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ABSTRACT

Structures for governing and coordinating higher
education are changing. However, the primary responsibility for
education rests with the state. The coordinating agency, which
occupies the middle-ground between the institutions and the political
decision-makers, should have 5 minimum abilities: (1) to engage in
continuous planning, both long-range and short; (2) to acfuire
information frcom all postsecondary institutions and agencies through
the establishment of statewide management and data systeams; (3) to
review and approve new and existing prograas, new campuses, and
substantial state aid; (4) to revievw and make recommendations on all
facets of both operating and capital budgets; (5) to administer grant
programs and all state-administered federal grant and aid prograas.
Coordinatiag efforts would engage the faculties and administrators in
their own best efforts to find ways to improve their offerings,
management, and operations. If institutions choose to join the effort
in working with ccordinating boards, they will have taken an
important step forward in regaining public confidence and support.
(Author/PG)
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i In the education circles in which I move these days, one seldom hears funny stories,
In fact, the grimness sometimes is all-pervasive. However, there is this stnry which

somewhat fits my situation here today.

A traveler was walking across the frozen tundra in the far north, The temperature
was below zero; it was snowing hard. He was huddled in his parka and was just plodding

along, head down, bent against the icy wind.

Through his frost-hung eye lashes he glimpsed a small bird, almost frozen, lying
against a clump of stiff grass. Thinking the bird might revive and provide companion-
ship, he picked it up and tucked it zently inside his PAr:A. Suddenly a large musk ox
lumbered across the traveler's path, and as it passed by, it dropped behipd e generous
pile of warm, brown, steaming manure. The :raveler stooped down, placed the néarly
frozen bird in the midst of the warm pile, and watched in fascination as it moved
feebly, opened its eyes, shook its wings, chirped and finally broke into welcome,
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glorious song.

Whereupen, a fierce timber %w0if. suddenly arrived from nowhere, rushed over tea the
bird and before the traveler couid head him off, grabbed the feathered friend, and ate

him.

...And the moral to this story, so it is told, is that

(a) e who puts you in it is not necessarily your enemy

(b) He who takes you out of it is not necessarily your friend

(¢) And if you find yourself in the middle of it, the least you can do is keep

your mouth shut.
I've pondeved the wisdom of that last line ever since accepting this assignment,

but @ cne came to my rescue,

Perhaps, at the outset, 1 should do the obvious:
remarks to read: 'Program Review, Evaluation and Termination:
of the Contrcversial Statewide Governing and Coorliinating Boards.'
view of"the matter of program review almost has to include some reference to,.the
~ responsibilities and powers of these contreversial state-wide boards themselves. These

boards, which were almest invisible only & tew years ago, have apreared-on the scene at
first as vehicles for voluntary cocrdinaticn and the flow-through of federal funds and
Then as the voluntary became regsulatory and the role of the coordinating
" to traditional institutions and segments, often the :

broaden the title of these ¢ .
The Controversial Role
Even a-short over-

various Titles.
: groups more threatening

ior: I of the 30th National Conference mn
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legislatures made them statewide governing boards - or strengthened their regulatory
powers. lMost of them have also been named the states' "1202 Commissions" for state-
wide planning, under the federal Higher Education Amendments of 1972. They are the
"new kid on the block.”

Structures for governing and coordinating higher education are changing. Actiens
by the governor of Maine, in asking for the resignation of all the members of the
University of Maine Board in order "to make the university more accountable to the tax-
payers and the students and accomplish the fresh start that is needed and expected by
the people of Maine" is one example of change. The proposed dissolution of the Board of
Regents in Ohio by Governor Rhodes, who created the Regents originally, is another. It
is safe te say that in almost every state that hasn't recently changed its governing
and/or coordinating structure, the traditivnal organizations are in trouble.

Just rearranging the tables of organization or abolishing one structure and
creating another won't solve the problems or "accomplish the fresh start.” The fact
that the political leaders have been taking the initiative and leadership role, though,
is of great significance. It calls for the education leaders to do more than '
criticize and raise the rallying cry of "academic freedom" and "institutional autonomy"
to get the wagons in a ring and protect the status quo. If we believe in the necessity
of continuous planning, both short and long-range; if we believe in diversity of
options for students and for society; if ve beiieve in accountability for the use of the
funds available, then we have to recognize that a plan, like a budget, is a mechanism
3r.contro%. By that much, then, an individual institution is restricted in its

autonomy or its authorization to o its own -wey.

