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CHANGING PATTERNS OF STATEWIDE COORDINATION
Richard M. Millard o -
Education Commission of the States - -

b

'

it is no accident that the period of the most raPhgxpansion of hfgher»
‘education in the history of the country was also the period in which states
moved at an accelerated rate towards establishing statewidgjhigher :
education. agencies—either coordinating agencies or consolidated L
governing boards. In 1960 there were'enly 16 state coordinatingagenciesor .
consolidated governing boards, one of which went back to ¢olonial times.
~ -By1970, 47 states had s c;h‘agéncj__§,:F::?>‘<~ ried in 1970 and still do today
in power, in struct re‘i“ to someie tent 'irf
institutions or segments included Under their aegis.-Most of them were
concerned primarily or only with pu igher education institutions,
/fﬁﬁaughafew'toali\nited extenthad responsibilities extending beyand the
J public sphere. I ’ ‘

purpose, and in scope .of

e

To understand the environment out of which such coordinatingSand
governing boards emerged and the extent of the changing situation today, it ,
may be wise.to recdll that between 1960 and 1970, enroliments in higher N
education institutions alone jugmped from 3,789,000 to 8,581,000, an.
) increase of 126%. While most jnstitutions expanded during the period, the
public institutions expanded at a farmore rapid rate than the private ones.
State expenditures for higher education rose from $4.5 billion in 1960 to
. $13.9 billion in 1970, an increase of 207%. More than 400 new campuses
T were created by the states, bringing the total number of state institutionsto = . .~
1,089." , ' . v -

o . "

'Clark Kerr, “The Future of State Government-Higher Education Reiations,” in The
Changing Face of Higher Education, Proceedings of the Second Legislative
Conference (Atlanta; Southern Regional Education Board, 1973), p. 33. > |
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What this underlines is that to a very.large extent, state coordinating and '

governing agencies were created to deal with expansion of public higher
educatidn. In fact, in many of the state laws; 3st pllshlng such agencies, the
stated purpose was ‘‘to provude for the or erly growth” of public higher
education. Governors and iegisiators, faced with increasing demands for
higher education places, competition among nixisting institutions and

-systems for funds for expansion, and increasing evidence ®f chaos in

random growth, turned in most cases first to study commissions and then
onto the'recorr]mendations ofsuch commissions to legisiation establishing
the coordinating or governing agencies. Again, while the powers and scope
bt operations of such agencies differed, most were atgeast’charged with
responsubmty” forplanning on a’statewide basis for the institutions and
segments under their purview. They‘thus ernerged in a period of expansion
and were charged with insuying orderly growth, effective use of funds to

insure that growth, and planning for what-at that time seemed to be an

unendJng period of continuing growth and development. «

<

> <

The s*Ituat‘ion in 1974 is considerably different. The period of greatly

increasing en roliments of college-age sfudents has 'clearly passed.
Although the peak of the 18- to 22-year-6ld population may not be reached
for another 2 or 3 years, the proportion of 18- to 22-year-olds a‘ftendmg
coI}efges and universities is already dropping. In fact, with white males it
dropped back from a high of 44%:in 1969 to the 1962 level of 37.6% jn 1973.
Aithough attendance among women is not yetdecreasing, it has leveled off.
The national birth rate has reached the level of “zero population growth

and is still droppnng

-

“Costs of higher education continue to escalate, but in those states in which

appropriations aré tied to enrollments, funds for institutions with

decreasing enrollments are in turn decreasing. Percentages of state general -

revenue going into all educatlon have dropped from a high 0f53.49%in 1969
to 48.90% in 1973. This may in part reflectaiready decreasing enroliments in
elementary-secondary education. The percentage of §tate general revenue

going to higher education has held fairly constant at around 14.5% since -
1968 (14.26% in 1973), but there is little indication that it willincrease in the

future and some indication thatit may drop further.2 As aresuit, the concern
at state and institutional levels is not with expanded students or funds in
reiation to traditional higher education, but with how to operate in a stead
state 0r4even in a declining state situation. )

%

< ’ Ve

) 2Lyman Glenny and James R. Kidder, State Tax Support of H:gher Education: .
Revenue Apgropriation Trends and Patterns, 1963-1973 (Denver: Educatiefi

Commissiori of the States, 1974). \
. ) N . 7 , . ;’//' .
o 4 o .
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Such a situatiori calls for a kind of planning and fiscal operation both for
institutions and state agencies very different from the pilanning and
operations called for in the 80s. If one considers only higher education and .
traditional college-age students, it clearly means planning for
retrenchment, for consolidation, for husbanding of resources. And part of

the guestion becomes whether state agencies have, can, or will change
focus to deal with these new conditions.

" But the picture js complicated by a series of not unrelated developments.
The tirst has been the growing concern over the last 5§ years on the part of
legislators and the general public for more effective accountability in the
use of public funds. This has been followed by increasing concern for
accountabil’ﬁ’s{.in relation to the meeting of educational goals and the quality ‘

- ofthe 2ducatiohal process. This demand for &ccountability grows in part /
out of increasing costs and questions of productivity, in partout of the after-
effect of the student unrest of the late 60s and early 70s, and in partout of the !
continuing credibility gap related to the first two. It also grows out of the
persisting feeling (whether correct or not} that the higher education
v community has been less than candid in its willingness,}»o make accurate
information available to state and national funding agenties.

The sep&nd is the manpower situation (whether correctly interpreted or
not). and the claim that we are producing an excess of highly educated,
npower, not only at doctoral and master's degree levels but at
baccalaureate Jevels as well. That there are oversupplies in some areas such
as teacher education, and even'un'd(e(gubplies in others, would be‘hard to
L deny. That we are educating too many people may well be subject to
' dispute. But regardless of the actual situation, the danger of over-
production has furtherreinforced the credibility gap and has at least made it
necessary in planriing to take manpower issues more fully into account.

The third development has been the growing public concern overthe plight
of private institutions. This has been reflected in both the financial problems
of private institutions and the tuition differentials between public and
private institutions. While the dire predictions of the Jellema reports® have
not been borne out, it is true that many private institutions are in trouble and
some have gone under. It is clear tmj the public is concerned about
preserving the “'dual” system, and that the states Rave responded. Some 39
states now make aid available to private institutions or tostudents to enable .
_them to attend private institutions. States are far more concerned with

-

-

3inlllamrw.' Jellema, The Red and the Black (Washington: Assgciation of American
Colleges, 1971); "Redder and Much Redder” (Unpublished &)
. American=Colleges, 1972). 8

. \ ' !
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utilization of the resources of private |psmutlons than was the case onlya ’
few years back. . " :

° ~ @

J
The /our!h develobment has been the rapid growth over the last 6to 8 years
of information and /ruanagement systems in higher education institutions
and _at state levels The National’ Commnssnon on the Financing of
Postsecondary Education has in effect come close to recommending 3 -
national management information system for postsecondary educatior.

_ The scope of interest and impact of thé development of managemerit in-

' formati‘on systems, and concern about their assumptions and applications
have been demonstrated by and at the Education Commission of the States
National Forum on New Planning and_Management Practices in Post-
secondary Education ip 1972 and 1973, the National Center for Higher
Education Management Systems assémbly in 1972, and a highly provoc-
ative paper by Earl Cheit.*

While the development of such systems has been a boon to statewide
boards and their planners, in fact effecrrVe\;‘)SI:sning cannot be carried out
without adequate information. It has also rat ma]or questions on the use
of such information and the powgr it gives its pdssessor.Legislators have *
been sufficiently impressed that specific rﬂanagementinformauon systems.
have been legislatively mandated in a few states, and other states con- -
sidered doing so.

The fifth development, growmg again in part out of ‘student unyest but
gaihing impetus on its own, has been concerned with innovation within the
framework of higher education. Although the earlier sidewalk and “free" - J
universities have pretty well died out with the end of the student upheaval,
. external degrees universities without walls, experimental colleges such as >
Empire State (New York), Evergreen State (Washington), and Metropolitan
State (Minnesota) colleges, encouragement of dropping in and stopping
out, and other forms of educational offerings involving new methods of
delivery and openmg ‘nonorthodox opportunities have flourished. In a
o - number of instances, the planmng and encoyragement for such programs,

« and_even their operation as in the dase of the external degree program in
’ ~ New York, have been undertaken by the,statewide agencies in question. The .
statewide agencies, in other words, have recognized the public concern for *
reform, for opening up new paths to and in'post-high school and collegiate
education, and have taken the initiative in encouraging such developments
including more effective use. of technologies. This includes inter- '

» - " ‘Earl Cheit, “The Management Systems Challenge: How to Be Academic¢ though
\ Systematic” (Paper presented at a meeting of the American Council on Education,
fall 1973).
o
i \) . ‘ - ' H ¢
ERIC : 9 3
i .
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. institutional teIevusnon networks as in Oklahomaycomputer networks as m
\ Illinois; and library networks as in Ohio.

<y .

. -. - Thus quite apart from what might be considered other external
developments. affecting -higher education, the patterns, concerns, and
directions of statewide coordination and governance of higher education
have'changed radically in the past4 or 5 years. The emphasis has changed
to planfiing and coordination for consolidation, conservation of resources,
more effective use of infgrmation systems, more effectivg reporting and
accountability, consideration of manpower  issués, concern for private
institutiong in the planning process,-and encouragement of new férms of
educationat delivery. In some cases this has meant declaring moratoria on
new programs, particularly at the -graduate level, ‘developing more-
discriminating criteria for program approval, considering new bases for
budgeting that are less directly dependent on student enroliment formuylas,
encouraging institutional consortia to accomplish educational goals more™ '
economically, and fostering new dellvery system@ to meetdifferentstudem W
clientele needs.

¢
N

One fascinating feature of the changing condltlons is thatin the process, no
w v statewide coordlnatlng or governing board has been eliminated as being-
itself a/luxury or an unnecessary cost. in fact the trend, insofar as there is
one, has been the opposite. Some coordinating agencies have been
replaced by  consolidated governing boards (North -Carolina and
" Wisconsin) and in one state (RhodeIsland) the segmental governing boards

wergreplaced by one governing board for all levels ofeducation. Most of the
: coordmatlng boards have been strengthened. What this would seem tO/v\
indicate is that the states at leasthave come to recognize that, if anything, in
a period.of possible retrenchment effective planning and coordination are
: even more crucial than in periods of expansion. The need for more effective
differentiation of role and scope of institytions, for development of
complementatiof m contrast to competition among ptograms, arid for
adequate information for decision making even at legislative Ievels Is that

‘much more acute.

o

. . s —
f
.

In add»ﬂon to the types of changes noted which might be considered as
intermpal to the higher education system, there are other héghly sngnlﬂ t
developments that further alter the patterns of statewide Coordin

. ' some respects, perhaps radically. At the time of |t§ passage,th
Amendments of 1972 was hailed as a landmark piece of legislation that
woyld have major impact on all education beyond. ?}Wg/hlschool In Spite
of administrative foot dragging and inadequate fupding, this prediction has
in fact turned,out to be true. The Act has literally changed the ground rules

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Fira/,and perhaps most important, it redefined the universe of federal and
state concern with post-high s¢hool education from higher education to

postsecondary education. Traditionally we have tended to think of the.

educational system as made up of schools on theelemeptary-sécgﬁndary
level, and colleges and universities on the post-high gchool level/What the
Actdid was to bring national attention to the fact that this traditiopel view is
wholly inadequate. The components of postsecondary edu€ation have
been around a long time. Wéhave been dimly aware of t , butin some
cases acted as though they did not exist, considered #iem as engaged in

" “training” rather than education, or even considered them as alternatives for

FRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

persons who for whatever reason could not be admitted into the "system.”
We suddenly discovered that the.number})rpebpb involved in edueation
beyond the high school or over the age 6f compulsory school attendance
was morg than triple the number.of students in colleglate institutions.
According to the National Commission on the Financing of Postsecondary
Education, 9.3 million studenfs were in collegiate institutions in 1973, butin
exc‘ge;se}gtt million ,smaents ~(this figure may be conservative} were

‘eng in other kinds of postsecondary education. From the standpoint of
statewide planping alone, any major shift among students in different.

categories of postsecondary education could radically change concerns for
the types of institutions being planned. The Act, in.other words, By the very
redefinition of the universe of postsecondary education, created new prob-
lems and opportunities for plahning at all levels, .

Thisshiftto postsecondary education created problems ofdefinition, raised *
‘questions about the applicability of our management information systems, .

and added a vastly wider cast of characters to those cancerned with the
implications of decision making in relatioh to postsecondary edgcation at
the state level. It raised questions about the very paradigm of post-high
school and advanced education we had been using for planning and
information purposes on institutional, state, and federal levels. The new
universe includes proprietary schools; postsecondary vocational schools,
whether public or private; schools not currently eligible for student aid,
ranging from special language schools to schools on how to become a
croupier; and the widest of all—"formal and informal learning oppartunities
offered by such organizations and groups as churches, libraries, museums,
art galleries, labor unions, public radio ard television, civic organizations,
industrial organizations, professional organizations and chambers of
commerce throughout the nation." Even if for practical purposes at the

Watiqnal Qommission on the Financing of Postsecongary Education, Financing
Postsecondary Education in the United States (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1974), p. 18. ’

" “ S
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resent time this last largest group is not considered, the range of concern

for‘ planners consﬂtutes a new ballpark. And that last group can hardly be
llmlnated for long in the light of other developments including renewed
{nphas1s on life-long iearning.

