490 156 113 759

OTHER ADMI9 APPLICATIONS BATCH ONLINE COMB TOTAL,----..----------------------- ------ ------ ------
ALUMNI RECORDS 155 67 38 260
FOUNDATION a GIFT RECORDS 99 40 29 168
TEST SCORING 4 ANALYSIS 159 21 11 191
CURRICULUM PLANNING 26 9 6 91
TEACHER EVALUATION ' 137 8 2 147
TEACHER PLACEMENT 20 2 1 23
FRATERNITY/SORORITY RUSH RECOS 28 2 0 30
STUDENT COUNSELING RECORDS 29 12 5 46
STUDENT PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING 20 2. 2 29
ATHLETIC EVENT TICKET SYSTEM 26 3 2 31
PEALTH SERVICE SYSTEM 35 4 5 44

-- ------
OTHER ADMIN APPLICATIONS 734 170 101 1.005

135
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Table 41 (continued)
DETAILED APPLICATION SUMMARY

All Responding Institutions

FUNERAL ADMIN SERVICE GAICH
------

(RESPONSE COUNTS)

ONLINE CO MO
.----- .---

10DV.
------

FACILITIES INVENTORY (SPACE) .185 2? 7 221

FACILITIES UTILIZATN ANALYSIS 139 17 3 15?
CLASSROOM UTILIZATN ANALYSIS 156 20 6 182
PERSONNEL RECORDS 139 75 49 263
PERSONNEL PLACEMENT 29 9 41 42
PERSONNEL PLACEMENT 18 12 1 34
4.0.1 COMPLIANCE REPORTING 116 15 U 169
STAFF ETHNIC GROUP REPORTING ..11. 16 12 163
CIVIL SERVICE POSITION RECORDS 45 10 10 65
SKILLS INVENTORY RECORDS 14 9 4 27
-..-.........-------... ------ ------ ------

GENERAL ACHIM SERVICE 1.006 212 107 1.325
c

ADMISSIONS Z RECORDS BATCH ONLINE COMB TOTAL
-- -- -- .. ..-- --
UNDERCRAD ADMISSIONS PROCESSNG 137 101 63 301
GRAOUATE ADMISSIOUS0PROCESSING 99 50 45 202
HIGH SCHOOL TESTING RECORDS 114 36 23 173
COURSE CATALOG RECORDS 105 73 35 213
SCHEDULE OF CLASSES PREP 134 81 45 260
STUDENT CLASS =COOLING 133 '70 35 238
TUITION 6 FEE ASSESSMENT 162 63 39 259
STUDENT REGISTRATION PROCESSNC 180 09 55 324
CLASS ROSTERS 242 40 38 320
TERN STUDENT RECORDS Z REPORTS 215 50 45 310
COURSE ADO/DROP PROCESSING 169 107 49 32S
ENROLLMENT REPORTING 262 36 28 326
ENROLLMENT STATISTICS 264o 33 23 320
STUDENT ETHNIC GROUP REPORTING .!39 23 9 271

TERM GRADE REPORTING 240 41 35 316
HONORS PROGRAM RECORDS 166 18 3 189
STUDENT TRANSCRIPT RECORDS 171 36 33 240
DEGREE: REOUIREMENTS EVALUATION 72 12 11 95
CORRESPONDENCE COURSE RECORDS 37 6 3 46
ACADEMIC ADVISEMENT RECORDS 76 12 11 99
CAREER PLANNING 25 21 6 52
STUDENT RECRUITMENT 75 2N 21 120
CONTINUING EDUCATION UNITS 77 UT 14 109
GRADE DISTRIOUF/ONS 238 27 9 274
CLASSROOM ASSIGINENT .79 25 17 121
VETERANS REPORTING 149 15 10 , 174
FOREIGN STUDENT REPORTING 137 12 6 ' 155
?HAUL EXN SCHEOLLING 47 7 0 54
---------------- ---------- ------ -.---- ------

ADNISSIONS 1 RECORDS 4.046 1.142 706 5.094
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Table 41 (continued)
DETAILED APPLICATION SUMMARY

All Responding Institutions

AUXILIARY SERVICE
------------------------------

BATCH

Ikkb/U1Nbt LI/Uhl."

ONLINE COMB
.. ..