That being the case, the assumption that there must be tension and conflict between
the planners and the educational establishment mey be unavoidable. 1 join those who
believe that any schene of governance depends upon the willingness of persons of good
will and brenad understanding to stand back and seec what it is that must be
accomplished - and examine the alternatives. If the planning is done cooperatively, and
if the planners are not trving at the same time to "govern" or to administer and
operate, then I think acufroutaiion is avoidable.

The primary responsibility for education rests with the state. In the end, the
finel decisioen may have to be a political one. The Congress and the State Legislatures
hold the purse strings. Personalities are bound to be a strong influence, but the wise
administratar and the wise planner and the *~.se political leader will recognize the
realities. Most importantly, the people who pay for the education, kindergarten
througa graduate school, the employers, the practitioners and the consumers, need to be

an important part of the planning process.

D. Kent ralstead takes a look at central ~ontrol in the form of a centralized
coordinating and planning board, and says,

"The debate revardin; centralired versus decentralized authority in higher
education (pestsecondary) has progressed beyond aryguing the relative
advantages and disadvantages of each. DNiicussion of the pros and cons of
both central coordination and instituticnal autonomy has resulted in con-
siderable ayreement among educators about tine relative merits of both
practices., The evidenca also reveal: - and herein lies the crux of the
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controversy - that - winning combination is a yet unidentified balance which
would retain mest ol the advantaves of central control with a minimal sacrifice
of institutional scvereignty...The balance sought is delicate and equilibrium may

exist only in thecry.

"No effective planning agency .an expect tc fulfill all of the hopes and
aspirations of each institution. No institution is likely to endorse all the
coerdination measures propcsed by & state-level agency. Consequently, it is
realistic to expect that some form of pcwer struggle will always be inevitable -
maybe a healthy sign...It is likely that n~ twn states will weigh' the values of
autonomy and coordination in exactly the same manner."

That having said, hew much power «r authority should the planning and coordinating
aency have! tHere I have te turn to the best minds in the research and development
field. I have to draw ¢n my experience, and n the trends in the gseparate states and
at the federal ievel. By every indicater, I am persuaded that the coordinating agency,
which occupies a kind nf middle-grovnd between the institutions and the political
decision-makers should have at least the five minimum powers named by Glenny,
Berdahl, Palnla and Platridge, and those listed in the Education Commission of the States’

report, "Coordination cr Chaos.” These include the power -
1. "to engage in continvous plaaning, both lcng-range and short-range;

2. "te acquire informatior. from all pestsecondary institutions and agencies
throuxh the establishmert of statewide management and data systems;

3. "t~ review and approve new and existing progrars, new campuses, extension
centers, departments and centers of All public institutiens, and,where
substantial state aid is given, of all private institutions;

L. "to review and make recommendations ~n any &and all facets of hoth crerating
and capital budrets: and when requested by state authorities, present a
canseclidated budret for the whole system. and

5, "to administer directly, or have under its ccordinative powers all state
scholarship anl xrant programs to students, grant programs te nen-public institutiens
and all state-administered federal grant anil aii programs.”

Many cppese grantinc any of these powers to a coordinating board; others might
opprse certain ones: but my reading ~f the current scene, state by state, indicates
that program review and tulget review ure the mest impertant and sensitive areas.
There is ne cne best” wrrang:ment or lelineaticn cf pewers because o two states have
the same 1emrzraphic patterns, traditions ani existing structures.

ite pelicy-makers in state goverrment, hevever, rave the same needs: They need te
xnow “hat continueus plannine is - oins en, ani that budget requests are linked tn
realig’ic soenis. missicne and ediectives ot bl institutiors and state government.
They neet *o xuew that the public interes. hus bteen represented in the planning,,aleng

with instituricrnas anl student interests. (ney nead dbalanced, comparable, unbiased,
anasyzel iata on which te bage the policy iecisions that they must make in appropriating
funds .
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Programs are at the hceart ot the whcole enterprigse, They are the reasons instituvtions
ex.st and buildings are constructed and students are served. Programs should be
tailored and planned to fit institutional missions. Legislators want to know that there
is a mechanism for controlling diplication and proliferation and haphazard responses to
vhat may be transitory interests or intra-institutions policies, A single institution
cannot’ successtully try to be all things to all people in thesc times.