T e Act went further than théoretically changing the universe. It imple-
m nted at-least significapt’parts of the change in three ways with direct
impact on the states. Firét, under Title IV on student assistance, students
attendling accredited proprietary schoolsareeligible for federalstudentaid.
Se orld |n Section 140, COngress establlshed a National Commission on

flndlngsand recommendations. Althoughthe commlsslonln
its repart ddalt primarily with higher education, its very discussion of the
comp ne s of postseconda education makes it lmposslble to over‘look

/ state that wishes to secure funds under Title XA (community -
e5). Title XB (postsecondary, occupational education), or Section
‘mprehensive statewide plffynnlng) shall establlsh or desngnate a -

regpresentative of the general public and public and private n0nprotlt and -
, propriet institutions of postsecondary education in the . state

Regardless of legislative history and any confusions embodied in Section

1202asa rt{sult of compromises by the conference committee, through this

\

section the federal government for the first time recognized. (particularly irj
- - Section 1243) the importance of genergl statewide planning and the state's
responsublllty for it. and insisté¢d-that statewide planning be generalenough
to take into'account the range of postsecondary “education.- . _
Section 1203\aiso made it possible for the states fo consolidate under the -
state postseddndary education commissions §e higher education facilities
commissions and the state agency administering the continuing education
.and ‘community service programs (Title 1). Itewas thus designed to
~encourage corsolidation - rather than: proliferation of state, agenmes
responsible for"%dmlnlsterlng federal programs. . /

¢

. In Tit7 which H s not to date been activated, the Act called for statewide
: ‘planning under i:e 1202 commission for community ‘¢ zleges and
. ocgupational educ tion, and it specifically recognized that such planning
v - cannottake place in a vacuum and that to be ‘effective it miJst be carried out
’ in the context ol planning for postsecondary education as a whole.

’
B . ~

. One other part of the Act also focused on the tates and has implications for
_changing patterns in state coordination. This is the State Student Incentive

" Grant Program, which provides matchlng funds to new or additional state
fun/ds for student assistance. To recéive such funds, a state must apply

ERIC o

1 \ 7 ‘ s
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- through a single state agency admmlsterlng the state's student grant C o
o ® * program,.Although in a number.ofstates the agencyadministering the state, . --
- '~ student aid progﬁam is not the egordinating or goverhing ageney, inmany e g
. "states they are the same; it.wéuld clearthat iri those where they are o
. différent, at least the planmngiﬁt aid must in Jpartbe afunétionof. .
the central anmng agency. More, recent developments indicate the . . -

possibility fha at.the State Student Incentive Grant Program may becomethe ,
key for coordination of. federal and state programs in the developnient of. a

. more coherent national-state delivery system. i this should become the '/‘
ase, the pattern and role of’ state agency .Gperation and plannlng m/t s%/ £ .
, /:}% may' be consuderably enhanced S £ Lo o

- L P ¥ ’
* . 0 ¢ ' u -

-‘Most educators are well aware of the subsequént hlstdry ofthe actnvation,of -
, the proyisions in the Education Amentments of 1972; The U.8, Office of.
. . Education attempted to develop guidelines fo the1202commtss‘ions andin = .7
. - the process involved a wider range of‘consultation with the. postsecondary
"', . educdtion’community than ever before or since in the history of federaf
_ legislation: The revi?éd guidellnes weré ready to be released when it was -,
L dectded by the administration to hold them up Indefmitely because there ‘
S was .no intedtion of funding Section.-1203 orr}”Tltle X. In fact, the .
» admimstrattor; refused to recgmmend fundmg for most of the Act, with the
- exceptions of the Basic Educational Oppottunity Grants and Developlng
. -Institution8. Guidelines wére also developed but rever released for the
ST s ‘State Student Incentive Grant Program. Congress, however, forhscal Jo74 .
'~ .. _approved $3 million under Section 1203 and $19 mllllon dnder the State, .
N\ - Studenit Incentlve Grant Progr m. - L .. i

< 'r

/

-

&
e

g Of the $3 million approprrateds under Sectlon 1203 $2 m|II|on was wrthheld
o "phasé qut” the higher education: f"acllltles comm,rssrons leaving only $1. °
ilion for statewide planning. On March 1, 1974, U,S. Commissioner of
toOn John _Ottina, without benefit of guidelines, wrote to the’ .
' & - governoysof eacp state and territory inviting them to establrsh or desngnate -
’ a commosst rOraugment anexrstmg oné, if the state wished to apply forthe
% planning funds and to dosoin accordance with the condltlons stated in the
DR SN Act. e . :

- .
[

o Given the fact that so\gtgt;money was involved and that the procedure of  °
1

designating orgppointi 202 commissions would beapalnful processin. .+
+ somestates, the response 1{1::tates has been overwhelming. Ferty-three
states, sthe District of Colu bia,. and three territories responded by
< est 4shmg or developing co issions. Six_states, because of local
c0ndrt|ons responded by electung&to establishtorhmissions atthls time
©+  but repor‘ted that they expected to establish commlssmnsmthefuture One o
™ . state was ynable tokact wnthout legislative authonzatlon and only ‘one - .
. . ellglble territory did not respond at all. Flfteen states esta’bllshed new . ‘“t
corﬁ‘mrssuons in two cases the newcommlssmnsmcludeallthemembers of g
v P ‘.

"ERIC*: P .
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the exustrng commlssion and the cu.rrent xecutive officer is also the officer
, .. . ofthenew commission.. Nihgteen states esignated exustlng commissions |, " ,°
_- .. ,and nine states augmemed existing commlssrons It should also be noted
that three of the new commissions were established by Iegfslative actfon
. “prior to_the Ottina Ietter‘fas SUCCBSsors to previously existing agencles in" .
' those states One other fascinating footnote is that the three statésthat had ,
no coordlnatlng agency or- consolldated governlng board all establfshed)
1202 commfssrons . . .

- \
i . . . Y N > N

The crotlcal question is why did. the states respond 0 overwhelmingly? It T
could hardly be because of current federalfunding. With 47 states and
territories responding,ithe total amount available to any state would be
"approximately $26,000. Statas are. .curréntly spendfng ih excess of $15
million for planning purposes The‘administration has recommended noQ
addftlonal funding for fiscal 1975. While Congress may approprlate some "
fund|ng under Section 1203, perhaps in excess ofthecurrent figure,itisnot, - N
) Jikely to be a large amount. There appears to be little chance of funding this
. year for Title X. It thus can hardly be*the funds that" encouraged the ' U
respohse. It would seem to me that the only answer that can beglven isthat ) ‘.
the expansion of statewide planning o the’ range ot postsecondary SN
. 'education is ah idea'whose time has come, and the States are corivinced of - -
. . it. | know of 'no other development with as direct and far-reachlng e
B implications . for changlng patterns mc statewnde ‘coordination and
governance asthis. It would seem to meag thatgovernors and legislatures. ‘e
-are convinced that one can no longer plan for any segment of the post- . = . ¥
secondary education’, communtty, -including public’ hlgher reducation, - " ™
wrthout taking the range of postsecondary_educatfon lnto account. . -

»

..

If anything, the response to the llmlted funding under the State Student’ “
{ncentive Grant Program.was even more phenomenal. Fifty-one states and,
e territories indicated 'Jnterest Twenty-eight of thesg. have - existing or e
* . ongoing student aid programs;eleven have authorized such programs for N
next year, Eleven.more expect their Jeglslatures to enact programs before . ' L
-March 25, 1975. Only four states fndtcated that they dig notintend to - -
inaugurate such a program at this time. As of June 1, 1974, 37 states had
actually submitted applrcatlons Neither congress nor the administration
can complatn of a lack of interest or state responsiveness in relation: to. '
either the 1202°commissions or the State Student Incentiye’ GrantProgram o
eyen though for many states each [.‘Srogram represents a new'or modlfled
- departure. 3 ] - . ; !

-t . f

L - e v

It woOId seem clear that whether the coordun;xttng or governlng agehcy is-

the designated 1202 commission and/of the stafe studentaid agency Or not, .

/ it wilrof neces\lty in its planning efforts have to encompass abroader scope
_-ontheenehand, and recognize that aid to students is an integral part ofthe
state S commltment on the other: Thus among other thfngs has lmpl(catlons
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information systems and data bases that cén be use& and may call
for re\)'slons‘m currentsystems. lnformatipn currently avallablq from some
sector’j of postsecondary education is either nonexist,ent or extremely
- sketchyi It may, as | have suggested elsewhere, callforanew approachthat
does no mvalldate current systems, but rathercalls for develgping new arld

indigeno) s systems in, segments not now covered and then developing— -

comparispns on hlgheF levels of- aggregation This may hasten. the
development of achievement or competency-based. measures’ of
educational progress in place of the old reliance on credits and hours das
. educational countevs

- -
b

This broademng of horizons in statewide plannmg and coordlnatuon may
also have an important meliorating or even counteracting effect on the
issues raised in the early part of this paper. It is true that as long as we
.concentrate on traditional: :college-age students, the picture is one of
decreasing numbers and the need for retrenchment, consolidation, and
curtailment. Hqwever, with the wider view that ingludes postseconddry
education stud nts of all ages past compulsory school attendance with

- increasing emph\asis on lite-long learning, the picture may not be sa'bleak.

If state agenciesiand institutions begm ta plan now to meet the varying
educational need$ of students of all ages, to recognize and encourage
movement back and forth among the sectors of pestsecondary education,
to open up traditional curricula to encourage students to become involved
at appropriate stages in their own lives—in other words, to meet ghe variety
of postsecondary education needs of the citizens of the courtry—the
potentual may not be nearly so limited as the.prophets of gloom suggest. .

This will, however, require far clearer. definition of- mstltutlo/ual goals, role,

" and scope than has-usually been the case. it will require that coordinating
agencies concentrate far more directly on articulation among segments
thanhas been the case in the past and that all of us work together to break
down the most persistent of educational orthodoxies in the various
segments of postseconddry éducation.v

4
0

Among the many issues réj
to be heightened by most af the trends we have been considering. This is an
old gquestion in a new guisé. Will not the trends we have been discuissing,
both the constricting and the broadening trends, léad to greater
centralization, control, and homogemzatuon of postS‘econdary education?
First, | would like ¢ divide the questlon | think, the question of
homogenization as itrelates to plannlng and coordinating agencies, even to
consolidated governing Boards is ared herring. Thathomogenization has
occurred in higher education rhay be undeniable, but those who fear
homogenization forget that it occurred fhot under the influence of
--coordinating boards. but in the period of competition for students. inthe 50s

attempts to copy each other is well doclimented by Jencks and
3 _

©

and early 60s, when mstttutaonsDt:?me progresswely selective in their -

[ e

t

,

aining is avery peréistentquestion thatis likely *

N5
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Ftetsrnan The major thrust of coordinating and planning agencies has been,

i anything, in'the opposite dtrectuon—that is, in the direction of attempting

to work with institutions in defining role and e to preserve their
unlqueness and their contribution to the higher education scene.

- -

The question of centralization is a differentone, 'Planning and coordination

.,reqmr,e both information and decision making. In his concern- about the |

|mpact of management and information systems, Earl Cheit states, “Power
goes with information. As information goes to higher levels -in the
organization, the power to decide and the-practice of deciding goes there

. too.”* As on the one hand the decisions become tough and on the other, the

horizon in which |nformat|on is needed broadens, there Is a danger of
increased centralization. But there are-counteracting factors and there isa

- third and more dan§erou§alternat1ve that should not be overlooked. First

the counteractnng factors. neither planning nor coordination can e

* “effective-for long if the process does not include the integral involvemént of
" the institutions and agencies planned for. Ifthere |sanyclearmessaggfrom
" the Education Commission of the States' Task Force on Coordination,

‘Governance and Structure, itis this. Library shelves are lined with pians that

- weresnever implemented because they were devised in the abstract. One of

the aims or goals of planning is to help develfop the tonsensus which makes
|mplementat|on possible; this cannot be done without the participation of
the units or institutions or systems planned.for. This is one @ry important
side ofthe plcture and the state agency that over}ooks thig is headed for self-
destructton ‘ :

P

The other snde of the plcture is that centralization in relation tothe overview _

is frequently also accompanied by the recogann of the |mportance of
decentralization, both for effective segmental development in the planning

.. process and in impiementation. The wise state agency is likely to recognize

ERIC

Aruntext proviasa by enic [N

that the task is too large to be carried out wholly centrally even with
- institutional involvement. Accordmgly, a number of states have already
- begun t6 move in the direction of creating planning and implementation

regions within the state. At Ieast nine states——Conneetlcut Ilinois, Indiana,
Michigan, “Minnesota, New York, Pennsylvanla Tennessee and Virgin-
ia—have moved to somé degree in the direction of encouraging or creating

-planning regions. This may well be a trend that will increase and perhaps,

should iricrease. So long as the central agency does effectively coordinate
the planning in the regions, such centralization may mean thdt planning is
closer to the institutions planned for and more fully involves them. In one
state, a radical reorganization was proposed that would have dtvvded
institutions mternally and set up redgional governing agencues In such a

“Cheit, pp. 20-21. . R

'CHANGING PATTERNS OF COORDINATION ~ 11
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case, the cure would have been worse than the u‘nagined disease and the
plan was rejected
Adainst concern for over- centrallzatlon as real and legmmate as |t is,
however, should bepiaced the third alternatn/“ This third alternative is not
just a figment of imagination. This is thé alternative which would take
planning and coordination out of the hands of an agency primarily
responsible for and usually representative of postsecondary education, and

" lodge it directly in the lggislative og executive branch of government gr ina .
planning agency for all state affairs for whom education is only dnother
competing.pribrity. With the development of mQre extensive Iegislatlve and

. state budget office staffs, if the postseconmry education community is not
able to work effectively with a postse ondary education agency, this-is a
real alternatlve

lhe scope of statewide coordination have
iod of the 60s. One of the fascinating and at
statewide planning and coordination is the

constantly shifting natlre/6f the task. We ara in a- different world today. The
- stakes in successful plahning and coordinatlon are high. We have an oppor-
tunity notonly todiy#rt disaster butalso, in ¢ooperation with the wider post-:
.;ec0ndary education ommum?y to help develop the kind of post- L
secondary-edycation system whlch will meet the needs of students of all

o The patterns, the proplems, an
- changed radically from the p
times frustrating aspécts
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ORGANIZING STATE SYSTEMS
FOR MAXIMUM EFFECTIVENESS
Fred F. Harcleroad '
Prolessor and Head, Department of Higher Educ
, N University of Arizona

~

tion-

[

The organic political institutions of our democratic society abhofvacuums.
Our constantly changing social needs require continugus adaptation of

institutional forms in order to eliminate vacuums and megt changi
demands. Persons responsible for these changing instit

ng.social

ions move rapidly
. to fill any vacuums of responsibility, power, or orga {zation ref

uired in

order for governmental operations of all types to be performed eft

ctively.

