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WICHE is,a public agency through which the people
of the West work together across state lines to expand
and émprove education Beyond the high school,

3
&

eHlSTQR’Y ' : ‘

® w35 created to adminiter the Western M.onm Fdue.
tton Cumpayt which has bren adopted b) the leg
{atures of 13 western statess

o was formally eﬁ:abbshmn-_)gil,.after ratification of
the Compact by five statg hgxs!amres program activities

———beganm 1953 ——

ORGAN!ZAT!ON T

e is composed of 39 Commissionérs, thyer from each
state, appointed by tl’mt governors, they serve without

pay.

5 conaultams coungils, and committees.
-

.

PURPOSE:
® seeks 1o mncrease educational opponumtxes for wes:ern
youth.

academ programs and theu wstrsuonal management.

in the West.-

® netps wuiteges and universiies apprase and mpund 1o
shanging.educauonal and svual needs of the region.

e informb the public about the needs of hxg}xcr education.

* 4

,.

GEMERAL e '

1 Legrslame Work-Conference

“

DIVISION OF GENERAL REGIONAL PROGRAMS

2. Student Exchange Brogroms (SEP) .

3. Regional Services Unit <

4 Plonning Resources in Mrnority Education (PRIME)

5. Western Council on Highet Educafidn for Nursing (WCHER)

6. Feasibility Study. Nurse Leadership Preﬂuruhoh for Complex *° v
Qrganizations

7. Traming Nurses to Improve Patient Education .

3. Westem Socrcty for Research in Nutsing !

9. Muodels for Introducing Cultural Diversity in Nursing Curricule

10. Regional Program for Nursing R Research Devefopment

1. Compilation of Nursing Researcfr Anstruments

. 13. Anglysis and Planning for Improved Distribution of Nursing Personnci
and Services .

- 14. Resources Development Interaship Program (RDIP)
15. Continuing Education and Library Resources Program

s

DIVISION OF MENTAL HEALTH AND

HUMAN SERVICES - r
16. Faculty Dcvzlcpment-——Mtnmty{Confent in Mentol Health {Phase 1)
17. € ty R es Maneg t Tegm (CRMT)

18. Nahonal tnstitute of Corrections, Administrative Study (NIQS)
19. QOrgamzotion Developmont in Corrections
20. improving Mental Health Services on,Western Compuzes \Phase [i1]
21. Mincrity Recruitment and Input inte Sociol Werk Education
22, Western Center for Continuing Education in Mental' Heolth
23, Suyevey and Analys of Traiging Nceds of Stafe-Level Mentol
Health Staf Al
24, Knowledge and Skill Needs of Commanity Mental Health

® is sérved by 2 small professxanal staff, supplemcnted hy

e assists colleges and ymversities to improve both their*

® aids n expanamg the supply. of specialized manpower—

e oo WICH‘E PREGRAMS

12. Continming Education for Nurses in 13cho, Montoho, and Wygming., * ! ]
« . 36. Revision of the Program CIussxﬁcq i

- 39, 1€P-implementation and Ta

. 40, 1EP Structure, Measurey and Proccd'ms C N
* « 4. {institytioncl Compur Somm: ‘ C L,
42, Institutiongl Dot LY N

«*

wformauvn about hxgixer edupatmn and. makes
sludxcs of educauonal nccds and resources in the .

tions. . <s
" ® serves the states apd msmum)ns as an admx i
and fiscal agent for carrying out interSiate arig !
for educational serviees, ~ - - - -
“e hids no avthodity of contro"! over ﬁie me”ﬁ -4 ¥, t’éS’T);"”
_ individual educauonal mstxmticn:égxt works by Yuildin
consensus based on joint deliberatan, and fhe,
tion of relevant facts and argmn;:nts
Fil&LANCES» STt T -
» is financéd in part by’ appmggxamns frfxi e
states of “$28,000 annually; Thi states| !;f contgtzbnw ;
$15,000 each to-participate it 4 régigpal/prozrom ia°
mental health, mental yetardation, -s ,fm 5 %dnmmm,f
o correctxons rehablhtatmn agd%he ﬁé pin sm'x’éc;n
egeives grants and contract fox /fpe 3

MEL Ty
25 tmpmmgfmw&mma«mm §
26.” Nufional lnfsnsive Cars
.27, Medicat AydikSystent: bmlopmnt .
28, New Heslth-Manfower . Bl B
25, Kreast ﬁam@g&megmré‘imu S S N

30, BMT o eHite Ll gi
31 !ub! }mﬁmepmmg :

NCHEMS SHATIONAL | ﬁamea ‘Rm»
EDUCATION. MANAGEMENT' SYSTEM

. 32, Communication Services .3 .

. 33, Data Element Dictionary/Daty Sourus i
.34, Extendipg the Imtitational Cummunkotm !c
35, Qutcomes

37. Evoluction
"38, lnformation about Students

43. intro-Institqtional Plnnnfng and Mandgement '
44 .'Nuhonull’ aning Model — Phase 1112 uf\s%on

. 45. State-Liret Information Base
46, Seatestavel Targeted Training. * L - g N
47, Sthté Postsecondary Educofion mann;? Moeex BN SR
L 48, Statewide Analysis ~ . : -
49." Batter Information far Studept Choxcc PR v N
50 WICHE Policy Analysss Seevice b

" 51 Westarn States Project on Postsecoﬂdqry Educuhon -
o Budgeting Prov:edurps \}
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Warm days and hot topies greeted the 180 western
legislators, educators, and government offidials attend-
ing WICHE's Ninth Bienmal Legislative Work Con-
ference this past December in Phoenix, Anizona. The
three-part conference theme was On Target: Key Issues
of Region, State, and Campus,

Region. Legislators took ahard look at the West's
regional education organization, that is to say, at
WICHE yself. All were interested, and many were
clearly astounded to discover WICHE's size and variety
of programs. While they found that WICHE 1s still.the

Student Exchange Programs, it is also much more: N

some 51 programs, in fact, with a budget just topping
$8 million. .

State. The participants explored some of the prob-.

lems that legislaters must face when trying to cope
with educational issues. Topics included collective bar-
gaining, allocating resources to higher education, and’
state responsibilities to educational institutions. .

Campus. In this part of the conference. the partici-
pants looked at some other educational issues from
the educaters’ point of view. Topics included lifelong
learning, some options in the face of waning financial
support for institutions, institutions’ responsibility o
the-state, and a look at what higher education might be

like ten years from now.
: ¢ . L
At both the beginning andgthe end of the’ copfer-
ence, speakers focused on the reason fq(r,giiﬁhering:
- | . Fa . /
\ .

. . Foreword - :

.

o

B : '
.~ In many respects, the goals of this conference were

an examination of the relationship between higher edu-
cation and state legislatures. The talks were provoca-
tive. Speakers left some of the audience grumbling and
some nodding their heads in quiet affirmation, .

L1

acdomplished. The goals did not include providing
answers to the many tough education questions or eyen
to make legislators and educators love ecach other.
Instead, the goals were realistically designed to shed
some light on relevant issues and to help those from
campus and statehouse know and understand each
other a little better. This was accomplished.

In 'some ctases, }anakers and educatofs learned
they were in agreement all along. In other cases, they
better defined their differences. Either way, our hope
is that their working relationship will be better for it,

_and that communications will bé clearer.

: This publication has been distributed to all legisla- )
tors and to all college and university presidents in fhe
West. If its purpose is served, it will extend some of
the insights that were revealed at the conference to:
those who could not attend. ‘

1

Robert H. Kroepsch
S Executive Director
. WICHE
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The 1975 Legislative Work Conference. ON TAR-
GET. Key Issues of Region, State, and Campus,
ontinued an 18-year biennial tradition at WICHE,
while marking a departure in theme and form® from'
pevious Conference programs. As in the past, the
purpose of the Conference was to provide a forum for
discussing mutual concerns shared by leglslators and
educators. A goal specific to this year's Conference
was to promote a better understanding and clearer
communications between WICHE and state legislators
relative to WICHE programs. Because legislative con-

Jcerns i 1975 were not limited to a single topic, the
Conference was not restricted to a single theme. In-
stead, the tricolors of the Bicentennial served,to iden-
ufy the threefold theme and program that focused on
WICHE, on educational issues -being considered by
state lcglslatures and on legnslame concerns that would
impact on the campus.

s Al

This year, legislators were involved from the initia‘l
planning states as thé Ad Hoc Advisory Committee.
Legislative representatives from Anzona, California,
Montana, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming met with staff
to determine the gencral format and discussion topics
of the 1975 Legislative Work Conference, An addi-
tional outcome of the meeting was the recommenda-
ton to estabhish a new body, the Legislative Review
Committee, to conduct the session on WICHE, The

Legislative Review Committec would consist of a’

senator and representative from each of the 13 western
states recommended by the head of their respective leg-
islative houses.

The Legislauve Review, Committee, chaired by
Representative Anne Lindeman of Arizona, met in
special session on Sunday, 7 December. to review
WICHE;'s purpuses, programs, and budgets in prepara-
ton for the discussion of WICHE scheduled for the
following day. Committee members, representing each
of the 13 western states, discussed the broad issues Of
statc autonomy versus regional cooperation and

WICHE's objectives and goals as defined in its Com-,

3

1

pact and Bylaws. Senator Karl Swan of Utah and
Representative Jack Sidi of Wyoming were designated
as reporters to summarize the committee opinion on
these issues at Ivé‘nday’s session, FOCUS ON WICHE.
The Conference opened officially with a dinner meet-
ing. Representative Lenton Malry, New Mexico, the
chairman of WICHE, welcomed his fellow western

* legislators to the Conference, and Governor Raul

Castro welcomed the participants to the state of Ari-
zona. Robert H. Kroepsch, executive director of
WICHE, explained the threefold focus of the program
in.a Conference overview. If a keynote speech estab-
lishes the tone of the meeting, then the address on
higher education issues and the legislative process by
Donald McNeil, executive director, of the California
Postsecondary Eduuhtion Commission, promised a pro-
vocative conferene r. McNeil reproac.hed the legis-
lators for sometxme meddhng in academic affairs, -a
charge to* which the legislators were to respond many
times during the next two days. v
Monday “morning was devoted to a FOCUS ON
WICHE, a plenary session to distuss WICHE and its
programs, chaired by Anne Lindeman for the Legisla-
tive Review Committee, In addition o Senator Swan
and Representative Sidi, Senator Chet Blaylock of
Montana and Senator Mary Roberts of Oregon served
as observers to summarize.the, floor discussion of the
principal topics. As a solution to the problem of
"mproving communication between WICHE- and state
egistators, the committece proposed the appointment
of an actively serving leg)éiator as one of t'hc 4hree
Commissioners designated by the governor of each of
the 13 western states. The legislators present, voting
by state, approved the motion. Thus, for the first time
in WICHE history, the Legislative, Work Conference
produced a recommendation for consideration by the’
Commiissioners as an_amendment to the Conipact.
Chairman Malry presided at the third session
luncheon meéting at which Senator W. E. Snelson
from Midland, Texas, a member of the Legislative