Budgets need to reflect the match between realistic institutional missions and
programs. Since available funds for all of education will be limited and costs will
continue to rise, some asency has to stand back and take a look at the needs of all
levels - and then make recommendations, Those recommendations should be based on
educational needs and the state's and the institution's ability to finance strong
programs.

Scholarship and financ al assistance grante, loans and work-study programs cut
across all postsecondary institutions - public, private and proprietary. Their
Aigtribusdon needs to be integrated with need, with ability to fund and related to
the gnals of access and opportunity,

Actually, it is often true that if the powers granted are clear and considerable,
they will not need to he used, Time that might be spent on arguing over jurisdiction
or authority can be spent more constructively, 1f the rights and responsibilities of
all the acters are known, vcluntary cooperation often comes more easily and forth-
rightly,

It seems .incresgingly clear to me that “he conclusions reached by many experts
in the field are stated clearly by Glenny et al.:

“The choice today is not between strengthening tha coordinating board or retaining
the status _quo, Rather, the choice is h:tween creating an effective coordinating
board or of secing pastsecondary education ingested into the executive branch of
state povernment,''-- I would add 'or, under control of the ligislative branch'--
"Strengthened coordination scems the best way to protact the public interest in
education with minimum impairment cf institutional autonomy...,whatever the number
and variety or substructures subject to coordinating board jurisdiction, the board

_and ity staff should exercise power over institutions only through the official

~ channels of the particonlar institution or subsystem.'

The key jurisdicticnal fssue between the cocrdinat.nyg board and the institutienal
or segmental nolicy (geverning) boar's is where to draw the dividing line between their
respective powers and responsibilities and to make clear the areas ol institutional or
system-~wide governance that the coordinating board should not get into.

These are all very suasitive matters, As somenne has aptly put it: '"The idea
that 'outsiders,' state Sureaucrats or representitives ot a political environment might
meddle in academic atf&ir, probably transcends all of the other administrative and
coordinative 1ssues relatine to statewide cnordination of postsecondary educatien,"

Jespite the legitimate and traditional recervations about the roles of statewide
coordinating boavds, the numbers of rhese boards and their powers have increased in recent
vears,  Sectiosn 1202 ot rhe Hipgher vducation Amendments of 1972 has given impetus to
cither (reatine new planning v ceordinating gencies or to naming existing agencies as
the states' 1202 coumissions,  Increasingly, toe. the function of program review and
approval has beceme commonplace - but is in the bepinning stages of the art,

A Teceent survey by the Hducation Commissien of the State ghows that of the
b . . .
]ERi(j“’ atates having coordinating avencies with statutory authority to review and approve or

FullTxt rovided by ERIC a
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recommend programs, 37/ have the responsibllity to review and approve programs. Eight
state-wile coordirating agencles, including the Oregon Educational Conrdinating Council
have statutery responsibility to review and recommend only. In five states the
responsibility to review and recurmend is & matter of pelicy, not of statute. As

“he role of these a‘encies has evnlved from "voluntary” te "advisory" responsibilities,
Lo reyulatery powers, and in a few more recent cases, to governing authority, the
function of program review has become commonplace.

se that there will neot be misunderstanding of what is meant by the use of the
broad term "program,” | an referring to these crganized educational activities,
excluding indiviiual courses and sourse content, which lead tc some terminal
ndjective: a degree, diploma, certiticate or licease. Under the umbrells of
"program,” [ include departments, iivisions, scheols, colleges, institutes, learning
centers, branches or any unit not presently included in the vprogram of the institution.
7t usually dees not incluge "reasonable and mcderate” extens.ons of existing curricula,
research or public service programs, except where they may overlap and compete
unreasonably with thoge of nearby institutions, public and private.

Tre purpcses of state level review of programs, broadly stated are (1) to conserve
resources; (2} to avoid unnecessary and unwise duplication and proliferation; (3) to
assure qQuality orograms; and (L) to assess the state's needs for a givern program. In
the case of high-cest specialized professiondl prugrams, such as veterinary medicine,
tiealth professions. oceanoyraphy, etz , there must be regional planning and needs
asygruswent te increase access to high-quality programs and ccnsecve resources.
Censertia and regiecnal erforts are presently underway, and they, toc, must be
encoursged.