Thig paper highlights two developments which may be héléfu in con-
sidering future adaptations in the organization and administration pfhigher
education. First, statewide coordinating or govgerning boards with
educationally oriented statfs—in place ot remotse, hid en officials in distant,
offices of diversified state agencies—are meving/ gradually to, making
critical decisions about higher education. Second, ¢hanges taking place in
organization and administration of multiunit businiess organizations may
provide:some leads to the most effgctive assignment of responsibilities to
coordinating boards and to individual higher education institutions. Both of
these aspects, if carefully developed, can lead to optimum use ot résources
and maximum oppéﬁunny wuthln our society fof the higher edueatlon}al
services needed. mi“ # r V>

i
t
N0

First, higher education auring the past quarter ot a century, now defined

.more broadly than.at any time in previous history, pravides a prime example

of power vacuums filled in unfortunate ways. By the middle 1950s, the
increasing proportion of state budgets goinginto hlgher education caused
numerous dislocations in previously existing funding patteins and
relatlonshtps between state government and the various institutions or
systems of institutions in the differerit states. McConnell pinpoipted thef
major problem which he developed as a result of executive budget$ andthe

)
e
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increasing ‘power of state departments bf administration, finance, and/or
budget. In his introduction to Lyman Glehny's classic study of coordination,

The Autonomy ‘of Public Colleges, McConnell wrote: ‘

If coordination is notéxercised by formal or voluntary bodies created for the purpose,
it will be effected by externai agencies. The two most likely outside sources are
legisiatures (in making appropriations or in establishing new institutions) and state
departments of finance. Legislatures find it increasingly difficult to resolve com-
petitive claims for Hnanciail support. State departments of finance are usualily pleased
to take over the ¢oordinating function. . . . Deficiencies in the procedures of the
educational institutions themselves present an open invitation to- state budget
ofticers to intervene in meiraffairs(qune legally in most instances, probably). These
deficiencies inclide failure of public institutions to support their requests for
legislative support with objective data where possible, aggressive competition: of
institutions for public funds, lack of systematic administrative procedures, and
inefficient planning and use of plant and facilities. Because of such shortcomings,
institutions have lost autonomy by default, and the best way for them to avoid further
-external control by .executive agencies is to improve their own .administrative
operations. But this, it must be admitted, may not forestall undesirable incursions by
finance departments. . . . There is no assurance that tpe officials who exercise these
detailed and rigid controls are competent to make and impose educational policy.

And make and impose educational policy they often do by their.financial decisions.'

.
.l

At the same time McConnell and Glenny were studying "autonomy,” the
Cdémmittee on Government and Higher Education, chaired by: Miiton
Eisenhower and directed by Malcolm Moos, completed its study on “The

. Campus and the State” and published The Efficiency of Freedom, which _
.basically dealt.with the same problem and emphasized t_he@cursaon of state

officials into the operation of higher educational institutions. The report
,also emphasized the change from decentralized institutional-operations to
highly centralized state administration. This was'based on the fact that:

the conviction has spread that efficiency demands a tightly knit systerﬁ of .
administrative centralization, with direction and control imposed frofn above. The -

practice of this philosophy of centralization has pointed implications for the
traditional.independence of state colleges and univgrsities. Many 'state-6fficials
believe that institutions of higher education should be brought undes thé state's
system of uniform administration. Influential state officers argue that if central
controls can be applied successfully to such activities as highways, conservation,
and other regular state programs, they are equally valid forhigher education. Beyond
question, centralized budget-fnaking is the most powerful of the devices created as
mstruments of central bontrol ?

’

n “

'Lyman A. Glenny, Autonomy oI Public Colleges The Challenge of Coord:nanon :

(New York McGraw-Hill, 1959), pp. xiii-xiv.

Committee on Government and Higher Education, The Efficiency of Freedom .

(Baitimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1959), p. 11.
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[
. The report Jgoes on to point But that the -‘real decision-making power
resides at some remote spot in the state bu reaucracy"’and emphasnzes that
“public officials who may beill-equipped td'make educational-decisions are.
moved into a position where they govern.higher education without bearing
any visikle responsibility for its success or failure."* A problem of great
¢oncern was the preaudit by administrative officials after the legislative
decision to make flunds available. This study recommended lump sum
appropriations, or lacking lump sum appropriations, it pressed for flexibility
in the use of funds, allowing transfers between categories in the budget. The
Moos study‘emphasized that the most critical problems in the recent past
", two decades (the 1940s and 1950s) related not only to the budget and pre-
" audits butalso to centralized purchasing, statewide personnelcontrois and
s‘tate building program controls 3 -
Fortunately in the15yearssuncethesetwo majorstudleswerepubllshed in
some of the most centralized situations (states), great expansion has taken
place in the numbers of statewide coordinating commissions or governing
boards. These have been .widely developdg. and state. departments of
admlmstratlon or finance reluctantly. and gradually have transferred some
powers to these agencies. Recent important analyses of these problems
indicate the major changes that have taken place and provide
recommendations for improved institutional arrapgements in the future. In
April 1971, the Carnegie Commission made a series of recommendations on
coordination and planning, emphasizing the coordinating agency as a
“buffer-and coggmunicator”® between the institutions and legislative or
executive agencies. At-the present time, 47 of the 50 states and, the
* Commonwealth of .Puerto Rico have legislatively or constitutionally
established agencies responsnble for statewide coordination, planning,
and/or governance of hlgheﬂ education in their states. Twenty of these
‘agencies have governing responsibilities and 27 basically are coordinating
agencies. In the same year (1971) Glenny, Berdahl, Palola, and Paltridge
provided a handbook with gundelmes for practice in state coordination and
governance. Where the previous long-term trend had been toward
coardinating boards they had noted the sudden reversal in several states
toward statewide governing boards. Utah, West Virginia, Maine, North
. Carolina, and Wisconsin, a widely diversitied group of states, have moved in
) f this direction. Other states tended to strengthen-the control responsubllltles
hoow » of their coordinating boards.
These chan}qes all designed to make more effective use of limited
‘resources, prowde for important educatloﬁal ]udgments partlcularly

e

0

-

*bid., p. 12.
‘Ibid.

sCarnegie Commission on vaher Educatcon The Capito! and lhe Campus (New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1971/) p. 30.
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regarding planning activities, to be m#de: by educationally oriented
professionals rather than bufeaucrats in -distant executive and
administrative_oftices of the state.
[ [
Fmally, in 1973, the Education Commussron of the States in its analysis/of .
coordination, governance and structure otpostsecpndary education, 7/de o
. anumber of strong recommendatmns /fﬁcludmg,

develop state plans suggesfing.jevels of decisiorny making consisfent with those )
authorities. Wherever feggible in- acgordance with effective statewid plannmg, ‘
uid be made as-close to the/erational levels as ossnble An

_+ that each state delj eate ievels of authority of co?ﬂlnatlor) and qavern hce and

appropriafe balance, which again may vary from state to state between centralization
and decenXralization and between control and/autonomy, is. essential fdr sufficient
flexibility toyneet changmg conditions on bo/‘n institutionai and-statewide levels e
The ECS report provided three possible patterns dealing with the level of
decision making for hlgher educatipn between state government, the
coordiriating oy the governance elem%bd the institution. Each of the >
three possible models for the distribution of power and responsibility moves \
away from final decision making on educational matters by executlve and

o

Iegrslatlve functionaries. s

. L) -
The second major point of this paper relates to documented change in
multiunit American companies. Of course, the caveat must be made that .
educational institutions have markedly different basic _purposes than .
American profit-making corporations.Nevertheless, orgamzatronaltheory
in the operation of large sophlstucated bﬁ'smess, qrganizations has many
similarities to organizational theory in the déveloping state systems of post-
secondary education. Since large-scale business 9rganizations develope&
much earlier than most of the groupings of postsecondary institutions,
advantages and disa&vantage’s which have been proven over the years may
furnish valuable insights which can be helpful in-providing optimal patterns
of organization in systems of postsecondary education. e

§

Comparisons between effectivé business organizations and effective .

systems of postsécondary educational institutions may be heipful to. - B
boards, legislators, governors, and other state executives in making
ultimate decisions regarding the best manner in which to establish systems
of postsecondary education within their states. Glenny has stated that it
“is“ironic that the hlghereducatuon community that slavishly copied models
of industrial corporation governance and control in the pasteshOUId Ignore

\

sEducation Commission of the States, Coordjnation or Cha'“s? Report of the Task
Force ori Coordination, Governgnce and- Sf{lrcture of Pogtsecondary Education .

(Oenver: Author, 1973), p. 105. ; .
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«
«

current corﬁﬁrate patterns of decentralization intg major and at times

competing segments, especially of corporate conglomerates."”

- The “muiticompanies,” which include many ot the best managed large

: corporauons in the

United States and the conglomerates which have

developed since World War {1, have valuable exﬁerlence which may prove

i

organlzatlonal forms.

_—

quite useful as higher education moves into its new developing

Many of the mujticom pan;es or multiumt companies asthey are sometimes

- described, have develpped decentralized forms of organization which havé
been strikingly successful. Alfred P. Sloan, Jr., writing aboyt this idea, said

that “the cancept .

. goes by the oversimplitied name of decentralization.

The General Motors type of organ|zation——co—ord|natgd in policy and

decentralized in administration—not only has worked w

| for' us, but also

has become standard’ practuce in a large part of American industry.”® He
further emphasized that“the last neécessary key tp decentralization with co-

ordinated control .

. was the concept that if we had the means to review

and judge the effecuveness of operations we could safelyleave the

prosecution of those

operations to.the men in charge of them." Since the

1920s when Slpan first developeq this decentralizetd model, it has become
widely used, particularly during the last 25 years, by such interesting

examplies as Textron,

one of the major leading companies in this category,

.. Interco; Jim Waiter Corporation, Safeway 'Stores, General Electric,
-McGraw-Edison, Koppers, and Amfac.-All of these companijes are large,
diversified, and spread out geographically. In terms of f grpss: income per .

year, ail of them are

large and some are quite Iarge g,

U i
Lo R -
L “
. A Lo @

a

Company o Annual Income v LA
' 4);. @. )
’ ' " Textron $1.9 billion  «~
Interco i 1.1 billion .
Jim Waiter Corp.. 1 billion
. McGraw-Edison 825 million
Amfac 750 mill’i‘on
Safeway Stores 7 bitlion . >
Geperal Electric 11.5 billion .
6%*;5%‘ 612 million

> a

3.
f/p
sAlfred P. Sloan Jr., My Yetdrs wnh Geheral Motors (Garden City, N Y. Doubleday,
1872), p. xv. _’ .
' o
SIbid., p. 159. ﬂ%"’ -
e _ ¢
o . . . <2

<

I\
y S

‘ Lyman A. Glenny, Robert O. Berdahl, Emest G. Palola, and James G. Paltridge,
* Coordmating Higher Education in the 70s (Berkeley: University of California, 1971),

02
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All of these companies share the decentralized mode of operation and, in
many cases, are highly successful in their operation, in great contrast to
centralized competitors For example, Interco has been extremely
successful in ugontrast to Ganesco a comparable size Bentralized
organization which had declining'profits tor 4 years and a huge loss during
the past year.'° Safeway Stores WKQHS decentralized system of operation
has been highly successful, while the comparable size Great Atiantrc and
Pacific Tea Compan§ has been descritbed as “close to being a corporate
disaster.""! 5

“
e

All of these successful decentralized multicompanies have-characteristics

which are common to their method of operatidn. First, they have relatively

small centrai office staffs. Interco, forexample, has only40employeesopits

otal headquarters' staff, Textron has a headquarters staft of 135. 1n
essence, many of these multicompaniesare described as "federations" with
relatively flat organizatlonai design.

Jim Walter Corporation is even described as having a system of “collegial
management,”? a form designed to “create a sense of common purpose
and mutual interest that will motivate and encourage initiative. . . ."'* The
method of gperation is described as follows: .

v

Middle managers have complete authority over their operations. The corporate
executives dd not issue directives. Instead, the initiative in skeking advice flows up
from, and acrgss, all lower levels of management. And because the corporate staff's

role is to provide counsel rather than issue orders, managers feel free to speak up,
whether they |have problems or ideas.' N \
Although cdntral office functions vary somewhat among the organizatians,
there are some common, characteristics besides small size of the central
officejstatf which can be instructive for the planning of other large,

diversitied, and geggraphlcally-distributed organizations, such as state
systems of higher education,

[N

Central offices in a decentralized system are responsible for ‘the
development ‘cf bverall policy, for master planning, often for large capital
costs, _and for fiscal controls. Executive structures are streamlined to
facilitite fast decision making on imp’ortant policy issueswhich do have to
bé discussed with ceWes However, operating decrsion making on

i

s @

98ysiness Week, June 8,,1‘974, p. 40. _
""Forbes, May 15, 1974, p. 78. -
'2Fortune, March 1973, pp. 186-203. —_—
lbid., p. 115. .

