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1. Dechnmg Test Sco_res: ‘Reasons and Impacts.’

is suggested that an 1rhportant contrl.b}xtmg factor to this‘declipe is the-
effort of h1gh schools to "cool off"' prospectlve enro,llees fro

programs. Nevertheless despite less rigorous preparatlon,‘
portion of youths dec1d&§ to attend college , . '
The most serious 1mpact of test score declmes, we believe, -
will be on the self-concept-of prestige schools. Unless they offer increas-
~ ing financial inducements to attract high ability students, thé¢se institutions
will become increasingly soc1ally homogeneous and mtellec ally hetero-
-geneous. DT

N T . . e

)

R . 2. A-status ‘report on collective-bargaining ia the postsecond-
art sector. This study copcluded that although the unionization trend among
: acu[tles slowed down recently, it i# likely to regam its logt momentum
soon. The faculties' lack of sympathy for the fmanmal pre sures éxerted
- upon administrations, ~the trend to-impose centralized contol on public,
'institutions in a period of slow growth, and the deteriorating econemic and
job prospects for faculty will encourage professors to joinjunions. ‘In all.
probability, collective bargaining will be'more common injthe publlc fhan
in the private sector. 'In the long run, unions will (1) affect the ability of
-publlc institutions to recruit staff to pursue promiging resgarch leads, ‘
. forcing the public sector to be increasingly oriented to teaching, and {2)
create powerful coalltlons between elementary, secondary and .college
teachers which will makelit more d1ff1cult for state leglsl ‘tures to divert
a1d to private schools’ 6,..— o K : . 8
_ 3.-.The-organization of state higher education Iplémnlng com-
missions. An analysis of state plarmmg/coordmatlon struetures-was
‘undertaken to upderstand the effect of different types of commissions on
developments in the postsecondary sector. The study came to the con-
clusion that the structure of state-commissions did not s1gmflcantly affect
state policy, especially as it related to the private sector.- States’ with ‘
strong gnd weak plannmg/coordm?tmg orgamzatlons did not differ signifi-
. cantly in their propensity to offer scholarships to students in the private

N




ra

;-
!
“

' sector, or in the.level &8f their awards. The decigipns to finance public -
and aid private higher education are essentially political decisions. 5{f < 7
one wishes to focus-increasing attention on the interaction between'public
and private systems within a state, and the irhpact of ‘ne stat€’s public -
sy:stém on that of neighboring states, inter-state coopetration must be
encouraged between governors, their key staffs, and interested state
legislators. . . : ‘ ' SRR
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DECLINING TEST SCORES; REASONS AND IMPACTS

[4

/.X ~o Few recentdevielop'ments have receivedas much attentlon -
W in academic C1rcles and among test- oriented psychologists as the con-

- tinuing decline in the test sc%:;es of potential college appllcants After
' + \a\ )"‘
reaching a peak in 1963, these‘test scores have decllned contmuously,
- \‘V’! ,‘1‘ \ : -

. _and there is little evidence that th:”\‘lide has ended. e

\ Sta-tistlcians have concm\;ed that the currént wave of test-
A

- takers is scoring genuinely lower K\IA chose who took the tests some
. ‘\ *\

- yQ_rs ago, and that the difference mean scores is not a statistical

)
artifact Howe\fer, the reasons for this %ﬁcllne have not been rigorously

identified and varlous hypotheses, none air ght, have been proposed to
a - s

E{Elain the decline. L o ~

Thé present paper will brieﬂy summarlze the evidence of

-

~ o the decline in test scores, review .some of the hypotheses fof the decline, l'

- L \and comment on mstitu’tlonal ad]ustments to the declinlng test scpores
. HOW MUCH DID THE TEST SCORES-DEClJNE? .