;hat these functions should fall on nen-administrative coordinating agencies
1s bas2d on cenclusions apparently reached in many states, "that neither the organs
¢t state goverarent norv the institutions of higher education are capable of conducting
finely balanced assessments involved in program review - the rovernment agencies
because the issues mre too compiex for non-professicnals to handle, and the
instituticns because their own self-interest often inhibits their objectivity.”

(2. . Perdahl, Gtatewide Coordination of Higher Education. 1971). s

in axpest an institaticn te act as its oawn physician, diagnosing the weak
Frograms, espenially in times of. financial stress, and then getting out the instru-
ments ani pertorming surgery where indicated is asking tee much.

where Yinancisl exivencies have required reduction or elimination of a program

A% an Lnstitatlisn, beth the process and ‘he results have been traumatic to internal
A axternal ~cnstituencles,  In seme cnses “he press, under the requirements of
“spen zmeetins” laws, has demanded the right to nttend and report deliberaticns, which
nust, ot aeresaity, invelve persens and eltectiveness. In s me cases, the announced
rresram reductlons tave been more pubiicized than rzel.  In others, even a small
impreverent in oltner pe financial or enreliren: situetion ras put a damper on
cnTtiusiasm for precram veluction,  Mest institutions, tnouth they may agree on the
trincitia o atnte-level previow sand recomrendation, wowld dissent froa the specific
PUACsueld sl “necae Ueitntary ~empliance. er 150 forced, acrsss-the-board reductisns
retoer ttar terminariecn or shelving presrams.

~

. on

ChooAany ovent, i eckservabion et vessarses is a geal of procram reduction, the
terminatien of o precream witl net, in osnd et ivselt reduce exy2nditure ocutlays,
Liess Uaetilyy Lo reliead | I8 g Aeuree ig rerred, but the course: and the instructors

feteasn then oare teraine ] and abitted 10 sore other pregrams . ne savings result,

. 6
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I1f the degree is no leager offered, but the courses remain, there may be a declinea
in enrollment in those courses, thus increasing the unit costs. If the courses and
the degree are eliminated, but the tenured faculty who taught them are transferred
to some other teaching or administrative post, there are likewise no sizeable savings.

1f the question is one of the need to improve quality and the program is
recommended for retention with improvement, the costs are increased. As Dr. Glenny
puts i{t:

"Whatever the economics of steady state and the politics of tenure, the analyses
of program elimination must consider a reduction in faculty - or no great savings
in dollars will result."

1 am avare that the words '"Master Plan'" raige all kinds of questions - and mis-
trust. I know the validity of the warnings that a Master Plan must not beccwme the
Master Plan, cast in concrete. However, I believe that hefore any state-wide
governing or coordinating board can consider change or program review, it has to
ask seisrching and perhaps uncomfortable questions about the state of the planning at
the present time. Whether we like it or not, there has to he some kind of overall
plan, some thoroughly considered statements of educational goals for the state, the
system, the individual institutions and the "programs" that are realistic. Policy
bmards at the institution or segmented level have an obligation to assure themseives
that their institutions have valid, objective, studied Master Plans, continually
up-dated.

Tar often statements «f guidelines or goals have been cast in such '"global

and idealistic terms that they are relatively mearingless - or they have been stated

in the kind of educational jargon that makes them less-than-clear, even to the
educators. Obfuscating language just asks the lay citizen to be skeptical, if not dic-
believing.

Where compromise and equivocation to reach 'consensus" have reduced statements
of grals to a kind of lowest common denominator there must be a fresh start. lhe
examiration of goals should involve as many informed lay persons, practitioners,
empleoyers, consumers - and taxpayers as possible, along with administrators, faculity
and students.

Without gpetting caught up in the details of how a broad-based planning group
ught to organize itself to come up with findings and recommendations that wiil give
guidance to institutions and coordinating boards in the matter of program review, let
me simply suggest the kinds of questions that I believe ought to be raised:

1. Does the state have a "Master Plan' that includes the missions of ail the
institutions, public, private and proprietary? Are these missioas
realistically laid out so they can serve as guidelines for planning and
evaluation?

2, Does it define the roles and responsibilities of the existing goerniag
or coordinating beards and individual institutiorn:l boards?

3. 1Ia there an up-to-date inventory of all the programs presently a <l ble -
and where are they?