) ‘ P
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Council ‘ jonal
explained how this council facilitates improved rela-

tions between legislators and WICHE's southern
counterpart, .. '

FOCUS ON THE LEGISLAT as the theme
for concurrent sessions. Speakers addréssed Tegislative
issugs resulting from the need to conserve state re-
sources in a time of fiscal stringency, Conference par-
ticipants could choose to learn about cyrrent state

from Frank Bowen, research analyst at the Center for
Research and Development in Higher Education in
Berkeley, California, or hear George W, Angell, direc-
tor of the Academic Collective Bargaining Information
Services, explain the_ trends, effects, and issues of
collective bargaining. yFollawing’a brief break, partici-
pants were offered new choices by Elizabeth Johnson,
member of the Commission for the Oregon Educational
Coordinating Commission and director of the Associa-
tion of Governing Boards of Colleges and Universities,
.and Virgima Patterson, director of WICHE Stﬁudem
Exchange Programs. Mrs. Johnson addtessed the state’s
responsibility for postsecondary education, while Mrs.

access to postsecondary education that are available
in the West. .~

Tuesday morning’s FOCUS ON THE CAMPUS

session consisted of concurrent sessions explaining the

details of lifelong learming by Martha Church, president
‘of Hood College, and presenting alternatives to dimin-

. Y

Ad Hoc Advisory Commi;tee

Artzona
Califorma
Montana

Dr James Jensen
Senator Chet Blaylock

¢

Legislative Review Committee

v

Senator Edward C Willis

of the Southern Regional Education Bbard®

processes in allocating resources to higher education

N
u'\

Patterson explained some ajternate means of providing

Representative Anne,Lindeman

. [P
- i Y

ishing Support by George Weathersby, associate profes-

sor of the ﬁ@tuate School of Education, Harvard :
University. Latéx, a look into the future of higher

-education as it mightexist in the 1980s was provided {

by Malcolm Moos, an ucational\{:onsultant and -- |, 7
former president of the iversity of Minnespta. -

William (Bud) Davis, president of the University of

New Mexico, offered a concurrent consideration of an

institution’s responsibility to the state. WI Com-

missioner and the CommiisSioner of Higher Education

_ _of the Montana University System, Lawrence K. Pettit,

introduced the luncheon speaker, Lee Kerschner, who

is the assistant executive vice-chancellor of the Cali-

, fornia State University and Colleges. Mr. Kerschner

concluded the 1975 Conference with a look at the

relationship. of the political process to postsecondary

.». education.
. In his e{aluation of the Conference, one of the
participants hoted that the sessions had provided him

s~-yith “edough thought to last the winter.” What the
Confereyce. provided for WICHE was an increased
awareness of the need to improve the relationship
between the organization and western legislators who
represent the states that WICHE servea The purpose
of the 1975 Legislative Work Conference was, to pro-
vide a forum “for discussing mutual concerns shared .
by legislators and educators. Judging from the animated
and sometimes heated discussions that marked the
sessions of this year's Conference, the regional and
state issues of the legislature’and campus were assur-
edly — on target. = - <t

“

(b v
Mary-Jo Lavin ‘ ’

Coordinator of Planning
WICHE

Oregon Representative Philip Lang
Utah Senator Karl Swan ¢
Wyoming Senator Whlliam G. Rector -

[y

Alaska Hawaii Senator Henry Takitani Oregon Senator Edward Fadeley
Represéntative Susan Sullivan Representative Akira Sakima Representative Vera Katz
: ? 5
. Idaho Senator Robel Saxvik
A”l""f‘ f{ccmr(e(;:nslla?i):‘cc:Dnvfindman Representative Kurt L Johnson ' Utah * Senator Karl Swan
C“,hairwoman ane ’ Representative Charles E. Bennett
) Montana Senator W. Gordon McOmber . =
' Representative Peter Gilligan, Jr .
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Assemblywoman Leona H Fgeland Nevada Senator Richard Bryan epresentative Peggy Joan Maxie
, Assemblynan R. E Robinson i
: e
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“Dr. Donald R. M¢Neil

Director, Califarnio Pastsecondary Education Commission Presider: Rep. Malry, New Mexica "
. .

Ten short years ago I would have communicated less, I believe these issues can be equally dangerous to
to you my concern about escalating ‘enrollments, the the future of higher education,. for they represent
monies needed to care for mullions of new students, . potential sources.of basic misunderstanding and con-
the need for new varetics of programs, new methods flict that could cause irreparable harm®to our colleges
of teaching, new buildings. new compuiers, new cam- and universities,
puses, even whole néw higher education systems. -1 ’
would have mentioned our changing life styles and Not only have the issues changed, but also the
attitudes, how we should handle the more strident . context within which we must deal with them has
demands for student pdrticipation in governance. and . changed. Ours is now an économy of scarcity, not
how we should deal with sit-ins, wed dorms, ethnic affluence, and limited growth, unthinkable ten years
ninonties, \icmonstrauons and drugs I mught have ago, is now a fact of life for educators. Jobs that went
raised the philusophical question of whether our uni- " begging are now being begged for, students are looking
versities and colleges were to point the way to change. not so much outward to society as inward to them-
or to be the changemakers themselves. Were we to be selves, overcrowded classrooms may soon become '
wol observers; detached researchers, or impassioned . unfilled classrooms, accountability is in; and vague
advocates of a changing soucty? How far away many philosophical justifications of higher educafion are out.

—

Many of the primary issues facing us for the rest .
of the 1970s and into the 1980s are logical results of
~ some of the excesses of the last decade. The pcndulum
has swung away from the activist-oricnted, free-swing-
ing. expanding academic environment. The emphasns
now se¢ms to be more on consolidation ,of gains than
on advch{\urous new experiments. And the tone is more
pragmatic ‘than dramatic; after all, when the rhetoric is

of those issues seem today!

Higher Education Issues

The educational issues that confront u§ now are
“not nearly so dramatic as those of the 19604 Today's
issues seldom garner front-page headlines or Ylominate
the evening news. They do not mobilize

’ ith outra o, 'the . . ;
] lfrtlg;: h::/acllsu\l‘;lstir(]icd Tage set aside, do not many.of the issues really boil down
’ to "a series of questions and their resolution to a matter
L 3
. . Y]
Even though the issues today are not as dramatig. . of providing answers’ ) -
the implications arc just as scrious, the dangers juyst A tabili -
as real, They are: much more complex issues, with ccountabrlity . ) .
great gray areas of subtleties. The issues arc not as The first of these issues revolves around the quest .
black and white as they were in the 1960s. Neverthe- for sound, comparable data. Everyone is now turning
- 2 .
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igher education this ~  sities”truly need state support-on a long-term, perma-
ity.” We are-askéd nent basis? If so, is it to be jugtified on the basis of -
uests for new need, enrollments, and effrciency —or what? ~
programs, facilities, resea ro;eets\sﬁ and money. o
And more and more, we are turning to' {'haxq"’ data to ) I regard prJvate institutions as a vaTuable state and
find “hard” answers to these “hard” que \ ions, I have national resource. Are there ways to aid those institu-
no qyarrel with legislators who are asking“thes\gtes- tions that can pefform state-held objectives (vocational
" tions; we “educators should have the ansyer$. .J have ® educanon for example) and still allow them their -
‘ no quarrel with information systemis<— they m K _autonomy? For example could contracts be set up
_us to obtam these answers. \ that would let privaté,institutjons take orf public assign-
N ‘. ments without interference by :the~state? I- hope, so.
Perhéps what concerns me about this 1ssu\e is the Socxety will be stronger for it, if the capacity of these
potential “master’slave™ relationship? If we 4re the . pmvate jnstitutions is added to the total educauona/
masters of our igforniation, systems, they can d mar- resource base of the state, "
velous and wonferful things “for~us; provide us with ) °. - RPN / / .
,+ an excellent, management. tool. to promote beneficial Adull' Educohon . . -
self-analysxs, enable us to respond to the demand for \’[he third issue has fo do with so-called adult -~ \
“accountability” from those to whom we go for money; .education. For many years, adult and continuing edu-
and énharlce our credibiliy with the pyblic by enabling . . cation was treated as the'stepchild of .the educational
us to better explain our programs and accomplish- * establishment. It was patted on the head from time to
, ments. If we become “slaves” to our information sys- time, but mostly it was praised with faint damns. As "
tems, however, they can sap our vMality, destroy our - {op’ moc embarrassing: offspring, however, it would .
true purpose: rcost eould ‘becon}e th-e sole ba.S’S for -not go away; it just hung around waiting to become -
» decisions of academic policy: a’sterile centralization - .a full-fledged issue— and it has made it! Today in
and standardization would l?f‘ mev1tal31e, good™ edu- California, as in many other states, adult educatior /
*cation could well become “efficient education; and has become the center of a statewxde controversy '
another layer of cost and dnother level ‘Of bureaucracy sparked by the comments of pohtféxans and escalated/
would bz added to an a}ready overburdened structure. by the responses of almost everybody else. Questions
. abound: What is the definition of “adult education?™
I would simply ask that neither- leglslato Are not all citizens over 18 years of:age adults? Is
educators “seek salyanon in statistics alone. I hold no .