TOTAL
------

FACULTY/STAFF DIRECTORY PREP 142 31 20 193
FACULTY CLUB BELLING 23 2 2 27
RESIDENCE HALL BILLING 110 21 15 146
STUDENT DIRECTORY PREPARATION 161 20 10 191
STUDENT HOUSING REPORTS 128 20 15 163
FOOD SERVICE MENU E INVENTORY 22 10 2 34
BOOKSTORE INVENTORY A OPERATNS 66 18 11 93
EVENTS CALENOER PREPARATION 7 4 1 12
ROOM RESERVATIONS 22 13 6 41
------------------.......------- ---
AUXILIARY SERVICE 681 139 82 902

1.OGISTICS it RELATED SERVICES CATCH ONLINE COMB TOTAL
.......------.--....---....--..------- ------ ------ ------ ---
PURCHASE' ORDER FOLLOW-UP 47 17 13 77
PURCHASING INFORMATION SYSTEM 52 31 25 100
VENDOR INFORMATION SYSTEM 88- 39 26 153
STORES INVENTORY 72 18 11 101
OFFICE MACHINE REPAIR CONTROL 16 3 0 19
EQUIPMENT INVENTORY 147 30 11 188
AUTOMOBILE REGISTRATION 66 19 15 100
PARKING LOT SPACE ASSIGNMENT 26 5 3 34
TRAFIC VIOLATION RECORDS 54 17 15 86
CRIME REPORTING 11 4 2 17
CAR POOL MATCHING 33

2
2 37

MOTOR POOL RECORDS 19 '` 4
6

29---- ------ -------------------- -- - i

LOGISTICS I RELATED SERVICES 631 189 /129 949

F7LANNING.MGMT & INSTNL RESRCH BATCH ONLINE COMB TOTAL
.----.......--.-...---------------- ------ ------ ...---
VJOGET FORECASTING 87 19 10 116
BUDGET PREPARATION 148 42 28 210
BUDGET ANALYSIS 127 25 20 172
BUDGET POSITION cmpa. 106 30 19 153
INSTITUTIONAL. COST STUDIES 125 17 4 146
FACULTY SALARY ANALYSIS 165 20 12 197
SUPPORT STAFF SALARY ANALYSIS 137 17 9 163
FACULTY ACTIVITY ANALYSIS 107 8 8 123
SUPPORT STAFF ACTIVTY ANALYSIS 37 4 3 44
RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS MODELING 47 0 2 57
STUDENT FLOW MODELING 43 4 0 47
LONG RANCC PLANNING 36 0 4 40
ENROLLMENT FORECASTING 50 3 :3 66
HEMS REPORTING 168 14 6 180
DATA ELEMENT DICTIONARY 71 22 15 100
INSTITUTIONAL CODE CONTROL
rct.tvcRoss-OVER STUDY

10
49

9
3

6
0

33
52

---- -- -- . ... --
*PIANNING.MGMT & INSTNL RCSRCH 1.229 2553 131 1.933

141
=11;=IMML6.1......



138 Chapter 6: Software

Table 41 (continued)
DETAILED APPLICATION SUMMARY

All Responding Institutions

*PHYSICAL PLANT OPERATIONS
- --------- -- -

(RESPONSE COUNTS)

CATCH ONLINE COMB
-- ... ---- ---

TOTAL

PHYSICAL FLAW ACCOUNTING 57 12 IS 89,
PHYSICAL PLANT JOB SCHEDULING 21 8 3 35
WILDING MAINTENANCE COSTS 35 6 3 49
EQUIPMENT PREVENTATIVE MAINE 28 7 2 37
KEY INVENTORY 30 9 4 43
WILDING ACCESS CONTROL 3 7 1 11

ENERGY MONITORING SYSTEM 12 11 7 60
-.-- --- - - - - -
PHYSICAL-PLANI-OPERA1IONS 89- 90 35 319 -

LICRARY APPLICATIONS CATCH ONLINE COMO TOTAL
------ --- -- .--- .--

LIBRARY ACDUISITION7- 61 32 15 111
,LIERARY CIRCULATION 50 54 14 118
CAkID A MATERIAL PREP A CONIRO1 30 27 7 61
LICRARY CIRCULATION CONTROL 50 90 15 105
LICRARY SERIALS HOLDINGS 93 32 11 136
BIBLIOGRAPHICAL SEARCH SERVICE 22 50 11 83
FUGITIVE MATERIAL INDEXING 5 6 1 12
EDUCATIONAL MEDIA SERVICES 19 13 8 40
---- ------ ------ ------ ------- ---- ---
*LIERARY APPLICATIONS 333 251 82 669

HOSPIIAL APPLICATIONS CATCH -ONLINE COMB TOTAL
--- -

11 20
-

3 34
- - - - - -....- --
PATIENT REGISTRAIION/ADMISSION
HOSPITAL CENSUS . 9 11 5 25
MEDICAL RECORDS 0 12 3 23
HOSP APPOINTMENTS A SCHEDULING 4 3 0 7
HOSP CENTRAL SUPPLY INVENTORY 11 1 2 ', 17
WSP COMUNIC A ORDER ENTPY 9 5 0 9
HOSPITAL DIETARY F000 SERVICE 7 3 1 11