4, Has a study been made of unmet needs?
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5. Whst is the current statutory or policy previeion for reviewing and approving
programs? By what agenclies? Which agencicas are tn be reviewed?

0. what kind of provisinn for pianning and coordination would hent serve the
state, with its own traditidns, its existing structures for governance and
. policy-making, and ite unique political climate?

If, based on its findings, the state-wide planning group recommends a strnng ctate-
level sgency to resolve issueg that individusl institutinnes nr system-wide nr segmental
policy boerds and state governments cannot resolve, then it seems to me the matters
of' program,review and recommendation and the ef'“:ctivenese of education progrems at all
levels become a top priority sgenda item or the .oordinating body.. A non-administering
board can reisc tic kinde of questions aud call for the kind of plenning, decision-
making and amanayecusnt which will produce chenge, promote cooperstlve eftorts, and
anticipate issues sau problems.

The coordinatin: bcard must develop its own guidelines end opersting procedures,
again ritted to the cltustisn state by state. One key to any system of eveluesting what
is being done, what ought or might be done, and what outcnmes may be expected, is the
ecpecificity and the clarity of the gnals statements for the state, for the segments,
for the institutions. In 1347, Tresident Truman's Commissian on Higher Education
offered this advice:

"What America needs today is a schoolling better aware of its aims. Our cnlleges
need to see clearly what it is they are trying tn accomplish and they need ways
of measuring their effectiveness in meeting thnse aims."

1nat Aquotation is even more relevant today. With more than 50 percent or the
college-age group going on to postsecoandary education »f same kind, it is crueclel
that the aducation missinns Af an institution be clear, vieible and understood by
students, the public, and by the elected and appointed persons who are responsihle
for seeing t~ it that schonls are operated to serve those missions effectively and
efficiently.

In looking at programs, proposed and existing, the state-level board will have
to cencern itself with three broad aspects, as ldentified and described by Clenny,
Berdshl, et al.: .

1. The pragrazs to be reviewéd
2+ The criteria to be used in judging
3¢ The me-hanis:n review

Obviausly, the programs to be reviuwed will depend. upon the legal authority of
the enordinating or roverning board. The cage has been made, I belleve, that the
most effective proccre of review {3 onc thot conslders not only the approval of new

pragrams, but alse tie deletloan, merceir, reallccation and suspension of existing
Drograms.

The boari'. - Y. rohip, 1 btelleve, oLouil:id be nade up of kuowled:sesble, experienced
lay persons ot onne ted directiy wit., or -.yloyed by publie Irnstitutione or
agencles. They nees! time, Interest and =norcy to devote to the task. They should
assure themcelves thuut they have s dire tor or ccumisslioner or stature and a staff with
expertiase In - areus of toard respcnsibtility.

3
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Tre stat't may be relativel{ small i1 it utillizes the planninﬁ snd informationegathering
capabilities 9villable ot thg.inetitution ord gegsepteal level,

With, L.+ il o1 the staff, “hen, the state-wide board stould (0 ubout the task »f
aetting out the criterla for prograa vuviuw, In general, tuese criterls ghould call for
the use of conuen juldelines and procedurcs,

Our Jtate board ot Higher Educatlon In Oregon has had conslderable experience with
reviewing an! authorlzing requests for ncw progremes or repackeging existing cnurges into
new optlcrs. It has, on very rere occagions, recommended disapproval or referral back to
the institutlon :or turther study. (The Board of Higher Education also has had to provide
for implementing leglslative decisions to make an urben stste college into s state
university, or add or phase out a department within an institution,) We now are embarking ..
on a "review and recommend" process for existing programs, commencing with tinse of high-
cost and lowe-enrollment st the graduate level,

The cr.terls tollowed by the central office in meking recommendations to the
Acodemlc Attalrs Committee of the Board are made up nf the seven major cnmponents c¢ommonly
included In jrogram review procedures of coordinating and governing boards. They include a
descriptlion of the program; a setting out of the program's purposes and objectives; an
analysls of need ror the program; a cost analysis that includes direci and indirect
funding sources; an estimation of the resources required (faculty, staff, library,
prysical facilitles): an indication of the prospects for accreditstion; and a descriptlion
of possible relatlonships to future developments at the institution and within the state.