. *there really a geed to’ éxpand our programsof aduylt
brief for so-called * acedemlc inefficiency,” but I do edtréW'WT]%EEmaT)Tfer adult eBucation? What-_
plead the.case for quality and a philosophic commit- .+ (0 rec"hould be offered? Where sfiould they be -,

* ment to our educational tasks. Often these tasks cannot i offered? And-the clinch
et —'who is going to pay for
be fneasured by the computer; learnmg catinot bg. o adult education?

quantified. .I hope you will find some understandin . T
of the trug¢ return on the learning investment. ‘The * .
product of the mind is difficult to place on a balance '

I would argue that these and offer questions are
. secondary issues, not the major ones. The real issue is

sheet. ~, ) . our commitmént o providing access and opportunity ‘
) ) -\+  to citizens who missed the educational boat or wha

State Support of Private Higher Education ant to get back on board. Is a college education qnly,

T The second issue that concerns me is that of state for 18- to 24-year-olds with’ the traditional preparatory.
support of private higher education. (Rather, I should background” Are men or women who just wardered '\ .
say “direct” state suppor}. since we are providing sub- “accidentally” into a career or an occupation out of
stantial indirect support through student- m/d programs, luck if they want a change" Are all those millions

. both at the federal and state levels.)' Leavidg aside the stranded in that great “cultural wasteland” we cal
constitutional barriers *— which-may be‘insurmoyntable - television.doomed to permanent exile? ..
in some states —I wditild remind you that with state T T
mopey " inevitably thigre is state control. Are private "here are some very sound arguments — pragmatic
eolleges and universities willing to pay the pnce" And, /; arguments or, expanding the opportunity for adult
if so, just how hi ha pnce" We frequently point to the * education. It may well be the answer 1o the steady-state .
pmatc msmutmﬁgs as an‘invaluable source of diversify nrollment that is rapidly approaching. Tt may be part
and innovation, will state support foster these ualities \(71 large part) of the solution to job obsolescence in
or will it discourage them? Should a state support all an increasingly technological world. And I believe it
private institutions equally, or should the smaller and .Lan also be the solution, and perhaps the only one, to
weaker members of the group be cast afloat to “sink the immediate and pressing problems.of* poverty, dis-
or swim”? And finally, do-private colleges and wniver- . - .crithination, and blighted o}\)portunity_

' . . 3 " \. .
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education of this vast adult population? What oppor-
tunities or handxcaps will we place before the citizens?
How do we organize this venture? To which institu-
tions do we allocate which functions? How much do
we charge for which offerings? How extensively should
we commit ourselves to the support of education for
fun, relaxation, self-improvement, and cultural aware-
néss% These are all questions .demanding answers.
Bureaucracies at each level — educational, legislative,
and gubernatorial — should quit waffling, The problem
will not go away. The demands of the older age groupsg
especially, are increasing. Even if some institutions and
states make the decision that state support should not
go to part-time or to” older students or for an off-
campus delivery system, at least that would be a
decision. We must also decide about two closely related
problems that have plagued adult education for many
years. One is adult education “overkill,” the situation
in which several institutions duplicate each others’
programs and services in the same area. This misguided
competition is academic inefficiency at its worst. The
other problem is one of neglect, which leaves entire
groups of potential students with few, and in some
cases no, adult education opportunities.

Legislative and Academlc Irony _
The fourth issue illustrates the 1rony with which

all of us must learn to live, for irony is truly one of _

the hallmarks of both leg\slatwe and academic wo
.All through the 1960s, the move on the part of legis-
latures wa;,k)érlltrallze educational activities through
orms of coerdinating councils or unified
ems of higher education, While practically state
went the ultimate route of consolidating everyt'hmg
(Wisconsin an(;l Maine left the Vecationa] schools
‘separate, the New ﬁsrk Regents have some power over
everything, but th®State University of New York is
not exactly subservient), there was a feeling in the
land that excessive competition and duplication ‘and
special appeals to lchslatures from single campuses
had to be brought under control. So a modified cen-
tralization took place, an¥ by the 1970s practically
evcry stzne had a coordinating body of some sort.

This brought loud «.nes of protest about loss of
autonomy from the institutions (some.of whom were,
themsd}«es statewide systems, and they heard protests
about Aiolation of institutional a/uwnomy from then

own campuses ). ;

'/The protests had some effect. No coordi atm;,
ncy went too far, a“/cfthe smart ones pl“ ¢d their
bfgctlegro/unds carcfully. Gradually they camg to appre-
/cna/e th;phght of their academic msﬁtunons and, in

[ .

/

’

) thismteraction, relative peace \\asmade in most states.
e
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Regionalism

The fifth issue concerns regionalism. The irony is
that the proponents of centralization are often now
the very ones advocating decentralizing education o
the regional level (which may be centralization from
the campus viewpoint if you have-been-autonemous,
left to. do what you want) /The reason is that we never
did straighten out jurisdictional matters to any great .
degree; we never made the educational system a single
unit with power to enforce rules, program changes, or
whatever. I believe that we would never want such a
tyranny from the top. I would not want all education
invested in a single board, person, or group.

Here and there, different jurisdictions* tried to
work together voluntarily. Consortia were created. Vol-
untary agreements for shared facilities, libraries, facul-
ties; and students made modest begmmngs Publxc and
private univerSities and community colleges — and
even, on occasion, proprietary schools — worked to-
gether in limjted fashion. There was no true regional
planning for the benefit of the citizens of an area; there
was po willingness to yield real autonomy for the com-
mon good; and there were no methods, means, or
powers of enforcement when someone did not stay
within guidelin‘es or rules.

So now as costs go up, inflation continues, enroll-
ments are leveling off, and money is scarce, institutions
and leaders are looking to regional planning, as op-
posed to statewide planning or absolute institutional
autonomy, as a better use of limitt;d(funds. It is true
that -the larger and more complicated the state, tje
more need there is for a regional approach. Yet loo
at states fike Washmgton with Seattle and Spokane, ,
Nevada, with Reno and Las Vegas; Arizona, with
Phoenix and Tucson, and Oregon, with P_ortland and
the Willamette Valley — areas where a regional ,ap-
proach to educatiopal problems often makes more
sensc than a statewide operation. And, of course, it
certainly ,d@es in California, The regional approach
within a state is a} important as the regional approach
fostered by WICHE at the interstate level,

7 .

4\10 doubt\ this view is encouraged by the.harsh
reality of no-growth budgets and shrinking educational
dollars. But I would also ‘like to think that we are
motivated by the realization that autonomy and unique-
ness are not demohstrated when three institutions offer
the same program at the same tirie, in the same town.
It simply does fiot make good sense — acadcmxcally or'
economically — for “our colleges to engage in this
wasteful duplication .and harmful competition.

The time has come for our publié and private insti-
tutions to give more than lip service to the concept of
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mutual cooperation for the benefit of our stifdents and "Therefore, 1 would urge lhat any legislation state
our society, We must coordinate our cfforts and our | Jegxslators may ‘adopt clearly spell out specific condi-
resources, pooling our streng}hs to provide the best flons for bargaining, rather.than Jeave such Queéstions
edmatlon possible to the most people possible at the subject to interpretation”by an employment  relations
minimum ,cost possible. 1 fitmly believe that we can board. The legislation I advacate would address 1tself
achieve these goals through regionalism, and I hope it to such jssues as the basis OILWhlk,h bargaining units are,
«an be done voluntarily, perhaps with grants used as to be determined, the issues that will be subject to bar-
a lure to institutions to give up some of their autono- * . gaining, the method or methods to be followed in
mous ways. , ) g _ resolving disputes, the role of the goverfting board in
- ) ' ) ~ the bargammg process, and the role of students’ip that "
There will be difficulties (when are there not?): . sarie process. '+ . . .

resistance, jurisdictional squabbling, and cries of cut- -

rage — even anguish. But regional cooperation can and The end goal and effect of such legislation should
should be accomplished. \Mth the prompting of sta&f ° be to create a wgll-defined apd regulated bargaining
, legislators — whether it be gentle or very firm — process that provi clear, orderly determinationi of
regionalism can’lead to more efficient, more br9adl) salary and personal mpatters, while allowing questions

based education, and higher quality edUuat_lén/ of academic policy t¢/ be decided in a spirit of uni

4

, peded collegiality.
Statewnde Coordmatlon : \ o

The issue of regionalism is closely related.to an- " Legislative Involvement |
other jssue that, in a sense, feeds on the regions,
namely, the role of the statewxdc coordmatmg group,
the state-level bureaucracy that varies so widely in
X powers, influence, and talents in the several states.

]

‘Before I broach the final issue, I want to make a
personal comment or two about my past relations with
legislators. My career has brought me, into frequent and
close association with legislators 1 A number of states
around the country. Thesé relationships have givgn me

- many pleasant memories, as well as a few scars. Buv
on the whole, 1 must admit that 1 like legislators. Most
of those I know work very hard at their job: they
understand the issues and they vote _their convictions.
Beyond that, I think there is a natural affinity between
legislators and educators that comes from certain.
characteristics shared in common: both love to talk;

oth have egos, more often.than not, that are larger
than those of most other people; both share a passion
for committees and meetings; and both play_politics
with zest, whether in the lounge g aculty club O

Shduld the statewide unit be the technical hand-
matden of the legislature? The higher education tattle-
tale? A policeman of the colleges and universities? An
enforcer for the “mob”? Or should it be the diplomatic
spokesman for the higher education community? The
staunch ally of administrators and faculty? The de-
fender of collegiate faith? Or the mouthpicce for the
profession? R

- It should be none of these, of course — exclusively.
It should be all of these, perhaps — in part. I believe
it can be’ spokesman, lcadcr confidant, referce, and

) mdependcnt entity. I hope the schlzophremc nature of \Tthe halls of the legislaty .
its having to relate to both the governor and legislature It is forturiate that educators and legsslators do
. on tine °“; hz:lnd andttg the _c:d[ucz:ltlor:)ali:kstabhshment manageTo get along fairly well together, because there
. on the other does not drive 1t to the brink. Simply no way they can avoid each other. Certainly
3 not when public higher education-commands the Single

Collective Bargaining largest share of taxpayer dollars each year in many

Eollective bargaining for lug,her edueatx} Is an states. Ccrtamly not when our largest capital investment
issue thit may or may not survive the 1970571t 15 my is tied up in pubhc educational facilities. And certainly
prisate yiew, however, that in some fornr it will remain not when such isgues as collective bargaining, adult
with us. ‘education, and regionalism, among others, are centers
of public debate and controversy and the subjects of

At its best, a campus is a community characterized pending legislation.

by a mutual regard and respe(t, a shared/commitment )

to the growth and well-being of all ity members and to There isno escaping the fact that politics inevitably

the importance of scholarship and sndividual compe- plays a significant TQle in the decision-making arena of

tence. To a greater extent than m/réost orgamzations, higher education, Legislators appoint board members,

the lines of authority on the campuses have been based review budgets, approve new buildings and campuses,

on tacit understanding, trust,4nd good faith. This con- and set the level of spending. But that is sufficient. No

cept, which we call “coll€giality,” 15 a fragile thing, ° mattér how amiable the relationship, or how great the
, and it deserves our respect and protestion. mutual respect, there is a point at which legislators and

ERIC
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educators must“part company. and that is when legis-
lators move beyond legitimate involvement in educa-
tional affairs to unwarranted interference. I do mot
characterize the increasing Iegislative demands, for
“accountability” as interference, if educators are as
productive as it is Maintaified, they ~should be able to
demonstrate it convincingly. I do not characterize re-
quests for data on stydents, facilities, programs, and
plans as interference, if this information is not avail-
able, it should be. If'a legislature cannot obtain it, how
can it possibly m'i)(e sound gducational decisions? (And
I do not-ghara tert;e responsible budget cutting as
Pterference. (. -
// \\ - .

In my vj€w, involvement becomes interference when

the legislpfure impinges on the academic iggrity of

edlicatiznal institutions, when degisions aBout govern-
. '- - Dy . 2 - . .
ance, jfistitutional management, agaegmlc Y10

grary planning, admission requirements, (acuIt) dutigy,
angl other_related issues are made not in the _hale
ivy, but in the corridors of the state hou\se.