HOSPITAL HOUSEKEEPING 1 2 0 3
HOSF LAE:ORATORY INFO SYSTEM 5 6 9 15
RADIOLOGY INFORMATION SYSTEM 2 5 2 9
PHARMACY INFORMATION SYSTEM 2 6 9 12
NURSING STATION SUPPORT SYSTEM 1 6 0 7
PHYSICIAN SUPPORT SYSTEM 0 1 1 2
PATIENT CILLINC/ACCIS RECYCLE 17 7 8 32
imsprut FINANCIAL INFO SYSTEM 19 3 1

2?1BLOODEANK RECORDS 2 1 0 1

*NOSPITAL APPLICATIONS 103 95 31 232

. --

*TOTAL - ALL APPLICAIIW. 12.195 3.370 1.985 17.853

1 4'
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In 1979 the CAUSE Board of Directors decided to establish
a National Database on administrative information systems in
colleges and universities. Since the project was to be
funded entirely from CAUSE member dues, the initie
database was planned 'to include information from CAUS_
member campuses only. The CAUSE Member Institution
Profile survey form was used to collect the information for
the database.

The CAUSE Member Institution Profile

The initial survey form (shown in Appendix A) was
developed by the CAUSE National Office a;id tested several
times by the members of the CAUSE Board of Directors. In
addition to its use in maintaining the CAUSE National
Database, the survey form is used by several state agencies
and groups of institutions to gather information on
computing activities. To make it as easy as possible for
members to reSpInd, the 1980 Profile forms were
pre-p-rinted with a limited amount of information already
availabir in the CAUSE National Office.

The 1980 CAUSE Member Institution Profile was the first
survey used to establish the CAUSE National Database and
to provide data for this Monograph. Several changes are
anticipated for the 1981 Profile as a result of suggestions
from respondents, and from experience gained by preparing
the analyses for this Monograph. These changes are
mentioned under the' comments for each section. Future
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versions of the Profile will have all of the information
pre-printed for review.

The Institutional Section of the Profile contains pre-printed
information from the CAUSE Member Mailing List system and
the latest edition of the Education Directory published by
the National Center for Education statistics. For U.S.
Institutions the "F10E DATA" are extracted from the
Education Directory file for pre-printing; however, this
information may be changed by the responding institution,
since the enroilment shown in the Education Directory is
usually at least one year older than the current date.

The Administrative Information Systems (AIS) Section
provides detailed information on organization, reporting,
staffing and budget, as well as a list of the major computer
hardware and proprietary software in use at the institution.

Several changes will be made to the Administrative
Information SyLems Section of the Profile to provide more
complete data for future analyses.

Since over one-fourth of the respondents checked the
"OTHER" category for the "AIS REPORTS TO" question,
space will be allowed for the title of a specific
administrative officer to be entered. This data should allow
more detailed analysis of the reporting level for
administrative information systems organizations.

In addition to indicating whether administrative computing
operates a separate installation or is combined with academic
computing, it will be possible to indicate if the computing
facility is managed by an outside organization, and if so,
what company or agency.

A minor addition will allow an indicaticn that AIS costs are
"NOT BILLED" to supplement the "FULLY BILLED" and
"PARTIALLY BILLED" categories.
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A significant change will be made in the "STAFFING" and
"BUDGET" areas to alloW for more accurate information
about combined academic/administrative installations. For
these installations, the 1980 Profile requested the
respondent to break out the full-time-equivalent (FTE) staff
and the budget allocated to the support of administrative
information systems. Since many respondents had difficulty
with this question, the 1981 Profile will request the FTE
staff and budget by categories for the full combined
installation, along with an estimated percentage to be
allocated to the support of administrative information
systems. The instructions suggest that the respondent can
make the best estimate on the basis of local information.
Separate administrative installations will simply enter "100$"
in all staff and budget categories: Since almost 70$ of the
responding institutions report combined
academic/administrative installations, this method should
provide more comparable information.

The Proprietary S. ftv...Are section of the 1980 Profile
provided space for respondents to list up to 10 packages in
use. The large number of responses prompted a

structuring of this question into three sections for the 1981
Profile: (1) up to ten application packages; (2) up to four
database packages; and (3) up to four "other" packages.
It) addition, a separate question requests an indication of
the administrative and academic use of the major computer
programining languages.

The Applications Section provides a list of 144
administrative computer applications divided into eleven
separate areas. The eleven area titles were chosen to be
roughly equivalent to the appropriate sections of the
NCHEMS Program Classification .Structure." This list is
based on the 1976 FICHE (Fourth Inventory of Computers in
Higher Education) Survey Administrative Computing
Applications with several applications added.15

14Collier

15
Hamblen lnd Baird, p. XII--Form No. 4.
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i

-.Respondents were requested to list any applications in_.

