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TRIAGE AND THE ART
OF INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH

There is an overwhelming tide in the affairs of humankind
toward increasing complexity and information overload. Simple
ideas are rendered complex, and complex ideas become
obscured by too much information, jargon, and professional
mumbo jumbo. This tide has become a tidal wave in the
academic world. Institutional researchers are often preoccupied
with the more complex and arcane aspects of research design,
ever-growing management information systems, and the config-
uration of sophisticated “decision-support systems.” Yet, the
finest work of analysis imaginable can be rendered ineffective if
it is not presented thoughtfully and in a manner congruent with
the needs and preferences of decision makers. Indeed, the single
most precious gift that an analyst can give is the clear and
thoughtful presentation of the bare minimum of information
necessary for the task. This is what separates successful institu-
tional researchers from those who toil in the vineyards with little
achievement or recognition.

Unfortunately, this is not a lesson that is easily learned.
Through personal experience, from those brief and scintillating
thrills of victory punctuated by the all too common agonies of
defeat, one comes to appreciate the importance of this issue.
Colleagues have shared with me, at my request, their “war
stories” of similar disappointments—sorrowful tales of elegant
works of analysis which were blissfully ignored or, even worse,
reviled, No one is immune; in fact, the more experienced
institutional researcher, having survived many an analytical
campaign, may be even more prone than the newcomer to
overlook the basics of successful presentation. In any case, my
receipt of the commisserations of colleagues has made me the
caretaker of a precious piece of oral history and has moved me to
share the following maxims with the readers of the AIR Profes-
sional File. My purpose is to help others avoid certain peril if the
maxims are ignored.

Before revealing these tenets, however, it is important to
consider the “target” of much of an institutional researcher’s
work. The mission of an institutional researcher is to attempt to
influence the decision making of the Academic Administrator.
Consider such persons for a moment; study carefully their
characteristics. Their body language often tells the story: brows
ridged and deeply furrowed from considering a host of issues;
eyes weary from scrutinizing too many words and figures;
minds assaulted by too many facts, many of them contradic-
tory; and shoulders bent from attempting to apportion time
between many conflicting activities. Their decision-making
style is personalized, even idiosyncratic, and they like it that
way. Even if they are moderately rational and “numerate” in
their approach to problems, they like the figures their way. Like
most decision makers in academia, they are bright, but they
may be naive about some aspects of administration or possess a
perspective that has been shaped irrevocably (“distorted” may
be a more appropriate term in a few extreme cases) by
specialized training in a particular academic discipline.
Moreover, even the most facile mind among them seldom
utilizes more than six or seven relevant pieces of information in
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making a decision, and the chances are that they have already
received at least a dozen,

If you try to influence these persons with a thirty-page
report, supported by three technical appendices, all that this
author can do is wish you good luck in your new job—whatever
or wherever it might be,

However, you need not fall into the trap which has de-
voured so many hapless souls—if you abide by the following
tenets:

Adhere to the KISS Principle

This is the first and greatest commandment, and it super-
cedes all others. The KISS Principle, roughly defined, means
Keep It Sweet and Simple, with its corollaries, Keep It Short
and Keep It Succinct, Few decision makers are interested in
background, elegant analysis, or anything that would interest
your standard, garden-variety professor of operations research.
Indeed, we could probably achieve ninety percent of the goals of
effective institutional research if we would simply abide by the
KISS Principle. However, that is too easy for most of us—which
proves my point, Since such a classic principle cannot be
accepted at face value in such pristine form, the following addi-
tional rules are offered.

Avoid the Safety Patrol Syndrome

The fact that you were Captain of the Safety Patrol when
you were in grammar school undoubtedly affected your personal
development and the position you hold today, but that doesn’t
mean you should cite this experience on your curriculum vita,
The same reasoning will help you to understand that because
your analysis is supported by pages and pages of tables, graphs,
and other figures is no reason for you to include them in your
report. You may be proud of the many tables, but the decision
maker will not usually share your enthusiasm. If you have an
uncontrollable urge to have them *in print,” bind and donate
them to the campus library archives. But do not, under any
circumstances, include them in any document which you expect
to create an impact based on the power, not the weight, of its
message.