Owr statutory responsibility extends only to the three state universities, the
three reglonal state colleges, a technical institute and s health sciences center. Our
system has functioned as both governing and coordinating since 1931, but with the addition
of 13 publicly supported community colleges, which fall under the loose coordination
ol the Board ot Education, and are governed by a locslly-elected boerd, our system lacks
the state wide perspective it should have., Under the preas=nt State Board of Higher
Education's jurtsdlction, the programs of the privaie and independent schools sre not
included In ti. prosram review, except by reference at times. Our Oregon situstinn is
turther compiicuat-d by the tact that some of the foureyear ingtitutions award Associste

Degreea, 0uminly ie nrovinece of the community or Junior colleges, and the community
colleges serv. . - w=wiic seeds, have thoir lower division college courses transferable
eredit torocr 10, L o iU quarter-boous out of 185, and serve students of the area
education ti.~.. *. *.+ gtate as u v..5le, and non-resldent students. Three-tier tultion
leyels o vloo ¢ .1 [rastate and out-- -t tute cervices, at the lower-division level,

The tour-yea: i~oti*wsiocne recelve abuut [0 percent of their tunde irom state general

fand ap;ropsic lono. Chelr tultlonsz pay .or rougily 25 percent o the cost of instruction.,

The ~ommurntty ‘cileces, en the other hand, receive roughly 50 percent or their support froam
the sceneral sund, 2 rercvent from local property taxes, and only 17 percent from tuition.

Iver.coked iu “he nresent planning la the fact that .out there" - in many non-
ed-1ratioral enterprises - are people ag well or better qualified to tecch, equipment more
goph.lsticatel, and resour:es tor real-lire experiences more effective than we hrave in
‘orma; ~ducation. Aren't we short-sigcted and remise 1f we de not take those resources
inte conadldaration in our planning processest

An you can veailly wee, ours le a Cragmented kind of situation over which the 7
d gt lenal Cooriluating Councll utterpts to exervise a measurs ol planning on an

J
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advisory, cooriluative, research and forecasting basis, FEducational coordinating matters
are comp.icated -ven {urther by the ract that the appointed Chancellor of Higher Education
and the electud Jtut: Cuperintendent of iubllc Instruction are voting members of the
Coordinatim: ouncll Zourd., The Councll hwe not been very cifectlve In 1ts oversll
plaunin: and . riiteeting role for nauy reseone, whleh certainly include the mske up of
the Jouncil Hosri,

On the central lesue in program r-view, that of the mechsnlem and the process af
review, 1 want to ot away from the detalle and the alternste processes because they are
almost limlitless. Genrerually, they neced to be responsive to some of the following:

l. They muet take Into corslderation the jurisdiction and powers. of existing
boards, systeme and substraoctures.

2+ They should utllize common gpuidelines snd procedures go thet sll institutisng
are responding to the same requests and requirements.

3. They should invelve the individusl institutions and their faculties,
administrators and students in developing the plans and guidelines.

“+ They rhould contein no unnecessary and cumbersome features.

9. Thex should expedite change, 1f recommended.

*« They chould require state-widc complisnce with the state-level procegg of
program review,

7+ They should provide that declsions sbout individual coursvs snd courge content
stay at the Institutional level. .

3. They should deal with the matter of building up de facto programe which mperate
without tormal approval. —

2}« TRey should provide for standing and ad hoc advicory committees which may or
may not Include coordlnating board members, but whica may utilize conrdinsting
board sta’f asslstance.

1C. Prograc review by a state-level board should provide for the use of outside
consultants, for on-site visltations by consultants from inside snd nutside
the state; the boerd and staff of the coordinating agency should work closely
with the institution and segmental boards and staffs in developing recemmendae
tione.

11. *rinally, inlividual institutiones or the segments should be required to respond
te queeticne concerning thelr (oule, their educastional relevancy, and their

-‘OS?. - ;. ) i".;°\'~" .
The recers oot inaicates that suce oo U ispetus for chan;« and diversity has cmme
from the ou:ridy, 'wom student dewand, und :rom the political vorld. Some of the
responges hLave lcoon outetandingly rood. e hsve moved from nliher educstion for s

relatively few to mass postsecondary eduacatlon, which, more and more, attracts new learn-
ers. In the prnc¢%s, ve may, however, be lowerirg stendards and accepting mediocre
performance which, in turn, debages the worth of the credentials. It is imperative that
a state-ievel toard rrovide leaderszinly in ascessing the perforzance, in forecasting
“tutures,” in providing opportunitles for examining economic, soclal, and demographlic
torces, lssues and trends as these apply to edurstion in the state. Such s coordinating
board would bhe responuiltle, then, tor actin: as a *ridee bvetween institutions snd the
1ecision-makers in state povernment.,

