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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 wmembers 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



' 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 infornmation; consulting
services to review A|S organization and management plans;
organizational publications including a bi-monthly newsistter,
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 siightly more than
two decadzs. 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 facilities?" 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 ayd 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

»
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FAREWORD \

concerning the use and management of informatinn systems
in a significant sample of the total colleqe and university
ponulation. Perhaps of even more imnortance is the
commitment to nublish a new mononaranh based upon the
CAUSE Member Institution Profile survev forms each year.
Since theca future monographs will contain the most recent
data collected, along with the data over a period of years,
it should become opossible to detect trends in higher
education intormation systems use and manacement wh|Ie
there is still time to act on that information.

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. Althcugh colleges and universities conduct
both administrative and &cademic computing activities, this
Monograph is concerned only with administrative computing,
and does not describe academic computing activities.

The information in this Monograph is based on responses
from 350 CAUSE member campuses, representing
approximately 10% of the 3,370 institutions listed in the
1980-81 Education Dir-ectory.i While no statistical analyses __ -
are made to show that the responding institutions. are”
representative 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
{he 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 (wash.ington,
D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics, 1981).
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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 summarized for separate administrative computing
installations and for combined academic/adminijstrative
installations,

The information is presented in a format that willi allow
development of trends when data from future Profiles are
available. )
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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 #nd 3 show the distribution of the responding
institutions by control, type and size graphically.




Chapter 1: Executive Summary

Figure 1
ALL RESPONDING INSTITUTIONS

By Control

PRIVATE
26% (90)

PUBLIC
74X (290)

Figure 2
ALL RESPONDING INSTITUTIONS

By Type

TWO=-YEAR
18x (62)

UNIVERSITIES
31% (109)

FOUR~YEAR
~ %1% {179)
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Figure 3
ALL RESPONDING INSTITUTIONS

By Size

SHMALL
18X (63)

LARGE
17X (60)

MEDLIUMeLARGE
24x (8%)

HEDIUM
41% (142)

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

Crganization

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 43% 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 AlS
will report to an office below the vice-president level,

A special analysis related the average number of
administrative applications to the officer to whom the AlS
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 (FTE}
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 348
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 probabl,
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 clerical staff shows a drop from 15% to 10% of
total staff, and the management staff decreased from 14% to
108 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, <o the

15
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Chapter 1: Executive Summary ‘ 7

_ 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 siaff size is also related to
institutional complexity, with universities reporting the
largest, and two-year insritl';tions reporting the smallest.
Also, in most size grouplas, the separate administrative
installations report a langer staff than the combined
academic/administrative installations. This situaticn s
undoubtedly due to the S$haring of most of the staff
resources in the combined installations.

Budgets

The annual budgets for administrative information systems
are difficult to compare for, many reasons explained in
Chapter 4; however, the difféxrences tend te average out
when the data from a substantial number of similar

1

institutions are aggregated. \

\

\

. \

The AIS annuil budget reported by =2ach 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 13 and 4% of their tolal 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 AlS bd\dgets that “re % of the
institution's budget or greater. Twenty-eight percent of
the public_institutions are in this high range as compared
to only 128 of the private institutioans. Ovor 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 adminis‘;rators, it should be

recognized that expenditures measure only one input to the

process: what is accomplished for ‘\the amount spent
\

|

\
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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 distribution of the AIS budget by expenditure category
is shifting dramatically from computer hardware tu people.
Since 1976, hardware costs have dropped from 45% to 28% of
the budget while staff costs have risen from 35% to over
50%3. 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 173, 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 ccmputing. As could be
expected, the average number of interactive devices is
basically a function of institutional size; however, even the

1™~
O
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Chapter 1: Executive Summary 9

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 proprietar:y software is

clearly increasing ir 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 103 are database or file management systenis,
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 approoriate sections of the
NCHEMS Program Classification Structure,? and the 144
applications were based on the Fourth Inventory of
Computers in Higher Education 1976-77% (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 digher Education 1976-77
(Princeton, New Jersey EDUCOM, 1979), p. XII--Form No. 4.

7
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Almost 18,000 administrative applications were reported in
production by the 350 respondlng 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

Tin” 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 cc 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
(43% and 36%).

’

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

EFuture 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 rasulting
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, the

19
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Chapter 1: Executive Summary ) 1n

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

‘The 1980 Profile requested respondents to list any

administrative computing applications in productior, 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.d 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.

S
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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
erganization and reporting for computing in higher
education. As future Profiles are added, it will be possible
to monitor and report trends as well as currcnt 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
coliege 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
Q successes and failures in each type of computing
organization. The distinction between separate and combined
Installations is still of concern to many institutionss however,
changing modes of operation may make this distinction less
important in the future. As distributed vocessing centers
are placed in administrative offices and communications are
established with both academic and administrative computers,

N
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RM Chapter 2: Organization

both or~campus and off-campu., ani as academic
departments make increasing use 2¢ ~izrocomiputers that will
also communicate, it may oe ‘ifficult tc clessify institutional

computing 23 "separate" . "combined, Individual
installations will, however, ..cr¢ iy ~ntiroc ta be classified
by their primary mission, =and it is lit<ly that one
organization will be charged vt coorcination of

administrative information systems.

The 1980 Profile does not provide 2 sold¢jon to the
continuing debate on separate versu .~mbineu ( mputing.
It does, however, provide some insight into tre c-
organizational structure in use by instititions n the va
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 3bout the same prrcentage 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 highe.t
percentage of combined installations (90%).

The data by institutiona: 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 computifig will be handled in 2
separate installation, except that the small institutions report
.about the same percentage of combined and separate
installations as the average for all responding institutions.

Figﬁre 4 summarizes the percentages of ins.itutions reporting
separate and combined instaliations for the major institutional
groups, while Table 4 provides complete details for all
institutional groups.

()r
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Figure ]
ORGANIZATION OF COMPUTING

By Major Institutional Groups
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Table 4
—_—
ORGANIZATION OF COMPUTING
. e All Responding Institutions
1 ~-CONTROLwALL ! TYPESUWIV | TYFE=4~YR | TYPE2-YR + TYPE=ALL 1
{ =—===eSIZEwSMALL ! COUNT  PCT | COUNT PCT ! coum PLT 1 COUNT  PCT 1
{ SEPARATE INSTALLATN ! ' 18 3%5% ¢ 9x 1 20 3221
! COMBINED INSTALLATN | ' 33 45% ! xo 1% 1 43 48%
' ] mwmme wmeme | ameee cvee | cdcae ceee }
! TOTAL REPORTEQ f 1 ' s1 <100% ! 11 100% ! 63 100% ¢}
| - [ ' ' ' '
1| —=CONTROL=ALL ! TYPE®UNIV { TYPE=4=YR | TYPEwW2-YR | TYPEwALL |
| ==—==SIZE»MEDTUN f COUNT  PCT { COUNT  PCT y COUNT  PCT | COUNT PCT |
! SEPARATE INSTALLATN ! 19 2% 18 24 ¢ 4 122 36 237
| COMBINED INSTALLATN l 19 s8% v S7 76% 0 30 88Xt 106 5%V
) camme aeen | ccces ame- [ e | comme - t
I TOTAL REPORTED l 33 100% l 7% 100% 0 o 39 100x 1 142 1p0% !
! [ t 2 !
f ~~CONTROL®ALL ! TYPESUNIV  TYPEwA=-YR l TYPE=2-YR ! TYPEwALL !
} ==—=SIZEwM-LARGE ! COUNT  PCT ' COUNT PCT I COUNT PCT | COUNT FPCT |
| SEPARATE INSTALLATN ! 12 36% 1 16 36% 1 1 _A3% 29  34x 4
| COMBINED INSTALLATN | 21 Xt 20 64% ! 7 s88x TE 66X |
] | cmom coem | memer ccce ) ememe ciee | aeces o———
| TOTAL REPORTED 1 33. 100% l 41 100X ¢ 8 100% 1 a3 100% |
1 e e e et e mm e ——- —e——— t 1 '
| ==CONTROL=ALL 1 Ty EmUNIV 0 TYPE®4-YR | TYPE®2-YR | TYPEeALL |
| ==—e-SI7E=L ARGE ! COUNT  PCT ¢ COUNT PCT ! COUNT = PCY 1| COUNT  FCT |
=~ | SEPARATE INSTALLATN 19 43% 1 S 6% ! 0x 1 23 38% 1
! COMBINED INSTALLATN 29 s/% 0 4 a4z 9 100% ! 37 é2x !
! P | memee mmve | ocmmae ecee | cmcie maem | ccl meam
! TOTAL REPGRTED ' 42 100% l 9 100% ¢! 9 1p0% ! 60 100% 1
[} -t ' ]
f ==CONTROL®ALL | TYPE=UNIV u TYPE=4-YR ' TYPEw2-YR ' TYPEsALL |
{ we~—e=SIZEwALL ! COUNT  PCT ! COUNY PCT | COUNT  PCT 1 COUNT  PET !
! SEPARATE INSTALLATN | 45 ax 57 32x 6 10X 1 198 2%
| COMBINED INSTALLATN ! 64 59X ' 122 4% ! 86 90% l 242 69% 1
1 | mmmee ccee | cnemee cvee f ecuem. - ———
! TOTAL REPORTED ' 109 100X ' 179 100% ! 62 xooz ! 350 100% |
] ! |

jors

23




16 Chapter 2: Organization

Table 4 (continued)
Public Institutions

=~CONTKOL - 14 1C ' OTYFE=UNIV 1 TYFE7A-YR ¢ TYPealZ=-YR 1 [IYPEsALL

L} L}
1o GIZF5HALL 1 COUNT  PLY 0 COUNT  PCT f COUNT  PCT ¢ COUNT  PCT 0
t SEFARATE INSTAMLLATN ! ' 4 490X ] 9% 4 6 27%
' COMRINED INSTALLATN ¢ ' 6 60X 10 91% 0 16 73% ¢
L} ’ L —— e | eweme o | eneee ———
+ TUTAL REPORYED ' 1 ' 10 100X 11 100% ¢ 22 100% ¥ .
L e R e L L TN S0 PRI Sy PSP ' []
+ ~~CUNTROU =FUBLIC tOTYPEaUNIV ¢ JYPE~4-YR 0 TYPE=2-YR 1 TYPLeall
V -- - SIZE*MFDIUN t COUNT PCT ' COUNT FCT 1+ COUNT FCY + COUNT FCY v
1 GEPARATE INSTALLATN 4 8 44X 13 23 ¢+ a1 25  23% ¢
1 COMBINEQ INSTALLATN ¢ 10 %6% ¢ a3 77% 29 Agx e 82 77X ¢
[ I = - % cvna ) avm e memn | o rescce smus | mem—e eae= )
' TOTAL REPORTED ' 18 100X ¢ $6 100X ! 33 100x ¢ 107 100X ¢
[ - ) e —— e -t o m— et | - ————————— .
1+ -—CONTROL=PU1 IC VOTYPESUNIV 0 JYPEsq YR 0 TYPE=2=YR ¢ TYPE=ALL |
+ - --SIZ& M LARGE ! COUNT  PCT ' COUNT  PCT # COUNT  FCT v COUNT  PCT ¢
+ SEPARATE INSTALLAIN ¢ 9 Jex e 15 37% 1 13% 25 34%
' COMBINLD INSTALLATH 16 6°% 26 HIX 7 88X LI 2N -V> 3]
' L R T R I LI e L JSUSRNON [ Ui U ——— )
1 10TAL KEPORTED ' 24 100X s 41 100X ¢ 8 100X ¢ 74 100X ! ‘\
L e R I T I e e cmne ) - e R eEn————— e - ———
1 --CONTROL-FUGLIC VOTYPESUNIV 0 TYIG24=YR 1+ TYFE«2Z-YR 1 TYPE=ALL '
t - ~--GIZ€ = LARGE + COUNT PCT ' COUNT FCT 1 COUNT FCT ¢ COUNT (25 g
1 GEPARATE INSTALLAIN 1 16  40% ! LI % > ] 0x 21 3% !
! COMGINED INSTALLAIN ¢t 24 402 0 3 a8x 9 100X ¢ 36 63X
’ LI L P e rmemw | w—m—. ———— ) wm—— —mr—— )
' TOTAL KEPORTED ' 40 100% ¢ 8 100X ¢ 9 100z ¢ 97 100X ¢
[ e I e e S | e —-—
t - ~CONTROL < PUEL 1C OTYPE-UNIV 0 TYPE @YK 0 TYPELSZ-YR 0 TYPE=ALL '
1 e SIZEALL 1 COUNT  FLY 0 COUNT PCT 0 COUNT  FCT ¢ COUNT  PCT ¢
t SEFARATE INSTALLATN ¢ 39 40% ¢ 37 3% 6 10X 77 30X
tCUREINED INSTALLAIN %0 60X ! 78 48X %% 90X ¢ 183 70X ¢
' LIS el emms mw e ) ememe ceen ) aemes aeee
' 1OTAL REPORTED ' n4 100X ¢

L}

115 100X 61 100X ! 260 100X ¢
'

B e amew e mmemmen & O we memlure e wmemeom e ——

COUNT FCY 1 COUNT +CT ?
L} 362 L}
! .oy !

¢ SEPARATE INSTALLATN
t COMBINED INSTALLATH

3 38X
S 63

8 100% 3 ' 11 100X !

'
1 TOTAL REPORTED
]

¢ ——CONTROL=FRIVATF

| ==e—eSIZE=LARCE

! SEPARATE INSTALLATN
' COMBINED TNSTALLATN

TYFES2-YR ¢ TYFEsaALL
COUNT  PCI ¢ CouNT  FCT ¢t
L} L}

L} L}

L} L}

' 3 '

B T Ty |
TYWE=Z-YR 0 TYFE-ALL !

D0UNT  PCT 0 COUNT  PCT ¢

COUNT  #CT ' COUNT  PCT

Private Institutions . :
¢ ~~CONTROL®PRIVATE I TYPERUNIV 1 TYFEwA-YR IYPE=2-YR ¢ TYPE~ALL ¢ -
| —=—e-SYZEwSHALL ' COUNT  FCT % COUNT  PCT ¢ COUNT  FCT ¢ COUNT  FCT 1
1 SEPARATE INSTALLATN ! ' 19 Dax ' 14 34X ¢
t COMBINED INSTALLATN ' 27 46% ' 27 bex »

] ' | emmma  mmew | wwmwm— -
t TOTAL REPORTED ' ' 41 100% ' 41  100% ¢
] ' =t ' ——
1 =~CONTROL*PRIVATE ' TYPESUNIV 0 TYFPE-a-YR TYPER2-YR ¢ TYFL=ALL 1
| o==maGTZE=HEDTUM 1 COUNT  PCT % COUNT  PCT ? COUNT  FCT ' COUNT  PCT ¢
1 SEPARATE INSTALLATH ¢ 6 40% ¢ S 282 ' 11 X
! COMBINED INSTALLAIN 9 60X 14 74% ' 2 69% 0 ¢\
[] I} wemmn wwee ) vren we—— | ereme wema f
- 1 TOTAL REFPORIED ' 15 100% ¢ 19 100% 1 ' 35 100%
' [— [ LR oD Y P Y )
1t =-CONTROL=PRIVATE t o TYPEaUNIV ' TYPE=A-YR TYPL=2=YR +  TYPEsALL }
| —=w-=SIZEaK-LARGE 1 COUNY  PCT ' CUUNT
'
)
L}
'
-1
L]
1]
1
L}
L}

'
L}
L}
L}
TYPE.UNIV ¢ TYPF=4-YK
L}
L}
]
)
L}

!
t TOTAL REPORTED ' 2 1

L e
1 =~=CONTROL=PRIVATE 'V OTYPESUNIV 1 TYPE=49-YK
ww=eeSIZERALL t COUNY  PCT ' COUNT  PEY

'

! SEPARATE INSTALLATN ¢ 11 20 nx 1 31 34z ¢

1 COMBIMD INSTALLATYE ¥ 14 14 69X ' %9 68% Y

(] I weean 1 oeee w— .
' TOTAL REPORTED ' 2% ' 90 100%Z ' 3

' ]

———
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AlS Regorting

In the early years of administrative data processing in
colleges and unjversities, 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 administralive 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 Profue ipdicate that the
administrative information systems function reports to the
vice-president or higher levei in over three-fourths of the
institutions.

Administrative information systems organizations report to
the president most often in two-year institutions (18%) 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 tc  another  officer below the
vice-presidential .level, than are the combined

academic/administrative installations. It is interesting to
note, though, that combined "installations report 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% responcd'ng institutions and
Figures 6 and 7 skow the ,ame information for separate and
combined installations.  Figures 8 through 13 show the
percentages of institutions reporting to each of the
administrative officers tlisted on the Profiles. Complete
details are presented in Tables 5, 6 and 7.