14 \‘. ‘.
Ibid., p. 117. . ,




important issues is placed at the divisional level. One of Textron's company
presidents has been quoted as saying, “Real happiness with Textron is the
v way Providence (the headquarters office) manages which is to say without
) - interference. Other than, that we are left alone. Itisa. . . lotdifferent from
Litton and others | have bumped into."!s Typically, the presidents of the
lnterna1 companies of amulticompany meet monthly as an operating board.
Monthly reporte/are filed with: the central office, with quarterly visits by the ST
senior céntra) office staff to.the operating divisional company. Central
.m nagemey)is normally by “exception” rather than by standard, required
procedura)’ handbooks. The hands-off “decentralization” serves as' a

motivato to the individual ins‘titutiyx. . .
Among the mostrmportantproc uraIresponsnbilities assngned to separate' '

unitS/are the following: (1) Thére is local piapnlng of the goals programs, .

nd alternatlve possubiimes which are submitted along with the fiscal plan '

to/éwe central office. Obiectives for the near-term and the long-term are

. worked out cooperatively, and these objectives are used as the basis for

later evaluation th'?zgi'i analysis ‘and auditing. (2) The units normally

m.ajntain their accounting, personnel, and payroll systems and

4 ’ records. (3) In-dddition, they do their own purchasing. (4) They condict

their own minor construction programs.’ (5) They operate their own

"production” facilities, set local standards of achievement and establish
internal procedures needed to achieve them.

/ Some large companies, of course, operate on a centralized and far more -
) authoritarian basis, and with considerable effectiveness. For example,
/ *Northwest Industries with Ben W. Heinaman as president (formerly

president of the llinois Board of Higher Education) was bagicaliy run from
the. central .office and by the president. Although his operation was
described as “one-man rule,"'® he stated that his philosophy was “strong’ .
=~ decentralization of day-to-day operations and very strong controls over
goals, planning, and capitaigexpggdﬂures," and further that “if the
-+ conglomerate entity has a genuine goal, it is based on a rigorous theory of
diversification coupled with management in the interest of the individual
compames.”” Thus, in spite of its strong centralized structure, Northwest
__Industries still provides decentralized operation based on 4- -year, plans with’ Y
a formal annual budget reviewed 3 tlmes ayear. - 2
&

- 7. With the increasing gz and diversification of the higher education
- enterprise and the strong rovement toward coordination'or go ernance by
) multiinstitution governiné boards and headquarte 0 fices,. the
degentbﬂiieipattem of these successful compariies may, well $erve as a

A ) N \ .
l 158usiness Weeg, October 7, 1972, p. 67. \\\“ \
'“Business Week, March 26, 1973, p. 60. - , \ \
> + Vibid. : Y
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model to be followed by legislators and boards of trustees. in making the
ultimate decisions regarding actual methods of policy determination and
operation, the evidence.over the last 50 yearg from these multiunit

companies should be extremely helpful in detexmining the levels of .

educational decision making, providing for operationgl autononiy in higher
educational institutions, and thus making the most/effective use of the
resources provided for these critical social Inst‘t/? g
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JFFECTING CHANGE IN STATE SYSTEMS:
_THE ANALYTIC USE OF INFORMATION

. John D. Millett -
Vice Pregident, Academy for Educational Development
_{Chancelior Emerllus, Ohio Board ol Regents

-

/ -
-

In order to discuss the analytic use flnformation two definitions mustbe

presented and understood: (1) a def ition of * effecting change and (2) a
definition of gostsecondary educ€atian . A

The assumption in this drscussIOn is thﬁt the pr/mary objective in the use of
a data structure is to effect change. I hlS objective isindeed the pu rposein

accumulating a data base, then a stat wide board of |ghereducatlon must |

have some idea of the changes Which it wishes to effect. Various.
, possibilities exist for various kinds ofichange which may be desirable in a
state system af higher education. Some of these possible changes will be
considered later. Here, the point i thaf an information structure is
developed to serve some very definite objectives,-and that theseé objectives
need to be known before there can beany assurance thatour data collecting

v and analyticaleffd&ts will meet our perceived requirements.

The oth p‘reliminary comment concerns the uses of this :word
(‘postsecondary.” As ah individual who has devoted all but 4 years{of his

\rofessnonal life to the cause of higher education, I must coptfess a cértain

easiness ‘and discomfort with the use of this term, postsem%eary N

think | undérstand the motivation in this thrust for a larger orroader
definition of educatidn beydnd the high school. On the one hand, tifereis a
desire 10 encqurage yguth td think in terms of education other than that

" provided\by the traditional éolleglate sector, or as | prefer, the higher
. education‘sectr. On the other hand, there is also present a desire to limit
the expans\bn of higher education, either because there are too many

. disappointments ahead for some youth as higher’ education bécomes
1 universally available or because higher education is considered beyond the
. abilities ofallyouth. Withbutexploring thesemouvatronshere | wish onlyto

]
4




’ - 0, -

» _- . - N ) " t '
. Y. 22, ADMINISTRATION OF STATEWIDE SYSTEMS ; )
- N Lon e °

N . . . .

B - . v ’
¢ . s Lo W M

SR empqasczethat wheh we expand ourareaofconcern from higher education . :
o, m postsacondary educatlon we had better know what our motivations are

¥ ~Four impdrtant consnderatlons must pe discussed: (1) the desurablllty of P

. economy in an”{l mformatlon sysfem; (2) the possible uses of mforma‘tlon, ‘ T
(3) the 1rrat1qnal fear of information within -our lnstltutions of higher
education; (4) some specula'slon about the changing cnrcumstances”in .
mformatlon use. . - e

. et v -

n.

.

- Theré is, I beheve sueh a thing in hlgher educatlon -as too. much _‘
tﬁtermatlon éspemally at the level of a state board of higher education. |
. believe this generalization because | have seen it happen- -intat least two
. ? states, and |t may well have happened ih others. Thanks to the marvels of "
o electrqmc data processmg almostany kind ofquantltatlve informationcan = ¢ -
~be provided in ovetwhelming detail by most colleges and universities. But -
~ let us_not deceive ourselves into thinking that data coJIectnon and -
~ transmtssuon are-inexpensive, and let u$ avoid th traﬁ—oﬁhmkmgthatme_m
' _more L:ormation ‘we haved the better quI our deCusmns ;

.

“+  The first@ssential in. an’‘information system is an analytical frameyvork an
. understanding of just what infformation- we need for a particular purpose
and of how we intend {0 use the information: If we have an-analytical
framewdrk, and if we are sure that the framework-is usable for decision- o7
making purpdses, then we can achieve some economy in our mfbrmatﬂg .
- - collection and analysis. There is no pgintin having information just for .
: sake of‘lnfor’matlon What we want jn state managéement is the inforfﬁatlon . o
we need for state dedisuon maklng,‘and what we want Is sqchulnformatlon in . ‘
a usable form. " T N L :
- N 4 R
Here it is |mportant toemphasnze the d/fference between management '
information and poliicy qurmatuon Ifthére is mdeed such adifference, then
" the information requirements for a management administrator will be -’ - .
" ditferent from those for a policy administrator. Thus-a state board of higher e . ‘
LA educatlon which i$a planning and  coordinating agency wcll have needs for | I,vb/,
lanrmatlon somewhat "dlfferent from thdse approprlate to a statew'de e
governlng board. s / o -~ / .

. . [ o Y
b ® - "

. v

When I became chancellor for the Ohio Board of Régents_ in. 1964 lwas o
o convlncedathat the board‘needed just as:soon as possiblea master plan and
s a unifofm information system The board fembers agreedt indeed, they
had commissioned a ‘master . plan study 6 ‘months before | became -
chancelior. This study, compf’eted 6 morrths tater was of inestimable valug
" in the’ development ofa master ptan and in the prosecutwn of-the planmng -
tole of the Ohio Board of Regehts. The negd-for a,uniform information = - L
*. "systemwas two- fold to pTowdedata,aboutmstruntionalprograms essential . :
< to assessprogress inthe accompllshment ofthe master plan vapd to ,jrowde .
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. the basis for the budget authority of the board. Thus the unlform
lnformatlon system was comstfucted within~a mutually relnforcmg
analytlcalfravmework aframewor fprogram experlenceandaframework
for the analysrs of resource/u ilization.

»

.
- )

7 anunately, the development ol our uniform lntormatlon system in. 1965
had been preceded by at least 5 years of discussion and data gatherlng
-carried on by the presidents of the six state universities in Ohio and their
staffs. The Board of regents did not start from a zero base of information or

. . of purpose. The needs trad already.been well defined and the data base tq
‘meet these heeds was in process ofdevelopment The board ofregents bullt
upon an eaflier experience and a feit serise of need ; .

By,

The sdcond concern regarding the uses of lnformathn is important here:
What a staté board of higher education needs to know depends upon what it

ARSI expects to do. In Ohio |n'1‘364 there were two basic objectives for the board

- ofrégen s. One objective was to.provide theinstructional programs and the
requisite physical facilities to meet the demands of the tidal wave of *
students. The other objective was to ‘achieve an equitable basis for the
- distribution of current operating approptiations and capital improvement
appropriations -among the various state-supported campuses. W|th tlme
and experience the second objective was formulated in somewhat broader

° .. terms: ta, establlsh a minimum base of needed resources for each state-

: supported campus Itwas nedessarytocometothls broader objective when
it became apparent that the size -of the instructional, fees charged to
students wa$ a policy- decision Wl‘nch the governor -and the/ general

R assembly wnshed’t"'rnake durmg the approprlatlon process ! "

ce ! The lform informathn systen) was nat too difficult ortoo formrdable}o

’ esign andto |mplementwhen we werecertain aboutthe uses tg be maﬁe of
the infofmatign provnded We wanted enrollment data by’ varlous .
" inStructional programs in order to determine stud:éjmand and'to *

» measure this derhand agalnst social netds for educated tafent. We wanted .
data about enrollment, stafflng and costs in order to gstablish a basic cost
~ requirement for various lnstructional programs and 16 gnsure the ptovision /-
of'these cost requtrementsthrough theapprop riationaction of the governor
4 - and general assemb\y The informdtion collec a wag'usable and was ysed,
¢ This fact was an essential reassurancerzl the\tate-supported colleges
‘and universities. This fact was also aguarafteeofa certaln economy inour
idata collecting and antalytlcaf‘actlvme /
[ ] v

To be sure no 'lnformatlon syst

w
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Ohio with a student fmanmal assnstance
program. When the Ohlo Boa of Regents began to Operatem 1963-64, the .
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at least was not a matter of top priority. As a conseguence, the board of
regents had not collected any.data about the family income levels of

4 students enrolled in public institutions of“hlghereducatron Weknewa great
deal about the geographlcalorlglns of ourstudents; we knew nothing about
. their socioeconomit status. The issuéof family income became important
. in 1969 when the whole subjectof mstructlonalchargesto students became‘
‘a major polltlcal issue. * "

. . . " L

. When ther 1969-71 biennial budget was urder consnderatlon in Ohio, the T
- need tor more income to support hrgher education programs could be met -~ >
~in only one of two ways. One Way was to increase state taxes and so raise - \
. T4 . additional revenue; the other way was to increase the.charges to students. R
- The governor was reltuctant to recommend additional taxes at thattime and-:
. sgwas |ncllned toward-an lncréase in Studenf.instructlonal fees. The board :
of regents was willing to endorse an increase in fees; but only if at thesame * ;
time the state government would adopt a student aid program so that none- , -
of the increase would fall upon any undergraduate stu%nt from a tamily .
below the median famjly lnoome in the statle
The first prob.lem obvlously was to know how many students a student aid
program would have to assist, and 8o to caiculate the costs ofvarious kinds
of student aid. arrangements. The Chio Board. of Regents had no such
information, and the state univetsitigs professed that they had no such
lnformatlon We eventually obtained the information, but we Fiad to acqui F 7
it from ah outside agency. | might add here that the information provided
" proved to be remarkably accurate, and that in subsequent years we - |
" continued to rely on this outside agency for family income data. Our budget R
predictions were quite accurate, and we were content to depend on this | - . © -
- external source of information. -

A

/ " Another example of use of |nformat|on ocoufrred in 1965 when the Ohlo
Board of Regentsdecided itwould be desirable tocollect data aboutthe age ‘
of students enrolled in various instructional programs. We wanted to know )
the propensity of students to enroll in particular programs by ag%groups "
and to determine ar\g trends in such enroliment. But these data became -
) especially useful when the selective service law was amended to eliminate e
deferments for students after they had recejved their baccalaureate. You !
will recall that there was Wwidespread panic thereafter among deans of
graduate schools and of graduate professional.schools. It was: widely said’ B
AN that graduate enroliments and graduate professional enroliments s(other "~ *
=, than in the health profeésions) wouid be reduced by One- half ormore.

¥

e

- N v
. ln Ohio we'were fortunate to have dataabouttheage olevery songle student -
“dnrolled by yrogram in every state-suppurted college and uniVersity. We P

irds ofall our graduate and graduate professionalstudents G

. lodnwattwo
were er 26 ‘;!n \80 were unaffected by the amendment of the selectlve
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“Service law. With experience we learned that the impact of the amendment -

was to reduceen roIIments bya good deal less than one-thnrd fora varlety of
reasons.