Recause o tre rapid Trowth of pestuecondary education in tic last two decades, and
the lack of time for careful plannlng ani "tekine stock,” many inequalities have
tevelored, Woe nave o anower almple bt dirfioult Juestione: Wno siould pay? For what?
dhere? Hew much? Par heaw longt 1.0
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I also believe it will be increasingly necessary for all boards to essess
periodically and even harshly, their own performances in the light of their changing
roles. Because the state-level board's planning, Information-gathering, coordinstive
and evaluative functions are different from those of policye-making boards (and they are
relative late-comers), state boards will have to be especlally diligent in perfarmance
and assesement. Robert O, Berdahl, Cenior Fellow of the Carnegle Foundstion Council on
Poljcy itudles In Higher Educetion, is currently developing criteria end informetion for
evaluating state-wide boards of postsecondary education. There are many rroblems, He
says, 'Personalities sre sometimrc more important than the structure. The structure
itgelf 1s affected by the interpl = of many other elements." James Miller put it this way:

"Some agencies have more power than thelr enabling legislation suggests because
they are heavy on intormel power, influence, and ‘'credibility' with state officiels
and the public. Other agencles have less puwer thasn the statutes cuggest because
their credibility is low and thelr recommendations are ignored. The web of
informal relationships, communication snd respect among legislators end the state
sgenty is extremely important and ic oiten overlooked."

Tre situation in New York State, described by Karen Winkler in the January 27
Chronicle o: lilgher Education In an articlc entitled "Statewide Planning Versus
Institutional Autonoamy,” polnts to the gap that exists between theory and the actusl
"review and approve"” procecs. The Commissioners of Fducation and the Regents, who are
appointed by the Lcgleslature and must "reglster' (approve) all programs in both public
and private colleres and universitles, have undertaken to review, recommend continusnce,
termination, phaseout or improvement of all doctoral programs in the state, Their
recommendgtions :ave been intensely qucctioned by the Chancellor and Regents of the State
University and by i:siividual presidents.

Everyons o0 itc thet the two crit rlv uved - "need" and "quolity" - are difficult to
come to yrips sit. . It has been custonarys to link "quallty" =ith dollare expended,
faculty degrec 2nd snlary levels, spacc utilized, library holdinrc, e€tc. There may Qe
studles to show direct relationships Lotw en dollars and effe tivences of outcomes; I
don't xnow of any, tiough there are obvious rcletionshipe between resources avallable
and cholces that may then be made. Policy boards have "nonetransferable responsibilities
for determining, as objfectively as it iz humaniy possible, the degree of wisdom by which
existing resources ar: managed” as Arthur Frentoreb told the Association of Governing
Boards in October. e is not sure, nor am I, that policy boards are equipped or have
the ability to do thlc - ags they are precently organized. Some are leolated from the
realities of present or future dangers; some, &s he sald, are apathetlc enough to let the
president or sotleone «lse worry atout the major ilssues and what may be growing academic
deficits and poor manarement practices. 1In some cases, the problems are too diffused
and teo big "or nart-time lay personc to srasp, and they nced to retain speclalists to
help them.

The use ¢ "nead” as an evaluative criterinn - wvhether in reference to the needs of
socisty tor trained morrower, or the "needs” of students - runs counter to the long-held
tradition “hat ary :tutent ousht to be nile to enroll iIn eny program he wishes snd for
which he {s quaiiil~d, whether or not there will be an employment outlet for his tralning
and talonts. This - and certaln well-nstablished status requlrements - have led -
institnutions ¢n try to offer a vhgt scargazterd of studies. The ranld expansion has
genernted an overall growth rate larde <nough to Jjustify most pregrams, even in not very
éopular *ields. Duplication of most under-raduate progremwg and departmental majors at
atate 2linpres and universitles has Yeen tie rule. The fedarsl government hac poured