)
it
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" Figure 5
AlS REPORTING
All Responding Institutions
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AlS REPORTINC

- Combined Academic/Administrative Installations _
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Figures 8 through 13 summarize the reporting responses by
administrative title for all of the major institutional grcups.
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 (58) 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.

Figure §
AlS REPORTS TO: PRESITENT
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Figure 10
Figure 11
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AlS REPORTS TO: ACADEMIC VICE PRESIDENT
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Table 5

23

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING

All Responding Institutions

L] ) 1] ] [}
! ~=CONTROL=p L 'OTYPERUNIV ' TYPE=4=YR ' TYPE=2-YR | TYPEwALL !
| ~=emnSIZERSHAL L " COUNT PCT ' COUNT PCT ! COUNT PCT ! COUNT FCT 1
L] L] 1 () ) L]
' "RESIDENT ' ' & 12X} 2 18X g 13% ¢
' EXECUTIVE VICE FRES ' 7 14x ¢ ox ! 8 13X
© 1 ADMIN VICE FRES [ ' 7 1L 4 3% 17% ¢
. ! ACADEMIC VICE FRFS ! ' 6 12% 1 3 27z 9 14% 1
! CUSINESS VICE FRES ! ' 19 27% ! 1 9% v 15 24% 1
! DTHER OFFICER ' ' 11 22% 0 1 9% v 12 19%
4 [ [ | mmmer  coca | ccmes  ceee | mmmmm e |
D ! T0TAL REFORTED ' 1 ' Sl 100% ! 11 100X ¢ 63 100X ¢
L] L] L] ] L] L}
] — [ [ ] ]
] 0 v 0 v ]
1 —~CONTROL®ALL ' TYPFRUNIV ' TYPEeq4-YR ' TYPEe2-YR | TYPEsALL !
! e====GIZE*HEDTIUY ' COUNT PCT ' COUNT PCT ' COUNT PCT | COUNT  PCT !
' ' ] [ ' ]
! PRESIDENT ' 1 ax 4 9% 1 8 zax 16 11X 14
' EXECUTIVE VICE PRES ! . 12x 7 9% 1 3 9% 1 14 10% 1
! ADMIN VICE PRES ' 8 24% 1 13 17x ) 11 32X 32 23x |
* ACADEMIC VICE PRES ¢ 3 9% 1 7 9% 0 1 ax 11 0% |
| BUSINESS VICE FRES ! 9 2% 17 23x | S 1sx | 31 2% 1
I OTHER OFFICER’ ' 8 24x ! 2 32x 1 6 18% 1 38 27% 1
A ! cmam— —mem | memmm emme | —e——— m————  mmeem e}
' T0TAL REFORTED ' 33 100x ¢ 75 100X | 34 100X ! 142 100X
' . ' ' ! ' o
' ' ' ! ————— 1
[] [l [] [} | '
R 1 =-CONTROL=ALL. ! TYPESUNIV | TYPE®4=YR | TYPEsZ-YR | TYFEwALL |
‘ | =====GIZEwM-LARGE ' COUNT  PCT | COUNT  PCT | COUNT  PCT ! COUNT FCT |
1 ! [ ' ! '
' PRESIDENT ' 1 ax ¢ 2 SX 1 1 13x 1 9 5% 1
' EXECUTIVE VICE PRES ! % 15x S 11z 1 13x ! 11 13% |
| ADMIN VICE PRES ' 7 2ax 15 34x 1 1 13% 23 7%
! WTANFNIC VICE PRES ¢ 3 9% 1 4 [ 1 13x ¢ 8 9% )
| BUSINESS VICE PRES ! 9 12x 8 18% ! 1 13% 1 13 15X
' OTHER OFFICER ' 13 39% | 10 232 3 38X 26 91% 1
' | omemme o | meeem mmee | mmeee meee | semee ——
! TOTAL REPORTED 1 33 100% ! 41 100% ¢ 8 100x ! 85 100X |
] ] 1 ] ! ]
' [ ' ' [ 1
1 ' 1 ' ' '
N t ==CONTROL=ALL ! TYPESUNIV 1 TYPE®4-YR | TYPE*2-YR | TYPEwALL |
| ~ee==GIZE=l AKGE ! COUNT FCT | COUNT PCT | COUNT PCT | COUNT PCT |
| ' 1 1 1 1
! FRESIDENT ' 3 7X 2 22 0X 1 5 gz !
! EXECUTIVE VICE FRES | 2 5% 1 0x ! 3 a3x s 8% |
| ADMIN VICE PRES ' 13 31X 1 2 22x 1 1x 16 27% ¢
t ACADEMIC VICE FRES ! 3 7X 1 1 x| % ! Ll 7% |
t GUSINESS VICE PRES | 11 26X 1 0x ¢t 3 331t 19 23X ¢
! OTHER OFFICER + 10 24% 4 1  q4x ) 2 22x 1 16 27% 1
! | mm———— e | memme wmes | cmeee e (B TR |
! TOTAL REPORTED [ 42 100X ¢ 9 100X ! 9 100X 1 60 100X |
' ' | ! 1 [
§ ! 1 1 1 1
! ' ' t ! '
I ~~CONTROL=ALL ' TYPESUNIV | TYPEe4=YR | TYPE=2-YR | TYPEwALL |
: ——~—eSIZEwALL I COUNT  PCT | COUNT PCT § COUNT PCT | COUNT  PCT |
' ' 1 ' 1
! FRESIDENT J S 5% 1 17 ?x 1 11 18X 33 9% 1
1 EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 7 11x 19 11x i 7 1x 38 11X !
| ADMIN VICE PRES ' 28 26% 8 37 z21x 17 27x 1 82 23X 1
t ACADEMIC VICE PRES | 9 8X 1 18 10X S ex 1 32 9% !
| BUSINESS VICE P28 | 24 22X ) 39 221 10 16X 4 73 2% 1
! OTHER OFFICER ' 31 28X 1 9 27x ! 12 19z ¢ 92 26X 1
- ' | conme  cuee | meeee ceee | ccsce aeee | mmeee e |
! TOTAL REPORTED ' 109 100X ) 179 100X | 62 100X ) 350 100X 1
1 ' 1 1 ' 1
. ' ' ' ' ' '
2
O . 31
ERIC )

P A .1 7ext Provided by ERic
-4 .

H)




24 ! Chapter 2: Organization

Table 5 (continued)

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING
Public Institutions

' !
| ==CONROL=PUSLIC

[} ) L ) [}

!OTYPLSUNIV 1 TYPE-4-YR 1 IYFL2-YK ¢ BYPE-ALL '

| w=ee-SIXE®SHALL ' COUNT  FCT ' COUNT K1 ' COUMT  FLT 1 COUNT  FCE o

1 [} ) ) ) t

! PRESID [ ' 1 g0x 0 S asx e 3 14y 0

I EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 ' ) 1% 1 02 1 . °% ¢

. { ADMIN VICE PRES ' ' 4 qox 4 3k 0 & 2% 1
! ACADEMIC VICE FRES ' 1 10x% ¢ 3 wx 4 18%

. ! BUSINEES VICE FRES ' 1 10% ¢ 1 9% 0 < 9x 0
1 OTHER OFFICER ' ' 2 o0x 0 1 9% 3 1ax

1 . L} L I - - A LR T v e— . me

{ -TOTAL [REPORTED [ 1 ' 10 100% ¢ 11 100% ¢ 2 100% 4

/(' — | ' N . ] '

[] ] . e ] et e s b . ———— s

Iy I . . i, Y

11 =~CONTROL=F UBLIC ! OMSPESUNIV 0 TYPEaq=Yh 1 TYPELa2-YR ' JYPE ALL

| mme=tST2E=MEDILRY ! COUNT  PCT ' COUNT  KCF ' COUNT  PCT 1 COUNT  FCT ¢

vl () ) [} L} . )

. {1 PRE9IDENT ' 1 A S 9% 1 8 rqx 11 13z
! ¥ EXEQUTIVE VICE PRES 3 1z q 7% 3 9% 1 10 9% 1

! 1 ADMIN VICE PRES ' q Z2x ¢t 10 19% ¢ 10 30x ¢t 29 22%
| ACADENIC VICE PRES 1 6% 1 H 9% 0 1 3% 7 7x

| ! BUSIMNESS VICE PRES ¢ 3 17x 19 252 1 5 15x 22 212}

t | OTHER OFFICER ' 6 331 18 32x 6 18X 1 30 287 ¢
oy . 1 cemae e} meeme veem | mese- wmem [ ewmlc memm
Lo Y?TAL REPORTED 1 18 . 100% 54 100% ¢ 33 100x ) 1 100X 1

! ' ' ' ' [

\ ! ' ' ' ' [

. ] ' 1 ' ' '
\l ~r~CONTROL=PUBL.IC ' JYPESUNIV ¢ T{PEsq-YR ' TYPEm2-YR | TYFEeALL |

1] o=——SI2EwH-LARCE ! COUNT  FCT * COUNT  PCT ¢ COUNT  PCT | COUNT FCT ¢

W ' ! ' ' 1

' PRESIDENT K 1 4x 1 2 Sx 1 13% 1 4 SX
EXECUTIVE VICT PRES 2 ax t S 12X 1 13 ¢ 8 11x
POMIN VICE PRES ' 6 24x 13 32x ¢ 1 13% 1 20 2% 1

| ACADENIC VICE FRES | 3 12x 3 7% 1 13x ¢ 7 9% 1

{ BUSINESS VICE PRES ! 2 8x 1t a8 20x 1 132 ¢ 11 152
c{tmiR OFFICER ' 11 qax 4 10 24x ¢t 3 38X 29 3221

1y | me—— LT J—— ———— ) - mem | wecme em—.—
jmTAL REPORTED ' 2% 100 4 41 100X | 8 100x | 74 j00x ¢

' ' ' ' '

h ' ' ! ' ]

] ' ' ' ]

! TYPESUNIV | TYPE=4=YR | TYPEmZ-YR | TYPEmALL

! COUNT  PCT t COUNT  PCT t COUNT  PCT ¢ COUNT  PCT t

1 Ll ] ] '

' 3 8x ¢t 1 - 13% [T 4 7E

ECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 4 SX 0x t 33x 1 - %t

N VICE PRES ! 12 30x 1 2 2sx ! 1 11z 15 26x 1

' ;cjgoenxc VICE PRES 8x 1 1 13 1t 0x Ll 7% 0

‘| BUSINESS VICE FRES 11 28X ! 0x ¢ 3 33X 19 23%

' ont: OFFICER ' 9 23x 4 s50x 1 2 222 15 26% 1

[N ! m—— weme | cmmes ceee | smeecs seeme | ceeee ———

! TOTAL REPORTED ' 40 1002 ! 8 100X 1 9 1002 1t 57 100% ¢

| ! ' ' [ '

[ ' ! ! ' '

' \" ] ' ' ' [

. I ~~CONTROL=FUBLIC I TYPEsUNIV | TYPE=A=YR 1 TYPEw2-YR TYPEwALL t
| -—-ﬁsnz-au. ! COUNT  PCT # COUNT  PCT 4 COUNT PCT t COUNT FCT |

! \ ! ' 1 ' '

! PRES. ' 5 62 1 9 ex 1 11 182 25  10x 1
‘ ! EXECUTIVE VICE PRES | 8  10% 1 10 9x 7 oux v 2% g0z
! ADMIN\VICE PRES ' 22 26x 1 29 2s% 16 26x 1 67  26% 1

! ACADEMIC VICE PRES 1 7 8x 1 10 9% 1 H 8% 22 . gxt

f BUSTINEES VICE PRES 1 16 19% 1 23 20x ¢t 10 16% 0 49  1°%

| OTHER ?‘FICER ' 26 312t 34  30x 1 12 20x 1 7z 8%

N t | JE——— —— } em—— = | meeae  mame | cmene  cowm ©
! TOTAL RTPORTED ! 89 100X ' 115 100X ¢ 61 100X | 260 100% ¢

1 ' ' 1 | t

1 [ ' ' ! [

e 1
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Table' 5 (continued)

25

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING
Private Institutions

“ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

' [} ] '
{ =—=CONTROL=PRIVATE ! TYPESUNIV ' TYPEw4-YR ! TYFE2=-YR 1 TYPE=ALL '
{ ——===BIZEwSHALL ! COUNT  PCT ' COUNT FCY ' COUNT PCT ' COUNT  PCT !
! [ ' ' ' - '
! PRESIDENY ' ! S 12% ¢ - ' S 12x ¢
{ EXECUTIVE VICE PRES | ' 6 15 ¢ ' 6 15%
1 ADMIN VICE. PRES 1 ' 3 7% ' 3 7% 0
{ ACADENIC VICE FRES ¢ ' 3 12X ¢ ' 5 12X
! BUSINESS VICE PRES 1 ' 13 Jux 1t ' 13 32x ¢
! OTHER OFFICER ' ’ 9 22x ! ' 9 22x
1 ' 1 eme——- - [ Jp——— ———
{ TDTAL REPORTED ' ' 41 100% ! ' 41 100% ¢
] 1 ’ ' ] ]
] [] -1 el -l 1
i [} PR UGSy N S )
| ~=CONTROL=PRIVATE 1 TYPEWUNIV ¢ 'OTYFE2-YR ' TYPEWALL !
| =====SIZEwMEOIUY 1 COUNT  PCT 1 COUNT  PCT | COUNT PCT ! COUNT  PCT ¢
1 . [ 0 ' ' '
| PRESIDENT ' 0x 2 1x ' 2 6%
1 EXECUTIVE VICE PRES ! 1 7X 3 16X ' a 11X !
! ADMIN VICE PRES ' 4 27x 3 16X 1 ! a8 23X
| ACADEMIC VICE PRES ' 2 13% ¢ 2 13! ' L] 11% ¢
! BUSINESS VICE PRES ' 6  40% ¢ 3 16% 0 ' 9 26X
! DTHER OFFICER ) 2 132 ¢ 3 32x ' 8 23x !
[] [ J—— ———  mm—— —— [ I ———
! TOTAL REPORTED ' 15 100% "f 19 100%x ' 1 ' 35 100X !
[) 1] ' 1 L} 1]
[] [] s ] ] []
[] ] . [ ] [
1 ~=CONTROL®PRIVATE ' TYPESUNIV | TYPEwA=YR | TYPE=2-YR ! TYPEwALL !
| =====QIZ s 1-LARGE ' COUNT PCT ¢ COUNT PCT ' COUNT PCT ' COUNT  PCT |
] ' [ ] ' 1
1 PRESIDENT ' 0x: 1 ' ' 0xX !
| EXECUTIVE VICE PRES ! 3 38z ' ' 3 27z
| ADMIN VICE PRES ' 1 13% ' ' 3 27
1 ACADEMIC VICE PRES ' 0x ' ' 1 9x ¢
| BUSINESS VICE FRES ' 2 23X 1 ' ' 2 8x !
| DTHER OFFICER ' 2 23X 1 . ’ 2 18x !
] | emm—— —— 1 L I T |
1 TOTAL REPORTED ' 8 100X ! 3 ' ! ' 11 100X !
] [ ' [ ' ]
! ' ! 1 ' '
1 ' ] [] ] ]
{ ==CONTROL=PRIVA" ! TYPERUNIV ¢ TYPE=4-YR ! TYFE2-YR | TYPE=ALL !
| =—==-SIZE=LARGE ! COUNT PCT ' COUNT FCT ' COUNT PCT ' COUNT PCT
1 . 1 1 ' ] ]
! PRESIDENT ! ' ' [ '
| CXECUTIVE VICE PRES ! ' ! ' '
| ADMIN VICE PRES ' 1 ' 1 '
| ACADENIC VICE PRES 1 ! 1 ’ !
t BUSINESS VICE PRES ' ' ' 1 !
! OTHER OFFICER ' ! ' ' ¢
] ' [ ' ' '
1 TOTAL REPORTED ' 2 ' 1 ' ' 3 '
' ' ' [ ] [
() ] ) 1 ) 1
] ' + ' ' ' '
1 ——CONTROL®PRIVATE ' TYPESUNIV ' TYPEm4-YR ' TYPFx2-YR | TYPEwALL !
| ~=—=-SIZEwALL VY COUNT  PCT ' COUNT  pPCT ' COUNT PCT 1| COUNT FPCT
1 [] ] ] ' '
! PRESIDENT 1 0x 8 13X ¢ ' 8 9% 1
! EXECUTIVE VUZCE FKES ¢ 4 16X 1 9 149% ! 1 13 14X 3
! ADMIN VICE PRES ' 6 24% 1 8 13x ¢ ! 15 17x 1
| ACADENIC VICE PRES ' 2 8% 1 8 13X ! ' 10 11X ¢
t BUSINESS VICE FRES ' 8 32x ¢ 16 23x ¢ ' 24 27%
! OTHER OFFICER ' S 20x ¢ 15 23x ¢ ' 20 22x°!
1 | mm—— —— | m——— -—— ) V m—— ———
! TOTAL REPORTED ' 25 100x ¢ 6% 100X ¢ 1 ' 90 100%
] 1 ' ' ' .
[) ) 1 ] ) t

o
-
. s - - .
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Table 6

Chapter 2: Organization

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING
All Separate Administrative Installations

.