The trend in legislatureg is to acquirt; qualified
staff. As staff capacity increases, legislators and their
assistants tend to believe that they Khow more than

. educators about education. They b#gin to nitpich and

ihey have a position on almost every educational issue

They develop.a fascination for the minutiae of budgets,

_they pose questions 'of infinite variety and detail, and
they mieddle in administrative matters and in the

approval not only of academic policies, but also of new -
PP y KK"

programs. They inffruct the educational bureauirac
on what to study, how to study it, and, at times-Aliey

come perilously close to suggesting what the-fesults of .
the study should be.éb" - / )

Some very well intentiofied lcgislatﬁ and their
staffs believe that they-Are being supportive of higher
education through-this kind of involvement. But no
matter how laadable their i{)tentiong, how sincere their
interest. {h€ end resuit n be. and too often is, greater
politiyet control of our institutions. ! acknowledge that

y times there is a fine line between legitimate
egislative policy érection and legislative meddling.
_ What we®must dovYfogether, not separately) is to
examine that line constantly, talk about it candidly,
mose it one way ot another at times. and thereby assure

independence of appropriate degision-making. p S
i - -
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to members "6t ot stablishments, educational and
legislative. oy

o . ) .

In the decade of the 1960s, one {( the clearly
enunciated objéctives of some students — aided and
abetted by some faculty ~— was to politicize the unj
versity, to make it _“fesponsive” to the immedigte

~ -

. political and socjat Girgencies Ttiat confront eur socjéty.

Against the ‘dfamatic background of those turblilent
times, it was easy to perceive thed;eat and present
danger” which that objective posed. Efforts t§ politi-

cize our instjiutions,Wf résisted. R
/,

&

Today, in relativély~quieter times, th¢ danger of
ititizing appears to have receded. Byt do not be
sled, it is ever “present.” It is difficulff even at times
,%or edycators, not to tinker with the achinery of our
institutions. And to some legislatogf, it can be an
irresistible femptation to which they/yield in the name
of “politigal realities” or of “the pyblic good«

Educatorsvdo not lack for friti€s. In the €yes of
cost accountants or managemery/ analysts hé/uni\ersity
s not the model of modern mdnage efficiency that
it should be. In the view of/fhe activist, the university

does not respond with therequired alacrity to critical

social problems. Ip-the opinion of the grass-roots
legislators, the umiversity is insensitive to the political
. . - X e
imperativgs-cLthe day. _—

E purpose of the university. to seck the truth in
every dcumstance and in every age. And, as g, his-

" torian, I would also ;r:owyze that man’s past is

replete with - painful lessons that_today’s “truth” is
" tomorrow’s “error.”~This concept of thie university has
sgrved this nation enormously well. It has provided us,
often indirectly and over a secemingly long.period of
time, with economic, political, social, and inteliectual
advances that cannot be matched. It will continue to
do so with our patience and understanding, and, above

l. our unwavering commitment to its inherent_right-

20 t-
ness. It cannot do /iﬁmmﬁmeducator
., corrupts’ it er it be in the annouaced name of

“the.pablic good™ or in the unspoken name of “political
power.” So to legislatots I say, “Thatechoice 1s yom:g‘
and to educators, I say, “That choice is yours” The
choice for all of us is ours.

. . N < o /' P
I_would respond to such charges by restating the
ccnﬁ;‘lm “ -
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“ " Sen. Swan, Utch “Rep. Sidi, Wyoming

Sen. Blaylock, Montana Sen. Roberts, Oregon
<
Monday morning’s plenary sessio i an . from the floor relating to the topigs would be sum-
opportunity for western le fs and educators to marized at the emf of the session by Senator Mary

discuss with WICHE Coffimissioners and staff the re-
lationship between the regional organization and the
West that it serves. The session was conducted by the
Legislative Review Committee and was chaired by
Committee Chaj
man izona. WICHE Chairman Lenton Malrny of
NXcw Mexico opened the meeting. and WICHE Execu-
tive Director Robert H. Kroepsch extended to all of
- the pagtiCipants a welcome to the Conference.

-

Before fﬁitiating discussion, Representative Linde-
man reported bricfly on the meeting of the Legislative
Review Committee that had been held the preceding
day, Sunday, 7 December, and explained the format
that “ould be dbserved for the general session, At its
the chlslauvc Review Committee had dis-
cussed threed ant organizational concerns: ( 1) the
relationship between
the western states; (2) the\org
WICHE as expressed by its Compact an
(3) WICHE's programs, both cxisting and planncd:
These topics would serve as springboards for discus-
sion at the seeond session, FOCUS ON WICHE. The
Committee’s discussion on the topics would be sum-
marized for the partfpants by Senator Karl Swan of
Utah and Representative Jack Sidi of Wyoming, both
members of the Legislative Review Commuttee WICHE
programs would not be considered as ¢ separate lupic

e

ional functigas of
aws; and

for disgussion but would be used as examples to illus-,

trate pointsSrelated to the first two concerns, Discussion

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . \

E, a rcglona] agency, and

Roberts of Otegon and Senator Chet Blaylock of
Montana -

>

Senator Swan summarized the chns]atl\e Review

cpresentative Anne Cide=———— Committee’s discussion of the relationship between

WICHE and estern states. He initially-expgessed
the Committee’s feeling of —igngrance™ about the
WICHE projects. Senator Swan stressec~the Commit-
tec’s concern that, in general, legislators fechthe
receive “poor quality information™ regarding cduca-7
tional issues, The Legislative Review Committee mem-
bers believe that, if they are to make decisions in the
) , N -

future concerning WICHE, they must receive the
necessary factual information from the Commissioners,
Specifically, the Committee requested a review of the - *
adequacy of the student exchange fee in covering indi-

. vidual educational costs. The Committee recommended

that information on the Student Exchange Programs -
be made available at the high school level. A repeated
concern of the Legislative Review Committee was the
ﬂaek-ai_dimm_%ontact between legislators and WICHE

personnel. The’ Committee recognized the benefit of
interstate cooperation on a regional basis to avoid
unnecessary and costly duplication of time and effort.
Before opening the floor for questions, Representative
Lindeman added that bilateral agreements between
states are resulting because legislators lack information
about the availability of spaces for student cxdmnge in
certain professional programs.
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The discussion that followed the Committee’s report

rd
was summagized by Senator Mary Roberts. Senator
Roberts noted that the dominant_tlieme of the partici-
pants’ comments was a realization of the tremendous
need for more nformation about WICHE — ot only
by the legislators, who need to make decisions an
. inform their constituents, but also by the general p

“and students as well. The newly released impac reports ’

for the individual states were acknowledged as’an initial
step in apprising the states of the costy t

W ICHE programs. Theré was cor;s}il able controver

_however, over the appropriate. dmount for fee rein-
bursemem\n the Student E c'h/z;xge Programs. Included
in the sometifies heated dlSyussmn was the issue of
bilateral contracts . and “theit effect on the WICHE
Student Exchange Prograts, Legislators also ques-

tioned the degree of parity for ethnic minority stu

" dents within the Sluden/t Exchange Programs, WICHE

'

™~

“ needed - professional  schools.

was emour;aged to investigate what can be done to
increase the number/of spaces in professional schools
available to minorities, A question raised but not
settled by the dx,sgussron was whether or not WICHE
should include yapnal costs in the SEP fees. A final
point of the discussion was repeated by several legis-
rs .who suggested that regional planning should
iAclude a ﬁhod -of legislative review befure decisions
are made Concerning programs to be funded by the
".Iegnslalors Some participants... suggested  involving
yWICHE more actively in recommending sites for

WICHE's traditional rple was not discussed fully
however o

Al

Representative Jack_Sidi summarized the Legisla-
tive Review Committee’s consideration-of llg organ-
izational functions of WICHE as expressed, in the
Compact and Bylaws. As a result of its discussion, the

This modification of °

lude the follpwing: “although not .a’ re uirement, it
is/ recommended that one of the Commyfssi
S mng leglslator of each compactmg sfate.” Represen-
ative Sidi reaffirmed the Committge's concern that
iegrslators are not receiving enoug Jinformation about
WICHE and its programs. Equally important fo the
Commmee was the absence of mental health expert'\e/
on tiie Commission which, nonetheless, is makmg
sro,ns relative to WICHE mental health Lgrams
Before entertaining discussion, Representa(’ye Linde-

man obseryed that the connection cb(etween some of
cation 1s ve/ry

WICHE's programs and hlgher/e
tenuous. —

The discussion that followed was sum
Senator Chet Blaylock. Senator Blaylo
the discussion had confirmed the legislators’ dissatis-
" faction with the level of their participation_in deter-
mining WICHE programs. The Conference’ participants
moved and seconded’ to insert the recommended lan-
guage as an gmendment into the organizational Bylaws ~

.in order to increase legislative participation in WICHE.

A short recess was called to allow each state to caucus

_ before voting on this issue. The recommended amend-

ment was approved by a 10 to 3 (Colorado, Idaho, and
New_Mexico dissenting) roll-call vote, The motion to
recommend the change was passed and will be con-
sidered an action item on the agenda of the Commission '
Executive Committee Meeting to be held March 5to7,
1976, in bos Angeles.

The FOCUS /ON WICHE concluded with brief
presentations | by members of the senior staff who re-
viewed the programs currently being conducted by
WICHE
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During my past 15 years of service in the Texas the Board's affairs beerycontr,olled solely by educational

Legislature, there-shas_not been any professional ex- /leaders. '
perience_more rcwardiﬁg\tbﬁmy‘rclationEh’np with the N v /
Southern Regional Education” Board (SREB). This In addition SREB"s anmeal or bidfinual request to
15 because of my sincere belief in the role of the inter- the states for appropriations to support the Board and
state compact in the field of higher education and ~ to carry out state commitments under the Compact
because of the outstanding accomplishments under the underscored the need for strong relationships with the
leadership of Winfred Godwin, president of SREB. . legislatures. N o
Thus, my remarks «are centered on the issue¢ of fegisla- , - . ] o
tive involvement in SREB matters. Also of importance is the fact that the Southern

Regional Education. Compact, conceived from the be-
ginning as a broad and flexible instrument for the
development of the South through -higher education.

v

Legislative Involvement in SREB //\ctivities L4

Legislative invblvement has not-always been at the came into being in the*late~T940s. This was a time *
lcfvf*l];lsg, {Egaﬁzh'c o'rllg[ijtgﬂcg(‘):]pgi)qu(?(; d?)}_t{c—:;\:; when higher educstion was becoming a more domninant
0 outhern Regiona -ation Bog be pt concern of state government, and therefore a matter in
(]}194% %‘% not ;Zir‘c()ivnl(ii]c fo; I?glslauc\//e r;]cymocershlpg(:)'; \v)‘chrrégis]ative ‘influence and participation was in-
e Board, nor did they SM s of pr eiurc. . —Ereasing.
relationships between the Board and legislatute of_l/hcy/'//x N &. .
o et o tne servioto-that SKEB should i B, Compact was amended lo provide for
: o e a fifth Board member from each ot the Compact states.
rcnd;r to f;zmb/c:l states; thus, by _implication. they with the stipulation that this member be a state legis-
emphasize the nee ad trequent communica- ator. ccess of the early Legislative Work Con-
tion bety ¢ Board and the respective legislatures. ferences-i ing h,omiy.ﬁmﬁnong the legislators
It is also necessary to remember that the _Sovegfés’ﬁ.t/f" in the regiondl .programs was decidedly a major reason
the member states are intimately involved in the-affairs . for this action by the Board. The governors and univer-
of the SREB. Each governor is a-meiber of SREB‘ £ sity presidents on the Board recognized the value to the
and s responsible for the appointment of other mcr.n— regiondl prog[a'm of hawng a legislative mcn:f)er .from
bers to the Board. A BOVErnor serves dhnually as cha.nr- ~ each state. While a few legislators had been gppointed
man of the SREB, and this has meant fronr the begin- to membership on the Board duting its carly years,
ning that the Board has political “status™ and visibility there was general agreement that the Compact itself
in the states. This would not have been the case had should provide for at least one from each state” A
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nuniber of states, however, have" more than one legis-
]atwe member on the Board.
+
* There are other ways in which legislative influence
is felt in SREB itself. In 1954, 1955, and 1956, SREB
, choose a ]egrs]ame membeér as vice-chairman of the
Board, and since then a legislator graditionally has been
-elected secretary-treasurer. In addition, legislative mem-

befs serve oh the important Executive, Finance, and:

Plans. and Policies Committees. Legislators comprise

one-third of the Board’s important Executive Commit- -

tge, wplch has full power to act between Board meet-
ings.if necessary. . - .