[Jiﬁ:~monwy irtc a vesricty of programs, Lius compoifiing the proliferation.
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fiowever, at these crossreads .in the long histexry »f the development and finsncing
of higher education « before collective bargaining with its focus on job gsecurity, faorces
program declciosng which may be more.rigld; befare able.young instructors must he denied
appointment and untenurced fadulty let go; and before hard-pressed osmall libex=al arts
Institutlons acre forced to close thelr doore or reduce thelir programes to the point of
dlalnishing retur:: - all of us should cee that i° may be to the state't and the institue
tion's advanto . to concentrate in Cewer Lnctlituticnz! prugranc for which there is
derreased demund - L vicproportion.te costs, Wb poderg ol prograq termination or ree
allocation rave i aree but slirntly dp to row. Ralpr Dengon, Cuancellor of Higher
Hducatlon in fiew Jorseyvic quoted In a rocent Chronlele srticls aes caying that zome
institutioneg lave develored "a Brinks-truck mEFFEng}? you dump the dough once @ year and
you dan't comu back uud se¢ us apgin until next vear " ihle srtlcle raisee the question
Of what will hapren unen a strong ctate covrdinating agency comee up againat a strong state-
wide traculty union,

r
s
I
.

Cellege precidente are predictably upzet by the prozpects, as are faculties. They
3ee the whole process ct state.level progrom review and recommendation as on infringement
upon their traditional auto:omy and rezponslbility to churt their own courses. Thaugh
some of trem publicly denosurce the zpecitics »f the review proce:s while endorsing the
general prin~iiles, privat:ly some of them will rdmit ihat the state-level reviewe may
glve them more la*titude and power to eliminate the weal programe that sap the funds which
should more pr-wperly ao tn the stremg. Viewed thio way, the review process could imprave
.the institution's "Image," credibility, and drawing pewer. Students will chorse strang
program:, siven adequate informastion and counseling.

Dr. Glerny, in his paper, "The Volstile Steady State,” 3ays:

"At the state level, concerr must be frcuged toward floxibility, zero-base
planning, clearly defined, reslistic goals ana rbjectives for each institutinn,
adherence to lorg-range plans thra sh guch geals end an operationally regponsive
p.anning ~nd budgeting process.”

In my view, tiieze are proper concerns for & state-level agency with s~me of the
functions and pow:rs we rave discussed. The Fxecut:ve Director of the ogency shruld be
a gtiaulator to !.i{s roard: he should educate his “oard membere ohjectively snd perzistently
About prezent and :uturc {ssues in reaiistic terms. £ there are acadeaic deficits, he
ehould stimulate planning to ulleviate them.

Semetody lars o do it. Interrally, the faculties find i. extremely dii'ficult to reech
these kind: o la:icicne. Ther lack tie ctate-wice perspctive, and thelr gelf-interests
blur visisn, . tirmaliv, it is s5.ore HPPICPYrisle thnt prociam rovievw and eppreval be

done by a 370t -uld cocordinatirg boerd w.icnh Lioludes 511 leve's oI ccucation than by o
gavernor'c ctal o regielative st r0 Tlort lepiclateors Fon't went Lo serve ag education
boar~ aSerz, vl fley recent el cuct Qv the 2ele of acadedio "neddlors:" or »f being
niggardl:; i£ + n'toina tudpet resucctis ot o2 level noar “pe avking.

.'.

-

-
-
-
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Legliclators will onntinue tn rovieuw tuaisets as 1 pavo of thiic priser rale in
apprarriatying Tundo.  Tleyr will tnus [riluence elucatiors: yolicy . FRut they need to be
apgured *hat tnels buloetary declsions are tassd w preliable data.

TY tiose wio wa il oadviae mealnst the oreabien ar ctrengthening ot cnordinsting

- o,
doards and esi, "Tat ion Y thia an tnvacion of acnascic voeedeom?” the cerly has to be that
N i

matiing that tas Yaon recomasnded woull preclioic ar custitution Trop ereaing in self.

evaluat ion ang yriovityecettlor. .1 ¢ *rore ecrdinat e artarte wouls engage the
J
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faculties and administrators in their own best effor:s to find ways to improve their
offerings, management, and operstions, If institutions choose to buck the current
trends and fight the legislaturce or the g'.ate.wide coordinstisg boerds, they will lose,
On the other hand, if they choose to join the effort, they will hsve taken an importeant
step forward in regsining public confidence and support.
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