[} [}

1 -=CONTROL=ALL tOTYPESUNIV 1 TYMEZ4-YR 1 TYPEu2-YR ¢ TYPE=ALL
1~ == GIZE=6MALL I COUNT  PCT 1 COUNT  PCT + COUNT  PLT ¢ COUNT PCT o
) [} L] 1 ) )
! PRESIDENT ' ' 2 1z ' 2 102
! EXECUTIVE. VICE PRES 1 ' 1 6% 1 ' 2 102
' ! ADMIN VICE PRES 1 ' 2 1% ' 3 15x
! LACADENIC VICE FRLS ' 1 6% 1 ' 1 5% |
! PUSTNESS VICE FRES ! ' Y agx ' S 25 !
! UTHER OFFICER ' ' 7 39% ' 7 3sx
' [ 1 comme -——— I cmmne ——
! TOTAL KEPORTED ' 1 ' 18 100% ! 1 ' 20 100X !
[ . [ N [ t 1
e —— - R
r [ ' [ t ]
1 ~~CONTROLSALL ! TYFESUNIV 0 TYPE®q=YR ' TYPEa2-YR | TvPEsAlL
| == eeuGIZECHEOTUM f COUNT  PCT ! COUNT  FCT ¢ COUNT PCT ' COUNT  PCT |
t ' [ [ [ [ []
\ ' PRESIDENT ' ox ! 2 1z ] 2 6% 1
! £EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 3 2z 2 1z ' S 14%
! ADMIN VICE FRES ' S 36t ! 3 17z ' 11 31X
! ACADEMIC VICE FRLS ¢ 0% ¢ 2 11X ' 2 8% 1
! CUSINESS VICE PRES ¢ 4 29% 2 1z ' &  17% 1
! OTHER OFFICER ' 2 14x 7 39x ' 10 .28% !
[ e P R —— [ e e ]
! 10TAL KEPORTEOD ' 14 100% 19 100X ¢ 4 ' 36 100% |
' t ' t ] '
[ J——— o e i o e 0 [ ] [] [ []
' ' ' ' ' '
1 «-~CONTROL =ALL ! TYPERUNIV ¢ TYitwq-YR | TYFE=2=YR | TYPEwALL !
[ SIZEwH~LAKGE ! COUNT  PCT  LOUNT  #CT ! COUNT PCY ! COUNT  FCT |
1 [} ) 1 ) )
1 PRESIDENT ' 1 ex 1 6% 1 ' 2 7% 1
! EXECUTIVE VICE PRES o 0x 1 0X ' 0%
! ADMIN VICE PRES ' 2 a7 9 H6¥ [ 11 38% !
! ACADEMIC VICE FRES ! 1 8x 1 6% ! ! 2 7%
! BUSINESS VICE PRES o 2 7z 2 13z ' 5 w7z
' OTHER OFFICER ' 6 50X ¢ 3 a9x ' ? ox !
) 1 cmeee cmmn | cveen e b L e e
! TOTAL REFORTEOD ' 12 100% ¢ 16 100x ¢ 1 ' 29 100X 1
' I ' ' ' 1
' 1 t ' te 3
' [ ' ' ' '
! -~CONTROL=ALL ! TYPEsUNIV | TYPEwq=YR ! TYPEm2=YR | TYPE~ALL |
! ~e===GI2C=LARCE ' COUNT  PCT 1) COUNT  PCT 1 COUNT PCT ! COUNT PCT I
) [} [} L} [) 1
! PRESIDENT ' 1 6% ! 1 2ox ! ' 2 9% 1
! EXECUTIVE VICE PKES ¢ 1 6% 1 0x ! ' 1 4%
! ADHIN VITE PRES ' 5 2020 2 Aq0% ' 7 30%
‘ t ACADEMIC VICE FRES ! 2 1x 0% 4 ' 2 9x
! BUSINESS VICE FRES 5 282! 0x ! ' S 22% !
! OTHEF* OFFICER ' 4  2z2x 2 q0% ) ' 6  26% !
' [ wmmn | ceees ———t [r— ————
¢ 10TAl. REFORTED ' 18 100% ¢ S 100X ' 23 100% !
' ] 1 [ \ ' J
] -————t L e t ‘\ [ 1
' [] [] (I . 1 1
! «~COMTROL=ALL fOTYFESUNIV 0 TYPE-4~YR 1 [YPEZ2-YR 1 TYPEwALL !
Ve SIZEwNLL ! COUNT  pPCT ¢ COUNT  PCT ¢ COUNT  PCT ¢ COUNT  PCT |
' [ [] t 1 [
! FRESIDENT ' 2 A% 0 & 1% 0x 1 [:] 7% 1
! EXECL {IVE VICE FRES ! & 11z 3 oX 0 0x [:] 7% 1
! ADMIN VITE PRES 1 12 2721 16 2821 LIS 32 ao0x !
! ACADEMi. VICE PRES 3 7% 4 4 7% 0X ! 7 8% 1
! BUSINESS VICE PRES 0 11 24% 9 wx 1 7% 21 19%
! OTHER OFFICER ' 12 27% ¢ 19 a33x ¢ 1 7z 32 30% !
[] [ — ) mm— ———— ) emm—— wno | mmm— ———
' TOTAL REPORTED ' 45 100% 57 100% 1 6 100X ' 108 100" !

) ) [] [ t
P e ———————— [ J—— [ J——" + ] []
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\
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Table ¢ {continued)

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING
Separate Administrative Installations

Public Institutions

1 1 1 1 1 1
! —CONTROL=PUBLIC ! TYPE=UNIV | TYPE=4-YR | TYPE=2-YR | TYPE=ALL !
! ———SIZEwSMALL I COUNT PCT | COUNT  PCT | COUNT PCY | COUNT PCT }
1 ] 1 ! ! !
! PRESIDENT ' t ] 1 ox
! EXECUTIVE VICE PRES ! ! L ! 1 17% )
| ADMIN VICE PRES } ] t ] I 3 50X |
! ACADEMYC VICE PRES ] 1 [} ] 1 17X 1
| BUSINESS VICE PRES ' ' 1 ! ox !
! OTHER OFFICER 2 [} [} ] ] 1 17% 1\
[ 1 ' ' | m——— a——
| TOTAL REPORYTED ! 1 ! 4 ] 1 ! 6 100X
| L] N ' 1 1
1 ! ] ] '
] ' 1 ] ]
! —CONTROL=PUBLIC ! TYPESUNIV | TYPE=4-YR | TYPE=2-YR 1| TYPE=ALL
| ~ve~=SIZEsHEDIUM t COUNT PCT | COUNT  PCT | COUNT PCT | COUNT PCT
t ] 1 ] ]
! PRESIDENT t ox ! 2 15% ! ) 2 8x
! EXECUTIVC VICE PRES 2 252! 1 8x 1 } 3 12X
! ADMIN VICE PRES 1 2 2521 2 15X 1 ! 7 202
! ACADEMIC VICE PRES ' 0x 1 1 8x |1 ] 1 X
! BUSINESS VICE PRES ' 2 5% 2 13X | ! 1 16X
! OTHER OFFICER ! 2 5% ! S 3\X | ' 8 32X
] ! emome cema ) ccee- ———— ] | wmeos amae
! TOTAL REPORTED ' 8 100X ¢ 13 100X ! 1 ! 25 100X
[} 1 ' ] !
! ] 1 ] ]
' ] 1 ! ' .
{ —CONTFROL=PUELIC ! TYPESUNIV | TYPE=4-YR | TYPE=2-YR ! TYPEwALL
! sceeaGIZEsM-LARCE ! COUNT PCT | COUNT  PCT | COUNT PCY ' COUNT PCT
[ ' [ ' t
! FRESIOENT ! 11X 1! 1 7% ! ] 2 8%
! EXECUTIVE VICE PRES ! 0x ox ! ! ox
! ADMIN VICE PRES ' 1 11X ¢ 8 353X ] ? 38X
! ACADEMIC VICE FRES 1 1 Xt 1 7% 1 ' 2 ax
! BUSIMESS VICE PRES 1 1 11X | 2 13X ¢ 1 1 16X
! OIHER OFFICER 1 S 26X ; 3 20x ! 8 3
' [ ——— ] emmee e 1 —
! TOTAlL. KEPORTED ' ® 100X ¢ 13 100X ¢ 1 . 1 23 100X
] L} L} ] ]
- ' ' ' —i
' . [} t ! !
¢ == CONTROL=FUEL IC . !t TYPE=UNIV | TYFEs4-YR | TYPE=2-YR | TYPE=ALL
! eeeenSIZE=t ARCE ! COUNT PCT | COUNT  PCT | COUNT PCT | COUNT PCT
] ' ' ] 1
! FRESIDENT ' 1 &% 1 1 20Z | 1 2 10X
! EXECUTIVE VICE FRES 1 6% ! ox ! 1 24
! ADMIN VICE prRES ' 1 3% ! 2 4021 ! 6 29x
! ACADEMIC VICE PRES ' 2 132 ! ox | 1 2 102
! BUSINESS VICE FPRES ) L, 8 x 0x ! 1 S 24%
! ONER OFFICER 1 3 19X ¢ 2 40x ! ! S 242
' . § ————— e | mamee c— ] ! ———
! 1gral. REPORTED ' 16 100X 1 S 100% | ] 21 1002
' ' 1 ' '
R i LR S S Sy R ' [} ]
' ' ' ] ]
! —~CONTKOL-11%2,1C ' OIVIESUNIV ¢ TYPERM-YR | TYPE=2-YR | TYPE=ALL
! ~emeQI2E-nl t COUNT PCY | COUNT  PCT 1 COUNT PCT | COUNT PCT
’ ' ' 1 ]
! P ESIDENT J 2 6% |1 1 11X ¢ ox 1 6 8x
VEMCUTIVE VILE PRES 0 4 122! 1 3% | 0X 1 S 6%
Y ADAIN VICE FRE S ' 7 2ax 14 38x 1 a4 7% 1 25 3¢
P ACADEHLL VICE FRES 0 3 9% 1 3 8x | 0x !t & ex
' OLUSINE LS VICE #KES ¢ 8 24% 1 4 11X ! 1 17X 1 13 17X
' DHEK i FHiR [ 10 29% ¢ 11 30x ! 1 a7x 22 29x
' ! eemas cmem | e demm ) cimre aee | eeee e——
Poanial <EFORIeD ) 349 100X ! 37 100x I é& 100X 1 77 100X
[] [] ] i t
. - ——— ] 1 '

~ ‘z

/
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COUNT
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TYPEXALL

COUNT  FCT
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7 1ex

4 Jex
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11 1002
TYPE~ALL

COUNT  FCI
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Table 6 (continued)
'
ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING
Separate Administrative Installations
Private Institutions
! ) [
| —=CONTROL®PRIVATE ! OTYPESUNIV ' TYPE“q-YR
| ====-SIZEeSHALL ¢ COUNT  PCT 1 COUNT  PCT
[} ' '
| PRESIDENT ' ' 2 14
! EXECUTIVE VICE PRES ! ' 1 7%
I ADMIN VICE PRES ' ' 0x
! ACADEMIC VICE PRES ! ' 0x
| BUSINESS VICE PRES 1 ' 4 36x
! OTHER OFFICER ' ' & 43x%
[] ' | oo womm
! TOTAL REPORTED ' ' 14 100%
t [] [
H ' [ JERSRR
l “l 1
1 =~CONTROL=FRIVATE ! TYPESUNIV ' TYFER4-YR
| ===v=SIZE~MEDIUM ! COUNT  PLT ¢ COUNT  FCT
] ' [
) PRESIDENT ' 0x ! 0x
! EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 a7z 1 202
1 ADMIN VICE PRCS 1 3 S0x 1 Zox
| ACADEMIC VICE PRFS ¢ 0x 1 1 202
! BUSINESS VICE PRES ¢ 2 33x 0x
! OTHER OFFICER [ 0x | 2 40x
] [ —wm | e oo-——
| TOTAL REPORTED ' 6 100% ¢ S 1002
[} ] 1
' ' Sy pU
] [l 1
I =—CONTROL®PRIVATE I TYPESUNIV | TYPEWA-YK
| ===v-SIZE*H-LARGE ! COUNT  PCT ¢ CCUNT  PCT
' ' ]
! PRESIDENT ' '
! EXECUTIVE VICE PRES ¢ '
! ADMIN VICS PRES ' '
! ACADEMIC VICE PRES ¢ '
! BUSINESS VICE PRES ! '
| OTHER OFFICER ' '
] ' [l
! TOTAL KEPORTED ' 3 ' 1
1 ' '
[] . [ ~—
' ' '
! =~CONTROL®FRIVATE ¢ OTYPESUNIV ¢ TYPE=A<YR
1 meeeeSIZELARGE | COUNT  PCT + COUNT  PCT
! ' '
¢ PRESIDENT ' '
! EXECUTIVE VICE PRES '
I ADMIN V.WE PRES ' '
t ACADEMIL JICE PRES ¢ '
| BUSINESS VICE PRES ¢ '
! OTHER OFFICER ' '
] ' '
! TOTAL REPORTED ' 2 '
' [ 1
[} lmme mmtet mmemee bowe e s
1) ' ]
1 ==CONTROL*PRIVATE ' YPESUNIV ¢ TYFE®q-YR
§ m=—e—— SIZE=ALL ! COUNT  PCT ' COUNT FCr
' ' '
1 PRESIDENT ' 0x ! 2 10
¢ EXECUTIVE VICE FRFS ! 1 9% ¢ 2 1ox
| ADMIN VICE FRES ' R T 2 10z
! ACADEMIC VICE FKES ¢ ox ¢ 1 5%
! BUSINESS VICL PRES 3 2z % 2%
! OTHER OFFICE: R 2 1@x ! 3 q0%
' 1 - e cmma g - a
| TOTAL REPORTED 1 11 100% ! 20 100%
1
[}
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ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING

All Combined Academic/Administrative Installations

- !

'
'
)
'
t
4
t
'
'
?
t
1
'
'
'
1
'
'
1
1
1
1
1
1
'
1
!
1
'
'
'
U
-

1
1
]
1
'/
t/
1
1
1
1
]
1
]
1
t
1
1
1
)
!
1
1
1
'