~t L

Legﬁs‘lators pe- also -invited to serve on various
program commiitteeg of SKEB, including the Commis-
ston on Regional Cooperation and a special committee
studying regional library cooperation. In short, the
participation of legislators in the day-to-day affairs of
the Board has increased through the years to the point
where they ate a vifalinfluence in the shapmg of SREB
policies and programs. | - >

A
The most visible ~— and vital — means of assuring
maJor involvement of letislators in regional education,
however, le. the Legi$ visory Council (LAC).
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N e F953—activef~amending the Compact to provide
for fgislative representation from cach state, SREB

also decided to establish a continuing Legislative Ad- -

visory. Courfcil to advise the Board on legislative mat-
"*ters pertaining to southern regional education and to

serve as a permangnt steering committee for the annual

Legislative Work Qonference. LAC corisists of at lcast
-oneé state representattye and one §tate senator from

each state. The legislators on the Board from cach state

automatically become “me ers of the Council.- LAC

neeungs are regularly held twice each year, including a
< meeting at the Legislative ork\Conference. ,

Meetings of the Lezislative Cou
two days. Usually, they consist of both
specific SREB legistative activities amd
regional concern that may need future SR
" attention, :

il gener_ally last
discussion of
a topic of
or LAC

LN

14, SREB statgs. “This membership includes 18 statc
senators .and 14 state representatives During the 20
years of "the LAC's operation, nearly 140 legislators
“have sesved on.the Council. Two of the original Council
member¥ are still members. with 20 years of contin-

uous ser’&rce—-qurtc an accomplishment in this era

of rapid turnover .in legislatures. One cakrimagine the
stability and visibility that these members p{ovrde The
prescnt membership of the Legislative Adwisory Coun-
cil is well,balanced in Council experiene. Approxi-
mately ome-third of the .members have served 10 or
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more years, one-third, have served 5 to 10 years and
* one-third have been members.for fewer_than 5 y/ais/
A number of Council members chair or are’;

slgxﬁfrcant gujde-
lines for LAC‘pollcy The gurdel' & were

1. That the Council b(e
continuing progray, /

>

¢a relationship between the
e states: their governors ani

(3

Councilf and the “Board’s annual Leglslafﬁ;e
Work C/ohference the Council would serve as
the peffanent steering comaittec—for the an-
nual Legislative Work Conferean .

Lo : ’ .

In accordance with these guidelines, considération
f the Board’s Executive Committee, which had recom-
mended cstablishing the Council, and the discussions,
at the Legis]ative WorI\ Conference, which endorsed

he Council as an Integral Part of Compart
( peratzon “The Council; as a continuing part of the
Board's* operation, shall keep itself informed of all
programs and activities under the Southetn Regional

i Education Compact. Council members and other legis-

latoes will take part in the study and deliberations of
progra¥n committees of the Board, when possible1 at

. the request of the ‘SREB president. The Council will
- direct its efforts toward serving as an mtcgral part of
, the operauon of the Compact. )

)

2 The Council in Relanonslup to rhe Board. In
its relationship to the Board, the Council is an advisory
body. It will review legislative matters pertaining to the
opcrauon of the Compact and make recommendations
to the*Board conccmmg those matters. It will study

ompact operation and recommend to the Boar)d legis-
lative action designed to implement Comp§ct purposes.

It will recommend to the Board proce ur?s for so
designing and conducting its progrdms as {o assure

thent df optimum.legislative support./- |
3. The Counil in Relanonsh:p to the States The
Council, in all of its actions and recornmendations, will .
Y « / <%
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be advisory in its relationship t3 the states.rMen)bers
. will keep their governors and legislatures advised of

y .Compact program activities with which the Council is

v

associated.
~

4. The Council as the Legislative Work Confer-
ence Steering Committee| The Council will determine
policy and advise on procedures for the annual Legis-
latve Work Conference on Southern Regional Educa-
tion. It will advise the Board on matters pertaining to
Legislative Work Conference scheduling, agenda, and

| participation. .

,Operating on these policy guidelines, LAC is in-
volved in a number of activities. For example, based
' - on the experience with the Legislative Work Confer-
ences, LAC fs-sponsoring other seminar-workshops of
smaller groups such as heads of education committees,
appropriations-finance committees, legislative oversight
committees, persons who serve simultaneously on edu-
cation and appropriation-finance committees, and key
staff persons for these various committees. An initial
program of this kind focusing on budgeting for higher
education and legislative oversight was held for finance
and educatjon committee chairmen January 8-10, 1976,
in conjunction with the winter LAC meeting.

Information exchange among legislators and par-
ticularly between LAC and SREB staff is another mat-
ter to which the Coungil gives attention. One example
of this information flow is an annual ‘publication en-
titled Svate Legislation Affecting Higher Education in
the South. This comprehensive yet comparatively bricf

- summary keeps members well informed on higher
education and budget developments throughout SREB
states. This publication will be used next yéar to prc-
pare a synopsis of legislative happenings, which will go
10 all legislators in the SREB area.

Naturally one of the most successful ways of ex-
changing informatien with legislators has been through
the Legislative Work Conferenge, an activity to which
the Council still assigns high priority. ®
Development of the SREB Conference and lts Role

in Increwsing Legislative Involvement

The Legislative Work Conference,was . originally
conceived by SREB staff as a means of keeping legis-
lators 1n the Compact states bettér informed about the
Board and of. seeking their advice-on the conduct of
the Board’s activities. It was. in bluntest terms. an an-
nual effort to show a group of legislators that SREB
was a worthwhile activity deserving of continued sup- -
port. The program of the first Leg|§lat'ive Work Co

. ference, held in 1952, was designed to extend
understanding and support of the Board. SREB’s
organization and methods of operation were carefully
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éxplained, and’ emphasis was placed on use of tghe
regional Compact in a variety of ways for improving
higher education, -

Both staff and legislative participants professed
satisfaction with the first conference and encouraged
the holding of annual conferences. Almost from the
beginning, however, both staff and legislative partici-
pants saw the Work Conference as having much
broader possibilities than simply being an annual review
of the work of SREB and of extending the cgdre of

loyal SREB legislators. Thus, the Work Conference - ‘

has broadened its purpose to the point where it is now

* primarily a regional forum for the discussion of prob-

lems and issues in higher education of concern to all
area states. SREB affairs, when deemed appropriate,
are still given a place on the conference agénda, but
generally they occupy a brief and sybordindte place
‘compared to the selected issues and problems that

constitute, the theme of a giveri Legislative Work .

Conference. y

&

The agendas of the 2/4‘fannua1 Legislative Work

Conferences have reflected a wide range of interests. |

Conference. participan‘t,s_/have tackled specific problems
dealing with areas such as mental health, technical-
vocational education, and graduate education. Other
conferences have dealt with emotign-laden problems
such as those of the student-goverance issues of the
late 1960s, During the late 1950s and the 1960s, a
recurring t/opic was providing edwcational opportunities
during a period of rapidly increasing enrollments gnd
expenditures. At the most recent work conference,
tutled “Efficiency and.Effectiveness in Hjgher Educa-
tion,” higher education policies were discussed for a
future in which both enrollment and finance trends are
uncertain, My point Js that these annual Legislative
Work Conferences have been a way of focusing on
matters of real substance in a way that encourages the
most open exchangé of ideas and e€xtends understand-
ing of the impprtant issues in’ higher education. They
have also been a valuable extension of LAC itself, in
that they have exppsed more legislators to the contri-
butions and potential. of regional education. As such,
they have enhanced the LAC's efforts to remain sensi-
tive to needed new directions for the Compact program.
M v .

A new development that has been encouraged by
LAC is the establishment within SREB of the State
Services, Office, designed to increase and extead SREB
services to all member states and particularly to state
legislatures. The *Office will develop and coordinate
research, informational, and consultative services, and
will be responsible for providing staff services for the
Legislative Advisory Council and its activities. This
includes assistance with the Legislative Work Confer-
ence and additiogal conferences and programs devel-
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oped by LAC. The State Scr‘\'ces Office is providing

capsulized sumnary informatjon of legislative-higher
education intefest, with backup details to answer legis-
lators’ inquirfes. To complenent the capsulized sum-
mary informfation. the State Services Office and other
SREB stafff and consultanits will prepare detailed, but
concise, ifsue papers ,on critical and controvenial
matters fdcing higher education and state legislatures.
Other sefvices will be provided, but here I think it is
importagit to note only this increased emphasis on
service fito states and to. state. legislators. This State
Servicgs  Office, located ip the office“of the SREB
Presidtnt. means that SREB is committed to maintain-
ing apdl improving legislative involvement.

I/ want to stress that the relationships SREB has
established with state legislatures have not resolved
all gf the difficulties in dealing with the states and their
legiglatures. As might be expected, relationships with
sonje legislatures are stronger than with others, some-
times reflecting different degrees of participation of
thej states in the_Compact program, sometimes simply
reflecting the varying degrees of interest that diffgrent
legislators have in higher education, and more particu-
lanly. in a regjonal gducation organization. On balancg,

" hojvever, the gradually matiring relationships with

legislators have. enabled SREB to become a stronger
orpamizatiofi, wifh legislators an influential part of the
prpgram’. Althpyg the close involvement of governors
inf the Board'gfifOgram has been of great convenience
inj efforts o’ gdavelop satisfactory legislative relation-
ships. it has gt assured such refationships. Although
SREB is a wrgdture of states angnot of nstitutions, its
work is primgily with institutions of higher education.