Third, fear of information does exist within many colleges and universjtles i
must confess to a considerable lack ofsympathy with this fear, but have ro
doubts aboutits existence. Faculty members display this fear, butso also.do,
-~ ~administrative-officials, The Situation seems to arise from a concern about
how information- wuj\be used. Faculfy members fear that data about the
costs -of instructional‘programs in relation"to enroJiment will lead to the
abolition of courses, and even of faculty: posuttons'"l'-'aculty members wafit
mcreased salarues, but théy are opposed tothe use ofeconémlcor costdata
to determine. the value of particuiar ‘courses, partlcular subjects, and
particular degrees Faculty in large part are not willing to accept the
proposition that enroliments should be related. to employment
opportumtles And facylty members insist that research and pﬁblic service
. are outputs ofthe educatvonalenterprnse justas important as the mstruction

+ of students. Theyare accordingly fearful that infermation data will lead tda

curtailment of their research an\d publlc servnce interests.

For their- part, admm istrators are fearfifl that a great8r flow of data,will Iead

//" ‘ta.increased interference by state governments and by fede@l governmeht

K

agencies with the autonomy Of their enterprises. Every admlnistrator is.

convinced that in some subtie. ways the coliege or university he’ ‘or.she’

segves.is different from any other college or umver:snty that this difference is
of great vajue, and that it is threatened by ins:reased information. In
addition, administrators are cc;r?med about the increased costs of the
data reporting requirements bg&ing placed upon them. | know\ of one

. university president who t rs/year ordered that no response wouldbe made :

ttZ any request for i
accompanied by a

ormation about the university® which was not

agency beconfes_involved with higher education, it begins its work by
sending out a questionnairg or a form to be filled out. Administrators worry
“about t,be/use of information by politicians and others who know little about
the intricacies, the tusfoms, and the attitudes of the academic community.
Administrators perceive the worid in which: they live as threatening, and:
they see an increased flow of information as agd?mg to rather than reducmg
those th reats.
oy . . . ,
: ﬁecently. one state university pregident resigned his office with a statement
to the effect’that he thought one of his greatest mrstakes was giving, too
much information to the faculty and to the studgnt body. As he built an
“open access” to the financing and other problems of the state university,
greater and greater anxiety about the futureé appeared among faculty
: members and students. These anxiSties expressed themselves in hostile
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eck approximately equal to the expense of provrding ‘
trators have noted that ‘every time a new government "
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\ actions of various kinds which made management of the untversity/
‘In(:reasnngly difficult, if not impossible. In still another university, a privat
- one. | have found a full and frank disclosure of all available informati

deal with it as best wec n.

Finally, |, mut em(/)( ize several ‘Ihﬁn'gs about possible changing
circumstdnces ier’fe use of |nforrnat|on ‘Obviously the most important
] change?jcnrcumstance the enroliment decline being experienced by T o
many cqlleges and unll/esrsitws Thesé same institutions have discovered :
that the(y lack the information to expléjn what has happened and is v
happening The decline in" the enrollments of pruvate colleges and "
//umversmes is attributed to the suzable gap between the tuition charged by '
S private institutions and the tuition charged by public institutions. The
decline in the enroliments of public colleges and universities is attributed to .
the decline in the market demand for college graduates and to the cessation
~of selective service. | submit that none ofl us really knows what has
\ happened and that it would be very worthwl\lle to flnd out. A

Another changing circumstance is indeed the decline in job opportunmes
for graduates of most baccalaureate and postibaccalaureate programs. Itis
all well and good for many of-us to declare piously that the ends of higher
equ,nation are to improve our capacity to live, notto improve oyr cagacity to— - "
ake a living. The facts aré that most if not.all Americafis are concerned
ut ma"king a living, and that higher education over the past 50 years or
more has appeared to be'the principal avenue to making a better living than ,
our parents did. Itis just possible that higher education will notagain in this .
century, and maybe, not again in the next century, be the same avenue to « .
social mobility that.it has been in the past. If this should indeed come to ~ |
pass, higher education faces some further rude shocks.
| mast confess to a certain wry amusement as | note 4-year public -
institutions now embracing technical education and awarding 2-year
associate degrees in applied science in such fields as the business,

. engineering, health, and public servite technologies. Ten yearsago many a
’ taculty member or faculty committee Informed me with emotional outrage

that technical education was beneath the dignity of higher education.
Y Apparently, our higher education sense of dlgnny is undergoing change *

o
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Yet another change is more subtle but nonetheless real. We have not yet
begun to define the meaning of equal opportunity within higher education.
It you have not read the 1973 report of the CEEB panel on financing low-
ihcome and mmorlty students in gher education, I strongly urge you tp do
so. Many of us have thought o¥ equal opportunity largely in terms of
lowering the economic barrlers to access-to higher education. Presumably
the objective was to ensure that students above the median or some other -
point in -academic ability shouid have access 10 higher education,

"regardless of socioeconomic status. “

If | read correctly what many of our black friends aré now telling us, this
particular objective is not enough." We must tind ways to increase the

"academic ability of low income and minority students. For example, I am

hearing mcreased«QIscussmn about retention rates of various students ig -
higher education. It is Qbvious that we are going.to have to have more.
extensive and intensive information about retention rates than,We have had .y,
in the past. And we are going to have to know more about the reasons for
differential retention rates among students, especially byéblllty leveland by
race or ethnic background. Out minority.friends will not be satisfied with
'something less than equality in retention rates-among all students.’ The

" implication. of this position is one we have not begun to worry about yet

ectherg,at the information level or at the pm‘cy level. ..

We are experiencing changing circumstances in the size of instructional
programs and in the size of can)p/us units. As higher education becomes
more expensive, we shall find more and . more programs too small to justity
their economic cost, and more ahd more campuses too small to justify the
expense of their oj)eratlon The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education
suggested gome andards for minimum and maximum size of institutions
without stating thp basis for these standards. Some state boards of higher *
education"are beginning to establish.standards for the minimum size of an
instructional prodram, especially at the graduate level. We are going to have
4o give greater atfention than before to this question of size, and we shall
need precise infgrmatjon and some new analytical tools when we begin to
make decisions gbout whatis and is not a viable enroliment or expenditure

Lid
. ’ # 'ﬁ%

I do not pretend to be ab)e to foresee let alone forecast 1l the ‘{arlous
changes which4nay be ahead for state systems of higher educatig n. | am
convinced that there are cnanges now in process, and that there w& I be still
further changeg in the years @head. And | am convinced that wha' ever the
substantive chdnges may be, change in information structures will be an
accom panying/ event. As analytical toois improve, we shall need
refinements or xpansionsin our datainputs. As policy issues become more

K

‘complex and more difficult to resolve, we shall need both better analysis

and additional data. . s
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It is reasondble also to expégt that there must continue to be a certain
economy in data collection_and  analysis.. The prospective uses of
information wilt dictate mformat»on activity, and fears about information *
use will perérs\é\sétgxe boards of higher &ducation will need to be mindful of
these concerns~gven as changes occur in our stite- systems of h»gher
education.

it has been said that ours is a k:{owledge sosiety. Information gathering,
processing, and analyzing are essential mgreduents ofa knowledge society.

They are also essential mgredlents ofa hngher educatlon endeavor seeking

to serve a knowledge society. In a social institution dedicatedto knowledge .

and rationa! behaviqr, higher education should be leading the way in the

effective use of knowledge’not resisting the turn of events. And that sufely

is the biggest change of all to be eﬂected in state systims of higher v

educatlon
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. . .  INFORMATION RESOURCES AND STATE PLANNING _
FOR EQUAL EDUCAT’_IONAL OPPORTUNITY .
v ~ John K. Folger

Tennessee Higher Education Commission,

“

. . ~
. What do we need to know to plan for the achievement of equality of
‘ educational opportunity? This im portant goal of our statewide educational
- ' efforts.can be discussed at a specific, practical level and is one of the most:
' important current state-level planning problems. .. :

ome general observah?gs about the relation of data to the planning
process are ‘pertinent. Most information is collected for administrative or .
management purposes. Students are registered, grddes are awardegd, fees

" are paid, and budgets are managed all of these-and other operations in the
bureaucratic process generate records and reports. The larger the
organ,zation, in general, the'more bureaucratic it becomes and the more

" . administrative records it génerates. Public bureaycraciés tend to generate
more formal recofds than private bureaucracies. The trends of the iast 3
decades have been toward bigger institutions, the rise of public systems of

. mstuﬂﬁtlons and a concomltant increase in admmistratlve reporting and
re9ord keepmg ' . T

o
e

Planning and policy making in the past have been decentralized andquite
” infermal. Higher-education is organized in a decentralized way with most’
|mpbrtant decisions made- at the institutionai level, or even within the.
institutions at the departmental and school 1evel. The need for data for
. planning has not béen very great. Recently, administrative ‘data has
expanded rapidly, and a large part of the informatiof used implannmg has
been a’nd is, generated for administrative purposes

. . ” . [YNPAN

'When we try to develop poIicues in higher education the usual process isto
.~ "take available information, .most of which is generated for management
purpoées and do the besf f ‘“can to reach some policy coq‘elusmns This
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' pragmatic approach to - planning and policy making has typified most
orgamzanons in American society, and it certainly fits higher educaﬁon
. ) -1

In the lastcouple ofdecades there has been more attention to plann ing atall
Ievels but especially at the state level. People also have been concerned
about the information needed for more effective policy makmg_q butthese
\ new interests still tend to be subordinate. to the atiministrative data needs

\ systems. The hope is thatthe data we already have will be adequate
planning purposes, and that we will not need to create yet another .
expensive data collecuon system just fo’r planning and policy making. This '
leads to an add-on approach to data for planning. In the examples to be
presented, this will be evident. Thg add-on approach, however, has serious
weaknesses, and as.long as we are prima’nIy dgpendentupon it, we are likely
to be pIanmng and maklng policies with lnadequate mformatnon '

o -

' To determine what information we need for plannlng and policy making, we
~ must begin not with the data at hand, butwitha concept or theory aboutthe
: subject for wh ICh we want to make a policy or develop a plan. Forexample, if
we are |nterested in tuition policy, we need to begin by identifying those

- variables or factors that interact with and are affected by changes in tuition,
and about which we need informsation. Once we have specified the factors
we think affect tuition policy, then we can specify the'information we need
about each' of them. E’Jme of this information may come from the
administrative data systeém, but if the information needed isn't available, the

. outlme will |nd|cate what else we'need to know i |(n order to develop it.

This more formahsuc approach to determmlng information néeds is not _
- foolproof, but it is more likely to produce adequate plans and policies than .
the pragmatic approach of taking the information we have, and trying to
- make pohcy with it. Planning is both a political process of involvement and
consensus building, and a technical process of collecting, analyzing, and
projecting information which facilitates policy decisions. Without ignoring +
. the political aspects completely, this paper concentrates on the technical '
part of planning: what-do we need to know, and how can we pro;ect an
adeguate picture of the future,which will be usetul for policy choice?
Equ.aTity of educational opportunity is a principle to which nearly everyone
=~ subscribes. It is in the same class as motherhood and the free enterprise
system, and is one of those broad generalizations hard to oppose, hard to
. define,"and hard to achieve. If educational opportunity is to be available,
4 geveral conditions must be met; taken together, they constitute a definition- .
of the concept.. ‘

»

~

.o 1 There must be & system of dlverse mstltutlons which prgvndes arange of
' ' programs, admissions criteria, and services approprcate to meet the .
educatlonal needs of all cmzens . "

FRIC Ry
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2. There must be a pricing system and student assistance funds which do
not price any significant number of cigizens outsof the opportunity to
attehd school. ) ’

3. Administrative arrangemeqts and educational requirements must’ be
‘clear and realistic; and fshouid not constitute major barriers to
attendance. This- doés not mean that every student can attend any
program, because some are necessarily highly seiective, but it does
mean that there shouid be programs appropriafe to the capabilmes of
most students’

y
e

Finally, people must believe that education is valuable and want to attend
school, at least at the post- compuisory ages. While the motivation to
attend is not a part ‘of the sdefinition of opportunity -itself, it is

“necessary to a utilization of opportuhities that exist. It will be atfected’by,

and interact with, the availability of opportunity, In, other. words, if
opportunities dre pérceived as quite limited, and avaiiable only to the well-

to-do or bright, then the motwatlon to attend probably will be limited, too.

This point ‘has an important bearmg on the problem of méasufing the
availability of opportunity and on the discussions of universalaccess versus
universalattendance. .

[

Returri to the first aspect ofopportunity, the provision of a system of diverse
institutions. This'is primarily a state responsibility, ohe the $tates have met
in a variety of ways. At present, no generaily accepted index exists to
determine whether or not a state has provided an adequate number of
institutions of various types dispersed geographically so as to be accessible
to all citizens. Warren Willingham tried tp measure access state by state, by
constructing a commuting radius. around each in§titution that met other

criteria of low cost and relatively open selectivity.' The results were”

interesting. but the analysis had several flaws. The commutmg radiuses
were, arbitrary, and were unreallstacally small in the large metropolnan
areas. in addition, the study failed to assess the residential student
opportunities which.in many states may be a ipwer cost ‘alternative than:
commuting, as well as the extent to which some msmutlons wnh restrlctlve
admissions also had open access programs.