This is where the concept of Triage applies: You should
forward only those pieces of analysis which will make your case,
Others must be discarded. If you don't practice Triage in your
presentation, your superior may practice it on you. Take your
choice.

Answer the Question, but First, Define the Question

How often have you received requests which go something
like, “Pull together some data on this,” or “What can you tell me
about that?"—or questions which are even more vague or
downright misleading? Few who request information and few
decision makers looking forjpolicy analysis have a|precise idea
of the question they want answered, let alone what they want in
the way of analysis, Even if they do, their initial notion may
require substantial modification as analysis becomes available



and the problem unfolds. Consequently, it falls to the institu-
tional researcher to take creative license in clefining or redefin-
ing the question and then answering it with the greatest econ-
omy of words and figures.

It should be obvious that even a fine work of analysis,
sagely presented, can fall short of the mark if the problem is
defined improperly or if the basic question is not answered. Tho
much of this and you will be answering the wrong question,
however brilliantly, for someone else,

Provide Information According to Its Purpose

Clearly, regular collections of statistical information, such
as factbooks and simple information requests, require neither the
quantity of synthesis nor the combination of words and figures
which are required by policy analysis. A general rule is that,
whenever possible, one should provide the minimum of informa-
tion required to fulfill a particular request, uncluttered with
excess verbiage and unnecessary analysis. However, if informa-
tion is being provided to support policy analysis, some interpre-
tation or accompanying narrative should usually be given to put
the figures in perspective, One must evaluate the purpose and
prospective application of the information while deciding how to
cast it.

Match Your Information with Its Recipients

The issue of recipients i as important as purpose and
content. The question of who s to be exeluded from the
distribution list is as important as thut of who should be in-
eluded. All wdministrators seem to have preferences for particy-
lur types of datw: some like data presented in straight tabular
form; others prefer charts and graphs: many prefer an executive
summary where the figures have been trunslited into simple,
expository English; while others have made up their minds
nlready and merely want a comfortable pile of data (in some
cases the more the better) which makes them feel secure about
their prejudgments. A small but increasing number want the
basic information maintain on line so that they can analyze it
themselves. Clearly, one cannat design a different picee of analy-
sis {or everyone, The design must {it the conditions and purpose
of the proposed analysis. It does make sense, however, Lo be
awire of the preferences for analytical style and presentation of
one's chiel executive ofticers and to attempt to match the prefer-
ences---which include the extent to which data is to be supported
by anulyses and interpretation, Ttis helpful to know how strong
these preferences ure, for there is no advantage in providing
interpretation to a president who wants just the figures,

THE UHIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AMSYTIN
OFFICE OF INSTITUTIONAL STUBIRS

INDUCED COURAR LOAD HATRIX (1CLM)
FALL 1976

SEHOOL OF COMMUNICATIORY
DEFARTHENT OF ADVERTISING

AVERAGE SEMESTER CREDIT Houn
LOAD TAKEN DY STUDENTS

AVERAGE DEMESTER CHROET $10UR
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HAJORING IN UTUHER DEPARTHENTS

AVERAGE NEMENTER GREDIT HOUN
LOAD TAKKN 5iY STUDENTS
MAJORING IN OTHER COLLEGES

HAJORING IN THIB DEPARTHENT

IN THIS COLLEGE

L.D, U,D,  U'GRAD  MAST,  DOCT, LDe ULD, UIORAD  HAST.  DOGT, laDe WD, U'GRAD MAST,  DOCT,
TOTAL TOTAL TUTAL
AVERAGE UrGRAD
SEMESTER COURSES 3.04 h.85 [Nl 2,4 A WP Y . SO .
e 5 9 i3 3 o1 29 0% [ 03
TAUGHT BY GRADUATE
THIS COURSES M NORE NI . .
DEPARTMENT " " o
TOTAL 3.84 4,56 H.50 679 a1 L] .29 06 O L2 ,0m 03
AVERAGE U'GRAD
SEMESTER COURSES 1,56 99 1.03 6
CREDIT HRS QORADUATE
TAUGHT BY GRADUATE
OTHER COURSES (H]
DEPARTMENTS
IN THIS
COLLEGE TOTAL 1,56 99 L03 1,58
AVERAGE U'GRAD
SEMESTER COURSES B.24 8.1 o, .
CREDIT HRS ! ® A
TAUGHT BY GRADUATE
OTHER COURSES 1,26
COLLEGES
TOTAL 0.24 B.17 B0 1,07
AVERAGE U'GRAD
SEMESTER COURSES 13,64 13271 13,70 2.8
GREDIT HRS
TAUGHT BY ORADUATE
ALL COURSES +01 i 6.95
COLLEGES
TOTAL 13.64 13,72 1371 9,84