-

, : ’

This has made it necessary, in order to relate effectively
to universities, to develop legislative relationships that
would not in any way threaten existing or future rela-
tionships between the public universities and the legis-
lature of a given state, and would not divert the Board
from its primary concern, that of the expansion and
improvement of higher education in the southern
states.

If interstate cooperation through regional compacts
* is important and serves a needed function for the
benefit of higher education as well as the taxpayers
of the individual states (and I personally answer both
in the affirmative), then I think that legislative input
and output are vital, It is essential that there be an
almost equal interplay between the legislative and
exccutive branches and higher education. I feel that
we have achieved a most effective relationship in the
southern region, but any success that we have been
able to achieve must be attributed in large measure to
the good will of both political and educational leaders
whose concern for higher education and for regional
cooperation has overcome the natuial problems and
tensions incidental to the establishment and dev¢lop-
ment of a new kind of public organizau?n. o
. 7 /
As the West looks to the future and charts new
plans, I hope that it will not be djscouraged by tempo-
rary setbacks or difficulties. The ability, to work together <
on a regional basis in higher education is essential if
we are to successfully marshal our forces to meet the
changing educational neceds of the people and to
do it in terms of sound fisgal responsibility and
management.
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Dollar, Dollar, Who Gets the DoHar..
Time

*

Dr. Frank M. Bowen
Resezorch Specialist, Center for Research and Development in Higher
University o‘f Caolifornia, Berkeley

!

State budgeting for higher education has changed
sigmficantly during the past seven or eight years. I
believe that these changes have a specific direction and
" that the pace of change is accelerating, It is now pos-
sible, although not without risk, to spcculatc on the
broad outlines of higher education budgetary processes
in, say.-1985. My own prediction is that public higher
education will be supported and administered-along
lines that are similar to procedures and concepts pra-
posed with great fanfare in the 1950s and 1960s,
implemented m a desultory fashion by the federal and - .
state governments, and either exphcnly abandoned or
. less exphcntly 1gnored in the carly 1970s. I am, of
course, talking about planning, programming, and
budgeting systems (PPBS).

:?l_u; paper was presented at the National Scnunar of the
Inservice Education Program i1n Postsecondary Education, Edu
cation Commussion of the States, and the Nattonal Association
of State Budget Officers, in Denver, Colorado, on December
17. 1975. It 1s generally dérived from three research projects
with which I have been associated with Lyman A. Glenny.
Frank A. Schnudtlein. and others in a study of state budgeting
for higher education jointly funded by the National Institute
of Education and the Ford Foundaton:. with Eugene C. Lee
in a survey of mulnc:\mpus systems and the “steady state”
funded by the Carnegie Coundil un Poliy Sludies in Higher
Education, and currently with Lyman A Glcnn) i a study of
“higher education’s response to state frscal crisis under a grant
front the Fund for the Improvement of Possecondary Educa-
tion. The views expressed here are, of courde, my own, and du
not necessarily reflect those of lho. Inservice Education Pro
gram, the <everal funding agencies, nor the associates named
here who hindly found time to review an ecarher version of
the paper.

1

Making Decnsuons in
of Fiscal S}ringenc;y
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. Presider: Sen. Sondison, Washington
The demise of PPBS in the féderal government was
+ 1 announced in 1971, and Allen Schick wtote its

\pbituary:

The death notice was conveyed on June 2T, 1971, in
a memorandum .accompanying ‘Circular A-11, the
Office of Management and Budget's (OMB) annual
ritual for the preparatlon and submission of agency
budget requests. No mention was madg in the memo
of the three initials which had dazzled the world of
budgetirtg five years earlier, nor was there’ any admis-
sion of Failure or disappointment.! )
Prior to its demise, 'however PPBS had spread to
a number of states.” This is neither the time nor the
place for a new asSessment of PPBS ig state budgeting.
My rimpression,” however, is that, at best, it is in a
state of arrested development. There is a legacy of
“*program budget™ formats in some states and, far more
important, theré is a growing interest in policy or pro-
gram apalysis among state agencies.® Although indi-
vidual components of PPBS are being used to improye
existing budgetary processes, it does not appear that
they are being integrated into a system that would use
the state budget to raise major policy alternatives for
decision. Viewing education as an overall state pro-
gram, elementary and secondary education remain
isolated from postsecondary education. Aside from the
formahty of 1202 commissjons, postsccondary educa-
tion is still fragmented into traditional higher educa-
tion, community collegesy and proprietazy schools.

-
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Within higher education itself, however, state highert
education agencjés, multicampus systems, and indi-
vidual instituﬁt?é are moving — or are being driven —
toward substdntial achievement of what I see as the
major objectives of RPBS: the integration of institu-
tional objectives, program review, and the budgetary
process. Unlike PPBS as originally conceived — what
I call“traditional PPBS” — the present movement in
higher education lacks a name. It has some aspects of
a “‘process budget,” which Fremont Lyden sees as
essential for resource reallocation.* “Policy analysis”

<. might well describe tke result of higher education’s

‘.

®

efforts to cope with the technical requirements of tra-
ditional PPBS.* Earl Cheit simply called it a “new
style” that is characterized by control, planning, evalu-
ation, and resource reallocation.® Yet these are also the
charactenstncs of traditional PPBS, which, of course,
had been tried in higher education as it was in state
; government. * It-did not find particularly fertile ground
in colleges and universities, however, and to my initjal
thought that the new movement mxght be called “aca-
demic PPBS,” Lyman Glenny countered with the
suggestion that “imperative planning” would be a better
term, Imperative planning lacks the negative connota-
tions of a seeming endless array of technical procedutal
requirements associated with traditional PPBS, And.
of the characteristics of the “new style” suggested by
Cheit, resource reallocation is clearly the imperative
" that leads te control, planning. and .évaluation.”

3
v

Imperative planning is’a term coined for this paper,
-t is neither intended to eficompass specific procedures
nor a specific budgetary format. Indeed, these will
"differ within and among states, systems, and institu-
tions. Rather, imperative planmng describes whatever
procedures are used when higher edw.atlon settlés
down to realistic and serious integration of program
planning and budgeting.

After briefly explaining what I mean by traditional
PPBS, I will give an example of emgrging budgetary
practice in higher education — imperative ‘planning.
I will then comparé and contrast traditional PPBS
with xmperamc planmng to show why [ believe the
fatter is succeeding in higher education while the for-
mer remains dormant in state government,

Tradlhonal PPBS

. Tradmonal PPBS had its origins in the Hoover
Commission's 1949 recommendations of a federal
“performance budget” based on functions and activities.

In 1954 the’ Rand Corporatjop added the refinement

of looking at “‘programs™ as objectives rather than’ as
simply combinations of- related activities. Traditional
PPBS was designated as the technique for formulation
of the Defense Departmcnt budget for fiscal 1963, and

2 -
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in 1965 President Johnson required most federal
agencies to follow this procedure.?

Both concepts and' components of traditional PPBS
are fairly, generally_undesstood, even though different
organizations used different words for them. The con-
ceptual bases have been concxsely stated by Balderston
and Weathersby:

The key conceptual components of a PPB System are:
(1) systematic long-range planning (5-15 years) which
clearly articulates objectives and carefully examines
the costs and benefits of alternative courses of action
which meet these global objectives; (2) a selection
process for deciding on a specific course of action
(1-5 years) in the context of the examined alternatives
and chosen objectives (programming); (3) translating
these decisions into immediate (0-1 years) specific
fimancial, manpower, and policy plans (hudgeting);
-and (4) recognizing a multiyear planning horizon and
incorporating to the fullest extent possible the total
.long-term costs and benefits attributable to each course

of actien,10 e L .

The components of traditional PPBS were also
. fairly well recognized. Many had been a part of budg-
etary practice for some time; the contribution of PPBS,
however, was the aftempt to integrate them into an
operating system. Drawing’ on a number of sources,
the following appear to be the major components for
an operating, traditional PPBS process. At a minimum
these components ' consisted of explicit, and, wherever
possible, quanutqtnve goals and objectives, a budget
format structuring output-producing programs in terms
of these goals, multiyear projections of outputs, long-
range plans, the use of cost-benefit analyses, and pro-
cedures linking the substantive programs, the budget,
and supporting information.

The concepts unify the various components, but ~

the attitudes of senior state and institutional officials,
administrators, and budget professionals give reality
to the process. Bertram Gross noted:

The PPB spirit is more important than the letter. Some
offices practice PPB without knowing it; others go
through all the formal motions without coming .any-
where near it. Moreover, there is really no- one
system.11 [Author’s emphasis] ‘

It is this emphasis on the attitude or spirit behind
_PPBS as ongmally conceived that has led me to char-
actenze it as “traditional.” A tradition, of course, is
something handed down more by word-of-mouth than
by written precept, and there is somethmg ironic about
using it to describe pracuces that, for some crmcs.,
appear to have little purpose other than the prohfera-
tion of paper Schick'? noted — and our own investiga-
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tions confirm — the te(?]dency of the attitude or spirit that the'se can be resolved in a more predlctable context
of PPBS to become exhausted by the routine tasks of ~ than is available in other states. ‘
. PPBS documentation, Gross found that, beneath the o
. routine decumentation and specialized procedures and The' most recent budgetary procedures developed
terminology, the “‘spirit of PPB.is a marriage between by the University of Wisconsin responded to the gov-
program planning and budgeting.”'® This same union ernor’s budget proposals for the 1975-1977 biennium.
characterizes imperative planning in higher education. These proposals. (1) denied funding for additional
oL enrollment, (2) required “productivity” savings greater
Emerging Budgetary Practice in Higher Educqtion . than had beerr mltlally indicated, and (3) denied any

- -inflationary erosion -offsets, These three factors xe-
quired base-budget retrenchment and the new alloca-
tion procedures for “distributing the pain” were guided
by-a “composite support index-(CS]),” which reflected
the relative enrollment support capacity of each resi-

4 dential campus. Campus differences in p)o’gramming,
level, and dlSClphne were recognized in composite by
welghtmg ‘student credit hours. Enrollment targets

, derived from evaluations of this composite indéx were .
set for 1975-1976 and 1976-1977, and.seryed to guide
new studepts away from campuses whose CSI was
low to thosé campuses that enjoyed a relatively- hlgher
CSI. A simplified extract from a system pohty paper2?
illustrates the concepts and their application in the case
of three _campuses for the first year of the biennium.

Leaders of public higher education afe not pri-
marily interested in developing new and more rational
budgetary procedures. Their concern is with the sub-
stance of academic administration, both day-to-day
problems: and those that loom In an uncertain future.
But budgetary procedures are being improved, and the
impetus for improvement can be found in real problems
of educational management and administration, not in
the abstractions of *budgetary or organization theory.