:-production that were not included on the list. While many
of 'the suggested adQitional applications did fit into already
existing categories, ! there were seven completely new

. applications to be added to the 1981 Profile. Those
applications and the major area are:

IApplication i Area

Mailing System .
Audio/Visual 'Booking/Billing
College/UniVersity Press
Computer Billing System

Financial Modeling

P'roject Management System

Sports Information System

Auxiliary
Auxiliary
Auxiliary
Auxiliary

Service
Service
Service
Service

Planning, Mgmt, and
Institutional Research

Planning, Mgmt, and
Institutional Research

Other Administrative
Applications

The increased use of distributed processing techniques for
administrative information systems in colleges and
universities prompted the addition of another mode of
processing for the administrative applications - Distributed
Data Processing (DDP). Also, the instructions for the 1981
Profile will include definitions of the three processing
modes. Those definitions are as follows:

BATCH PROCESSING is defined as .ny application
operating on a mainframe or a stand-alone mini or
microcomputer in the classic scheduled or job-by-job
basis with no interactive processing. Remote-job-entry
submission or preparation and submission of batch jobs
from interactive terminals are both claSsed as batch
processing.
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ONLINE PROCESSING is defined as an application with
any portion operating in an interactive mode from
terminals communicating with the mainframe or
stand -alone mini or microcomputer, either directly or
through telecommunications. Real-time file maintenance
is not required for an application to qualify as online.
An online application may also have associated batch or
distributed processing steps.

DISTRIBUTED DATA PROCESSING is defined as the
operation of an application or a portion of an application
using one or more interactive terminals connected to a
secondary computer that communicates with a mainframe
or a primary computer, either interactively or in batch
mode, through direct wire, telecommunications, ar
through the physical transfer of data in machine

1 readable form on magnetic media. The secondary
computer should utilize local processing capabilities
beyond the simple recording of transactions on magnetic
media.

One pre-printed Profile was sent to the representative of
each campus of each CAUSE member institution in May 1980.
Responses were received from 250 campuses by August
1900. In September 1980 a second Profile was sent to the
campuses that did not respond to the first mailing and to
new CAUSE members since the first mailing. An additional
100 responses were received by the end of November 1980,
when the file was frozen for editing and analysis for this
Monog raph.

CAUSE member campuses began receiving the 1981 CAUSE
%1ember Institution Profile survey forms in July 1981 on a
rolling monthly basis. The CAUSE National Database will be
updated from those forms through June 1982. At that
point, another edition of this Monograph is planned,
including comparisons of the data between 1980 and 1902.

In addition to providing information for this Monograph,
CAUSE members will have regular access to information from
the CAUSE National database through the CAUSE Office.

150-
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CAUSE members and others who have suggestions for future
improvements in either the Member Institution Profile or the
information presented in this Monograph are requested to
communicate with the CAUSE National Office in Boulder,

-., Colorado. t

i .

The Profile Analyses

The CAUSE National Database was created from the 1980
Profile resporses, which were edited and summarized for
this Monograph. Most of the information is summarized in a
common format by the following variables:

tt

Institutional Control:

Institutional Type:

Enrollment Size:
(Students)

,.,

Public/Private
i

University /Four- Year /Two -Year

Large
Medium-Large
Medium
Small less

18,000 and over
8,000 - 17,999
2,000 - 7,999

than 2,000

These enrollment size groups were chosen both to
correspond to the CAUSE dues categories, and because the
institutions in these groups generally have similar
administrative information systems needs.

Where appropriate, several of the responses are also
summarized by separate administrative versus combined
administrative/academic computing installations.

The information is presented in a format that will allow
development of trend lines when data from future Profiles
are available. .

151
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The Figures and Tables throughout this Monograph use the
following abbreviations for the institutional groups:

ALL - All Responding Institutions
PUB - Public Institutions
PRV - Private Institutions
UNV Universities
4YR - Four-Year InsItitutions
2YR - Two-Year Instatutions
LRG - Large Institutions
M/L - Medium-Large Institutions
MED - Medium Institutions
SML' - Small Institutions
SEP - Separate Administrative

Computing Installations
CMB - Combined Academic/Administrative

Computing Installations

Where appropriate, pie-charts and graphs (Figures) have
been 'iced to make information ersier to All
the Figures _,use information extracted from the detailed
summary Tableg, and in many cases, the number of
institutions in each institution group is shown in the
Figure.

The computer hardware and proprietary software entries
were selected, sorted, and tallied into major groups to
provide summary information. The wide range of responses
in these areas make detailed presentation in this document
too ;lengthy; however, additional analyses will be
undekaken and published in later articles. Specific details
are available by special arrangement with the CAUSE
National Office.

The Responding Institutions

Responses from the 350 institutions are summarized in
detailed Figures and Tables throughout the Monograph.
While no statistical analysis is made to show that the
responding institutions are representative of all colleges and
universities, Tables 1, 2 and 3 in Chapter 1 show the
distribution of responding institutions, the distribution of
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all institutions in the U.S., and the percentage of
institutions responding in each group. The fact that foreign
member institutions are included in Table 1 and not in
Table 2 causes a slight distortion in the percentages in
Table 3; however, there are so few foreign members that
they have not been removed from the files. Also, most of
the foreign members appear in the medium public university
institution group . Figures 1, 2, and 3 in Chapter 1 also
show the distribution of. the institutions by control, type,
and size in pie-chart fortn.