L.D. = LOWER DIVISION
U.D. = UPPER DIVISXON
U'GHAD = UNDERGRADUATE

Figure 1: Induced Course Load Matrix (JCLM) which is distributed

at the University of Texas at Austin to the department chairs and

deans who have responsibility for the units involved., Reprinted by permission,
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A corollary commandment to that of selective distribution
is to design the layout of your printouts to suit the likely public,
not your system analysts. A poorly designed and labeled layout,
even if accompanied by appropriate documentation, will create a
negative impression. For example, we have all seen Induced
Course Load Matrix (ICLLM) layouts where each page has far too
many figures. Few are as clearly designed as the one in Figure L,
which is distributed at the University of Texas at Austin to the
department chairs and deans who have responsibility for the
units involved. In this case, an economy of information, clearly
presented and explained, makes a most effective presentation.

Beware the Perils of Printout Worship

Seldom can any report extracted from the computer, no
matter how wisely designed, be considered to be “analysis”
without some additional work. The information needs to be
interpreted, explained, and presented in some other form. A
three~inch stack of printouts may be a thing of exquisite beauty to
you and the life’s work of your systems analyst, but to many
potential users it is an unspeakable horror to be avoided at all
costs. Never, under any circumstance, send such a printout to a
group of executive officers or to the deans unless it is accom-
panied by an explanation and interpretation! The size of the
printout may be reduced by eliminating data or analyses of those
academic and/or administrative units for which the particular
dean or executive officer is not directly responsible.

A corollary rule is not to trust second and third parties to
extract information from your printouts which you could do
yourself before distribution. You do not know how your figures
might be misinterpreted or how critical distinctions might be
missed—perhaps resulting in your information being blamed for
poor decisions. If you are to be maligned, it is best to have
nobody to blame but yourself.

A second corollary, which seems too basic to mention but
which is regularly ignored, is that one should never be in too
great a hurry to distribute that latest output “hot off the press.”™
Time should be taken to check it thoroughly and to provide the
necessary accompanying documentation or narrative. Despite
the protestations of those who wanted the figures last week, it is
better to present the right information in proper form-—even if it
takes a little longer.

Be the Winner of the Scavenger Hunt Award

It is not without reason that successful institutional re-
searchers develop the reputation as the most consummate pack
rats on campus. While some may not appreciate this approach to
analysis, it is clear that a successful institutional researcher must
be able to draw information from a host of sources to address a
legion of needs, some of which can be anticipated but others of
which are purely serendipitous. Successful institutional re-
searchers do not generally win renown by being able to provide a
single, particular type of data better than anyone on campus, but

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON CENTRAL CAMPUS
STATISTICAL HANDBOOK