The Carnegie Commission "also gstudied the institutional "system and
recommended additional community colleges and urban public colleges
for states and metropolitan areds, By implication, if states provided the
anmonal opportynities recommended, there would be an institutional

systef adequate to meet the needs of the citizens of most, if not all, states. -

®

'Carnegle Commlssnon New S!udenls and New Places (New York: McGraw Hill;
1971), Table 6, 6p 134-135. . .
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The matter Is not that simple though, becauLe the distribution of different
types of institutions interacts with the costs of attendance and the
O availability of stu,der)t ald in providing.a set of conditions which promote or
. retard attendance., Actual enrollment rates of citizens may be a better .
' indication of the availability of educational opportunity. butasa measure of '
e opportunities, this has its flaws .simply because it is also a méasure of
motivation. Utah has the highest ratio of undergrad uate residents attending-
in state, in relation to the 18- to 21-year-old populatuon-—-51 percent;except
‘ for Alaska, Sputh Carolina hds the lowest—15 percent. 2 South Carolina is Yoo
) low partly'for definitional reasons; the state had a system of vocational
_schools that was not counted .as part of coliege. Since thg Carnegie
R . Commission report was publishéd, South Carolina has increased fts
 percentage d;amatically. because the vocational schools have been
" redefined as a part of college. Utah, on the other hand, is high in attendance -~ =~
largely -because the Mormons put great emphasis ‘on education; the ..
motivation for attendance is high in Utah. Aside from South Caroiina : 5,
Virginia, Neévada, Maine, and Delaware are all low in percent of college
attendance within the state by residents, althougjh sqme of them have justas L,
adequate numbers and distribution of institutionhs in relation to population
as Utah does. Both Delaware and Nevada have high per. capita income, and
low attendance cannot be attributed to oW socioeconomlc status inthose
states. : LI Y

N e ¢

¢ Y

The enroliment -rate is correlated with the presence or absence of
community colleges,butthe relationshlp Isnotvery high. Some of the states *
. without community college systems have fairly high enrolimentrates, while
. some with such systems (sucht‘&s Virginia) ‘have low " enrollment -rates. #’
.. Clearly the matter is complex, and the detinition of “adequate provisions of-
' educattonal opportun|t|es is a multifaceted one. . . o
- ) @
Th(\gderal government has , Iargely ||m|ted its role in expanding
educational opportunity to providing stident aid, and in so doifg has
_largely ignored the differences among ‘states in the accessibility and
adequacy of the institutional system. Thus, federal student aid funds are ST
distributed..by state in relation to population 1ormula§ and in relation to
institutibnal requests,’neither of which. gives a very clearg)xie to the
adequacy of the inst:tutional@ystem to provide educational opportunity. -

® r

¥

v

States also provide a significantamount of student aig, butstateprograms .
; - have .not operated to-equalize the effect of federal funds in providing -
‘ expanded educational opportunity. Well-funded state student aid programs .
have- been copncentrated in the high lincome states such as New York,
lllinois, California, . Michigan,- . Massachusetts, ..New Jersey, "and e
Rennsylvania. .Some of these states have'had underdeveloped-publlc - R
|nst|tut|Qnaf systems (Pennsylvanva and Massachusetts) and needed big o
student aid programs to provide accéss to private mstltutlons Slnce the :

‘v:f. T -ﬂ"& S 3 ST 3‘7 . ;‘d‘ | :ﬁﬂ‘ //,.
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inequities in educationaiopportunlty among the states. The OGswiIIheip
to correct this by providing help to needy students wherever the)‘t are

much th|s will equalize opportunities among the stateg/

In view of the differences amonyg states, (1) in the nu betand ‘geograptfic
distributioh of institutions, (2)in the percent of instijutions with open-{door
admissidns policies, (3) in tuition rates, (4) in the e tentofdependen eon .
Ahe private sector to provide educational opportunities, and (5) in student.
aid resources, it is not surprising that attendange rates of undergraduate
residents of the state are more than twice as hight in the top five or sixstates
as the rates in the bottom tive or six states. . )
) °

Although attendance rates vary greatly am né the states, the differences in
attendance rates among diffefent socioeconomic groups within states-are
much larger. Between 85-90 percent of the top quartile of high school

"~ graduates in ability and family income attend college, while about 20

percent-of the graduates in the bottom quatrtile in ability and iamily income
go to collgge. The lowerattendance rates of the bottom quartile in academic
achievement are probabfy going to continu/é but when ability differences

little more than half of those of high sggioétonomic groups.
. / N

Any definition=of equal opportunity ought to provide for elimination of
differentials due to income, even if it allows for continuation of differentials, |
due to differences in ac4demic aptitude-and achievement ,The problem’is
that there is interaction between socioeconomic background andacademic
achievement, -and lnteract10n between both_of- these variablgs and the
extent to which the state has provided a diverse system of-ifistitutions. If aII

"are controlled, attendance rates of Iovgsdeioeconomic groupg are only a

postsecondary in§titutions, rather tf}n just collegiate institutions, are ~
a

included in the measurement ttendance differentials among
soctoeconomlo groups, the differefitials will be smaller. How much smaller

T will depend on numbet, type, and location of postsecondary institutions

°

within the state, and the motivations that have been deVeioped for
attendance.

Any information system that is adequate to guide pglicy decisions in-the

field of educational opportunities must deal with all agpects ofopportunity.
Information just about attendance rates or just abou tuutlon levels will not

be adequate to an intelligent decision. The factors elnterrelated and all
must be consudered ) S PRI '

s ) o -~ .
|n pianning -the development of education inv eac@f our states, we'need an
information system that will provnde information about the various factors

2,
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_ that affect equal educataonal opportunlty In Tennessee we have been’
developing what we call an “Educational Opportumty Monitoring Systern "
It includes (1) an expansion of the Cdmputerrzea Student Information o
¥ System that we have developed for all public cqlleges-and universities,
using fhe definitions and procedures outliried by NCHEMS; (2) informahon
about student aid funds; and Q’S) direct survey information collected from
high school seniors. 7 . c
X d’ 9 // - Vs
The design of th|s system h been worked out by our staff with the
assistance¥of the staft of The/American College Testing Program and the
staff of the Tennedsee Sfate Department of Education which has
cooperated with ug, and with input from the highereducation‘institutions in
the state. . /‘ L

- In_brief, here is the 'plary/for the system. "",
. . 9 \ ' %‘a - . ¢
First, a survey of 1874 high school senrOrs ine Tennessee has been-

_copducted by ACT under contract with the Higher Education Commlssig;\//: /

and with the State Departmentof Education. Each high schoo}senioririt

» state completed a ‘questionnaire which obtained information about the
student’s personal and academl‘c background plans for postsecondary
education, career’ and job plans, financial resources and plans forfinancing’ <
postsecondary education, and enough identifying |nfodrr(at|on so that we
can follow up the student in the future. Nearly all of the stions were'taken
from aset whi¢h has been developed and pretesteedbaACT, and which can
‘be packagzzzrn various ways, depending on- thé interests of the person
making’t survey. e W ' '

The ate Department of Education arranged for partlcrpatton by the IocaI

chibol systems swhose 'cooperatron was excellent We obtained responses

f ‘om between 90 and 95 percent of all ofthehlgh schoolseniors in the state.

T A copy of the questionnaire can be furnished to any of you who are
interested. ‘ ¥ :

ACT was responsible for deveioping and printing the questionnaire, for
supervising its distribution and administration (which was performed by the
school systems), and for tabulation, analysis, a preliminary report to the ..
sponsors, and a shorter report tQ eagh schoof'systém.Thissurvey cost usa

* little less than $1.00 per student responding, and this low cost was possible:
partly because ACT absorbed much of the developmentcost in this project,

+ and partly because the school systems absorbed the costs otadmlnrsferlng
the survey. Our survey differs from those some states have conducted in the
past in that we used a set of,questions ACT had already developed and
pretested ‘and plan to match the survey respondents with entering
“freshmen this fall in our Student Informatlon System

12
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The second phase of the survey will involve the follow-up of the
respondents through the Student Information System, which provides a
computerized recard on each student enrolled in the public institutions.
Some of the private institutions also participate on a voluntary basis. The
public vocational schools are also |developing a computer based Student
- Information System, and we plan |also to match the high school senior
respondents against vocational school enrollment recards in the fall. - :

For those high school seniors who are not matched, we will draw a
subsample and follow up the students by mailand telephone surveys to find
out what they are doing. Are they enrolled in college out of state? A private
vocational school? Are they working? In the military? Married and a
housewife? '

By.the end of the fall term in 1974, we hope to complete the-first phase of the -
follow-up and prepare a report which will show what happans to the young

_ people who complete high school in Tennessee. This will enable us to
- identify students for whom educational opportunitiés are inadequate and
some of the reasons for those inadequacies.

v

+

, We expect to repeat this type of survey and follow-up every 2 or 3 years.
. Although an annyal survey would have some advantages, in view 0f the
costs involved and the expected stability of the outcomes from yearto year,

as indicated in national surveys of this type, we think a2- or3-yearcycle will {
prove to be most.gcost effective, and will give us the necessary information '
for planning purposes. . -

Another phase of the study of ‘educational opportunity deals with-the
retentlon of students who enter the postsécondary sys}em Our Student
., ,lnfgrmahon System is set up so that we can match students one year against
- : Students‘the following year, and get information aboutdropoutan transfer o
rates within the system. In 1975, we plan to utilize this capabmty o draw a
- sample of the dropouts and follow up on them directly to getat reasons for
dropping out. N

¢

' a .. hd

Still another phase of the aSsessment of educational opportunity will = ...
involve follow-up surveys with a sample of graduates of each institution in

the system. We plan to beg in thls phase in 1975 with asurvey of graduates of

our community college system to see hﬁ'w many of them continue their -
education in a 4-year institution, how many take jobs, etc., and how this

relates to the progranis they have taken in the community collége. We may

also beljle to includie the people who complete public vocationalschoolin

this safme follow-up survey.

%

-

o

The various follow-up studies are not going to be planned tp follow asingle
individual through his or her'éntire postsecondary educatignal career. This

4
?
+ ;':/‘
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) ) ls comp‘llcated expensive, and fime consumlng By the time a cohort has e
S - been followed frém high schoql through-.college, & or~6 years will have,
P eJapsed and the data \may notbe very: .useful for pollcy studiesof what ought
4 to be dong’ abouteducatlonal oppol'tunltyforthe curreqtgertératlon 6fh|gh
sohool seniors. Therefore, we' are desighing our system to Operaté on- R
overlapplng surveys and. short-term follow-up of sfudents at -the critical
décigion points—the transition from high school to college or vocaﬁonal
o " school, retention within each type of institution, and what happens to the
' graduatés ‘na3-year oycle overlapplng samplesofentrants dropouts and’.
" . graduatescanall be studied, without the necessaty bt followmg any ofthem.-
for-more than 6 to 9 months, While Ionger follow-u;;s would give addltlonal
_ ealnfornr\atlon the cosg is hlgher and the cost-beneflta’ssess]nentls probably o ‘ "_\-
o negatlve o . L. - .’? .
e »Therels another kind ol datd from another admlnistratlve source. that w@ .
T want to try to’ mtroduce mto tHis system; but we Have not worked. out all the - S
©, details yer We havea state student assistance.corporation which this year '
e .._wrll Proecess about: 10,000 appllcatlons for tuition grants and probably an
. addltlcgnal/ts 000 or 4,000 guaranteej%tude’nt loan. requests In addttlon. Tt
' . there will be a farge number of federal BOG applicants and entltlen;ents as ..
well as severatthousandappjlcantsf institution-based pfograms such, as o
Work Study or Sypplemental Opportunity Grants, which we-would like to '
get’ information ¢ about and, mclude %n oul' educatlonal opportumty
O monJ,tormg ssystem A

. ' L X ) ’; e ., P - w R
T.o% ' , LA N . .

.fhere are m@nx Patential’ uses of the lnformatlon Jn the’ educatlonal o
opportuhlty\monltorlng system Let me mention two Lt & )
“,, Fll’St our state student assustance program in Tennessee is a reratlvely new
- one, and we are gonng {nto the third year oftuttlon awards, wuth a program _*
funded at about $3.5 million for 1974-75, whigh will mean about 5,500 \
--awards or about 4.5 pert:ent of the Tenriesseans enroHed in college in
s 0 \' Tennessee. ln1973—74,,the numberofthose with financial need.applying to .
- this’program was not much greater than the mo’hey we had available. This . Ce
mldht suggest thdt the program was big enough and that there was not .
* * "'much unmet-need for student assjstance in the state’ Howeﬁer aggregate - ' - .
- " analysis based on the famjily income dlstrlbutlon ln Tennessee, the needs
.. analysis formulas employed by ACT and CSS, dnd'institutional data on the
. totalamountoffmancua[assustancgayanlable in the state, indicate thatthere . r
' ig,a very large.unmet need for financial assustancelnth&state justtotake ~, .
s care of those students who are already enrolled in college: . :, _ .

In plannlng for future ap prl'lathﬂSwal' the stude.nt assistance program

P how should we reconci these differentestimates of what should be'done?.
Data from our surv‘ey of high sechool seniors include a substantialamount o(

ot information aﬁout how they plan toftnance their postSecondary educatlon

N
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T '_ ‘as well as. |nformat|on on famlly lncome Inour, followwp survey we wrll get',

. }’ . infoemation on what student aid they are receiving. We chn thus get an
" A addrthnal estimate of what financll needs exist, and can, ine
whether the llmlted numbers ofapplicants tothes,tate tuitiongrant program

arethe result of lnadequate advtsmg and not evidence that needs are bemg _

.

ful}y met, e s . .