) '
' i'—t:orukm--m:. VOTYPECUNIV v TYPE-4eYR ! TYFESP-YR ' TYPE=ALL
' e SIZErSHALL T COUNT  FCT ° COUNT  PCT ' COUNT  PGT ' COUNT  PCT
1 ' ' 1 1
' FRESIDENT ' 1 9 12X 2 20x ! 6 14% 1
' EXECUTIVE VICE PRES ! ' 6 18X 1 0x ¢t 6 14x
! ADMIN VICE #RES ' U S 15X 0 3 30x ¢ 8 19% !
! ACADEMIC VICE FKRES U ' b1 195X 0 3 30X ¢+ 8 19% ¢
! LUSINESS VICE FRES ! ' 9 X 1 10% ¢ 10 23x !
' OTHER OFFICER 1 1 4 22X 1 10x ! 5 12x
¥ ' U eeimne cnme | mam—— P e sy
! TOTAL KEPORIED i ' 33 100% ¢ 10 100X ¢ 43 100X 4
[ ] ' [ ]
R e — Ptmmee v e cmmm b ] )
+ [] ] ' ]
¥ =-CONTROL»ALL ' OTYPESUNIV ¢ TYPEm4-YR ¢ TYPEs2-YR | TYPEsALL
! —eeenGIZEaHEDIUH ' COUNT  PCT ' COUNT PCT ' COUNT  FPCT ! COUNT  FCT
L} L} 1 L} )
4 FRESIDENT ' 1 X 1 S 9% 8 27X ! 14 13%
! EXECUTIVE VICE FKES ! 1 X s 9% 3 10X ! 34 8x
' ADMIN VICE PRES ' 3 16X ¢ 10 18X ¢ 8 27% 21 20X
% ACADEMIC VICE PRES ' 3 16X ! L] X 1 x b4 8x
| FUSINESS VICE FRES 1 3 26X ¥ 135 26% 1 S 17X ! 25 nax
{ OTHER OFFICER ' 6 a2x ! 17 30% ¢ S 7% ¢ 28 26X

| memec cmme } cdcae cses | ermee ceee | emee- -—
! TOTAL REFORTED ' 19 100X ¢ s7 100% ¢ 30 100X ' 106 100%
] . ' ! [ '
' ' ' ] (R
' ' ' [ '
t =-CORTROL=ALL ' OTYPE=UNIV ' TYPE=q-YR 1 TYPEw2-YR | TYPE=aALL
| e=ee-SIZE=H-LARGE 1 COUNT PCT ' COUNT PCT 1 COUNT PCT | COUNT FCT
[} ' ' ' '
! PRESIDENT ' [ ] 1 a0 1 14x 2 4%
! EXECUTIVE YICE PRES ! S 24% S 18X ¢ 1 X ! 11 20%
' ADMIN VICE PRES ) S5 24x ! 8 21x 1 149X ! 2 21%
1 ACADEMIC VICE FRES 2 1o0x ! 3 1x1 1 14% ¢ 6 11
t EUSINESS VICE FRES ' 2 10X 6 1% X 1 8 14X
' OTHER OFFICER ! 7 33X 1 7 28X 1 3 293% 1 17 30
' | m— el e N Ry -——
¢ TOTAL REPORTED ' 21 100x 28 100x ¢ 7 100% ! 56 100X
' ' ' ' '
' = ' ' ' '
L ) ) ) []
! =~CONTROL=/LL ! TYRESUNIV | TYPE=4-YR 1 TYPEs2-YR | TYPEwALL
| ==—enSIZEWLARGE ! COUNT  PCT ' COUNT PCT L COUNT PCT ! COUNT FCT
[} [ ' [} '
t PRESIDENT ' 2 8% ' ox | 3 8x
| EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 4 ' 3 331 4 10x
I ADHIN VICE PRES ' 8 33X ! [} 1 11X ? 24%
§ ACADEMIC VITE PRES ] o1 4% ' ox 1 2 SX
I BUSINESS VICE PRES ) ] 25X | ' 3 33X | ? 24%
¥ OTHER OFFICER ] 6 25X | t 2 22% | 10 7%
! | mceoe coee | =wmee come ) ccece ———.
t TOTAL REPORTED t 24 100X 4 ] 9 100% 37 100%
[ ' ' ' '
] ] ' ] 1
' ' ' [ ]
1 =—CONTROLe=ALL ! TYPE*UNIV | TYPEw4-YR | TYPE=2-YR | TYPEwALL
| ==——eGIZEeALL ! COUNT  PCT | COUNT  PCT ) PCT | COUNT  FCT
' ] 1 [ t
t FRESIDENT ' 3 SX 11 %t 11 20% ¢ 23 10X
t EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 7 1% 16 13% 7 13z 30 12x
| ADIMIN VICE PRES ] 16 28x 21 17X 13 23x |1 S0 21x
I ACADEMIC VICE PRES ' 6 X 14 11X S x| 5 10X
1 EUSINESS VICE PRES ! 13 20X 3¢ 25% 1 24 16X | S2 21X
! OTHER OFFICER ! 19 30% ¢ 30 28X 11 20X 1 60 25%
[ [l et i T T ——
! TOTAL REFORTED [ 64 100X ' 122 100X ¢ 56 100X 1 242 100X
¢ ' [ ] '
t ' [} f !
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Table 7 (continued)

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING
Combined Academic/Admiristrative Installations

Public Institutions

' ' ' [l
L =—~CONTROL®PUELIC !OTYPESUNIV ¢ TYPE=4-YR 1 TYPEIZ=-YR ' TYpgae
| =====SIZESSHALL ! COUNT  PCT ' COUNT  PCT ¢ COUNT  PCT 1 COUNT  +CT
1 . 1 ' ' )
! PRESIDENT ' ' 1 17z 2 20x 3 19x
! EXECUTIVE VICE PK:S | ' 1 17x 0x 1 1 6%
t ADMIN VICE PRES t ' 2 33x 3 J30x » % 91
! ACADEMIC VICE PRES | ' 0x 3 30x v 3 19x
! BUSINESS VICE PRES ' 1 wx 1102 2 13%
! OTHER OFFICER ' ' 1 17x 0 1 10% v 2 13x
' ' | mmem=  sars ) emmme cess - ceee mee
! TOTAL REPORTED ' ' 6 100X 1 10 100% ¢ 16 1002
' ' ' ' '
! ' ) ' [
[ ' ' ' '
t —CONTROL=PUBLIC ' OTYPESUNIV v TYPEs4=YR 1 TYPEs2-YR 1 IYPE=ALL
| —~==eSYZESHEDIUM ! COUNT  PCT ¢ COUNT PCT | COUNT  PCT ' CounT  PCT
' [ ) [ .
1 PRESIDENT ' 1 10X 3 7% 0 8 28%) 12 15%
¢ EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 20X 3 7% 3 10z 7 9%
! ADMIN VICE PRES ' 2 20% 8 19% 1 7 24x 17 21X
t ACADEMIC VICE PRES ¢ 1 10% ¢ 4 9% 1 1 3z é 7%
| EUSINESS VICE FRES ¢ 1 10Xt 12 28% 1 S x 19 2%
! OTHER OFFICER t A 40x ) 13 dox ¢ S 17X 22 2
[ | revece cawm | camca  cece | cmmen ememe | oceeee e
' TOTAL REPORTED 1 10 100X 43 100X ¢ 29 100X 82 100X
. ) ) ) 1
' ' ' ' '
' ] ' ' [
| ==CONTROL=PUBLIC ! TYPERUNIV ¢ TYPEwW4=YR | TYRE=2=YR ¢ TYPEsALL
| =——==-SYZEwH-LARGE ! COUNT  PCT ' COUNT PCT ! COUNT  FCT 1 COUNT  PCT
[} 1 ' ' '
t PRESIDENT ' 0x 1§ 1 ax 1 14z 2 ax
! EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 2 13x 5 19% 1 14% 3 16X
| ADMIN VICE PRES 1 5 d1x 5 19% ) 1 14x 11 22x
t ACADEMIC VICE PRES ! 2 13x 2 8x 1 14X S 10%
| BUSINESS VICE FRES 1t 1 6% 1 6 23% 1 0x ¢ 7 14
t OTHER OFFICER ' 6 38X 7 2% 3 43K 16 33%
1 1 —eme— ——— ) mm—— ——— mmm— el e weae
! TOTAL REPORTED ' 16 100X ¥ 26 100X 4 7 100X ¢ 49 100X
' ' ' ' '
] ' ——— [ [
] ) ) ) '
1 —CONTROL=PUBL.IC f TYPESUNIV 1 TYPEsq=YR | TYPE®2-YR 1 TYPE~ALL
I —--—-szzs-tmae ! COUNT  PCT ! COUNT PCT | COUNT  PCT 1 COUNT  FCI
! ' ' ' '
t PRESIDENT ' oz ' 0x ¢ 2 6%
! EXECUTIVE VICE PRES 1 ax ' 3 a3 4 ux
! ADHIN VICE FRES ' 8 33% ' 1 1x o 9 25x
| ACADEMIC VICE PRES 1 ax ' 0% 2 e
| EUSINESS VICE PRES 1 6  gsx v ' 3 3% 9 25%
! OTHER OFFICER ' 6 25% ' 2 paxa 10 28%
[]  cwma- —— I —rmme m e ) mmmme awa
! 1OTAL REPORTEO ' 24 100% ! k] [ 9 100X v 36 100%
t ] [} [
e e et LTl PO Sy P Voo
] [ ] ' []
1 ==CONTROL=PUBLIC tOTYPESUNIV + TYPE<4-YR 1 TYPEm2-YK | TYfE<ALL
| e—=maGYZE=ALL ! COUNT  PCT 1 COUNT  PCT ' COUNT  FCY 1 COUNT  FCT
() 1 1 1 1
! PRESIDENT ' 3 6% 1 5 &% 1 11 20z 0 v fox
t EXECUTIVE VICE PRES ! 4 ;-] 9 12x ! Zo13x SO 11
t ADMIN VICE PRES ' 15 304 ¢ 1% 192 ¢ 12 2y 4. 73%
! ACADEMIC VICE PRES 4 [:- ] 7 ox ¢ Y 9% 1 16 9%
! BUSIMESS VICE FRES o g g6z ! 19 24x 1 9 16x 3 /0%
! OTHER OFFICER ' 16 32z ¢ 29 a9 11 20% 4 “0 %
[ [ IR ' [ ] -
! TOTAL REPORTED ' 50 100X ! 8 1e0x 8% 1oeZ ¢ 183 100X
t 1 ) ) ]

1] 1 k
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Table 7 (continued)
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ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION SYSTEMS REPORTING
Combined Academic/Administrative Installations
Private Institutions

: ] ]
=~CONIROL«PRIVATE ' TYPESUNIV ' TYPEm4-YR | TYPEw2-YR | TYPE=ALL ¢
—~—==SIZE=SHALL ' COUNT  PCT ' COUNT  FCT 1 COUNT  PCT 1t COUNT  PCT

] ' ' 1 [
PRESIDENT * ' 3 1ux ' 3 11x ¢
EXECULIVE UICE PRES ' S 19X ' S 192 1
ADMIN VICE PRES ' ' 3 1x ' 3 11X
ACADENIC VICE PRES ¢ ' S 19 1 ' S 19x !
CUSINESS VICE PRES 1 ' 8 30% ' 8 30X 1
OTHER OFFICER ' ' 3 1nxo ' 3 1xo

] | - ——— | meman  ceae |
TOTAL KEFORTED i ‘ 27 100% ' 27 100X ¢

1 t L] [] )
L e I R it ety | L] (] )

' ' ' ' '
=~CONTROL=PRIVATIE tOTYPESUNIV 1 TYPEm4-YR | TYPEw2-YR TYPEsALL ]
=== =GIZEwMEOIUM + COUNT PCT 1 COUNT FCT 1 COUNT PCT ' COUNT PCT

L] 1 L} 1 t
PRESTOENT ' 0x ¢ 2 142 ¢ ' 2 8x 1
EXECUTIVE VICE PRES ¢ 0x ¢ 2 14X ' 2 8x 1
ADMIN VICE PRES ' 1 11X 0 2 192 ' 4 1721
ACADENIC VICE FRES ¢ 2 2% 1 7% t 3 13X 1
BUSINESS VICE PRES ' 1 4% 3 21X 7 29X 1
OTHER OFFICLR ' 2 22x 4 9%t ' 6 !WBxX 1

L e e e | [T ————
10TAL REPORTED ' 9 100% 1 14 100% ¢ 1 ' 24 100X I

' [ ' [ '
o e e ——— e [ ] 1 []

] ] ' ] 1
~=CONTRIX sFRIVATE T OWYPESLNIV 1 YYPE=4=YR 1 TYPEe2-YR | TYPEwALL
== m e GIZE#M-LARCE ' COUNT  PCT ! COUNT  PCT ! COUNT  PCT ' COUNT  FCT |
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The Administrative Information Systems Staffing sub-section
of the 1980 /'Profile requested information about the number
of full-tim¢ equivalent (FTE) 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 AIS 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 follo:ving:

The menagement staff includes the general
administrative officers of the AIS organization.

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

The systems programmers work primarily with support
software such as the operating system, languages,
utility programs, and other genera! systems.

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

The clerical staff provide. the traditional secretarial
support function for the AIS organization.
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Staff Distribution by Category

The distribution of administrative information systems staff
by category is surprisingly consistent for all institutionai
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 wvariance 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 infcrmation for the major institutional
groups.

The summaries in Table 8 show that public institutions
report more applications development staff
(analysts/programmers) than private institutions, while the
latter report a slightly higher percentage of manaccment
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,? the distribution of staff by category

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

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 103) and a similar drop in the percentage of management
staff from 143 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 to 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 sijze 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,Mparate
administrative installations report an average sta ize—0f
31 FTE compared to 20 for institutions with combined

academic/administrative computing installations.
&
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In large, medium, and small institutions, average staff size
2y institutional group generally follows the same pattern as
for all responding institutions. This observation does not
hold for the medium-iarge 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
o 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.

A 9 .
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Figure 14
St AlS STAFF DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY
All Responding Institutions
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AVERAGE STAFF SIZE CHARTS
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STAFF & DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY
Public Institutions
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Table 10

AVERAGE AIS STAFF ¢ DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY
All Separate Administrative Installations
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AVERAGE AIS STAFF ¢ DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY
All Combined Academic/Administrative Installations
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AVERAGE AIS STAFF ¢ DISTRIBUTION BY CATEGORY
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in Public Institutions

B T T e R e e e e e e m G, m m e S o e e m e m.m - = m .- = . - - .- .- - - -

~CONTROL*PUELIC
—~——~SIZEeSMALL

HANAGE MENT
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS
SYSTEMS FROCRAMMERS
OPERATIONS

CLERICAL

+
TOTAL STAFF (AVG)
INSTNS IN CROUF

'
t  TYPE=UNIV

'
'
[
'
'
'
1
[
'
'
]
'
'
t
'

TYPE34-YR

'AVG FTE PCT 'AVG FIE PCT 1aUG FIE
'

[
YL <2-YR )

1.0 X 1.0
1.9 33%x 1.7
ol % .3
2.1 Q7% 2.7

5 L 22 ]

Yo7 100% 604
10 ' 1%
'

TYHt sl
PLE 0 AVG FTE

(oW 1]
[

16X
o7%

X
42

=~CONTROL=PUEL IC TYFL =UNIV TYFEnq-YR 1 TYFEaP-YR ' [YPEwALL
== —=SIZEsHEDILNS AVG FTE  PCT FCT 1AVL FTE £CT ' AVG FIE  #CI
1 1

HANAGEMENT t 2.3 12% 14X ' 1.% 0 8% 1.7 14%
ANALYST/PROGRAMMERS °22% 36% 2.8 X 4.3 7.4
SYSTEMS FROCRAMMERS | ;24 SX 1 K &X v .7 X
OPERATIONS [ 22% 334 ' 2,3 27x ¢+ 3.6 goF
CLERICAL ' 18% 13X v 1,5 18x ' 3.8 15X

) -—— mmme | ewves sce= | o canme -———
TOTAL STAFF (AVG) ! 100X 100X ¢ 8.4 100X ' 12,1 j90%
INSTNS IN GROUP | ' 27 ' 76

' ' [

- "- - ] ——

! 1 1
=—~CONTROL*PLUBLIC t TYPEsUNIV TYPEwquYR 1 TYPEw2-YR TYPE=ALL
=====8IZEwM-LARCE 1AVG FTE  PCT 1AYG FTE PCT 1AVG FTE PCT 1 AVG FTE  FCT!

] [ []

HANACEMENT t 3.%  14x 12X ¢ 2.3 14X ¢ 2,7 13%
ANALYST/FROCRAMMERS 1+ 10,5 41X 40X + 4.3 23X 4 g.0 g6%
SYSTEMS PROGRAMMERS | 1.4 %X 7X 0 1.4 8x1 1.3 &%
OPERATIONS ' 8.2 a2x 4.9 41X 4,9 33
CLERICAL ' 2.3 9% 2. 12X 1 2.0  10x%
. 1 cwmm | enwas wodw | eewee amee | cmmce  acnee
TOTAL STAFF (AUG) ' 100X 16.9 100X ' 20.9 100%
INSTNS IN GROUP ' 7 i 6

' '

' '

' [
==CONTROL*FUBLIC 1 TYPE=UNIV TYPE«4-YR | [IYPE2-YR ' TYPEwALL
—=—=-SIZEnLARGE IAVGC FTE PCT 1AVG v TE PCT 146 FTE PCT + AVG FTIE PCT

1] ] [ []

MANACEMENT 'S,z 9x 1 [ Y] 7X ¢ 4.3 (71
ARALYST/PROGRAMMERS | 23,2 41X o ! 14.4 04X 1 19.7 40%
SYSTEMS FROCRAMMERS 1 3.% 8% % ! 4.8 11Xt 3.8 8x
OPTRATIONS ! 20,3 3% ! 18.8 40XV 17.9 36%
CLERICAL ' 3.9 7%t ' 2.9 7% 3.3 7x

I i e } | memsve come | cceee ama—
TOTAL STAFF (AVG) ! 84,2 g100% ¢ ' 42,0 100X ' 49,1 199X
INSINS IN CROUP ' 23 ' ' L 35

' ' ' '

' ' ' '

’ 1] > L] )
~~CONTROL*PUBLIC f TYPEmUNIV ! TYPEe4-YR | TYPEm2-YR | TYPEsALL,
—====SIZE=ALL TAVG FTE FCT 1AVC FTE PCT 1AVG FTE FCT | AVG FTE  FCT

' - ' ' '

HANAGEMENT t 4.1 g0x 132 ¢+ 1.8 12X+ 2.5 12%
ANALYST/PROCR WMENS 1 14,4 44z 1 38X 4.7 322 8.2 38X
SYSTEMS FROCRAMMERS 2.5 &x 8% 1 1.3 X 1 1.5 7%
OPERATIONS ! 13.5  o3ax 32X+ S.4 37X+ 7,3 34%
CLERICAL T - | 8x 1 Hux 1+ 1.6 11x 0 2.1 0%

1 wwmme  omp | cmwe | mm——— cmer | comme  m—
TOTAL STAFF (AVC) ! 39.8 10p2 ! 100X ' 14.7 100X ' 21.5 100X
INSINS IN SROUP ' 45 ' ' %3 t 172

[ '

[} L

[
1

——

%
|



O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
0

{
i

Chapter 3: Staffing

47

[

. Table 11 (continued)

AVERAGE AIS STAFF & DISTRIBUTIOM BY CATEGORY
Combined Academic/Administrative Installations
in Private Institutions
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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 budgét in
five categories (staff, hardware, software, communications,
and other) to provide information for comparison; however,
some major cautions must be "sta.ed. The AIS budget
measures only one of the inputs to *Ye 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 AlS
orgahization.