Actual Aotual
Value Increase or Decrease Value
1976-17 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1981-82
Fall Headcount Enrollment 29,812 - + - + - 28,295
Undergraduate 21,026 - - - + - 18,581
Postbacocalaureate 2,559 - + - + - 2,696
Special Professional 1,437 + + + + + 1,577
Graduate 4,790 +* + - + + 5,441
Fall SCH 318,163 - + - + - 299,000
Undergraduate 265,539 - - - + - 234,427
Masters 26,025 + + - + + 31,789
Doctoral 6,710 + + - + - 9,570
Special Professional 19,889 + + + + + 23,214
Average SCH Load 10.7 NC - - - + 10.6
Undergraduate 1.6 NC NC + - + 11.7
Postbaccalaureate 6.2 NC NC - NC + 6.2
Maaters 7.4 + - - - + T.2
Doctoral 7.6 + + - + + 9.7
Special Professional 13.7 + - + + + 4.0
Degrees Awarded, Academic Year
Bachelors 3,280 - - + - 2,713 (80-81) NA
Masters 888 + + + - 1,009 (80-81) NA
Doetoral 17 + + + - 113 (80-81) NA
Special Professional 419 - - + + U56 (80-81) NA
Instructional Staff FTE
Ranked Faculty NA 983 + + + + 1,023
Other Instructional Staff NA 485 + - - - 457
Headcount Instructional 3taff NA 2,150 + + + - 2,153
Ranked Faculty NA 972 + + + - 974
Other Instructional Staff NA 1,178 + + + - 1,179
Investment in Physical Plant (millions) $§ 201 + + + 236 (79~80) NA NA
Investment/FTE Student 7,716 + * - 8,915 (79-80) NA 1,179
Educational & general Space (thousands £t2) 1,906 + * + + - 2,300
EAG Space/FTE Student (ft2/FTE) 72 * + + + + 92
Research Awards in Force (millions) $ 12.05 + - - * $14.17 (80-81) NA
NA = Not Avallable
NC = No Change
+ = Increase
~ = Decrease

Figure 2: An example of an executive summary page utilized in the factbook of the University of Houston-University Park to
summarize some major institutional trends, Reprinted by permission.

The AIR Professional File No. 16 3



by being able to provide a wide range of information on different
areas and to combine this information in an effectivejmanner.

“The key to all of this is synthesis. The institutional re-
searcher, in marshalling a host of sources for qualitative and
quantitative information, is positioned uniquely to select the half
dozen or so pieces of information which can truly illuminate the
decision under consideration. Sorting the spoils of the scavenger
hunt into those which are valuable and those which are worthless
is the mark of a successful institutional researcher.

Take Time to Summarize

Almost no analytical report or piece of interpretation is so
complex that it cannot be summarized in some manner. For most
repotts, it pays to take time to prepare an executive summary (or,
if you have alot of time, a one-page summary) to ensure that the
report will be considered by decision makers. Within particular
collections of information or policy analyses, there are generally
one or two synthesizing tables which capture the essence of the
information. These should be brought to the decision maker’s
attention, with the understanding that detailed backup is availa-
ble but that these tables “tell the tale.”

Figure 2 is an example of an executive summary page
utilized in the factbook of the University of Houston-University
Park to summarize some of the major institutional trends. It
appears at the beginning of the factbook, serving not only as a
summary but also as notice to the reader that what follows is
probably designed with the needs of a busy decision maker in
mind.

Some collections of information, such as departmental
budget comparisons, factbooks, or other resource allocation
documents, are by their nature comprehensive and intended to
provide a large amount of data for consideration of a variety of
problems, It makes sense, in such cases, to design the data layout
carefully to use a single page for each unit of analysis, whenever
possible. This makes it possible for the reader to easily syn-
thesize and interpret the information. A page from the de-
partmental budget book at the University of Texas at Austin
provides a good example (Figure 3).

Figure 4 presents an example of the analysis of the peer data
exchange conducted by the University of Houston, The key
performance indicators derived from raw data are summarized
on one page for this particular department; only the most
important derived indicators are included. It is not terribly
simple, but it contains on one page selected information needed
to analyze this department.

Another tactic is to prepare a book of abstracts, such as the
sample portrayed in Figure 5 from Georgia State University. This
collection summarizes the major findings of research efforts and
places the summaries in one location. It also cites the distribution
of the report. A similar volume is being compiled at the Univer-
sity of Houston, where the major findings of each research and
policy analysis effort are summarized on one page. The reports
are separated into topical segments where a single page will not
suffice. The book will be kept in loose-leaf form and updated and
will also be maintained on line for access by campus executives.