The University of Wisconsin System provides the
clearest evidence, in my opinion, of how current trends
have changed and improved the budgetary process. For
the University of Wisconsin, fiscal stringency has been
severe and prolonged for two biennial budget cycles,
1973-1975 and 1975-1977. The contracts .of hundreds : .

of probationary employees were not renewed and 88 N Téble]
tenured faculty were given layoff notices cffective in N c Composite Support Index.
1973-1974, with another 32 in the «’.1974 1975 - _ - . .
demic year. Over a period of 3 year$, increasingly -, 1974-1975  (Actual) - 1975-1976 (Targeted)
sophisticated budgetary procedures have been devel- . Institution WSCH* Cost/WSCH WSCH Cost'WSCH .
oped by the university: In 1975, the gov€tnor requested | (Csh (CSI) .
a plan for “phasing out” and “ph g down” campuses Oshkosh 360 $41.75 ~ 366 $39.70

. and programs in light of estimate of long-term  EauClaire 338 36.36 334 37.62 ‘
financial and enrollment” prospects. The university = ~Parkside 128 34.49 137 48.44
identified the MCTSUS access ™ .dilémma and *WSCH :Wcightcd student Cl',Cdi( hours (in thous%nd:{). .
countered w tt/h/a proposal that the legislature approved " Assuming level funding, the target enrollments for .
called the “27+ 2 P'lannmgy’Budget Cycle.” Under this 1975-1976 would result in lower support for Parkside
proposal, the university system would submit biennially and slightly higher support at Eau Claire. In fact, the
a budget request covering a 4-year rolling-base period,  cost pro;ectlons (ic.. Cost/WSCH) included the dif-
and including campus-by-campus enroliment targets ferentiaallocation of an overall $1.6 million * produc—
by level and program mix. The governor and legislature tivity™ cut recommended in the governor's budget. This i

would deal with the budget rgquest by identifying two- * "is illustrated by the same three campuses:
year certain and an ad‘d'rtion? 1 2-year tentative-budget . y ¥ P -

authorization, for fixed-cost and enrollment increases. . Table2 ]
The proposal stated- .

[ 1975-76 Differential Allocation (in thousands) .
The University System understands b\at no legrslaturc = -
can commrt funding for more than two years, nor can L Prorated Adjust- Net
the state any more than the University System be free Institution 1.5% cut ments reduction’,
from such fiscal crises as may flow from an cvent such Oshkosh . —228 +70 —158
as the current recession. Nevertheless, it is pos- ~ Eau~C_I;tire -210" +260 + 50 -
sible to normalize the basns for resource expectations ga;'kslde universi -3 - - =230 —343
on the part of the System by projecting the policy alance of university ‘ e .
bases for such’expectations on a four-year front.!! cluster . —1.078 - 100 - '1178
. Total - 1,629 AR — 1,629
' The proposal was apparently well accepted by the
legislature, and, although the universjty system is still v The $1.6- mhillion “productivity” cut was allocated
faced with immediate fiscal problems, there is “hope selectively on the basns of explicitly stated academic

§ » - - '
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Larger than average reductions
to four campuses, mdudmg Parkside.
From th,es’ funds, substantial relief was given to Eau
Clairgy and the effect of the cut was mitigated for Osh-

A more recent refinement of the composnte sup-
port index takes into account situations like that at
the Parkside campus, where the headcount enrollment
18 substantially greater than full-time equivalent enroll-
ment and weights the differing forms of enrollment to

. recognize the additional processing ‘and counseling
workload required.'?

-

.

It Should be emphasized that the proposal for a.
4-year budgeting-and-planning cycle — the “2 + 2"
plan — and. the current capacity for detailed quantita-
tive analysis evidenced by the composite support index
.did not emerge full-blown in 1975, They are part of
an ongoing academic planning progess that began sev-
“eral years” earlier with the establishment of campus
and systcm objectives through public hearings.!®

It is sometimes difficult to distinguish reality from
rhetoric in discussing budgetary reform both at state
and institutional levels. Policy pronouncements of gov-
ernors and higher education leaders are often embs

. in detailed administrative directives a emoranda
that may bury rather than reveal agericy of institutional
operations. Organization ch presefit the same trap
for the unwary but occupy less shelf space than, for
éxample, a 200- volume eptitled Program Effec-
tiveness MeagsuFes for Selected State Agencies issued: .
by-a gatc~budget Office. The latter is so exhaustive’
that one wants to believe in its use. In fact, however,

+ ..one may have to look closer to the grassroOts for
reality. \
There seems to be a' reality in the report of a
faculty committee that reviewed existing and newly

-proposed programs at several campuses of amulti-

campus system. Their recommendations for funding
were followed, and their report suggested that the

.central administration might well show greater interest

. in campus programs than it had in the past:

We concluded that the individual campuses are Targely

unaware of what is happcnmg in [simila programs)

on the other campuses and we suspect that, up to this

point, no one at statewide has been accurately in- .
~ formed. either. Regardless of the degree of formal

planning and control that might be exercised from a

systemwide point of view. we suggest thal%the system-

wide administration) designate some individual or

commiftee to monitor the progress and development

of the various schools and programs on a continuing

basis in the future.1? ° N

_ multicampus systems,

kosif and one other campus.!® .o

-

‘Questions

There is a widely held but crroneous belief among
state officials that the heads of coordinating agencies,
and campuses have absolute
management control over their faculty. I cannot take”
time to try to dispel this misapprehension here, but -
for those who do not labor, under it, the re ort and
the extract from it above are significant almost to the”
point of being revolutionary. Faculty — not administra- ~
tors — are suggesting both funding priorities and ad-
ministrative mohitoring of academic programs. This
particular program revjew, was part of a recently estab-

lished system for integrating academic program deci-

sions with the budgetafy process. Whether the system
as a whole is “rhetoric” or reality remams\a%:pen
question. But dttitudes refleted in the report and the
administrative response to it are assuredly some :Vb\
dence of better informed budgetary decisions.

-

affords a useful framework\for closer examination of
imperative plannmg Both traditional PPBS and imper-
ative planning aim for, the union of program. planning
and budgetmg PPBS in state governmental budgeting,
however, is “an idea whose time has ndt quite come,”?*
% in higher education the time seems ripe for
imperative planning. Why is this so? Table 3 summar-
izes aspects of both traditional PPBS, and imperative
planning which, exammed in greater detail, may pro-
vide an answer,

Table 3
Comparison of Traditional PPBS unsi Imperative Planning

Traditional PPBS Imperative Planning

1. What activitiesdo . All state services Only higher
procedures . »  education services
encompass? . ‘

Various; often  Senior administrators
outside “experts” within organization

. What is origin of
procedures?

When programmatic
decisions so require

3. Whén are proce- ) Anytime

dures initiated? 3

4. What is relative Relatively high  Relatively low
status of budget g
professionals?

S

S. What is relative Relatively high  Relatively iow
importance of data )
quantification?

6. What is relative Dollars of Programs of ’
importarice of dol-  relatively greater relanvely greater
lars agsuch com- importance importance
pared to programs? !

]
" Scope of Activity

Traditional PPBS was intended to guide and inte-
grate ‘all governmental activity, Budgetary programs

- 9
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would cross orgﬁnizational lines to better portray their
relationship to national or statewide objectives. The
aim of imperative planning is more modest, encom-
passing only the activities of one or of a relatively
small .number of similar organizations, Moreover,

-« higher education comes to proposals for budgetary

-

)
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. in which rbey were the experts.**

reform with a history — albeit a checkered one — of
structured coordination of academic program dctivity.
Imperative planning can be more easily implemented
in higher education than 'PPBS in state government
because of organizational similarity and a history of

"real or attempted”program coordination.

Origin of Procedures

Traditional PPBS orlgmated in think tanks sup-
Jported by the Department of Defens¢,and’ spread to
“the states through the missionary efforts of consultants
with federal funds.’' Although governors or legislative

leadership sometimes initiated traditional PPBS, their -

attention span was rarely sufficient to maintain the
initial impetus. If traditional PPBS was attempted on
only the governor’s initiative, legislative leaders often
remame&d wedded to the tradmonal budgetary practices
* And they sometimes
had the tacit support of the professional staff ef the
executive budget office. ** Moreover, governors them-
selves, as in California, might find "that multiyear pro-
jections of expenditures had Lonsnderably less to
recommend thc)p in reality than m théory.

In contrast, lmperatlvc planning not only orlgmates
with the executive heads of state systems, multicampus
systems, and campuses, but has their ongor support.
Governors and legislators may have uséd traditional
PPBS. for presenting alternatives for decision, but nonc
were under any illusions that it would or should replace
existing political structures and processes. Conversely,
senior academic administrators find that the external
world is imposing new “political™ structures and proc-
esses on higher education. ,
When Are Procedures Initiated?

For substantial budgetary improvements to take
root, mere recognitign of deficiencies in the existing
process is not enough. Whatever faults an existing
process might have, it does produce annual or biennial
budgets, and there is nothing irrational about preferring
4 working procedure to a proposed one with faults
that are unknown. Traditional PPBS was introduced
into the states when resources were relatnely plentiful
and procedures— if not ideal — were working. Imper-
ative planning, on the other hand, is higher education’s
response to resource 5earuty The old budz,etafy pro-

wholly aside from budgetary procediires — require
both analysis of academic progrgms and close examina-

.
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tion of their relationship to the statewide, systemwide, ~
and institutional objectives. In brief, imperative'plax{
ning emerges as a natural — perhaps the only — solu-~
tion to existing and urgent substantive needs. Traditional
PPBS, in contrast, remains a possrble solutin /to needs
that are percelved as less pressing.