When comparing individual institutional information to the ,

summaries in this Monograph it shouId be obvious that the
number of institutions in any speciftc data cell should be
considered. More confidence can be placed in the data from
20 to 30 or more institutions than from a group of five or
six institutions.

In cases where there are fewer than five responses in any
detailed institutional group, the data have been eliminated
from the Table. This procedure is in keeping with the
CAUSE policy not to release individual institutional
information when data for fewer than five cases are
available.

There are currently 500 CAUSE Member Campuses, so the
350 Profile responses represent 70% of the possible
campusest Because of timing, many of the 150
"non- respondents" are new members who will receive the
1981 Profile for the first time.

Interest in this CAUSE activity has been high, and it is
anticipated that the CAUSE National Database will grow to a
larger percentage of the colleges and universities in the
U.S. in future years, proNiiding better trend data and
reference information.

1
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The 350 CAUSE Member Campuses responding to the 1980
Profile are listed below in alphabetic order.

AKRON, UNIVERSITY OF
ALABAMA/HUNTSVILLE, UNIV OF
ALBION COLLEGE
ALFRED UNIVERSITY
ALLEGHENY COLLEGE
ALVERNO COLLEGE
ALVIN COMMUNITY COLLEGE
AMARILLO COLLEGE
AMERICAN UNIVERSITY
APPALACHIAN, STATE UNIVERSITY
ARAPAHOE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY
ARIZONA, UNIVERSITY OF
ARKANSAS/PINE BLUFF, UNIV OF
AUBURN UNIVERSITY
AUGUSTA COLLEGE
AUSTIN COLLEGE
AVERETT COLLEGE
BALL STATE UNIVERSITY
BAPTIST COLLEGE AT CHARLESTON
BENTLEY COLLEGE
BETHANY NAZA COLLEGE
BOISE S UNIVERSITY

Y UNIVERSITY
BROWN UNIVERSITY
BURLINGTON COUNTY COLLEGE
CAL COLLEGE OF ARTS .1 CRAFTS
CAL STATE POLY/SAN LUIS OBISPO
CAL STATE UNIV/DOMINGUEZ HILLS
CAL STATE UNIV/FULLERTON
CAL STATE UNIV/LONG BEACH
CAL STATE UNIV/SACRAMENTO
CALIFO'VIA/DAVIS, UNIV OF
CALIFOWNIA/RIVERSIOEr UNIV OF
CALIFORNIA/SAN DIEGO, UNIV OF
CALIFORNIA/SAN FRANCISCOrU OF
CALIFORNIA/SANTA BARBARA, U OF
CALIFORNIA/SANTA CRUZ, UNIV OF
CALIFORNIA/SYSTEM, UNIV Or