The University of Texas at Auatin
orfice of Inatitutional Studies

DEPARTMENTAL BUDGET INFORMATION TABLE

Department Architegture College Architegture & Planning
76-71 76-17 15-76 T4-T5 7374 7677 1671 7576 TH~75 73~T4
Actual Index Index Index Index Actual Index Index Index Index
FIE Faculty p Resldent® )] 124
(Budgeted) c 36.64 12 AL 13 i Instruation [ 905,394 156 19 133 125
u 1,732.59 17 IR 109 100 Budget ] 60,997,030 156 142 123 116
Fall Tarm D 623 95 90 100 109 Conaumer
Headoount [ 709 101 97 103 10 Price Index 135.4 127.0 114.8
Ma jors u %1,387 104 107 105 102 {1971~2=100)
Fall Term D 7,600 101 98 108 13 Teaching n
Undergrad. c 7,600 101 98 108 113 Staff 4 694,457 i 138 124 117
SCH u 446,769 97 100 100 101 Salaries U Wh,817,224 152 139 120 114
Fall Term D [13 Ha 7 173 27 Other D 166
Oraduate [ 1,242 2712 311 201 203 Peraonnel 4 175,883 254 220 191 171
SCH v 80,613 m 116 108 81 Coska U 10,084,030 203 180 151 147
Fall Term D S45.17 106 103 109 1é Maintenance b 103
FTE Students c 610.17 13 13 MY 119 Operation & Y 20,840 168 146 116 116
U 36,773.09 100 105 102 99 Equipment v, 2,963,080 167 1" 17 120
Resident ] Wholenale
Instruction c 1,484 139 132 "7 104 Price Index 153.1 th4,3 122.5
Budgeb/FTE u 1,659 156 138 121 nt (1971~2=100)
Students
Fall Term D Avg, FAoulty P 86 82 84 85
Student/ c 16.65 16.38 16.60 17.80 Salaries as AP 96 93 97 96
Faculty Ratio ] 21.22 23.07 23.17 22,84 % of Univ, ap 92 95 98 95
Averages 1 99 88 91 102
Fall Term b
Student/ [ 15,44 13.21 15.42 16,50 4 Faoulty i}
Teaching u 16.36 17.54 17.64 17.40 Tenure c h4,0 46,5 ho.Y4
Staff Ratio u 56.2 56.5 54.8

¥ The Departments of Architecture and Community and Regional Planning were budgetad separately prior to 1974-75.

Orfice of Pollcy Analyais
Vige Chancellor for Adminiatration

Figure 3: A page from the departmental budget book at the University of Texas at Austin. Reprinted by permission.
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PEER DATA ANALYSIS DATE D9/16/81 PAGE 1
BY INSTRUCTIONAL GRIUP
SEM CREDIT HRS/ FACULTY SALARIES/ MAINT & OPER/ TOTAL FUNDS/ % 6R
RANKED FACULTY FTE SEM CREDIT HRS SEM CREDIT HRS SEM CREDIY HRS m?";?ﬁ"'rﬁv’hi'ﬂs
" % * % . ¥ . X