Both»_rnajlor testing orga'nizations, the -College Entrance Exam--

\ ‘ ination Board and 'the- A'mexjican College Testing Program, have' recorded.,
o s1gnif}cant declinges in the test scores of potential college appllcants

" The scores havg ‘dropped even more’ on the verbal portion of the test than

on the mathematical qaortion . The American College Testing Service,

which tests achievement in social studies and pliysical science, as wéll

*

' Y ’ .
7 . - g,
. '.l

. ]
\)“ ) » R / ) e




has‘observed significant declines.in soctal studies, but not in science.

(See Table.1.) - - N

o

Durmg the time per16d for wh1ch 1nf0rmat10n is avallable for.
. - .
both testmg serv1ces 1964/65 to 1974/75 verbal scores on the Scholas-, ‘.
~ + 3 - " 0
tic Aptlttide Test (SAY), admlmstered, by the College Entrance Exammaf !
“y .

N v
tlon Board, °declm by39 pomts or 0 4 of a standard dev1at1cm, whﬂe .
‘e i - ‘

= Yy

“mathematical scores declined 24 pomts or roughly a quarter of a standard «‘ —

'./3 dev/é:ion For the same ten years, the Enghsh scores recorq.ed by A?T 5
declme?by 1.1 points on their gcale, or, roughly one flfth of g staﬂdard
deviation and thosé for mathematlcl by 1.5 points agam roughly one- :
fifth of a st_andard dev1at10n. Combmed SAT scores declmed by one th1rd -

of a standard deviation, .jand\-those of the‘ A, by one=f1f'gh. 1 ‘

Ve

No one can state with certainty the &xtent to which the scores
' of all college-bound students declined. ' 14 the/first place, it is quite - .
L) ( v
possible t}aat tl;?/ame test- takers are ¢ chents of both organlzatlms The

e .
7

\ CEEB test-takers numbered some 70 per cent of all high school graduatgs

i
who enter college in 'the. fall followmg graduatlon, and the AC‘I admlmsters

tests to.a number equalto 60 per cent. " There is undoubtably some over-
. \ » .
lap between the two Ogganizations. L . e T,
1 ) ' Lo . .
The attaiiment of students dgciding to take tests of both organs
{ ! . .

izations may be affected by the'admission policies ofv colleges and univer- -
. « . Lo .

sities,"or the changing preferences of students for different types of schools.

Also, rumors that test-scores are given less weight in admission, or that .

@"_-.8
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TABLEi“
L' DECL[NES IN FEST SCORES OF PROSPEC'FIVE :
o COLLEGESTUDENTS §
| . - \ .‘ “ : '>, “ .‘ . '
o ‘ -7 SATS . . AcT L
SR 3 "Verb‘*zII’ tMaf:ﬁematice | Enghsh Mathematlcs Compos1te
1964-65 473 . 496 - 187 s 198 1909
1965-66  '.471 96 . 190 1957 . 20.0°
i%66-67 467 - . 495 N. 185 - 187 “~~‘19.4 o
11967-68 "366, | 494 , 18.1 . 'Lé.af.“ 1900 .
: "+ 1968-69 462 - o 49i_ 0184 - 19.2 _C'19.4 “' )
L 1265-79 ‘.460,;" ‘ 488 L 18.1. :\‘ _LQ.S; 195
197071, 454 487 - 177 187 189 .
;s 1971-72 150 482 T 17.6 T 16.6 - 18.8 . e
1972-73 . 443 - 48l . 47.8 - 18.8 189~
1973-74. A.440'- o '1li7.6- | Lsfl - 18.7 o
1974-75 434" ' 472, = 17.3 rz.4"‘ L oiear
. \ o ’ »
o . ‘ !