A second plannlng problem relates to the further desegregation of hlgher
educatton in ‘Tennessee. Like most southern states, we areainder Yederal
. court order to achieve further desegregatlon in higher educatjon. One ofhtﬁe
problems with these court orders is that the goals we are trying to achieve
£ arenofentirely clear, If the gdal is for black studenits to@ttend college atthe

.Tennessee about 15 percent. of callege enrolimerit ’ought to be black,
because about 15~percent of the poputation between 18 and 24 is blagk In

A +Hfom comparablesocloeconomlc and academic achigvemient backgrounds;
Sy " and that tp reach the goal of equal overall eproliment percentages by race,
e ’low socqucon'omlc blacks. wouyld have to have enrdliment rates: ‘about 50
s~ percent hlgh,er than those for whites from the same :{ocroepdnomrc group
4 v k]
- IThis raises a number aninteresttr,)g questions First, is the goal proper? If
. not,l what should the goal be? Second,’is it realistic to expect the mich

h|gher enrollment rates of black low socloeconom;c groups? What would
~ < habe tobe.done to achieve.them? Will financigl aid do the, job'f What about

N motNaK/ ional ditferénces? The attendance rates r'epresent job and career

‘aspiration differences between blacks and .\7h|tes as well as differenges in

. educational opportunity pef se. ’ ‘ .‘

- i SR RN
T M present we do not have the data to deteimine whether or not
cf'esegregatron goals are achievable, but:we soon. will-be mu&h closer to:
having adequate information for plannlng and will be able to deal with the’
B difhcult task of setting goalsforeducat:onalopportumty lnamore lnformed

‘and, it is hoped more elfecttve manner.

bl

- 'v ) Slnce the courts are going to require progress reports on the achievement

programs and dctivities :which wrll‘lncrease desegrégation, along with the
: '“" effect of each on mtegratlon we wull have to Gevelop,a better understanding

ofthe factars mvol\(ed ! o , : o*

In summary, Iet me emphasrze .three points. Ftrst equal educatlonal
e opportunlty and most other |mportant polrcy |ssues i educat|0n are

. . . . LN N <

s . s
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© " game rate as white students in the state's public highier education, then'in, -

Tennpessee, 10.7 percent of public coltege enroliment.in 1973 was black,and
S _sowearealong Wayfromalspercentgoal But achievement'ofa 15percent -
o efiroliment of blacks would mean that. black enroliment. rates for low
-~ ' socloeconomic and achievement groups would have t0"be substantlally -
Vv " h|gher than rates for whites of the same groups. Thereis already‘ewdencev :
' ' -, that lndlcates that blacks now enroll in. college at hl%her rates than whltes ’

Joof deseg:egatlon goails, and ,aré. going to require us to |dent|ly'speclf|c'
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~complex, and reduire a complex set of, ‘data to make intelligent policy

, recommendatians. Too oftén in the past we have acted on only a partof the

- data that was needed and, therefore, we have reached partiai and
v inadequate solutions.

Second, and this is a corollary of the first point, is the interrelated nature of
information required fot establishing policy abouteducational opportunity.
. - Decisions about a realistic goal -for black enrollment cannot be made
without information- about costs of attendance, socioecoriomic. status of
students, student.aid, and motivations about the kind of postseCOndary
institutions to be attended. - - . .

v

Third, our systtem Is a combinatlon of information collected for
administrative and management purposes and an additional survey which

is designed to previde the additional information needed for plannlng
purposes. f\Ne began with & conception of the factors involived ik provrdmg .

» - expanded educational opportunities and tried to d velop the information
needed {gr policy planning in as economical a fa hign as possnBIe Whilé -

T, . 'thls'~$ys§ m will use/our existing sfudent infor atl.On system' Aind thé
administrative data ggnerated by the state tudenfgrantand ioan programs, ;

these st rces 9t mapagement informdtion do' not proyide adequate
informationabftt,h otal population wjth wh / h we are concerned, nor do

A4 they provide information g ail of the charac eristics thatare |mportant in
_determining educational opportunity.

The approach we have Used’ to monitor educational’ opportunnty in
Tennessee hag some drawbacks it does not tell us about educational
. 7 opportunities for.adults, who constitute our most rapidly expanding market
Jjn Mgher education. We hope to remedy this in the future with a sample’
/survey oftheeducatronalbackground plans, and aspirations ofadults. This
is likely to be an-expensive undertaking, and we are still try“ng to figure out
", “ the most effective way to go about it. ”

3

. - The survey of high school seniors deperids on the cooperation and intefest
’ of the State Department of Education and the 140 local school systems who
* . must administer'the survey. The present commissioner of education has
R been quute supportive of ou"r efforts but’ ifthls cooperation is to continue,
“the local schools must get a useful return—mformat»on they can use for -
: cqunselnng and planning., - : -

v It we give this much time and attention to the information need.ed to.monitor
o -educational opportunity, what about the other information needs? Won't
they be neglected? Actually, ih Tennessee educational opportunity has
been a third priority area, after we deveéloped a final mformatlon system and
, program information. We are worklng with several other state agencues to.,

- . develop - manpower and other job market information. The" priority K
b information needs have to be assessed by each state for itself, in relation to

o™ its own set of responsibilities; within that fl‘ameWOJ'k the progess outlined in
this paper should be helpful , [
) . . :
Q - ) " y
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v THE ROLE OF STUI?ENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

. - IN STATEWIDE Pr.,ANN NG o /

Joseph D. Boyd/ ‘
“Executive Director - o

L J

Ata tlme in the history of higher education when new buildings and new
personnel for-expanded enroliment are given low prfority, discussion and
decisions on how to finance postsecondary educatlon and the state‘role in
student financial aid programs assume new and important significance.

[ o

State programs of student aid are blg business and are bgcoming mare so
each \year. Master planners in all states cannot ignore the relatio‘hship
between agreed upon goals in state plans for higher education and the
significant use of student assistance program,s asa means to achieve these
ob]ecnves ] -

Each year since 1969, | have surveyed what the states' were providlng in
comprehensive, undérgraduaie need-based monetary award programs-as
investments in the future of both the individual recipient and society in
general. My. latest survey, October 1973, indicates there were 28 states
(representing. 77 percent of the U.S. population) -investing in 722,000
financially needy underg raduates wnh approxumately $375.3 million in state
tax funds . ' o

Growth in_state programs of monetary awards has been beth drdmatic and
consistent, as noted in the following SUmmary of the past 5 years‘.

Y

- In § years, the state growth of grants is up $233.0 million or two and g half® °

times more dollars in 1973-74 than 1968-69. In 1973-74, 28 states pravided
more nonrepayable aid to students than the comblned award value of bath
the federal SEOG and Basic Grant programs.+

44
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v - ot

Growlh of stm S¢holanhb/cnm Programs
* 1o Needy UndergraduateStudents

Award Dollars Students

o  Academic Year = (Millions) Assisted
/ - 1968-69 $152.0 370000 .
- 1969-70 1915 = 488,000. °  ~
oty e 229.3 579,000
. 1971-72 268.6 604,000
-1972-73° 3123 652,000 -
1973-74 375.3 722,000

’
! |

< The current state programs of monetary awards vary greatly .in size,

purpose, and years of exnstence Five states (New York, Pennsylvania,
lllindis, California and New Jersey) invested in students from their states 70

. percent of the 1973-74 total figure of $375.3 million awarded by-28 states.

These same five states repreSent about 34 percent of the U.S. populatioh.
Obviously, states are not responding equally in the development and/or the

. funding levels of student aid programs. Although stldent scholarships/

grants at the state level were-Only 4.5 percent of all state funds appropriated
for all of higher education in FY 74 by all the states, the amount ¢f time and
thought to be given this component on the agenda of higher educatlon
planners should exceed 5 percent by ma“nyfold -

. R °

- The federal program of State Studejt Incentive Grants (SSIG) isto become

areality with.1974-75 awards. This 9.0 million federal dollais of SSIG funds '
for FY 75 creates a partnership of about 5-percent tederal/95 perceht state

funds in 1974-75. Additional SSIG funds .in" future years (requiring .
additional dollars ofstate funds) willmean every dollar ofsuch federal funds

will yield an additional dollar of state grant aid tb needy students. A

meaningful partnership is to begin'which:has a most sigrificant potentiatih

the yedrs ahead to accomplish. mutual goals of access-and reasonable

choice to the citizens of this country in entering and completing post-

secondary education. . .

it is my c}nsndered judgment fhat the State Student Incentlve Grant
Program will not only motivate up to at least 14 new state programs in 1974-

75 that would, have not existed otherwise, but also permit states’ with

existing programs to expand their prégrams more rapidly to meetthe needs:
of their residents. When | complete the fall 1974 survey of the states, |

anticipate a total of almost $500.0 million for 1974-75 in all states for need-

based monetary awards assisting over 850,000 students, Student aid _is.
growing rapidly in higher education at a time whén other state dollars for
higher education are remainln‘g nearly constant or showing only slight
growth.

15
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_ Why have programs of student aid at the State level? What are the goals or
i roles they shouid piay? Briefly stated, they are:
1. To equalize educational opportuhity by removing financial barriers to
attendance in a postsecondary educational institution.-

. 2. To preserve d|versrty in postsecon ary education by permitting treedo
i of institutional choice, allowing reasons other than the lack of funds to
infludnce student selection of pne institution over another.

~

c e
.

3. To conserve public, funds by utilizing the spaces. and programs in

/

/

/

. nonpublic institutions by helptng needy students attend such sghools. A .

state resident in a nonpublic institution means that prlvate llars are
-dssisting in total operational/capital costs which otherwise would have
been add#tional taxpayer costs if the same student electeq to attend a’
publi¢ institution. ' ’

. \ /
3 4. To provide a means whereby a student’s earrvir’rgs from work and/or loan
- funds would not be the only sources operating to _pyovide access or
chejce. Achieving a balanced packade of aid, when negded by astudent, |
allows a students in-school employment and/or Acans’ to be at a:
‘'sufficiently modest Ievel so as not to adversely aftect studlesor career
plans.

a4

P

. 5. To permrt ameans, if destred to establish state insfitution tumon charges
. which can be met fully by applicants or families with adequate financial
strengthand toallow thosemh fewer resources to receive nonrepayable
grants which wiil .pay the entire amotint of required tuition and
mandatory fees.

6: To allow an open or free market concept to exist for tH8 Student or
*  consumer of postsecondary educdtion. This concept ideally permits the
.sprdents to select that séhool withicurriculum and programs which they
elieve are most reIevantand of such quality as to justify the investment
their time and effort in accompllshlng their educational or career

goals. )

7. To personalizetpthestudentandthefantilythesignificantroIethatsome

of their state tax dollars are playlng as investments in them inthe form of
ot ~grants or loans. An individual grantorloantoa given student carries a
‘ message of interest in him or her'as a person and the importance of
education asahigh public purpose which bricks and. faculty salaries paid
by state approprlatrons can simply not deliver with the same realization
or |mpact

~ a@ssistance programs in statewide planning. Once certain roles or goals are

.

R 16 .

o

These seven purposes highlight some of the important roles of student
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identified, state student ai;ﬁ programs are a means to the desired ends.{tis

also true that all-the states will not agree on the priorities of the various .
"* goals,.Furthermore, a state may.also wish to have adifferent priority of goals

than that established by the federal governmentin its studentaid programs.

State and federal student aid monetary award programs must exist to
complement and not overlap or replace each other. Allow me to suggest
how this best can be accomplished. . ' ’ :
The new federal program of Basic Grants is predominaritly “access” rhoney
. targeted to the low income and the disadvantaged to help permitstudents o
4 ¥ attend some college and nEt necessarity any coliege. Almost all state
/ programs._have been planned to"provjde both “agcess” and “reasonable
choice” to the needy student. When State-programs are of sufficient total
dollars or when certain state programs are.made available only to higher
cost schools, ($37.3 nvlilion or about 10 percent of the 1973-74 total state <
monetary award dollars were programs of tuition'equalization atnonpublic . .
. institutions), need is determined on a relative basis. Relative need means: .
-~ ¢ the financial strength of a given family or applicant is compared with the ‘
< . total cost of-the institution ‘of the applicant's choice and-if there is a
'E‘ difference, an award-is made as long as state funds are available. -

N s

i

Many state programs are, therefore, ass’f_éf‘t’i'ng‘tens of thousands of families
who would notqualify for a Basic Grant. A"pqrtnership hich provides Basic
' _Grants as predominantly “access” funds, and state fu ds predominantly to
provide “reasonable choice” is clear in purpose and alfows each partner to
' play a significant role in what distinguishes the United States from other
countries of this world. Students ofq,ll»’agés seeking additional educatiop
after high school should not have financial,barriers Kéepi‘ng.them from this
opportunity. In addition, this.dountry can also procldim that a strong dual ¥ {
system of public and nonpyélic institutionsiis desiratife by providing needy -
.. students areasonable choicg among the institutions which’can best serve

their interests and future plans. Y ./

r

. B - S s
To accomplish these mugu 1 goalé, ahuge proble é/fqoordlnation must be
"\ dealt with and solvte;./l/; rongfy support the development of a common
N/ studént aid application gﬁd in Addition beljeve ajthority should be ?en tg /-
e st?}es {those chan/ demgnstrate their/ abjfity to accomplish this) to
g \\ca culate and dnnounte Basic Grant 'ent/'lle ent to their state residents.
Without co dinagior/, almpst $1.0 billion/ot Basic Grahts and staéz award
74-7 aresim;}/not oing to reach full orequitablxallthe/ rsons f@r

of decisions ig'a vital necessity in/good coordination\\.s ateplafining
in stddent financial did is mostdifficult yntil clear and timely fgderal sfudent
[ ommunicated. Reasgnable gtability

7 . -
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in purpose and funding levels of federal student aid progranmis is another

- vital ingredient in the future strength ofany new federal partnership with the

states.

States can be a delivery agent for federal student aid dollars. Certain
coordination has already begun. In June 1974-in most sfates, a listing of all
their Basic Grants applicants for 1974-75 awards arrived to permit a
packaging of state and federal funds. The Basic Grants can ‘become a
“floor" upon which 6 build any additional needed and avdilable state aid.