Immmim s e = ] —— Rl R iatuaiebidubiatund Sl - 1 I 1 -1
HOUS TON 78 1 817,59 133.6% 1 25.47 65.0% 1 0.71 9.4%¢y 27.81 S1.4% 1 I 13.1%x 1. 25.8% 1
ACCOUNTING { t 81 t93 1 (8 81 1 8 (113 ¢ 107 [y 1 t £s1 1 t7 o
———————— bumam e e ————— L trmveammwn] M. e mm————-———] [ el ER P P
1 73 1 nov.62 158.2% 1 27,69 Th, 1% 1 1,59 28.4% 1 30,94 60,5% 1 1 5.3% { 32.2% :
ACCOUNTING 1 61 2y 1 €8l £ 3 1oCoa) e 1 €7 £s) 1 I L9 1 L4 1t
e etk Hme e Lemmmmmmm F T B e e P L L ¥ R w—a——]
2 78 110001 ,97 170.0% 1 24,93 80.7% 1 1,69 Ya.2% 1 29.51 51.8% 1 I 16.7% 1 25.8% 1
ACCOUNTING 1Sl s 109 £103 1 € 3] L2 1 €93 tey 1 t %3 1 61 1
Jmmmm e wt e ———— [mmwmnn L LS L L RS L Hmm e e e ] prmmmmmane ] e memafmm—— el
Pmmmm s pmmm B R ) [ommsmma Lt R e Ll | [rwmmommnn mmmem—e e
13 78 1 779.52 1h1.5% 1 38.87 71.8% 1 2.43 50,1% 1 44,10 61.3% 1 1 18.0% 1 18.8% 1
ACCOUNTING 1 €9 {8) 1 €33 [ ] | D 11 1 21 L4l I rC2y 1 81 1
R et Rttt fomm o [ o f s e ] o e e cn e e | Jommm e [ e *1
18 78 1 1656.64 222.4% 1 22,02 58.0% 1 LY 32.2% 1 32.32 45.1% 1 1 6.5% 1 33.5% 1
ACCOUNTING 1N L1l 1 {10) £i1) 1 LN L4 1 €% [ AR 1 08 1 €31 1
Jrmom mmmmm b [ b s s [ e b - o om b ] [ormummenes Jam e ]
9 v8 T 6N5.34 129.6% 1 41.2% 64,8% 1 0.40 11.5% 1 41,62 62.0% 1 I %1 %1
ACCOUNTING I g1 101 1 €2} L9y 1 U0l (o) 1 &) [ A O T IS S A N |
[mm e pommmm [ o [ pommm e Jmmme B ¢ e R LSt |
19 b ) I 632.59 117.6X 1 3B.67 84,6% 1 %1 41,7 T4 X 1 I 14.8% 1 1k I
ACCOUNTING oL (111 [ Y | 21 S (S 1 €3] 2] 1 1 &) 1 €9 1
R e DL L Ll et B B L Sl L R e td | [ewemmmman]omnnsnman]
7 73 1 1006.3% 169.0% 1 28,46 70,24 1 1,20 34,7% 1 30,96 58.4% 1 1 9.9% 1 407X 1
ACCOUNTANCY LW s 1 €35 £ 5 1 €53 {3 1 8 L8 1 £ 1 [ 1
[mummm e pmmn wm]mmmmm———— b e e [~ommmamme pumnm oo e m———— [ | | R ittt Selaele bl |
3 78 11291,08 177.5% 1 20,39 46.3% 1 0.36 21.3%1 21.47 50,4% 1 1 To4% 1 3BLSX I
ACCOUNTING 1 L3 {31 1 0121 rry 1o £t 1 02 L&l 1 ) t C21 1
fmomm e $omm e ] o e i [ommmmmmme L et I Bl Tl b et L bl 1
14 78 1 B2N.5% 160.9% 1 27,56 69.1% 1 0,87 29.0% 1 31,53 59,3% 1 I 4,6% 1 %1
ACCOUNTING t £t ey 1 L7 L6l 1 €8] rsi 1t oLel [ 5 I 1 10 1 €3 1
[mmmm e $ormem s [ e e e e m——— pomo o m e ma ] e o e | e )
A 575,08 116.3% 1 44.07 106.9% 1 0,60 13,7% 1 53,10 93,5% 1 1 2,181 26.1% 1
ACCOUNTING 1 2 [R5 T R A F [ N] it €9 t9)Y 1 1) 11 1 113 1 sy 1
|mmmommmm e pmmm i [ L ttbid A ALl B LR e R et o B e e |
12 73 1 1301.20 209.9% 1 21,10 LB, BY L 0.85 V6% 1 21,95 44.7% 1 1 7.t 7.h% 1
ACCOUNTING 1 L2 £21 1 ¥ r123 1t 8y 1t 1 121 1 1 1 oyt
e Hmmmmm—— B it S bl R T R tamm e | [ B}

AVERAGE 760.13 158.9% 30,04 70,0% 1.38 25,5% 33,92 60, 3% 11248 26.4%

WEIGHTED AVERAGE 963,75 162.4% 27,40 b4.1% 1.%6 26.1% 31,40 S4.3X 12.5% 26.7%
HIGH VALUR 1656.,64 222.4% 44,07 106, 9% Y 50.1% 53,10 93.5% 27.3% 40.7X
LOW VALUE 595,19 114.3% 20.39 48.8% 0.36 9.4% 21,47 Gh, 7% 2.1% 74X
COLUMH HEADINGS: & = MEASURE FOR INSTRUCTIONAL GROUP WITHIN A UNIVERSITY Uit KEYS; €~ LW DEPFY
% = COMPARATIVE PERCENTAGE OF INSTRUCTIONAL GROUP MEASURE TD UNIVERSITY MEASURE -~ HIGH DEPY

Figure 4: An example of the peer data exchange conducted by the University of Houston. Reprinted by permission.