Some institutions lease all or part of their computer
hardware, while others purchase directly from the
manufacturer, and stili 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 be 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 wuseful, 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 AIS 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 AlS.

Average AlS Annual Budgets

The annual AIS budget was reported by 288 of the 350
responding institutions and the arnual institutional
operating budget was reported or acquired from government
filess for 282 institutions.® 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 AlIS funding in the different
institutional groups.

5Sevent:y--flve institutions did not 1list an annual
operating budget, so the latest available Higher Education
General Information Survey (HEGIS) f{inance information for
total curreat fund expenditures was used to approximate a
total annual opera&;r}c{ budget for these institutions.
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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 AlS budget of zimost 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.

n
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Figure 20

AVERAGE AIS ANNUAL BUDGE1
Large Institutions
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Figure 22

AVERAGE AIS ANNUAL BUDGET
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Table 13

AVERAGE AlS ANNUAL BUDGET BY FUNCTION
All Separate Administrative Installations
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Table 13 (continued)
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i

AlS Budget as a Percent of the Institutional Budget

The AIS annual budget has tradmonally been ineasured 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
derived 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

AlS 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 shgw 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 AlS, whereas only 25% of the public institutions
spend such a small share on this function. At the high
end, 28% of the public dnstitutions 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 «verage 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 institutiopal
groups have about the same percentage of institutions at
thiz 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
presented in a3 1975 NCHEMS publication.®

Institutional administrators should certainly be interested in
the percentage of the total institutionai 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 lllinois, however, there
is another significant number that should also be monitored:
the percent of the total institutional budget allocated to
Administrative & General, the area generally comparable to
the Institutional Support budget request by the finance
section of tne Higher Education General 'nformation Survey
(HEGIS). In an article in CAUSE/EFFECT,7 Or. Brady

°

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

Education ({(Boulder, Colorado: National Center for Higher

Educatior Management Systems at WICHE, 1975), p. 1ll.

7Ronald W. Brady, "Technology and Administrative
Productivity," CAUSE/EFFECT September 1980, p. 35-56.
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points out that, at the University of Illlinois, increased
administrative data procet¢ ing expenditures from 1971 to
1979 resulted in a lowering of the Administrative ¢ General
budget share of the total institutional budget. An attempt
was made to measure this situation from the 198G 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.
L

it is important, however, for administrators to monitor this
informatirn for their institutions, and some of the data on
the Profile can be used for this purpose.

-J
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Table 16

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

AlS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET
Public Institutions
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Table 17
AlS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET
i . . .
All Separate Administrative Installations
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Table 17 (continued)

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

AlS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET
Separate Administrative Installations
in Private Institutions

‘ f ' ' ' '
' L3 AT AT B X TONT LR LR G ) U B (A 2R BTN B 1) ST N A AT A Y '
! RIPRERT, N LIS YT £ e 0 ERLr HUT 0 NS B0 INGINS BLT e
1’ ' 0 1 1 Ll
et ar 1,0 : ' [ (P ' 0%
LI WV [T XTRE RS . 1 , ‘ ' 7 70% 0
CIN DA 11 STRR ' ¢ . ' ' R YA
T VAR TYS [ ' [ 1 ' ' 110%
AN 0 o ' ' : ' 0x
" ¢ [ ' [ ] -
LT B P IR 1Y) ! ' o 1094 ' 10 tuox ¢
. [ » [ ' [ '
[ ' ¢ [ R [
[ ' ' ' [ '
. VONPROL bR TOATE ' Tvbp gy o PYRE 4 YE ’ TYrf 2 YR ' TYst ~At L '
. SEE M DIUM VOINGING b QST BEE D INSTNG FCT ¢ ENSING  ECT o
l ' ] Ll ' ]
CLESH THAN L 0% ' [ 1 JuZ ' 1 10% ¢
LIS Y -9 § TS VI W72 ' ER-1 P 2 407 ¢ ' S oN%
OG0k THRL L9 ' 0% | S A ' 1 10% ¢
Voranh THRU 377 ' To20x 1 so% ' LOT0X
t4.0% ANO ABVE ' [ P P - ' 1 10% 1
L] ' 13 Ll L} - - . '
OINS TNG DN GROUE ' S o1n0% Y oLeux ' 10 100% ¢
' [ ' [ ¢ '
. 1 1 ’ ) ——r - e
* ' ‘ 1 ) ]
' CONTROL BRIVATE POTYRE-UNIV 0 TYFF 4 YR Y LYFE 2 YR TYRE AL '
s ¢ HIZE ML ARGE POINSTING B0 0 INSTNG €T ¢ INGINS FCT t INGING  FCT ¢
’ [ ' + ' '
) OLESG THAN t.D% ‘ ' ' ' '
ol.aX THRU L @Y ' ' ' ' '
o0y THRD vy ' ' . ' .
tnL07 THRYU $.9%Z ’ 1 ' ] '
b N AMND AEORA ' ' ’ : ’
L ’ 1 ’ L] )
tOTNGTNG TN GRINK ' . ' 1 ' ' 3 [
L] ] L} 1 L} ]
L 1 ' Ll - - L e ekt R )
v [ [ [ 1 +
: CONTROL FRIVATE ! IYFECUNIV 0 TYRY 4-YR ) TYPE *2-YR 1 JYPE-ALL '
L GSIZE LAakGE POINGING  FLT v LISINS FET 0 INSING HCY 0 INSTNS  #CT 0
. L] 1 ’ ’ L
¢ LESY THAN 1.0% ! . ' ’ '
LIS ¥Y LA {1 NTES P4 ' i ' ’ '
2.0 TR 2L9% ' ' ' : '
4 3.0% THRU 3.9% ’ ’ ’ ' s
0% AND cOVE ' ' ' ' '
v [ [ ' v [
t INSTHS IH GROUF ! g v * ' 2 '
’ 1 1 . ) ‘
0 - - - - [ N ) cemer cem e (emrm——— - cme §
' ' ' ' ' '
1 LONTRUU MR IVATE POIYEECUNIV 0 IYEE 4-YR 0 [YPE<2 YR 1 IYPE =ALL '
' % ZF ALl VINSING FLT 0 INSING FCT * INGINS FCY ¢ INSINS FPCT ¢
v ' [ ' ' '
©LECS THAN 1.0% ' 1 1x 1 6% ' 2 8z

t1.0X THRU 1.9% ’ 3oasx 9 hax o , 12 48X ¢~
120 IR 2.9% ' ox 4 onx ' 4 16% ¢
¢ 3.0% THRU 3.9% ' »o22% 2 3% ' 4 167 ¢
tAL0% AND ABOVE ' v 0x ¢ ' 3 12x
' ‘ PR N [ [
1OINGING TN GROUE ' 9 100X 1 16 100% ¢ ' 2% 100X ¢
[ [ ' ' 1 '
' - - - - [I— P . B L T Ty Ty OO N R |

)

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-3
~1




72 Chapter 4§: Budgets

Table 18

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

-

[ 0 ' ' [ 58
¢ =~CONTROL~ALL ' OTYFE UNIV 0 IYEE=q9 YR ! TYFE-2 YR ¢ Tyrt saLl '
¢ = GIZESSMALL ¢ INSTNS #CT1 ' INSINS PCT ) INGINS #CT ¢ INSINS LT
) ] ] ] ] ]
a ? LESS THAN 1.0% ' ' (> 0% * 0x
' 1,0% THRY 1.9% ' ’ 12 46% ¢ ox 12 3%
+ 2.0x THRU 2.9% ' 8 31x 3 8% ¢ 11 32%
t 3,0x THRU 3.9% ' ' 3 ax 1 13% 4 127
1 4.0% AND ABOVE ' ' 3 rx 3407 ¢ 7oz
) L L - -4 - - L .. m e - )
1 INSTNS 1IN GROUSF ' ¢ 26 100% ¢ 8 100X ¢ 39 100%
) L] L) ) ]
L N e I B R LI - - - Ve v wmm e f
¥ ] ] ] L )
¢ ==CONTROL=AL tOIYPETUNIV 0 TYPE cA-YR ¢ IYPE -2-YR 0 TYFETALL !
1 e G ITESMEDTIUM POINGTNG  PCY ¢ INSINS FCE ' INGSINS FET 1 INSINS 1Q) ¢
' ‘ ] ) ] 1]
' LESS THAN 1.0% ' 3 19x ox ! 0% ! 3 4% v
' 1.0% THRU 1.9X ¢ 6 I8% 1 18 39% ¢ < IR 26 3¢
1 2.0% THRU 2.9" ' 3 19K ¢ 11 29% ¢ 4 17X 18 21x ¢
? 3.0X THRU 3.9% ¢ 42X 13 28% ¢ 4 17x ¢ 21 J5x ¢
¢t 4,0X AND RBOVE ¢ 0x ¢ 4 LA 13 YWZ L VA P A
‘ I mmmwem me s ) - e e e . o t vemma mev o b - e w—em

1 INGINS 1IN GROUF ' 16 100% ¢ a6 100X ¢ 22 100% ¢ B85 100%

. [ ' ' '
Vot st e v o e T oy |
) L} ] ] ] ]
¢ —=CONTROL ~ALL tOIYFELUNIV ¢ TYFE 9 Y ¢OaYRE-2-YR P IYFEALL '
t =—=ereQGTZE*H-LARGE t INSINS FCT ' INSING FCT ) 1aSINS 10T ¢+ INGINS  FLd 8
) L 1 ‘ ] ‘
! LESS THAN 1.0X ' 1 &% ¢ P4 9% ¢ 07 3 7% ¢
¢ 1.0Z THRU 1.9% ' q 2% 4 1BX ! [ 17% ¢
¢ 2.0x THRU [ .9 ' 7oavx 8 x 3 0% ¢ 1y 39% ¢t
' P.CZ THRU 3.9% ' 1 6%t & 7% 3 L% 22z
' 4.0% AND ALOVE ' $ 28% ¢ 2 9% 0x 7 ab¥%
[ 0 ’ m e o= ’ | 0 PR -
¢ INSTNG IN GROUF ¢ 18 100% ¢ JL 100X ¢ & 1004 ¢ 46 100% ¢
) ] ‘ ] L} ]
) cwman e e mmmmae b w PR ] - 1- - [
1 ) 1 L) ' [}
¢ ~~CONTKROL - ALL YOTYRE UNIV ¢ TYRE 4 YR 0 YR -2 Yk 0 TYFE ALt '
v ----~GTZE7 ARGE POINGING  FOT 0 INOENG Bl 0 TR ENS 0T ) THOGINS B0
[] 1] ) ' L} L]
¢ LFSS THAN 1.0% ' 6% ! ' Y 1 [
! 1.0X THRU 1.9% ' 4 2z ' 0% LR i P
2.0 THKU 2.9% ' 2% ' ux M VA
1 3.0 THRU J.v% ' s 1ex ! ' Yun ! o 7%
' A.0X AND AbUVE ' N M ' c % s L
] 0 ’ ' ' '
1 INSTHS TH LROUF ' SO J00% ¢ . ! 1oy AN Y T
) ‘ ' ) ] '
| BRI, - ‘ - - - ' )
. ] ' ) ’ '
+ ~CONTFROL - ALY POavRE UNEV Y tyEr o YR o TYEE-, YR ¢ Tt el ¢
L SIZE*AtL POINSING  FCT 7 INSTING B D INSINS FGT 1 NSNS, bt
) L ) ’ il "
VIESS THAN 1,02 ' 4 %1 3 5% Ua ¢ 4 Gt
! 1.0% THRU 1.,9% ' 19 6% ¢ L I Y A o 7t U] AP
 2.0% IHAU 2.9% ' 1% 28% P ¥ A m 3.0 “ P
¢ 3.0% THKU J3.9% ' 7 sy PO YA 8 o1 (RO L

1 4.0X AN ARINE ' 19 4% ! ot PR BRI " [
) ' + ' . .

¢ OINGTHS IN CRIE ' Y tuny o 1Ny, ! e e 0t
fl ' . ' .
' ' .




. ~ > ]

Chapter 4: Budgets 73

Table 18 {continued)

AlS BUDGET AS A PERCENT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL BUDGET
Combined Academic/Administrative Installations
in Public Institutions
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Table 18 (continued)
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AlS Budget Distribution by Expenditure Category

In past years it was standard procedure for computer

‘centers to double” L.ardware costs to estimate the total

budget. According to data derived from FICHE, 45% of the

average computer center budget was allocated to hardwere, .

and only 35% represented staff costs.® Information from the
1980 Profile summarized in 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 503 in almost . ail

‘institutional groups. This shifting emphasis is indicative of

general trends in computing, with staft 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 consisteni 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.

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

The FICHE information is roughly comparable, since it was
possible to determire 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

Spamblen and Baxrc;, pp. VI-03 to VI-08.
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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 ¢ it
from the 1380 Profile.

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

Table 19

AlS BUDGET DISTRIBUTION BY EXPENDITURE CATEGORY
By Major Institutional Groups
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AlS Cost Recovery

i

1
The financing of administrative information systems varies
widely from institution to institution, ranging from the
library model, where computer |processing is a free
resource, to the economic model, with full recovery of all
costs. \Bather than examining all of| the alternative methods
of cost. recovery, the 1980 Profile simply asked if
administrative information systems| costs were fully or
partially billed.

1

From the re.ponses to the AIS cost recovery question, it is
apoarent 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 #0% do not bill for administrative

information systems costs at all. About the same
percentage bili 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.’0

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

Summaries of the percentage of irstitutions 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

101,34, 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 iorm of economic
model to account for the computing resources used.

Table 21

Al1S OPERATING COST RECOVERY
By Major Institutional Groups
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Table 22

AlS OPERATING COST RECOVERY
All Responding Institutions
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Table 24 (continued)
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Table 24 (continued)
AlS OPERATING COST RECOVERY

Combined Academic/Administrative Installations
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Chapter 5
Computer Hardware
and Communications

Computer hardware in colleges and universities is too
extensive, varied, and changes far too rapidiy to allow for
a8 detailed inventory of the full configuration for every
installation «t every member institution. The 1980 Profile
did, however, provide each responding institution space to
list the manufacturer and model number for five cifferent
computers, presumably the major central processing units
on which administrative information systems are processed.
The 350 responding institutions listed 582 comouters, an
average of 1,66 entries per institution. These entries were
tabulated by manufacturer for each of the major institutional
groups to provide information on which institutions are
using computers from which companies. Although computer
rmodel 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. FEach 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 (0 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

AMD AL
K on

CONTROL OATA
“t

44 OTHER
MANUFAC TURERS
13

BRIME P
21

DIGITAL EGUIPMENY

- HARRIS
2%

HMEWLET T -DACKARD
%

"*hen this information was compared to similar data for 1,189
institutions published in 1981 by Robert E. F’.ussell,ll the
distribution differed ro more than 1% for any of the ten
cading companies.

”?obert E. *".ssell, "Computer-Based Decision Support
Svstems 1in Hi l.er Education: The Support, Development, and
Impact of 13" (Ph.D, Dissertation, University of Michigan,
irn o Arker, 1-+61), pp. 130-133,
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To provice 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.

Y

The distribution of computers by company between public
and private institutions is very similar, with the exception
tn2t 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
report 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 #0% 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 administ-ative installations and
combined academic/administrative installations.

NOTE: The following company abbreviations are used 1in
Figures 25 through 45:

AMC - Amdanl Corporation
BUF -~ Burroughs Corporation
CDC - Control Data Corporation
DEC - Digital Equipmeént Corporation
HAR - Harris Corporation
HON ~ Honeywell, Incorporated

. H-P - Hewlett-Packard Corporation
IBM - 1International Business “achines
PRM - Prime Computer, Incorporated
UNV - Sperry-~Univac Corporation
OTH - Other P

ERIC gy

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




S

92 Chapter 5: Computer Hardware and Communications

Figure 25
COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER

Public Institutions
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Figure 26
COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER
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Figure 27
COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER
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Figure 28

COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER
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Figure 29
COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER
Two-Year Institutions
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Figure 30
COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER
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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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Figu re 33

COMPUTERS REPORTED BY MANUFACTURER
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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 oare 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 ofien 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 institutioral
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 compu‘ers 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.