Federal aid programs and funds.for students enrolled in postsecondary
education require’ a delivery agent to implement sych benefits to the
students for whom-they are intended. As a worklng partpership, under a
creative new, federalism, contracts of understanding with specific .

authorities and respgnsibilities ean and should be made available to state
scholarsmp agencies already staffed and experlenced in deallng«with
students applying for hnancaal assnstance

/

The ultimate goal is to permit é student or his or her family to file a single
application form and have a conctse response as to what, |fany fedéral and
state taxpayer educational benefits are the, student's to use at the chosen
institution. For services rendered, each state so participétlng should receive
appropriate federal funds for administrative costs. Appropriate federal audit
functions would be expected and a sharing of data to compile meaningful
national as well as state data systems should also be mandated.

Monetary awards are only one form of state student assistance. About one
half of the states, serving nearly 60 percent of the U.S. student population,
have designated and funded a state agency to serve as.a processor of and
guarantee agent for student loans with reinsurance agreements with the
thce of Education to assist ln‘hefault payments. ’

¢

There are many options available tostate planners for the provision ofloans
to students. Federal legislation on student loans profoundly impacts whata -
state can or should do in student loans. BN

d

Theé major issues in educational loans are:

1. Should the state be a direct lendér? If so, how do we also involve the
., commercial lenders #nd/or institutions in making loans?

v

Are lncome contingency “pay back” érrangements the best answer to
reduce defaults and improve access and.the motivation to borrow? Or is
this possibility an ‘administrative “nightmare"?

. 48
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3! Should educational institutions be direct lenders, with thetr loans
‘financed with capital from either commercial or state sources? Willsuch
an arrangement permit all colleges to hava.~joy" or "pain” over the next
several years onsome basis other than their ability to attractioan capital?
Is it good policy to have only third-party lénders?

4. Could loans become so easily available as to further increase coliege
costs to students at rates beyond what they would have been otherwise?

5. Will loans become such a large part of the aid package that equal
"~ educational opportunity becomes adversely alfected? .
. T
6. Legislators and the general taxpayers are very concerned with defauit
-~ rates. What in our planning will assure them that this concern is being
- recognized and dealt with by sound decisions on how loans are made,
‘ serviced and collected? :

Another emerging issue in state student aid planning is the role of state
funds in student work programs. To my knowledge, only Connecticut had a
significant comprehensive state student work_program in 1973-74. Much
thought needs to be given to this area. Creative féderal/state partnership is
highly desirable in the development of college work-study programs. It is
most unw?se to believe that state centralized student work programs could
deal with term-time campus/community jobs for needy students. However,
a centralized operation for summer work and for students temporarily ut of
school for a term or two has real possibilities at the state level.

There are some significant opportunities to combine earnings and much

-needed community service by students in not-for-profit operations.
Creative programs of work to both earn and learn could become the new.
frontier for states to explore in assisting students and me#éting the needs of
our society. It is simply an extension o¥the concept that every taxpayer
dollar in education is both an investment in an individual and in the
possnbultty of a better society. .

- " In the remainder of the 1970s angd into the 1980s states will be a more
significant delivery agent for packaging grants, loans; and work to the
B needy postsecondary student. In my judgment, we are beginning a
| ~ transition period from one in which most federal student aid dollars are
e ‘allocated to institutions to one in which the state student aid agency will be
asked and expected to allocate and/or distribute most federal student aid
dollars. If this new-approach is to become a reality, state master planners
must give considerable thought to how best to organize and achleve good
state administration of student aid -programs.
Related to future decisions at the state level is the questi’on of which
students are to participate in state -funded aid programs. The federal
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student aid dollars are now clearly intended to serve students attend Ing at

" feast half time in both traditional and propriétary colleges. Few states have

yet to so broadly define the eligible student for grant awards. Also
remaining as a restriction in most states is the use of nonrepayable aid by a

" state resident to attend ap out-of-state institution The infusion of'federal + -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

\

dollars in a state/federal partnership brings subtle, if not legal,'pressures to,
make state lines more artificial and to open up new discussions on
reciprocity agreements among states. .

. . ‘ .
State/federal agreements to form 1202 commissions and receive federal ,
dollars for planning have both short- and long-range implications in state -
student aid program developments. | do not believe you can pian for and '
coordinate. certaln institutions previously omitted from state higher
education boards* deliberations and at the same timé deny thelr studems -

- access to state-funded student aid programs.

Studem aid programs at the state ,Iev'el do more than assistneedy students. -
They permit the .accomiplishment of other desired state educatiofial goals.
Student aid decisions-affect the health of institutions, college costs, the
composition of the q_ollege population,and theamount of dollars legislators
and/or governofs may decide to provide for higher education in the state.
Dollars for coliegé can come sn Jmany forms, and Wise state higher
_education planhers and administrators explore every option to maximize*:

. the support of the emerpnse they are asked to understand and represent. . ,

As educators, there is one goal we can all agree upqn. Thefull development
of our human resources should be our highest priority of state and national
concern. Well developed well funded, and effectively coordmated student
aid programs gwe strong evidence of thns prlority and cqncern

~
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Chapter 6

A NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON THE ANAI’.YTJCAL USES OF DATA
IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PLANNING

Ben Lawrence - .
. ' Director, National Center U ' !
for Higher Education Management Systems.

The development of policy has two major aspects—establishing philo-
soptfical directions or objectives, and determining proceduralé)ollcy that
will result in the achievement of those objectives. A major trick in policy
velopment is, of course, to predict in the present the extent to which a
pgrtrcular procedural poiicy, .if implemented, would achieve. the desired
objectives. This paper focuses on this difficult and primitiveart of bringing
information to bear-en—eugl/poticy development predictions.

. Durlng1973 and 1974, discussions and activity pertalning to the analytlcal
.uses of data in posts‘bcondary education planning have increased

dramatically. . .
e The federal government is busy building its capacity to co’n‘duct poIicv
i analysis in postsecondary education using modern analytical
procedures

e The American Council on Education srmllarly is building its own
capacity in this area and just recently has held informal discussions with
the principal leaders in this field around the nation. . K

e Research centers for postsecondary education are giving increased
emphasis both to policy analysis and to the development of improved ,
techniques for policy analysis. : o

e State coordinating agencies have begun to make large investments to
improve their capability to use information for policy decisions.

It is too early to specuIate about the staying power of analysis in policy -
formulation, but it appears to be more than a passing flirtation and demands

v« ‘ . R s
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our consideration. It aiso seems likely that many will be skeptical, if not
outright opponents, of this approach: Therefore, a few caveats concerning ,
the use of this approach seem in order at the begipning. ,
! ' i
1. At this time these approaches are primitive and must be used/
accordingly. . /

2. At best, even when more fully developed, this type of policy analysis is
designed to be informative, not to make decnsnonspr replace judgment
on the part of the. decusuon maker.

Those who usg them must understand the limitations of data and of the
" assumptions/they impose.

3. These appro;?és are data-dependent and lgaded with assumptionss.

¢

postsecondary education planning.

1. Why ip/there increased interest and activi
i tseconéary education planning

opposed to incremental/remedial planning, as they have attempted t
answer a number of quesuons that arise with great frequency in pohcy
deveiopment. For example:

What evidence is there that implementation of a particular policy
proposal will accomplish the desired objectives?
a .

" What unintended and unanticipated consequences or results might
come about if a particular policy proposal were'implemented? ‘

’F(ank A. Schmidtlein, The Selection of Decision$ Process Paradigms in Higher
Eddtsal/on Can We Make the Right Decision or Must We Make the Decision Right?
Ford Fq\undanon Program for Research in University Administration Paper -
(Berkeley~University of California, 1973), p. 8.

N o .
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How will implementing a particular policy proposal affect various
constituencies, institutions, and regions?

Are there useful generalizations that will hold true over a long term and
that can be used to guide'policy makers? :

What wise, feasible, and efflcient aIt?rnauve uses of the scarce resources
are available? . =~ d

These questions call for evidence as opposed fo speculation, objectivity as

opposed to assertion, and rational projection of expected results as
opposed to trial-and-error approaches to obtaining desired results. These
questions arise, particularly at the national level, because once policy is
implemented, it is very difficult to change. Those who support
incremental/remedial approaches to planning point to the advantages of
short-range projections coupled with frequent midcourse corrections to
pursue desirable-objectives. However, it is increasingly difficult to change
the palicy conclusions of state and national level bodies. Thus there is a
need for more detailed comprehensive/prescriptive planning approaches
that include greater emphasis on the analytical uses of data.

'

Weathersby has Ilkened the increased emphasis on analysis in planning to

the use of power assistance in steering vehicles. When nearly all vehicles .

were small and light, there was little need for-power assistance. Today, as
vehicles have become large and heavy, power assistance becomes less a
novelty and convenience and more a necessity. It is essential for any
reasonable degree of safety on large earthmoving vehicles. Similarly, it
seems likely that increasing importance will be given to the analytical uses
of data as a form of power assistance in planning when we are planning for
large or complete portions of the postsecondary education en terprise.

What are the current capabilities far utilizing data in policy planning?

They are primitive, but better than intuition alone. Reference was made
earlier to one of the distinctions between comprehensive/prescriptive
planning and |ncremental/remed|al planning. These two kinds of planning
may be viewed as being opposite extremes on a spectrum.

Comprehensive/ __ Incfemental/

Prescriptive . ' Rémedial

In my own view, planning still is pretty much an incremental/remedial
process, because the comprehensnve/prescrlptlve process requiresa much
‘better analytical capability and because the current generation of policy
makers does not as yet feel comfortable with the analytical approaches

853
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currently, devellope'd. (I suspe, / that | am as comfortable‘as any with these
. . new analytical concepts agd | view myself as planning in_an intuitive
. Incremental/remedial style/)/- ‘

Nevertheless, forces are frioving planners away from the right end of that E
- gpectrum because even vedeveIOpmentoflncrementalpplicy changescan .
benefit from rigorou /analysls, and, most: Important, because there
. generally Is more cap/blllty than gurrently is being used. , T
. i ) ] .

) ! i ) \’ ] :
More data are availaple to use in planning than afe recognized. Théir usdis v
limited by two factdrs. ' ‘ ‘
; 1. Appropriate information standards were not and, thé case of curre;ﬂ .
data collection, a ¢ not, used. : _
2. Currgnt data base m\anagem'enf techniques‘ do not pfemit the timely L

~ availability of the data to- policy planners.

y

Data base management technic;be\s that will permit the ready availability ﬁ
large amounts of data for analysi*s’a\r: available at reasonable cost. The
hastily developed terminal access data base praduced by the National
Commission on the Financing of Postsecondary Education’ provides-a’
glimpse of the potential in _ this “areai\ihe tactors that deter the
implementation of this existing capability a eaggrochial and propriétary

‘Y
]
—
-
=
c
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concerns with confidentiality of data, and general lack of ——
knowledge.concerning.the capability available a

Qs costs.

While there stil are few quantifiable measures that sa e;ff\actorily represent -
desired objectives and vames\we d@-have a number oMuseful measures.
Measures reflecting the demand for gostsecondary educatien generally are
much more satisfact reflecting the supply :%o\stsecondary
education.

Analytical procedures axe promising, even in their current primitive state. .
More are available than currently being used. The main deterrents tqQ their E
use are the lack of trained analysts and the lack of policy planners with an
understanding of the poltential for using the results of analysis. The
analytical procedures now available are very helpful in making general
asgessments of current conditions, in developing rough generalizations . -
about relationships between major factots in policy issues, and in providing . @
the capability to analyze alternatives. rapidly. . |

Information produced by modern analysis techniques generally has the
major fault of being too much. Ourcd,ncerns with the development ofsound
analytical approaches have cauged us to _negléct the important

\,  consideration of distilling out theressence of the iffformation for use by the
policy maker. Here we need significant improvament. '
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a/t/riew capabllltlesvshould researchers glve pr/or/ty’)

a policy vnewpount resear‘ch omrthe devalopmei%pollcy andlysis

Fr§

z}ppfoaches must glve prlorlty attention fo:

1. l"he development -of pollflcally acceptable and technically usable
easures of oblectlves for postsecondary education. A good beginning
oint would be measures for the national objectives for posfsecondary
ducatnon developed by the Comm»ssnon *

el - P

2.
f supply and’ demand and that cah take into ‘account regional
|fferences Jr e . -
i \ . o S ,
ongl‘tudlnal studles of lnstltutlonal student and funder beh'avnor
esigned to provide data in support of the assumptions necessary for

isuch analys1s (mlcroecKonomlc/behaVlor aqalysns) . !
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¢ 4/ information standards and their use', so that data will be inc'reaslngly,
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s co'mpatib.le and usable in linking for various .analytlcal pur'poses.
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. Securlty precautions to ensure. the conhdentlallty of data ab0ut
lndmdanIs and er data- as necessary

The development of a core-6f-indicators for postsecondary education
that can be used to describe the status of the enterprlse over time, such
as mdlcators of fmancnal health and 50 forth. : . .o

. The developmen’t of practlcal ways to determlr)e prlorltles among
. competmg oblectlves in a polltlcally difficult envnronment PR

o

in summary, [ belleve v
. o

$ -3 ) M o

Clrcumstances surroundmg plannlng far postsed'ondary educatlon have'
.placed, and ‘will continue ‘Lo place lncreased emphasis on the analytlcal
uses of data. e, .

. R
. , .
w ¥ : s :

: The? currently is greater capabll"tv than is belng used.

Them deterrenfs to such utlllzatlon are 65sent|ally human—lack of trained
ahd commltted manpower in the policy planning field ar)d lack ofattentlon
the andlytical- procedures to -the human-
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values/quantijtative-analysis interface. - I '
i s LY v . - 4
HERR - ] ‘
. ‘. ] .
. o9 ¥ ’
‘. 2 . * . r .
‘ E': . "
J < .

¢« .

he development of analytlcal models thatallow us to examlne GQuestions .
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