CAMOSUN COLLEGE
CARNEGIE-MELLON UNIVERSITY
CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA
CENTRAL MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY
CENTRAL STATE UNIVERSITY
CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
CHADRON STATE COLLEGE
CHARLESTON, COLLEGE OF
CHICAGO STATE UNIVERSITY
CHICAGO, ART INSTITUTE OF
CHINESE UNIVERSITY
CHRISTIAN BROTHERS COLLEGE
CINCINNATI TECHNICAL COLLEGE
CINCINNATI, UNIVERSITY OF
CLAREMONT UNIVERSITY CENTER
CLEMSON UNIVERSITY
CLEVELAND 'STATE COMMUNITY COLL
COLGhTE UNIVERSITY
COLO/HEALTH SCIENCES CTR, U OF
COLORADO COLLEGE
COLORA00 STATE UNIVERSITY
COLORADO, UNIVERSITY OF
COLUMBIA STATE COMMUNITY COLL
COLUMBUS TECHNICAL INSTITUTE
COMMUNITY COLLEGE OF DENVER
CONNECTICUT/HEALTH CTRrUNIV OF
CREIGHTOil UNIVERSITY
CUNY JOHN JAY COLL CRIM JUST
CUYAHOGA COMMUNITY COLLEGE
DARTMOUTH COLLEGE
DICKINSON COLLEGE
DREW UNIVERSITY
DREXEL UNIVERSITY
DUPAGE, COLLEGE OF
DUTCHESS COMMUNITY COLLEGE
DYERSBURG STATE COMMUNITY COLL
EAST CAROLINA UNIVERSITY
EAST TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY
EASTERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY,
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EASTERN KENTUCKY UNIVERSITY
EASTERN NEW MEXICO UNIVERSITY
EASTERN OREGON STATE COLLEGE
EASTERN WASHINGTON UNIVERSIIY
ECKERD COLLEGE
.EMPORIA STATE UNIVERSITY
ESSEX COMMUNITY COLLEGE
EVERGREEN' STATE COLLEGE
FAXSLEIGH DICKINSON U/TEANECK
FAYETTEVILLE STATE UNIVERSITY
FLATHEAD VALLEY COMM COLLEGE
FLORIDA ARM UNIVERSITY
FLORIDA INST OF TECHNOLOGY
FLORIDA INTERNATIONAL UNIV
FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY
FORT HAYS STATE UNIVERSITY
FORT VALLEY STATE COLLEGE
FRANKLIN AND MARSHALL COLLEGE
FRANKLIN COLLEGE
FULLER THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY
GADSDEN STATE JUNIOR COLLEGE
CALLAUDET COLLEGE
GEORGIA SOUTHERN COLLEGE
GEORGIA STATE UNIVERSITY
GCuRGCA, UNIVERSITY OF
CLASSBORD STATE COLLEGE
GOGESIC COMMUNITY COLLEGE
GOVERNORS STATE UNIVERSITY
GRAND VALLEY STATE COLLEGES
GRANT MAC EWAN COMMUNITY COLL
HAHNEMANNMED COLLEGE & .3SP
HAMPSHIRE COLLEGE
HARRIS -STOWE STATE COLLEGE
HARRISBURG AREA COMMUNITY COLL
HARVARD UNIVERSITY
HAVERFORD COLLEGE
HAWAII, UNIVERSITY OF
HEIDELBERG COLLEGE
HILLSDALE COLLEGE
HOUSTON, UNIVERSITY OF
HUDSON VALLEY COMMUNITY COLL
ILL 6D OF GOVERNORS OF ST UNIV
ILLINOIS WESLEYAN NIVERSITY
ILLINOIS/MEDICAL -.ENTER, U OF
ILLINOIS/UNIV OFFICE, UNIV OF
INDIANA UNIV/FORT WAYNE
INDIANA UNIVERSITY
INDIANA UNIVERSITY NORTHWEST
INDIANA UNIVERSITY SOUTHEAST
INDIANA UNIVERSITY/KOKOW
INDIANA UNIVERSITY/SOUTH BEND
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY
ITHACA COLLEGE
JACKSON STATE COMMUNITY COLL
JACKSON STATE UNIVERSITY
JARVIS CHRISTIAN COLLEGE
JOHN TYLER COMMUNITY COLLEGE
JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY
KANSAS MEDICAL CENTER, UNIV OF
KANSAS, UNIVERSITY OF
KANSAS/ASSOC COLLS OF CENTRAL
KASKASKIA COLLEGE
KEARNEY STATE COLLEGE
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY
KENTUCKY, UNIVERSITY OF
KENYON COLLEGE
KING'S COLLEGE
KIRKSVILLE COL OSTEOPATHIC MED

LAKE SUPERIOR STATE COLLEGE
LANGSTON UNIVERSITY
LANSING commutgir COLLEGE
LEE COLLEGE
LEHIGH UNIVERSITY
LINCOLN UNIVERSITY
LOCK HAVEN STATE COLLEGE
LONG ISLAND UNIV BROOKLYN CTR
LOS ANGELES CC DISTRICT
LOUISIANA COLLEGE
LOUISIANA ST UNIV/SHREVEPORT
LOUISIANA STALE UNIV/MED CTR
LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY
LOUISIANA TECH UNIVERSITY
LOYOLA MARYMOUNT UNIVERSITY
LOYOLA UNIV IN NEW ORLEANS
LOYOLA UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO
MACALESTER COLLEGE
MAOONNA COLLEGE
MAINE MARITIME ACADEMY
MANKATO STATE UNIVERSITY
MANSFIELD STATE COLLEGE
MARIST COLLEGE
MARQUETTE UNIVERSITY
MARYGROVE COLLEGE
MARYLAND ST COLLEGES INFO CTR
MASSACHUSETTS, UNIVERSITY OF
MEOICALqCOLLEGE OF GEORGIA
MEMORIAL UNIV OF NEWFCUNDLAND
MERCER UNIVERSITY
METROPOLITAN STATE COLLEGE
MIAMI-DADE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
MIDDLE TENNESSEE STATE UNIV
MILWAUKEE AREA TECHNICAL COLL
MINN ED COMP CONSORTIUM MECC
MINNESOTA COMMUNITY COLLEGE
MISSISSIPPI VALLEY STALE UNIV
MISSOURI/COLUMBIA, UNIV OF
MISSOURI/KANSAS CITY, UNIV OF
MISSOURI/ST LOUIS, UNIV OF
MONTCLAIR STATE COLLEGE
MONTEVALLO, UNIVERSITY OF
MOREHEAD STATE UNIVERSITY
MOTLOW STATE COMMUNITY COLL
MOUNT HOLYOKE COLLEGE
MOUNT ROYAL COLLEGE
NASSAU COMMUNITY COLLEGE
NC AGRL A TECH STATE UNIV
NC AT CHAPEL HILL, UNIV OF
NC AT"CHARLOTTE, UNIV OF
NC AT GREENSBORO, UNIV OF
NC AT WILMINGTON, UNIV OF
NC STATE UNIV RALEIGH
NEBRASKA AT OMAHA, UNIV OF
NEBRASKA MEDICAL CTR, UNIV OF
NEBRASKA, UNIVERSITY OF
NEVADA SYSTEM, UNIVERSITY OF
NEW BRUNSWICK, UNIVERSITY OF
NEW HAMPSHIRE, UNIVERSITY OF
NEW MEXICO INST MINING A TECH
NEW MEXICO, UNIVERSITY OF
NEW ORLEANS, UNIVERSITY OF
NEW SOUTH WALES, UNIVERSITY OF
NORTH CENTRAL TECH COLLEGE
NORTH FLORIDA, UNIVERSITY OF
NORTH IDAHO COLLEGE
NORTHAMPTON CO AREA COMM COLL
NORTHEAST MISSOURI STATE UNIV
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NORTHEAST IECHNICAL COMM COLL
NORTHEASTERN ILLINOIS UNIV 's