102



Cthter 5: Computer Hardware and Communications 99

Figure 36
AMDAHL COMPUTERS REPORTED
By Major Institutional Groups

Figure 37
BURROUGHS COMPUTERS REPORTED
By Major Institutional Groups
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Figure 38

CONTROL DATA COMPUTERS REPORTED

By Major Institutional Groups

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 43

1BM COMPUTERS REPORTED

Figure 42

HEWLETT-PACKARD COMPUTERS REPORTED

By Major Institutional Groups
By Major Institutional Groups
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_Figure uy
PRIME COMPUTERS REPORTED

8y Major Institutional Groups
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Figure 45
UNIVAC COMPUYERS REPORTED
By Major Institutional Groups
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Figure 45
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. [t 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
4
']
All responding institutions 1.66
¢
<
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 ir._titutions 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 803%. Even
in those two groups, 73% and 77% report the use of
interactive computing. This information does /agree,
however, with the increased percentage of / orline
administrative applications discussed in Chapter 6. /

110 o
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The percentage of institutions in each group reporting the
use of interactive computing is shown graphically in
figure 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. 773)
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.

i

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
farger 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.

Figure 47
INSTITUTIONS 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 combinad
academic/administrative installations (53% vs. 50%). 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 Ly institutional type. The two-year
institutions  report the highest average number of X
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.




r NNE
AN\\:

N
NN
///////////,m .
I 2
NN E )

///////%m

BINNNNE

//////////////////

Chabter 5: Computer Hardware and Communications

OOOOOOOOOOOOO
OOOOOOOOOOOO
-

Figure 49

INSTITUTIONS REPCRTING REMOTE-JOB-ENTRY
Figure 50

AVERAGE NUMBER OF REMOTE-JOB-ENTRY SITES

(=]
(=4
-




Chapter 5: Computer Hardware and Communications 109
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Table 25 (continued)
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Table 25 (continued)
AlS COMMUNICATIONS SUMMARY
. Private Institutions
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Table 26
AIS COMMUNICATIONS SUMMARY
All Separate Administrative Installations
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Table 26 (continued)
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Table 27

AlS COMMUNICATIONS SUMMARY
All Combined Ac_ademic,'Administrative Installations
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Table 27 (continued)

A!S COMMUNICATIONS SUMMARY
Combined Academic/Administrative Installations
in Public Institutions
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Table-27 {continued)
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. Chapter6
Software T

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 Nationa|
‘Database. inclqdes mformatlon on_ both proprietary. :and -
application software in use by member institutions. This KN
Chapter includes summaries: that will provide genera] . -
information about the major proprietary packages and trends
_in each application area.” More detailed information in thns
area is available from the CAUSE National Office. LS

“Proprietary Software

LS

The 1980 Profile provided for ten entries of proprietary
software packages with no specnf‘c 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. - ’ .7

-—

The fact that the 1980 Profile ‘did not .request entries in"- =

. . any specific categories made the information difficult to
analyze; however, the rudlmentary analysis made does
provide some interesting information.- Because of the wide
range of responses, no extenswe effort was made to verify "o
the package name or company for- all of the enftries;

S 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 categcries indicates that 17% were
administrative application systems, 10% were database or file
anagement- —systems;-- and- - 73%-— -were — utility -programss
statistical packages, communication controllers, programming
languages, text editors, report writers or,similar packages.
This distribution is shown graphically in Figure 51. -

. ‘ o " Figure 51
PROPRIETARY SOFTWARE BY CATEGORY

APPLICATION
SYSTEMS
17X (193)

OATABASE
SYSTEMS
10x (i23)

3

UTILITIES ¢
MISCELLANEOUS
SYSTEMS

73x (853)

Proprietary software was reported by 76% of the public
institutions and 728 of the private institutions. By
institutional type, 85% of the universities and 76% of the
two-year institutions reported at least one propriéiary
software package in use, while the four-year institutions
reported the fewest uses of proprietary software (69%).

“~ °  Separate administrative installations are slightly less likely
. lx .
- O ‘ .
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I .y

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
this 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
Informatnon Associates: i
Financia! Accounting System 30
Billing Receivables System 13
Student Records System 1
Accounts Payable System 7
Payroll-Personnel System y 6

Integral Systems, Incorporated:
Payrojl-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 - 24
Total Application Package Entries 123
) f e

T
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. 5

Database & File Management Packa@si

MARK-IV - Informatics, Incorporated

IMS - Information Management System - IBM

TOTAL - Cincom Systems, Incorporated

IDMS - Integrated Data Management System
Cullinane Corporation

ADABAS - Software ag

DMS-I1 - Burroughs Corporauon

IMAGE - Hewlett- Packard, Incorporated

System 1022 - Digital Equipment Corporation

Miscellaneous_database_¢&_file_mgmt_packages___

Total Database & File Mgmt Package Entries

Utility Packages & ot‘hers: b

SPSS - Statlstlcal Package

GICS - Customer Information Control System
SYNCSORT -~ Sort Utility

PANVALET - Program Maintenance
EASYTRIEVE - Reporting:Package

SAS - Statistical Analysis System
CA—§ORT - Sort Utility

BMD ™~ Statistical Package

MINITAB - Statistidal Package:

COBOL }- Programming Language

FDR - Fast Dump Restore

LIBRARIAN - Program Maintenance

TSO - Time ‘Sharing System

WATFIV - Programming Language

DL/1 - Data Language

IMSL - Fortran Subroutine Library

NDL - Network Defirition Language
WATBOL - Programming Language
REPORTER -~ Reporting Package
SOCRATES - Online Access Language
CANDE - R2mote-Job-Entry System
JOHNSON ACCOUNTING - Job Accounting
GPSS - General Purpose Systems Simulator
UCC-10 -IMS File Support

WORD-11 - Word-Processing Package
Miscellaneous utility packagese

Total Utility & Other Packages:

R

128

«&
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While the analysis of the\vpr‘gprietary software secti?n_gf the
1980 Profile was limited by the general nature of the
question, it is interesting

packages in use by ;t 1S responding institutions. The
changes to the 1981 Profjle discussed in Appendjx B should
provide even more insight into this area.

-

i

Administr ive Applications ' I

The Applications Section of the 1980 Profilé included 144
dministrative - “computer —applications—in- eleven—application
areas. These application areas were chosen to be roughly
equivalent to the appropriate sections of the NCHEMS
Program Classification Structure.1?2  These applications and
the eleven area titles were based on the list included in the
1976 FICHE Sur'vey13 with several applications added during
the pilot test process. The 1980 Profilé requested
responding institutions to identify which of the 144 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 differunces
in the average numbBer of applications for the maor
institutional groups are as might .be expected. Publc
institutions report a higher average than do privats.
institutions, which is most likely explained by the fact tha¢
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

lBHamblen and Baird, p. XII--Form No. 4.

to see the wide frange of,
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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 0% gain for public institutions.
In the same period, four-yéar and two-year institutions
more than doubled their average number of applications
while universities increased their average only 50%. The

he  nens

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

institutional  size’ groups differ slightly in enroliment
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 (lower average
number of applications in 190 than in 1976. This is most
likely related to the size- sategory 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 pverage
number of adminjstrative computer applications reported on
the CAUSE 1980 Profile and on the 1976 FICHE Survey.

.
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Figure 52
AVERAGE NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATIVE APPLICATIONS
1976 (¥ICHE) '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 does 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.

¥




\ N

126 Chapter\s_: Software

Table 28
APPLICATION /REA DISTRIBUTION )
By Major Institutional Group
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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 45%, 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 1989 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 41 at the end of this Chapter.

1

The Financial Management area ranked second in the number
of applications reported, and accounted for 223 of the total.
Departmental Expenditures was the most ruvorted application
(287), and Investment Evaluation was the least (39).

130
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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.

a

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).

,/“7
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The Plannipg, 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 arez 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. VWithin this area, Physical Plant Accountirg 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_HpIdings 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 prrvide summaries by application area
for each of the major institutional groups and Table Uu1

“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 édministrative 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
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installations report a siightly 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 . N
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 havé the lowest number of online
applications. N

Figure 54
AVERAGE NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS
By "AIS 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
Mational Office is exploring ways to make this information
available to members using the appropriate technology.
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« JTable 29
APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA.
All Responding Institutions
AREA IRESPONSE COUNIS) EATCH  OMLIME cons  TOTAL
FINANGIAL MANACEPENT 2,753 670 48 307
FINANCIAL AIO ADMINISIRATION 490 1%6 113 %9
OTHER ADMIN APFLICATIONS 731 170 101 1,003
CEM RAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE 1,0 - 2 107 1,929
ADRISSIONS & RECORDS 4,046 1,142 706 S.894
AUXILIARY SERVICE &1 139 02 902
LOCISTICS & RELATED SLRVICES 831 189 129 949
PLANNINGs MGHT & INSTINL KoWCH 1,529 =43 151 19933
FHYSICAL PLANT OPLRATIONSG 189 90 as J14
L 1ERARY AFFLICATIONS 333 234 82 86469
HOLPLTAL AFFLICATIONS 103 95 34 za2
mxx JOIAL = ALL AKEAS 120495 3370 1,908 17,853
250 INSTIIUTIONG  AVERAGE 34 10 4 21
Table 30
APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA®
Public Institutions
AREA CRESPORSE COUNTS) EATCH  OnLIM. Cods  JOTAL
FINANCIAL MANAGENENT 2e067 a2 2 2910
FINANCIAL AID ADHINISTRATION 37 109 92 4
OTHER ADHMIN AMFLICATIONG e 12 65 57
CENERAL ADNMINISTRATIVE SLKVICE w9 170 93 letis
ADMISSIONS & KECORDS Je212 8o 81 L9
AUXILIARY SERVICE %14 271 72 &7
LOGISTICS & KELATLD SLRVICLS £33 149 111 773
FLANNING, MGHT & INSTML RERCH 1,22 173 132 Lelox
FUYSICAL PLANT OFERATIONS 162 n a Zod
LIBRARY aFPLICATIONS 302 160 o% 61,
HOSPITAL AFFLICATIONS - iy I7] 5 104
mnx 101, = ALL AKLAS Y0905 I 1,661 130951
260 INSTIIUTIONS  AVEKACE a6 7 & o4
Table 31
APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Private Institutions
AKEA (RESPONSE LOUNTS) EATCH  OnLIr. [RI%TT I 1T TR
FINANCIAL HANACEMENT 86 218 o0 901
FINANCIAL AID ADHINIBIRATION 120 17 2 160
OYHER AGHIN APFLICATIONS 154 £ Jo 240
GENERAL ADHINISTRATIVE SERVICE 19 e 14 202
ADHISSIONS & KECOKDS B4 31 125 1,300
AIXILIARY SERVICE 167 a0 10 Y
LOGISTICS & RKELATED SCRVICES 95 10 18 156
PLANNING, MGHT & INSTHL RERCH 0k 80" v 101
SHYSICAL FLANT OFERATIONS 2 19 4 %0
LIGRARY AFFLICATIONS 3 74 17 1ia
HOSPITAL AFFAICATIONS 2 a 3 m
mE YOl - ALL AKEAS o470 it S22 3090
90 INSTIWIITNS  AVERAE 29 1 4 43
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Table 32
APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Universities

ARLA (RESPONSE LOUNTG) [EXFTEER VIR TN Lot
FINANCIAL RANAGLALNT 1,007 120 188
FINAGNCIAL AID ADMINISTKATION 179 26 o7
UTHER ADNMIN APFLICATIONS “Oe 1 ol
CENERAL AGHINISTRATIVE SUKVICE 188 o/ a9
SINISSIONG & KLCORUS 199/4 269 P
AUXILIARY SEKVICE < 31 o3
LOGISTICS & KLLATED SLRVILES 8% o1 i
FLANNING, NGHT & INSTNL RSKLI 626 6a 66
FHYSICAL J1ANT OPLKATIONS 105 a1 .
LILRARY AFFLICATIONS 149 12 41
HOUPITAL AFFLICATIONS 1 od <1
asx JOT&L - ALL AKLAS 4.v48 Pl 3%
109 INSTXTUTIONSG AVERACE S 2 ’

Table 33

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Four-Year Institutions

SKCA LRELPOCGE LouTS) LATLH batlrk Lon
FINHCIAL HANAGENCHT 1.90% a4 1.4
FINANCLiv. ALD ADMINISIRATIGH atl) 100 33
ONER AGAIN AFFLICAT Itee, SV P o
CENLIAL, ADSINISTRATIVE SCRVIGCE L 73 A
ADHELLIOND & KELORUL Py LY 35
AUKILIAIY LURVILE Jo6 us &Y
LOGILTICS & RELANED SERVILLS w7 ul o
FLANIING, RCnT & TNSTIL RUKCH 214 12 A
PITSICAL FLANT DFLRATING ’ 57 .
LIBKARY APPLICATIONS 14 20 o
HOLFITAL WFLICATIONG 3y 33 12
a2x JOTAL ~ ALl ARLAS e L44 Low's™? '

1% LS ITUYIONG sVLIALL 11 ? ]

Table 34

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Two-Year Institutions

FUEN CHRELIONGE, LOUNTY) Ear il e ien. onts
FLONCIAL sl enlit “o1 13, 70
Pl 1ad. AID SUMINASTHAT TUR i >0 1o
QTHER ALAIN AFPLILAT LIS w3 A 11
CENERAL, ADMINTLTRATIVE Sthvint 1J1 e 1.
FAILIONS & KELOKL, Sult w3 15
AUXKILLAKY SLAVICE U " 1
LOGILTILG & RELATLD SLRVILES & 3J ats
PLIQNING, DLl & 1HNLI KAt G A% 31
PREGIGAL FLANT UPLKATIOIG I 10 -
LILKAKY AFTLICATINS 30 K> 1rs
HULPIIAL WL L K 0D [ [} u
as4 JUIAL Al Akl Losrs w3 EV |
ba SNSTASUE TN NEhaLL P 11 .

1 ¥4

v

T

= i N
. .
T .

Tutel
1o1%
e
Jw3
31
2o BUP
2%
oy
7.0
153
Joo
j U

Y278
o3

10%ed.
1c3
1w

«00
1obU/

e




LRIC

»

Chapter 6: Software

Table 35

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
- Large Institutions

133

PRE & CRESPDNGE COUNTS Y EATCH  ORLINE <ok ToT AL
b IAAILIAL BANNCESENT %78 145 119 942
F INQUCIAL ALD ADKINISIRATION 105 10 39 162
UTHER ADHIN aPFLICATIONSG 178 30 23 201
CENEKAL ADMINISTRATIVE SLRVILE 7 ‘1o 30 349
AMISHSI0NS & KELOKDS N 805 184 19 12184
AUXILTARY SERVICC - 158 21 32 211 °
LUGLSTICS & RELATLD SERVICES 181 30 40 251
PLANNING, HGHT & INSTsR. RKSARCH 394 53 L)' 496
FHYSICAL J1AT OF LRATXONS 70 18 11 99
LILKARY AFPLICATIONS 9% $7 18 170
HUSFLYAL WFRFLICATIONS 31 it 11 70
piaalipttvoiuisibmutioy kS e o man
A%k TOIAL - ALL AKEAS 22872 628 S&7 007
66 INOTLIUTIDNG  AVERACE 18 10 ? o8
Table 36
o ~ _ APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA

. Medium-Large Institutions
woHEA CRESIONSE LOWIT » EATCH  OaLING o 1070
FIGANCIAL HinGEAENT 785 Y6 167 1,013
B ANAHCIAL BID ADKINISIRATION 163 32 47 242
OTHER AUNIN AFFLICATIONS 226 &7 2 295
LENLRAL ADBINLLTHRAILIVE SERVILE 340 1% 43 428
WO ISSTONS & RELUKDS 1,227 174 66 1,668
ABXILIARY SERVICL <07 20 92 267
LOGLOTICS & RELATLD SERVICES 182 z8 b1 261
FLANNINGs nGKT & INSTAR. RTKCHL A48 10 &7 5
PHYSICAL FLANT OFLRATIONS 53 36 19 100
LIBLhARY AFFLICATIONS 121 76 36 23
HOSPLTAL AFFLICATIONS 3 14 13 83
— e m—
x2x JOTAL ~ ALL &ktAS 3,782 5689 788 02160
o% INSIIIUT}I)O& AVERNGE, 4% 7 ? 61

Table 37
APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
' ‘ Medium Institutions

HREN CRESPONGL COUNTS) EATCH  ONLINE cong TOTAL
FINONLIAL HANAGENEN] 1,061 277 140 1,478
FINANCIAL AXD ADHINISTRATION 176 &8 ) 289
OTHER ADHIN aFPLICATIONS ~247 79 27 353
GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE 27 Y24 a1 455
ADMIGSIONS & KECOKDS 1,539 $41 214 2,294
AUXILIARY SERVICE 251 66 8 225
LOGISTICS & RELATLD SLRVICES PN 97 ) e 13 369
FLANNING, NCMT & INSTNL ROLRCH 529 110 ' 35 669