Don’t Forget the Old Saying about a Picture
Being Worth 1,600 Words

While some decision makers like data in tabular form,
others prefer a pictorial or graphic presentation. Regardless of
preference, however, the advances in graphic display capabil-
ities and other means of pictorial depiction have opened new
possibilities to the institutional researcher. Many members of
boards of regents have experience in the corporate world where
they are richly supplied with both numerical and visual portrayal
of information. The successful institutional researcher will pro-
vide a mix of presentations, not only to match the preferences of
those being served but to provide the sort of balance that catches
attention.

While the KISS Principle, its corollaries, and companion
rules make good sense, they do exact a price. They require an
extra investment of effort and consideration throughout the
analytical process. This extra effort, which can only be made by
the director or key staff, may delay the presentation of findings.
It cannot be left to technicians or to those without the necessary
synthesizing and communication skills or those who lack com-
prehensive knowledge of the entire problem.

Given the conflicting demands on institutional research
offices, one must ask the question, “Who has the time?” The
answer is just as simple:

You Must Make Time
The fact is that you can ill afford not to make time to do the

_

FEEDER COLLEGE ANALYSIS: AN UPDATE

by

Robert E. Cannon

‘thia s#tudy examined the types and geographle logationa of inatitutiona
attended by the Faculty of Georgla State Univeraity,

The purpose of this study was to investigate the faculty reoruitment patterna
and provide a (esder college analyais to serve several objectlves: a aource of
informatlon for necademic planning and to mest the requiramenta of the Self-
Study, as well as Higher Education Ouidelinea with regard to the Afrirmative
Action Plan, This study 1a an update to Feeder College Analyais for the 1972«
13 Paculty,

The highest oarned degresa of the 1975=16 rull-tims faculty membera were
analyzed by numbsr from inatitutiona and staten and were presented hy total,
sohools, and organizational areas of Ceorgia State Univeraity.

Some of bthe highlights were:

" 1h0 dLfferent inmtitutions in the Uniled States and Eurape have

granted highant sarnad degroes to the faculty.

Institutlons looated in U3 astates ars represented on the faculty.
Georgim, North Carolina, New York, and Florida were the states with
the largeat numbera.

The twelve mouthern states mogount for 53% of the highest earned
dogroes of the total rasulty.

These institutions conferred the highaest degree to fiftesn or more
of the full-time teaching faculty: Duke Univerasity, Emory
Univeralty, Univeralty of Florida, Georgln State Univeraity,
Univeralty of Oeargis, Univeraity of Towa, Univeraity of North
Carolina, Ohig State Univeraity, and Purdug Univeraity.

Diatributlon: Provost, Vica President for Academlo Affairs, Academic Deans,
Dapartmant Heada and appropriate Self-Study Chalrmen,

July, 1976 Report No. 77-1

Figure 5: Sample page from a book of abstracts prepared at
Georgia State University. Reprinted by permission.
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job right. Many outstanding pieces of analysis have been ineffec-
tive because these lessons were not learned, Given scarce
resources, no institutional research, policy analysis, or planning
office can afford to have its work ignored or to create less than its
maximum impact. Moreover, the growth of distributed data
systems and more decentralized analysis is likely to increase, not
diminish, the need for effective presentation. While institutional
researchers at all levels must be aware of these problems, it is the
special responsibility of the director to continually consider
ways to maximize the impact of analysis—guided by the tenets
which are suggested here. Only the director has the experience,
perspective, and “clout” to apply the techniques of Triage to
the art of institutional research.

Take another look at the earlier “portrait” of our academic
administrator. If you follow the maxims outlined here, you
might just see a smile of approval show on that otherwise
troubled face.
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