NORTHEASTERN OKLA SIAM UNIV
NORTHERN ARIZONA UNIVERSITY
NORTHERN COLORADO. UNIV OF
NORTHERN IOWA. UNIVERS111 OF
.NORTHERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY
NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY
NORWICH UNIVERSITY
NOIRE OAK. UNIVERSITY OF
OHIO orAtt UNIV HOSPITALS
OHIO SIAM UNIVERSITY
OHIO UNIVERSITY
OHIO WESLEYAN UNIVERSITY
OILONE COLLEGE
OKLAHOMA BAPTIST UNIVERSITY
OKLAHOMA SI UNIV IECH INSI
OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY
OKLAHOMA. UNIVERSITY OF
OLO DOMINION UNIVERSITY
OLIVET NAZARENE COLLEGE
OLYMPIC COLLEGE
ORAL ROBERTS UNIVERSITY
OREGON COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
OREGON INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
OREGON SIAIE UNIVERSITY
OREGON. UNIVERSITY OF
PALO VERDE COLLEGE
PARKLANO COLLEGE
PEMBROKE STATE UNIVERSITY
PENNSYLVANIA. UNIVERSITY OF
PERU 'SIAM COLLEGE
PETROLEUM a MINERALS. UNIV OF
PHILLIPS UNIVERSITY'
PITTSBURG STATE UNIVERSITY
PITTSBURGH. UNIVERSITY OF
PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY
OUINCY COLLEGE
RADFORD WAVERSITY
REGINA. UNIVERSITY OF
RENSSELAER PULYTECH INSTITUTE
RHODE ISLAND COLLEGE
RHODE ISLAND. UNIVERSITY OF
ROANE STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
ROCHESTER INV. TECHNOLOGY
ROCKEFELLER UNIVERSITY
ROCKLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE
RUSH UNIVERSITY
SAINT BENEDICT. COLLEGE OF
SAINT BONAVENTURE UNIVERSITY
SAINT CLOUD STATE UNIVERSITY
SAINT JOSEPH'S COLLEGE
SAINT MARY'S UNIV/SAN ANTONIO
SWOT MICHAEL'S COLLEGE
SASKATCHEWAN. UNIVERSITY OF
SHELBY STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
SOMERSET COUNTY COLLEGE
SOWN ALABAMA. UNIVERSITY OF
SOUTH FLORIDA. UNIVERSITY or
SOUTH. UNIVERSITY OF THE
SOUTHEAST MISSOURI STATE UNIV
SOUTHEASTERN MASS UNIVERSITY
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA. UNIV OF
SOUTHERN ILL UNIV/CARBONDALE
SOUTHERN ILL UNIV/EDWARDSVILLE
SOUTHERN ILL UNIV/SCH OF MED
SOUTHWESTERN LOUISIANA. U OF
ST. CLAIR COLLEGE