PINSICAL FLANY OPERATIONS 38 29

LIBRARY APPLICATIONS 92 83

HOSFITAL AFFLICATIONS 24 43
X% FOTAL = ALl AREAS 4,532 1,990 333 52575
142 INSTIIUTIONS AVERACE J2 10 9 46
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Table 38
A ———— .
) APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
¢ Small Institutions
4
nRkLA CAESFONGE, LOUNTS) EATCH OHLINE. cont; 10TAL
FINGICIAL AonnGEHERT aze 15z 22 503
. FIHANCIAL AID AUMINISIRATION 146 38 2 €6
OIHER ADAIN APPLICAIIONS 83 34 9 126
. CENEKAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE | & 25 3 93
. ADHISSIONS & KECORDS a7% 240 31 Pl
AUXILIARY SERVICE 45 32 [} e’
. LOCISTICS & RELATED SERVICES 33 34 3 72
PLANNING, ¢CMT & INSTML RSKCH . 163 50 [} 213
FHYSICAL PLANT DPERATIONS 8 7 a 15
LIEKARY AFPLICATIONS S a8 7 70
HOSFITAL AFFLICATIONS 14 13 3 30
xxx JOTAL = ALL AKEAS 1,308 403 80 2,051
43 INSTIIUTIONS  AVEKAGE 21 11 1 , 33
Table 39
. APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
\ ‘ Separate Administrative Installations
LA (RESPINGE LOURIS ) LalCI OHLIRE COHE  TOTAL
FXNAHLIAL AANAGEAENT 1:010 29 151 1,39
FINGMILIAL A1 AOMIATS IRAT (0N 101 15 a3 249
OIHEK (WDAIN APFLYLATIONS e &5 i6 316
GENERAL ADMINLGTHASIVE SLRVICE 310 -4 4 144
HUMILSIONS & KELORLS 1,209 377 <19 1,800
AUXILTARY SERVILE 21 S0 2 322
. LBGLGTICS & ALLATED SLAVILES 204 2 a3 338
FLANNING? abN] & LabTeA Rokin 36 1 53 480
PHISILAL FLANT OFERATXONS 83 3 13 133
EIBKARY AFFLICAT IONS 106 118 33 250 *
- ‘ HOLELIAL A FLICAT Y0NS L X] < 3 138
E s M s ouomem o K rlem  emen a - o b h e, e PRys———
- A JOTAL bl nREes 186 1,202 673 69061
108 INSIXWII LU AWVERALE uiil 1n 6 S
- - T N
Table 40

APPLICATION SUMMARY BY AREA
Combined Academic/ Administrative Installations

ARCA (RESPONSE COUNIS) EATCH  ONLING cont: T0TAL
1 ¥ INANCIAL MANAGEMENT 1,743 91 &9/ 2e4iB1
FINANCIAL AXD ADMINISIRATION 329 114 70 910
: OTHER ADHIN APFLICATIOND 407 10% 75 ot?
' GENERAL ADHINISTRATIVE SERVICE b46 150 0% 41
ADMISSIONS & RECOKDS 298492 764 487 19091
SUXILIARY SERVICU 43/ 87 95 <61
N LOGISTICS & RELATEU SELRVICES 427 %) a6 411
FLANNLINGs MCMI & INSTNL ROKLH 993 16 K 15253
FRYSICAL FLANT OPLRATIONS 106 % R 179
LIBRARY AFFLICATIONS 227 143 a9 ny
HOSPLYAL AFFLICA) XONS 40 pa| 11 )
xxx TOTAL - ALL AKEAS 8» 337 Lelaht LRIV LR S P92
2127 INSTLIUTIONS AVERNGE J4 9 v 4y
v
o 1 D
o
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Table 41
DETAILED APPLICATION SUMMARY

All Responding Institutions

(RESFONSE LOUNTS)

N

XFINANCIAL MANAGEMENT BATCH  ONLINE cone: TOTAL
CENERAL FUND LEOCER 197 49 34 280
GENERAL. FUND EXFENO1TURES 188 -1 © 33 272
DEPARTMENTAL EXPENDITURES 199 53 39 287
GENERAL ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE 146 37 24 209
STUDENT ACCOUNTS RECEIVAELE 142 463! 46 251
ACCOUNTS PAYABLE 171 38! 27 236
PAYROLL 175 54 43 274
EMFLOYEE BENEFIT ACCOUNTING 129 28 15 172
RETIREMENT SYSTEM ACCOUNTING 109 12 11 132
BANK ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION 143 16 4 166
CASH FLOW PROJECTION 49 12 - &5
INVESTMENT RECORDS - 52 6 6 64
TINVESTMENT EUALUATION 32 I3 1 39
GRANT & CONTRACT ADMINISTRATN 95 18 11 124
RESEARCH PROJECT ACCOUNTING 71 17 7 [
Ki €3 niCH PROPOSAL MONITORING 2?2 11 1 54
FINANCIAL AID ACCOUNTING 148 47 45 240
TUITION & FEE ACCOUNTING 171 60 34 247
RESIDENCE HALL ACCOUNTING 110 27 28 165
STORES ACCOUNTING 107 24 10 141
TELEPHONE ACCOUNTING 15% 19 9 183
TRAVEL ACCOUNTING 126 22 7 155
XFINANCTAL MANAGEHENT 2,753 670 448 3,871
¢
xFINANCIAL AID ADMINISTRATION BATCH  ONLINE coms TOTAL
FINANCIAL AID EVALUATION 87 3s 31 156
FINANCIAL AID AHAROS 135 46 38 219
STUDENT EMPLOYMENT RECOROS 132 38 20 190
HORK STUDY RECORDS . 136 34 24 194
XFINANCIAL AT0 ‘ADMINISTRATION 490 156 113 759
SOTHER ADMIN APPLICATIONS BATCH  ONLINE come TOTAL
ALUMNI RECORDS 155 67 38 240
FOUNDATION & GIFT RECORDS 99 40 29 168
TEST SCORING & ANALYSIS 159 21 11 191
CURRICULUM FLANNING 26 9 6 41
TEACHER EVALUATION * 137 8 2 147
TEACHER PLACEMENT 20 2 1 23
FRATERNITY/SORORITY RUSH RECOS 28 2 0 30
GTUDENT COUNSELING RECORDS 29 12 5 46
STUDENT FSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING 20 2. 2 24
ATHLETIC EVENT TICKET SYSTEM 26 3 2 31
HEALTH SERVICE SYSTEM 3s 4 s 44
SOTHER ADMIN AFPLICATIONS 734 170 101 1,005
129
L% XY

135
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Table 41 (continued) i T,

DETAILED APPLICATION SUMMARY
All Responding Institutions

(RESFONSE COUNTS)

" xCENERAL. ADHIN SERVICE BAIJCH - ONLINE cone 10TAL
FACILITIES INVENTORY (SPACE) 185 29 7 o221
FACILIYIES UTILIZATN ANALYSIS 139 17 k<] 159
CLASSROOM UTILIZATN ANALYSIS 156 20 6 182
PERGONNEL RECORDS 139 75 49 263 7 .
PERSONNEL PLACEMENT 2 9 4 42
FERSONNEL FLACEMENT .18 12 t . 34
'HEH COMPLIANCE REFORTINC 146 15 8 169
STAFF ETHNIC CROUP REPDRTING R 16 12 163
CIVIL SERVICE POSITION RECORDS 1% 10 10 6% Vs
SKILLS INVENTORY RECORCS 14 14 1 27
XGENERAL nOMIN SERVICE 1,006 212 107 1,325
. @
XADNISSIONS & RECORDS BATCH ONLINE COME TOTAL
UNDERGRAD ADMISSIONS FROCESSNG 137 10t &3 301
GRADUATE. ADMISSIONSOPROCESSING 9 58 45 202
HICH SCHOOL TESTING RECORDS 114 36 2. 173 -
COURSE CATALOG RELORDS 105 73 35 213
SCHEDULE OF CLASSES PREP 134 a1 4% 260 .
v STUDENT CLASS SCHCDULING 133 ‘70 35 238
. TUITION & FEE ASSESSHENT 162 63 34 259
STUDENT RECISTRATION PROCESSNG 180 89 55 324
. CLASS ROSTERS 242 18 38 29
- , TERM STUDENT RECORDS & REPORTS 215 20 4% 310
COURSE ADD/DROP PROCESSING 169 107 49 329
ENROLLHENT REPORTING 262 36 2 a2
ENROLLMENT STATISTICS . 2640 33 R4 320
STUDENT ETHNIC GROUF REFORTING 239 23 ? 271
TERM GRADE REFORTING 240 11 %5 316
HONORS PROGRAN RECORDS 168 18 3 189
STUDENT TRANSCRIPT RECORDS 171 36 a3 240
DEGRES REQUIREMENTS EVALUATION 72 12 11 95
CORRESPONDENCE COURSE RECORDS 37 6 3 46
ACADENIC ADVISEMENT RECORDS 76 12 11 9?9
CAREER PLANNING 25 o 6 5
STUDENT RECRUITMENT 75 24 2 120 N
. . CONTINUING EDUCATION (NI'I'S 77 18 14 109
GRADE DISTRIBUTIONS 238 27 9 274
CLASSROOM ASSIGNMENT 79 2 A 17 121
VETERANS REPORTING 149 15 ¢ 10 W 174
FOREICN STUDENT REFORTINCG 137 12 6 Y158
CINAL EXAM SCHEDULING 47 7 0 54
XADMISSTONS & RECORDS 4,046 15142 706 5,694

———
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.

' Table §1 (continuecf)

O i DETAILED APPLICATION SUMMARY .
All Responding [nstitutions :

ChELPUNDE LhUNvio

RAUXILIARY SERVICE BATCH  ONLINE noMe  T0TAL .
FACULTY/STAFF DIRECTORY FREP 142 a1 20 193
FACULTY CLUB BILLING 23 2 2 a7
RESIOENCE HALL BILLING 110 21 15 146
§ STUDENT DIRECTORY PREPARATION 161 20 10 191
. STUDENT HOUSING REPORTS 128 20 13 163
FOOD SERVICE MENU & INVENTORY 22 10 2 34
BOOKSTORE INVENTORY & OPERATNS 66 18 11 93
EVENTS CALENDER PREFARATION 7 4 1 12

. ROOH_RESERVATIONS._ _ Lo oz 13 6 . an .

NAUXILIARY SERVICE 481 139 82 902
X_OGISTICS & RELATED SERVICES EATCH  ONLINE coMs  TOTAL
¢ N PURCHASE' ORDER FOLLOW-UF 47 17 13 77
, PURCHASING INFORMATION SYSTEM 52 a1 25 108
. VENDOR INFORMATION SYSTEM 8a av 26 153
STORES INVENTORY - 72 18 11 101
OFFICE MACHINE REPAIR CONTROL 16 3 0 19
EOUIPMENT INVENTORY 147 a0 11 180
. AUTOMOBILE REGISTRATION 66 19 15 100
PARKING LOT SPACE ASSIGNMENT 26 s 3 a4
v TRAFIC VIOLATION RECORDS 54 17 13 84
CRIME REPORTING 11 4 2 17
+  CAR PODL HATCHING 33 .2 2 a7
MOTOR PODL RECORDS 19 4 K 29
! X.OGISTICS & RELATED SERVICES 631 189 hao 949
= FPLANNINGMCMT & INSTNL RESRCH EATCH  OMLINE coms  T0TAL
E*JOGET FORECASTING 87 19 10 116
BUOGET PREPARATION 148 42 28 219
BUDGET ANALYSIS 127 25 20 172
BUDCET POSITION CONIROL 106 30 19 158
INSTITUTIONAL COST STUDIES 125 17 a 146
FACULTY SALARY ANALYSIS 16% 20 12 197
SUFPORT STAFF SALARY ANALYSIS 137 17 92 . 183
FACULTY ACTIVITY ANALYSIS 107 8 8 123
SUPFORT STAFF ACTIVTY ANALYSIS 37 4 3 44
+ RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS MODELING 47 B 2 57
. STUDENT FLOW MODELING 43 4 0 a7
. LONG RANCC PLANN 36 8 4 40
ENROLLHENT FORECASTING sa a3 5 66
HEGIS REPORTING 148 14 6 184
DATA ELEMENT DICTIONARY 71 22 15 108
INSTITUTIONAL CODE CONIROL 18 9 6 23
ICLM/CROSS-OVER TLOY 49 3 0 52
XPLANNINGSMGHT & INSTNL RESRCH 1,529 253 191 1,933
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: Table 41 (continued)

DETAILED APPLICATION SUMMARY
i All Responding Institutions

(RESPONSE COUNTS)

Chapter 6: Software

SPHYSICAL PLANT OFERATTONS BAICH  ONLINE  COME  TOTAL
FHYSICAL PLANT ACCOUNTING 7 12 15 81
FHYSICAL PLANT JOB SCHEDULING 24 8 3 as
FUILOING MAINTENANCE COSTS N 6 3 4
EQUIPHENT PREVENTATIVE HAINT 28 7 2 a7
KEY INVENTORY 30 9 4 a3
BUILOING ACCESS CONTROL 3 7 1 11
ENERCY HONITORING SYSTEM 12 1 7 40
BFHYSICAL-FLANI.OFERATIONS. ————— 389 90- I35 314 -
=L IERARY AFFLICATIONS EATCH  ONLINE conp TOTAL
LIERAKY ACOUISITIONS 1 32 13 111
LIERAKY CIRCULATION 50 54 14 116
! CARD & HATERIAL PREF & CONTROL 30 27 7 P
LIERARY CIRCULATION CONTROL 50 10 15 108
LIERARY SERIALS HOLDINGS 93 az 11 134
BIELIOGRAFHICAL SEARCH SERVICE 22 50 11 83
FUGTTIVE MATERTAL INOEXING s & 1 12
EDUCATIONAL MEDIA SERVICES 19 13 8 10
LIBRARY APPLICATIONS 333 54 82 489
XHOSPITAL APPLICATIONS EATCH -OMLING  LOMB  TOTAL
PATIENT REGISTRATION/ADMISSION 1 20 3 34
HOSPITAL CENSUS ) 11 3 25
HEOICAL RECORDS ] 12 3 23
HOSP APPOINTHENTS & SCHEDULING 4 3 0 7
HOSE CENTKAL SUFPLY INVENTORY 1 1 2 a7
HOSP CONMUNIC & DRDER ENTPY 4 3 0 9
HOSETTAL DIETARY FOOO SERVICE 7 3 1 1
HOEPX TAL. HOUSEKEEPING 1 2 0 3
HOSP LAEORATORY INFO SYSTLM 3 6 1 15
RADIOLOGY INFORMATION SYSIEM 2 3 2 9
FHARMACY INFORMATLON SYSTEM 2 " 1 12
MURSING STATION SUPPORT SYSTEM 1 s 0 7
FHYSICTAN SUPPORT SYSTEM 0 1 1 2
PATIENT BILLING/ACCTS RECVELE 17 7 8 az
HOSFTTAL FINAHCIAL [NFD SYSTEM 19 a 1 23
ELOUDEANK RECORDS 2 1 o | "a
HOSH1TAL APFLICATIONS 103 95 a4 232
e TOTAL = ALL APFLICATIONS 12,495 BeI70 1,968 17850

i,
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142 Appendix B: Methodology g

_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 initix
database was planned ‘to include information from CAUS_
member campuses only. The CAUSE Member Institution
Profnle 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 2iid 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
.an¢d  groups of institutions to gather information on
computing activitics. To make it as easy as possible for
, members to respond, the 1980 Profile forms were
pre-ptinted with a limited amount of information already
available 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

Al.
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versions of the Profile will have all of the information
pre-printed for review.

The [nstitutional Secticn 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 3tatistics. For U.S.
Institutions the "FICE DATA" are extracted from the
Education Directory file for pre-printing; however, this
information may be changed by the responding institution,
since the enrg'lment 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 Syswems 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
"PART!ALLY 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
aflocated 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 ftwsre 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 apglication packages; (2) up to four
database packages: and (3) up to four "other" packages.
In addition, a separate question requests an indication of
the administrative and academic use of the major computer
programming 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 Admnistrative Computing
Applications with several applications added.!

14Collier

15Hamblen and Baird, p. XII--Form No. 4.
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!

Respondents were requested to list any applications in
\productlon that were not included on the list. While many
+ of "the suggested adeonal applications did fit into already

‘existing categories, there were seven completely new
- applications to be ?dded -to the 1981 Profile. Those

applications and the major area are:

- X

‘..

Application  § Area
Mailing System’ . Auxiliary Service
Audio/ Visual "Booking/Billing Auxiliary Service
College/University Press Auxiliary Service
Computer Billing System Auxiliary Service
. Financial Modeling Planning, Mgmt, and ﬁ

Institutional Research

P}-oiect Management System Pianning, Mgmt, and

- ; Institutional Research
i
! Sports Information System  Other Administrative
7 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.