¢

Relative Status.of Budget Professionals

Whether it be the federal Office /df Management
and Budget.or a state office of administration, budget
bureau, or department of finance, the executive fiscal
agency is generally'— almost always — a major focus
of power.*t State budget offiz/esyzre the one place in
state government where agency priorities are brought
together with the hope of welding them into a coherent
whole.

inancial officer is generally a
aling with his peers. Major state

> The, stdte's chief
powerfu] -politician
policy issues are 9
they"are not, hig”opinions “are of great weight. In
contrast, a’«‘“‘fmzwgal officer. in higher educa‘:}t Tarely
has similar statas Ne,lt,her 4 scholar nor a téacher, he
lacks the -prestige that is the coin of -the realm ifn
academic life. Educational policy is the provi‘nce of the
institutional’ president, the faculty, or the governing
board. T{(tl: academic budget officer must translate
policy into budgeta format, but unlike his counter-
part, tHe senior. sfate Tiscal offlcer he usually has a
relatiye ely minor role in poI‘icy deelsnons themselves

For iraditional PPBS admmrstratmc %trength po-
litical clout, ‘and the pollcy rqlé of the éxccutive budget
office had two, results. If budget staff perceived the
new procg:dures as a threat 4o its authority it could and
did subvert them. I, on the other hand, these proce-
dures were seep as enhancing its power, then other
state agencr% and sometimes the legislatyre were in
opposition. Bt

ate fiscal agencies werc gn important’
clement ina balance of political power, and tradmonal,

ten fiscaI Jissues, "but even when’

PPBS, if more than simple tinkering with foris, threa%v -

ened’ that balance. While imperative planning poses

similar threat to internal power balances in higher
education, the threat
budget officer is less dominant,

The.Ilmportance of Data Quantification’

In traditional PPBS, quantified output measures
had high priority but were clearly onc of the most
difficult of the required elements to accomplish.®®
Anthony Downs suggested that the “bigger the role of
judgment in the final decision, the greater the proba-
bility that a wise man will make the right choice with-

WMptpfqga\n&f 2 bers of dollars
are the tools of the state budgetary trade, j

decisions about them and programs represented by
them are rarely based on statistical or even simple

\.~

is less because the academic ,

-
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arithmetic calculations. Rather, the judgment of elected
officials and senior budget administrators furnishes the
answers, PPBS techniques take a back seat, and the
result is a “damaging gap between publicity and per-
formance.”#
. > ’

Imperative planning is unlikely to suffer from the
“gap between publicity and performance.” There has
been little publicity, for the improved budgetary proc-
esses have never been introduced by a particular title
or as an cnd in themselves. More to the point, the
academic establishment expects little from the quantifi-
baU\on of information — at least about its own acfivi-
. ties, When the report of the National Commission on

" the Financing of Postsecondary Education®* appeared,

it was reviewed in a major educational journal under
the title “Proved at Laat _One Physics Major Equals
1.34 Chemistry Major or I.66. Economics Major.”*"
Healthy skepticism about quantification permeates
higher education, and imperative planning may well
suceed Be’ca&.se its proponents have less ~faith in
quantitative a alysis than seemed to be required in
tradmonal"‘PPBS v

Dollars and Programs

In state government; the allocation of dollars is an
end 1 itself, for propused expenditures must be bal-
anced against, pr}),eued revenues. Yet, for senior edu-
«Jtional admnms}mtors the decisions relating to deull)‘
stude‘rts\.gnd .a¢ademic  programs arc foremost in
cy dack control over revenues,. and
while da@s can be margmally_critical, £a«.ulty, stu-
dents, programs, and their respective costs are already
related to each Lther .md are Lu'g_ely dcu.rnTm:d\h
past budgets. ] N

~
« 0 B .
«

To put the matter somew hat differently, traditiohal
PPBS profused — or was seen to promise — the op-
portunity for governors_and legistatorsto achTCVFTpr

. cific gb;cc%tvcs’f)y Treallocation of funds in the state
/ -

»

T Atcbest, -imp

e

budget. The practical limits imposed by existing com-
mitment§ may have been obscured by the habit of
dealing with state services in terms of abstract dollar
amounts. In any event, it-is by no means clear that the
proponents of traditional PPBS were fully aware of
the constraints that reality imposes on state budgeting.
They seemed to believe that conventional wisdom
about last year's budget being the best predictor of this
year's budget pointed out a deficiency in existing
budgetary processes.®?

In contrast, few higher education administrators
deal with dollars, as an abstraction, and there are few
xIlusnwbout the practical Iimits to shifting dollarg to
achleve program objectives.

Conclusion ,

The activity in the University of 'Wisconsin and
elsewhere — imperative pI’annmg:-- is not simple belt
tightening. Many -higher education organizations are
not merely spending less money but. are doing %0
through structu(rig and processes intended to maintain
and improve eddcational-services.3!

Finally, an impottant disclaimer: former University
of California Chancellor Roger Heyns once said that
he was unaware of any problems in higher education

that would be solved with less money. Neither am I, )

and nothing herein should be otherwise interpreted.
Even the most rational budgetary process cannot re-
pl.ue educational quality. Without attempting to define
“quality,” we all know that it is unlikely to be found
in vvercrowded classrooms, overworked or poorly paid
instru;tors badly maintained buildings, ar fragmented

urse sequences. Fiscal stnngency, whethier induced
oy sta omic conditions, by inflationary erosion
of budget bases, BT‘by\state governmental fiat, cannot
improve the_quality of higher~ cd.uc@\m any way,

harm,

v

lanning can reduce the-patential
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+ Dr. Gearge.W. Angell - .
" Director, Acadcmuc Callective Batgammg Informatian Service |

N - >

Developmg Trends and Curxent E\rents,

'

1. Twenty-four states now have collectlve bargaining®
laws covenng faculty in hi education. (Three
do not cover senior tolleges and: universities. ) .

2. Four new laws \vere/uacted in 1975 (Callforma
Connectlc,,ut Mame d New Hampshire). =

3. Passage of\labor leglslatlon tends to “flow” frorh
north to selith. Most of the states in the northern
=, ong-third of the naton have such laws; only
Floridg among southern_ states- has -a law, There
1s cansiderable legislative activity 1n almost all of
those middle and northern states that presently
have né law. ; ; '

4. College faculties 1rl at least two states (Ohio and
Illinois) afe- organizing without benefit of law.
Two states prohibit public employee bargaining.

5. State legislatures are beginning to recognize dif-,

ferences between industry ‘#hd lower education
and higher education. Maine passed a special bill
for higher education. More laws*specify special
“employers” for colleges and universities, Three
states (Callforma Washington, and Wisconsin)
have omitted higher education from omnibus bills
and are considering special bills for higher educa-
tion. California created a special labor adminis-
trative board for education. More legislative
committees are seekmg advice from higher educa-
tion officials béfore shaping legislation.

"6. Public titude toward public employee bargaining

. and strikes appears to be fore conservative since
the teacher and fire- fighter strikes of September
and Ottober 1975. These attitudes were also
probably affected by the Tiscal crises in New Yqrk

" City and elsewhere throughout the nation.

<

7. Use of faculty strikes and #hreats of strikes are

1i.

L

12. There appears to be. general agreement as‘te

13 There is a growmg tendency. of labor bo ds to

14. Subjects of bargaining about which there is_most
v disagreement among the states iclude class size,

',.Dema.nc‘l‘s Ac;ro's'spthe'oTable

/Tr/ ds,

’ Presider: Rep. Bradner, Alaske

becoming more common in higher education and
more acceptable- among faculty members generally
throughout the natlon — .

—

There are 433 canmpuses that now have faculty
unions: 109 public four-year calleges; 268 public
two-year schopls; 48" private four-year schools;
two -year schools, (Approximately
teache¥s unionized. )

tenure.

There is a growing body of case decisions r
to the scope of bargainting in the various states.
There is genecral agreement that mandatory sub-
jects of bargaining (along with hours and wages)
include -griévance procedures promotion proce-
dures, meth6ds of teacher evaluation and/or re-
moval and probationary periods of employment.

certain_management “rights,’> namely, to deter-
mine institutional mission’ dnd programs, level of
funding, right to -hire and fire, job assignment,
methods of supervision; orgamzatlon of resources.

size bf\wa}i\ force, .standards of service and
standards of recruitment.

require public employers to negotiate the impact
of any management decision on working condi- .
tiops” Many university administrators believe that
uch “daily negotiations™ reduge substantially their
ability to manage efficiently and creatively.

Y
')
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o retirement benefits, agency shop, preeminence of
negotiated contracts over law-other than labor law,
sélection of textbooks, preparatron time for teach-
ers, in-service education requrrements for teachers,
and _parity in wages v -

v ’ «

. 15. The general tendency of state labor boards and

5 - of the National Labor Relations Board is to rule
that chairmen-of college departments are members
of the union, not management. Fhis is being hotly
contested by university officials, who say it forces
a reorganization of staff and reassignment of
duties, which is a management j)rerogative_

Some Issues in Shaping State Legislation Providing
for Collective Bargaining in Higher Education

1. What should be contained in the statement of

purpose and policy? .
Discussion: Some unions believe that purpose
should be stated-directly “to promote col-
lective bargaining.”” University presidents gen-
erally agree that the purpose should be to
“assure orderly and unmterrupted govern-
ment services.’

Import Each law goes through a trial penod
when it is evaluated in terms of its ‘pur-
, posé(s). It then goes through a pexiod of
chaflenges and amendments. The arg?nent is

\ that evaluation and amendment should be’

. based on résearch and facts directly related
to the~stated purpose. If a purpose is to
reduce work stoppages, then a law can be
Jheld accountable in terms of whethér or not

by e “there are more or fewer strikes after the law
et was passed and whether or not strikes were
8 i caused by social conditions other than the

law.

2. ‘Who “should be specified by law as the employer
for a state university, f state ¢bllege, or for
v a commupity college?

=~ Discussion. About half of existing state laws
) specify the employer (usually a &oveming
board or a state offrcer) the others, do not.
Where the employer is not specrfred the
governor (or attorney general) makes the
’ decision. Unions want to bargain with tliose

.who control the purse strings. University

spokesmen generally favor the governin
v board as the employer, saymg that any other
person acting as employer constltutes govern-
mental “mterventron

ERIC . =
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Import: Unions feel that to deal with anyone’
less than the governor’s office invites “strikes” k
caused by a fdilure of the legislature to pro-
vide the funds required to implement a

- negotiated contract. Universities point out

__that bargaining with the governor results in’
(1) by-passing the trustees and uniyersity
administration, thereby disrupting the normal '
processes by which an academic community
governs itself;(2) more decisions being made
by political officials dealing with such things,
as the workload, hours appointments, and
college calendar tha\t directly affect the char-
acter and quality. of education; (3) pushing
trustees, students, alumni, and others out of ¢
their_ .traditional’ roles in a self-governing

. academic community; (4) reducing (or even
changii ithority of university trustees
and executives establr ed'ucatlon law, -~
without reducing their responsi

forth. .
~ - S

3. What should be included in Thu,ﬁcope of .
bargaining? /\‘

Discussion: Unions tend to prefer a simple
statement of “wages, hours, and other terms
and conditions of employment.” Universities
prefer a clear specification of what is bar--
gainable and what is not. Unions believe that
the process of bargaining (supported by un-
fair tabor practices) is the best means of”
determining what the parties are willing to
put mto an agreement. Universities want their
duties and responsibilities as specified in edu-

,  cation law to be accompanied by €quivalent .

. authorrty They say that somé collective bar-

gaining laws are wrrtten\j\vrthout regard for |
education law, and that education laws have,
in some cases, been emasculated by bargain-
ing laws and contracts.  \
. [
'Import: Bargaining in higher education usu-
ally leads to ‘“shared authority” between
unions and administration, less participation
in university affairs by trustees and students,
and-tittle change-inthefact that the “public” ™
holds administrators, not unions, respdnsrble
for educational quallty, efficiency, and unin-
terrupted orderly service. Presidents pomt
out that: (1) bargaining determines the “con-
ditions -under which they administer and
- supervrse, (2) sometimes they have little or
say about these conditions because théy
. ;have little contrdt-of—or-may not even be—"
represented 4t, th