1 -`-" /)ta

STANFORD UNIVERSITY
SUNY COLLEGE AT BUFFALO
SUNY COLLEGE Al FREGONIA
SUNY COLLEGE AT NEW PALTZ
SUNY COLLEGE AT OLD WESTBURY
GUNY UNIV CtR AT BUFFALO
SUOY UNIV CTR AT STONY BROOK
TEMPLE UNIVERSITY
TENN VP HEALTH. SCI. UNIV OF
TENNESSEE AT MARTIN. UNIV OF
TENNESSEE KNOXVILLE. UNIV OF
TENNESSEE STATE BD OF REGENTS
TENNESSEE STATE UNIVERSITY
TENNESSEE' TECHNOLOGICAL UNIV
TENNESSEE /CHATTANOOGA. UNIV OF
TEXAS AT EL PASO. UNIV OF
TEXAS AT TYLER. UNIVERSITY OF
TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY
THREE COLL COMPUTER CENTER
TIOEWAtER COMMUNITY COLLEGE
TN SYSTEM/EAST TENN STATE UNIV
TRENTON STATE COLLEGE
TRI-COLLEGE COMPUTER CENTER
TRI-COUNTY TECHNICAL COLLEGE
TRITON COLLEGE
U.S. AIR FORCE ACADEMY
UNION COLLEGE
ONIVERSITE OU OUEBEC
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY
UTAH. UNIVERSITY OF
UTICA COLLEGE
VERMONT STATE COLLEGES
VICTORIA. UNIVERSITY OF
VINCENNES UNIVERSITY
VIRGINIA COMMONWEALTH UNIV
VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLL SYSTEM
VIRGINIA MILITARY INSTITUTE
VIRGINIA STATE UNIVERSITY
VIRGINIA TECH
VIRGINIA WESTERN COMM COLLEGE
VOLUNTEER STATE COMMUNITY COLL
WALTERS STATE COMMUNITY COLL
WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY
WASHINGTON. UNIVERSITY OF
WASHTENAW CVMMUNITYcGOLLEGE
WAUBONSEE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
WAYNE COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE
WAYNE STATE COLLEGE
WEST FLORIOic. UNIVERSITY OF
WEST GEORGIA COLLEGE
WESTERN CAROLINA UNIVERSITY
WESTERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY
WESTERN MARYLAND COLLEGE
WESTERN WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
WHARTON CO JUNIOR COLLEGE
WIDENER UNIVERSITY
WILLIAM PATERSON COLLEGE
WILL ANS COLLEGE
WINTHROP COLLEGE
WISCONSIN-EAU CLAIRE. UNIV OF
WISCONSIN-EXTENSION. UNIV OF
WISCONSIN -LA CROSSE. UNIV or
WISCONSIN-MADISON. UNIV OF
WISCONSIN-MILWAUKEE. UNIV OF
WISCONSIN-OSHKOSH. UNIV OF
WISCONSIN/SYSTEM. UNIV OF
WRIGHT STATE UNIVERSITY
YESHIVA UNIVERSITY
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This Appendix contains a complete list of all Figures and Tables
in the Monograph. CAUSE policy prohibits release of data about
any group of individuals or institutions if there are fewer than
five respondents in the group. In the Tables in this
Monograph, data are not provided in a cell with fewer than five
respondents; however, the number of institutions in that cell
does appear. In these cases, the data are included in all of the
totals.

Chapter 1: Executive Overview Page

Figure 1: All Responding Institutions by Control 4

Figure 2: All Responding institutions by Type 4

Figure 3: All Responding Institutions by Size 5

Table 1: Distribution ,Of Responding Institutions 2

Table 2: Distribution( of All U.S. Institutions 3

Table 3: Percent of U.S . Institutions Represented 3
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Chapter 2: Organization

Figure 4:

Figure 5:

Figure 6:

Figure 7:

Figure 8:

Figure 9:1

Organization of Computing
By Major Institutional Groups

AIS Reporting
All Responding Institutions

Page

15

18

AIS Reporting 18

Spparate Administrative Installations

AIS Reporting 19

Combined Academic/Administrative
Installations

AIS Reports To: President 20

AIS Reports To: Executive Vice President 20

Figure 10: AIS Reports To: Administrative 21

Vice President

Figure 11: AIS Reports To: Academic Vice President 21

Figure 12: AIS Reports To: Business Vice President 22

Figure 13: AIS Reports To: Other Administrative 22

Officer

Table 4:

Table 5:

Table 6:

Table 7:

Organization of Computing 15

All Respo9ding Institutions

Administrative Information Systems 23

Reporting: All Responding Institutions

Administrative Information Systems 26

Repo-ting: Separate Administrative
Installations

Administrative Information Systems
Reporting: Combined
Academic/Administrative Installations

1 :: -3ItJ

29
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Chapter 3: Staffing Page

Figure 14: AIS Staff Distribution by Category 37
All Responding Institutions

Figure 15: Average Staff Size 38
AU Responding Institutions

Figure 16: Average Staff Size 38
Large Institutions

Figure 17: Average Staff Size 38
Medium-Large Institutions

Figure 18: Average Staff Size 38
Medium Institutions

Figure 19: Average Staff Size 38
Small Institutions

Table 8: AIS Staff Distribution by Category 37
By Major Institutional Group

Table 9: Average AIS Staff & Distribution 39
by Category: All Responding Institutions

Table 10: Average AIS Staff & Distribution 42
by Category: Separate Administrative
Installations

Table 11: Average AIS Staff & Distribution
by Category: Combined
Academic/Administrative Installations

1 2:7 3

45
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Chapter 4: Budgets Page
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