ERIC -
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ONLINE RROCESSING 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, or

" through the physical transfer of data in machine
readable form on magnetic media. The secondary
computei 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
1980. 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
Monograph. "

CAUSE member campuses began receiving the 1981 CAUSE
AMember 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 comparicons of the data between 1980 and 1982.

In addition to providing information for this tdonograph,
CAUSE members will have reqgular access to information from
the CAUSE Naticnal 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, 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 forma‘t by the following variables:

11

Institutional Control: Public/Private .
i
Institutional Type: University/Four-Year/Two-Year
Enroliment Size: Large 18,000 and over
{Students) Medium-Large 8,000 - 17,999
Medium 2,000 - 7,939
Small less than 2,000

o

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. .

N
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v

|

*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 Institutions

2YR - Two-Year Instlitutions

LRG - Large Institutions

M/L - Medium-Large. Institutions
MED - Medium Institutions

SMLr - Small Institutions

SEP - Separate Administrative

N Computing Installations
CMB - Combined Academic/Administrative

Computing Installations

|
Where appropriate, pie-charts and graphs (Figures) have
heery uged to malke information ezcier to underctend. Al of
the Figures..use information extracted from the detailed
summary Table$, 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
undertaken 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
universjties, Tables 1, 2 and 3 in Chapter 1 show the
distribution of responding institutions, the distribution of

o
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o
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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 form.

When comparing individual institutional information to the .
summaries in this Monograph it should be obvious that the
number of ihstitutions in\any specific 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
campuses, Because of timing, many of the 150
"non-respondents" are new members who will receive the
1981 ProfiJe for the first time.

LR}

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 vyears, providing better trend data and
reference information. T

ERIC ° \
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The 350 CAUSE Member Campuses responding to the 1980

Appendix C: List of Responding Institution’s

Profile are listed below in alphabetic order.

-

AKRONs UNIVERSITY OF
ALABAMA/HUNTSVILLEs 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
ARIZONAs UNIVERSITY OF
ARKANSAS/PINE BLUFF, UNIV OF
AUBURN UNIVERSITY

AUGUSTA COLLEGE

AUSTIN COLLEGE

AVERETT COLLEGE

BALL STATE UNIVERSITY
BAPTIST COLLEGE AT CHARLESTON
BENTLEY COLLEGE .

EROWN UNIVERSITY

BURLINGTON COUNTY COLLEGE

CAL. COLLEGE OF ARTS & CRAFTS
CAL STATE POLY/SAN LUIS 0BISPO
CAL STATE UNIV/DOMINGUEZ HILLS
CAL STATE UNIV/FULLERTON

CAL STATE UNIV/LONG BEACH

CAL STATE UNIV/SACRAMENTO
CALIFGV'NIA/DAVIS, UNIV OF
CALIFORNIA/RIVERSIOEs UNIV OF
CALIFORNIA/SAN DIEGOs UNIV OF
CALIFORNIA/SAN FRANCISCOsU OF
CALIFORNIA/SANTA BARBARAs U OF
CALIFORNIA/SANTA CRUZs UNIV OF

" CALIFORNIA/SYSTEMs UNIV OF

CAMOSUN COLLEGE
CARNEGIE-MELLON UNIVERSITY
CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA
CENTRAL MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY
CENTRAL STATE UNIVERSITY
CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
CHADRDN STATE COLLEGE
CHARLESTONs COLLEGE OF

CHICAGO STATE UNIVERSITY
CHICAGDs ART INSTITUTE OF
CHINESE UNIVERSITY

CHRISTIAN BROTHERS COLLEGE
CINCINNATI TECHNICAL COLLEGE
CINCINNATI» UNIVERSITY OF
CLAREMONT UNIVERSITY CENTER
CLEMSON UNIVERSITY

CLEVELAND ‘STATE COMMUNITY COLL
COLGATE UNIVERSLITY
COLO/HEALTH SCIENCES CTRs U OF
COLORADD COLLEGE

COLORAOD STATE UNIVERSITY
COLORADOs UNIVERSITY OF
COLUMBIA STATE COMMUNITY COLL
COLUMEUS TECHNICAL INSTITJTE
COMMUNITY COLLEGE OF DENVER
CONNECTICUT/HEALTH CTRsUNIV OF
CREIGHTOI! UNIVERSITY

CUNY JOHN JAY COLL CRIM JUST
CUYAHOGA COMMUNITY COLLEGE
DARTMOUTH COLLEGE

DICKINSON COLLEGE

DREW UNIVERSITY

DREXEL UNIVERSITY

DUFAGEs COLLEGE OF

DUTCHESS COMMUNITY COLLEGE
DYERSEURG STATE COMMUNITY cOLL
EAST CAROLINA UNIVERSITY

EAST TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY
EASTERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY

!
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EASTERN KENTUCKY UNIVERSITY
EASTERN NEN MEXICO UNIVERSITY
EASTERN OREGON STATE COLLEGE
EASTERN WASHINGTON UNIVERSIIY
ECHERD COLLEGE

o EMPORIA STATE UNIVERSITY

ERIC
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ESSEX COMMUNITY COLLEGE
EVERGREEN *STATE COLLEGE
FAIRLEIGH DICKINSON U/TEANECK
FAYETTEVILLE STATE UNIVERSITY
FLATHEAD UALLEY 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
GALLAUDET GOLLEGE

GEORGIA SOUTHERN COLLEGE
GEORGIA STATE UNIVERSITY
6ZuURGLa» UNIVERSITY OF
CLASSBORO STATE COLLEGE
GOGEBIC COMMUNITY COLLEGE
GOVERNORS STATE UNIVERSITY
GRAND VALLEY STATE COLLEGES
GRANT MAC ENAN COMMUNITY COLL
HAHNEMANN -MED COLLEGE & MJSP
HAMPSHIRE COLLEGE
HARRIS-STOME STATE COLLEGE
HARRISBURG AREA COMMUNITY COLL
HARVARD UNIVERSITY

HAVERFOKD COLLEGE

HAWAIIs» UNIVERSITY OF
HEIDELEERG COLLEGE

HILLSDALE COLLEGE

HOUSTON» UNIVERSITY OF

HUDSON VALLEY COMMUNITY COLL
ILL BD OF GOVERNORS OF ST UNIV
ILLINOIS WESLEYAN *NIVERSITY
ILLINOIS/MEDICAL _ENTERs U OF
ILLINOIS/UNIV OFFICEs UNIV OF
INDIANA UNIV/FORT WAYNE
INDIANA UNIVERSITY

INDIANA UNIVERSITY NORTHMEST
INDIANA UNIVERSITY SOUTHEAST
INDYANA UNIVERSITY/KOKOMO
INDIANA UNIVERSITY/SOUTH BEND
IONA STATE UNIVERSITY

ITHACA COLLEGE

JACKSON STATE COMMUNITY COLL
JACKSON STATE UNIVERSITY
JARVIS CHRISTIAN COLLEGE

JOHN TYLER COMMUNITY COLLEGE
JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY
KANSAS MEDICAL CENTERs UNIV OF
KANSAS» UNIVERSITY OF
KANSAS/ASSOC COLLS OF CENTRAL
KASKASKIA COLLEGE

KEARNEY STATE COLLEGE

KENT STATE UNIVERSITY
KENTUCKYs UNIVERSITY OF
KENYON COLLEGE

KING'S COLLEGE

KIRKSVILLE COL OSTEOPATHIC MED

LAKE SUPERIOK STATE COLLEGE
LANGSTON UNIVERSITY

LANSING COMMUNITY COLLEGE
LEE COLLEGE

LEHIGH UNIVERSITY

LINCOLN UNIVERSITY

LOCK HAVEN STATE COLLEGE

LONG ISLAND UNIV EROOKLYN CTR
LOS ANGELES CC DISTRICT
LOUISIANA COLLEGE

LOUISIANA ST UNIV/SHREVEFORT
LOUISIANA STATE UNIV/MED CTR
LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY
LOUISIANA TECH UNIVERSITY
LOYOLA MARYMOUNT UNIVERSITY
LOYOLA UNIV IN NEW ORLEANS
LOYOLA UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO
MACALESTER COLLEGE

HADONNA COLLEGE _

MAINE MARITIME ACADEMY
MANKATO STATE UNIVERSITY
MANSFIELD STATE COLLEGE
MARIST COLLEGE

MARQUETTE UNIVERSITY
MARYGROVE COLLEGE

MARYLAND ST COLLEGES INFO CTR
MASSACHUSETTS, UNIVERSLTY OF
MEOICAL'/COLLEGE OF GEORGIA
HEMORIAL UNIV OF NEWFCUNDLAND
MERCER UNIVERSITY
METROPOLITAN STATE COLLEGE
MIAMI-DADE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
HIDDLE TENNESSEE STATE UNIV
MILWAUKEE AREA TECHNICAL COLL
MINN ED COMP CONSORTIUM MECC
HINNESOTA COMMUNITY COLLEGE
HISSISSIPPI VALLEY STATE UNIV
MISSQURI/COLUMBIA, UNIV OF
MISSOURI/KANSAS CITYs UNIV OF
MISSOURI/ST LOUIS» UNIV OF
MONTCLAIR STATE COLLEGE
MONTEVALLOs UNIVERSITY OF
MOREHEAD STATE UNIVERSITY
MOTLOW STATE COMMUNITY COLL
MOUNT HOLYOKE COLLEGE

MOUNT ROYAL COLLEGE

NASSAU COMMUNITY COLLEGE

NC AGRL & TECH STATE UNIV

NC AT CHAFEL HILL» UNIV OF
NC AT “CHARLOTTE» UNIV OF

NC AT GREENSEORO» UNIV OF

NC AT WILMINGTONs UNLIV OF

NC STATE UNIV RALEIGH
NEBRASKA AT OMAHAs UNIV OF
NEBRASKA MEDICAL CTRs UNIV OF
NEBRASKAs UNIVERSITY OF
NEVADA SYSTEMy UNIVERSITY OF
HEN BRUNSWICKs UNIVERSITY OF
NEW HAMPSHIRE» UNIVERSITY OF
NEW MEXICO INST MINING & TECH
NEW MEXICO» UNIVERSITY OF
NEW ORLEANSs UNIVERSITY OF
NEW SOUTH WALESs UNIVERSITY OF
NORTH CENTRAL TECH COLLEGE
NORTH FLORIDAs UNIVERSITY OF
NORTH IDAHO COLLEGE
NORTHAMPTON CO AREA COMM COLL
NORTHEAST MISSOURI STATE UNIV
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NORTHEAST TECHNICAL COMM COL1.
NORTHEASTERN ILLINOLS UNIV
NORTHEASTERN OKLA STAIE UNIV
,NORTHERN ARIZONA UNIVERBITY
NORTHERN COLORADD» UNIV OF
NORTHERN IOWAs UNIVERSIIY OF
NORTHERR MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY
HORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY
NOKWICH UNIVERSITY

NOTRE DAMEs UNIVERSITY OF
UHIO STATE UNIV HOSPITALS
OHIO STATE UNIVERSIIY

OHIO UNIVERSITY

OHID WESLEYAN UNIVERSITY .
OILONE COLLEGE

OKLAHOMA BAPTIST UNIVERSITY
OKLAHOMA ST UNIV 1ECH INST
OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY
OKLAHUMAy UNIVERSLITY OF

OLO DOMINION UNIVERSITY
OLIVET NAZARENE COLLEGE
QLYMPIC COLLEGE

(ORAL ROBERTS UNIVERSITY
OREGON COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
OREGON INSIITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY '
OREGON» UNIVERSITY OF

PALOC VERDE CULLEGE

FARKLANO COLLEGE

PEMEROKE STATE UNIVERSITY
PENNSYLVUANIA» UNIVERSITY OF
FERU STATE COLLEGE

PETROLEWM & MINERALSs UNIV OF
FHILLIPS UNIVERSXYTY

PLTTSEURG STATE UNXVERSITY
PITTSEURGHs UNIVERSITY OF
PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY
QUINCY COLLEGE

RADFORD UMAVERSITY

REGINAs UNIVERSITY OF
RENSSELAER POLYTECH INSTITUTE
RHODE ISLAND COLLEGE

RHODE ISLAND» UNIVERSITY OF
ROANE STATE COMMUNIIY COLLEGE
ROCHESTER INST 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 UNIU/SAN ANTONTO
SATNT MICHAEL 'S COLLEGE
SASKATCHEWAN» UNIVERSITY OF
SHELBY STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
SOMERSET COUNTY COLLEGE

SOUTH ALABAMA» UNIVERSITY OF
SOUTH FLORIDA» UNIVERSITY OF
SOUTHy UNIVERSITY OF THE
SOUTHEAST MISSOURI STATE UNIV
SOUTHEASTERN MASS UNIVERSITY
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIAs UNIV OF
SOUTHERN ILL UNIV/CARBONDALE
SOUTHERN ILL UNIV/EDHARDSVILLE
SOUTHERN JLL UNIV/SCH OF MED
SOUTHWESTERN LOUISIANAs, U OF
ST, CLAIR COLLEGE
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STANFORD UNIVERSITY
SUNY CULLEGE AT BUFFALD

SUNY COLLEGE AT FRELONIA

SUNY COLLEGE AT NEW PALTZ
COLLEGE AT OLD WESTEURY
BUNY UNIV CTR AT BUFFALO

SUNY UNIV CTR AT STONY BROOK
TEMPLE UNIVERSITY

TENN CTR HEALTH. SCI, UNIV OF
TENNESSEE AT MARTINs UNIV OF
TENNESSEE KNOXVILLE, UNIV OF
TENNESSEE STATE BD OF REGENTS
TENNESSEE STATE UNIVERSITY
TENNESSEE® TECHNOLOGICAL UNIV
TENNESSZE/CHATTANOOGAs UNIV OF
TEXAS AT EL PASOs UNIV OF
TEXAS AT TYLERs 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

UNIVERSITE OU QUEBEC N
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY v
UTAH, HINIVERSITY OF

UTICA COLLEGE

VERMONT STATE COLLEGES
VICTORIAs UNIVERSITY OF
VINCENNES UNIVERSITY

VIRGINIA COMMONNEALTH UNIV
VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLL SYSTEM
VIRGINIA MLILLTARY INSTITUTE
VIRGINIA STATE UNIVERSITY
VIRGINIA TECH

VIRGINIA WESTERN COMM COLLEGE
VOLUNTEER STATE COMMUNITY COLL
WALTERS STAIE COMMUNITY COLL
HWASHINGTON STATE UNLVERSITY
WASHINGTONs UNIVERSITY OF
HWASHTENAW COMMUNITY (COLLEGE
WALBONSEE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
WAYNE COUNTY COMMUNLTY COLLEGE
YAYNE STATE COLLEGE

WEST FLORIOAs UNIVERSITY OF
WEST GEORGIA COLLEGE

WESTERN CAROLINA UNLVERSLITY
WESTERN TLLINOCIS UNIVERSITY
WESTERN MARYLAND COLLEGE
WESTERN WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
WHARTON CO JUNIOR COLLEGE
WIDENER UNIVERSITY

WILLIAM PATERSON COLLEGE

WILL. AMS COLLEGC

WIN FHROF COLLEGE
WISCONSIN-EAU CLATIREs UNLV OF
WISCONSIN-EXTENSIONs UNIV OF
W1SCONSIN-LA CROSSEs UNIV OF
WISCONSIN-MADISON: UNIV OF
W1SCONSIN~MILWAUKEE » UNXY OF
WISCONSIN-QSHKOSH, UNIV OF
WISCONSIN/SYSTEMs UNIV OF
WRIGHT STATE UNLVERSITY
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.
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Figure 1: All Respo’nding Institutior.s by Control 4
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Table 1: Distribution/éf Responding Institutions 2 \\
Table 2: Distributiodf of All U.S. Institutions 3 ‘l
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INFORMATION RESOURCES

The following CAUSE publications constitute a wvaluable
source of information on administrative iniurmation systems
in higher education:

CAUSE/EFFECT - A bi-monthly magazine for CAUSE member
representatives which provides professional articles and
up-to-date news about events affecting information systems
in colleges and universities. Subscriptions are available to
individuals or organizations not eligible for CAUSE
membership and to staff members of member institutions.

CAUSE Exchange Library - A contributed library of
non-proprietary administrative systems, documents and
information available for exchange among CAUSE members.

CAUSE National Conference Proceedings - Proceedings of
the CAUSE National Conferece are published annually and
include papers ranging from modern management techniques
to specific system descriptions. Copies are sent to all
Conferees and are also available from CAUSE or the ERIC,
Document Reproduction S‘,ervice; copies of individual papers;
are available through the CAUSE Exchange Library and
from the ERIC Document Reproduction Service.
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