Source L. A. Munday, Dechnmg ‘Admissions Test Scores, Research
and Development Division, - The American College Testing Pro- -
~ gram, lowa City, lowa: 1976 pp 3,5.
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institutions have lowered standards,. may dlscourage some students from

repeatlng the tests in the hope of. scorlng better the second t1me It has

*
.

been estrmated that perhaps as much as fo r pomts of the declme in the
SAT ma;y be asc.r1bed to the smaller proportion of students takmg the
CEEB test a second time. Also, the dec1s1on of the’ Umvers1ty of Cah-
forma 1o drop the requ1rement for entermg in-state freshmen to submit

" SAT sco‘res could have reduCJed the number of high scor1ng test- takers 1n

the sample 2 ’

4

-~

Smce the CEEB chents are mostly private schools, with a

smattering of publlc schools on both coasts and the ACT penetration is

_ highest among mid- western aid public schools, changes in col,lege-
attendance patte;rns for glfted,“students may also affect the scores rec,ord.ed

* by each of the testingservic.es. The tendency of glfte’d students to attend
in greater numbers publict institutions- could. have very well.reduc:ed the

- 9

LA : ’ . i - +
number of high-scorers for thé SAT.3 Our estimates indicate that the -«

-

proportion of students Who earned scores exceeding 600 on the verbal part

of the SAT test decllned much-more dramat1cally than those earmng the

. . 59
equ1valent score_of 26 points on the ACT test. Themaﬂmber of test-takers.

with these scores dropped by roughly-a third for the SAT’s and only 15
, per cerit for theé ACT populatlon.- (Seé Table 2.) |

v The real decllne in scores is probably even more serious:

than that represented by publlshed figures. Unad]usted %AT scores prob-

\/aibly understate the decline by one- thlrd Stucﬁes undertaken by the CEEB

coat
10
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R “'. v TABLE2
S NUMBER OF STUDENTS'WITH TEST SCORES OVER 600 VERBAL,
. OR 600 MATHEMATICS ON SAT TESTS, AND 26 ACT ON -

ENGLISH MATHEMATICS AND TO AL SCORES
1971 72 1974 75

“~u

v (thous ands) -
' )
o . o.sAaT ‘ ACT .
Verbal —Mathematics EnghsE MaTematlcs Total
1971 72 - 116 183 _ . 8. T 205 - 130
1974 75 79 157 - 42 175 113
.. RN ¢ . Z . ' | 3 . / ' .
. \ ) " . . B} ~ | | : - ’
Per Cent : ' . o . -
Decline --32 ‘-14 - =15 - -15_ -13
'U\ . 1N ‘ N ) ’ . .
a . s ’ 2
/’ [N

. ‘ B .
N .
- . i .
. -
. A ' :
. . .
. v -
. L
N . N [ .
s . . R .
. s . .
) P : . -
( . L4 - - -~
N . . . - §
' "o : : '
. ‘ Lo
- L 3 . .

o

Source; Unpublishied dafa, Educatlonal Testing Serv1ce, cited in Annegret °
. Harnjschfeger and David E. Wiley, Achievement Scores, Decline; E
y Do We Need te Worry, Chicago, December '1975 (CEMR Eif:_u, Inc.).

-
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. .
Hﬁlcate that the forms of.the tests admlnlstered in more recent years

- - * o~ -

‘have been easjer than those used in earher time perlods ‘The actual
.declme in verbal test scores, when ad]usted for the d1ff1culty Of the test
| form, was 48 and not: 33 points. On the mathemai:ical‘part, the co,'rrected-

dechne is 40 points, instead of 29" The ad]usted dec],,mes are roughly 10

- N

"per cent of theé verbal and eight per cent of the math scores in 1963 4

y -

Researchers who have tr1ed to ﬁng ev1dence for a decline in

- I

the ‘achieverhent of highlschool students ;to buttress their arguments that

q

'the CEEB and.ACT samples are ‘repr,esen‘tative haye pointed out that:

-

»

(1) the test sc;dres of lowa seniars og dn independent Ate,et
have declined in the rece'nt past, . ‘

- -

(2) state-wide tests in Mlnnesota have also.shown dtechnes
in the ach1evement of high school students, 6 , -

| - N

scores on a w1dely~used commercial test of achieVe- L
ment have also recorded_ declines for. h1gh schodl -~ -

students. 7 : . , o

- L4

~

. o
Thez:e.is consflerable unanimity ithat tﬁe.performanqe ol‘flhi'gh
*school students is declining. The developmeént is esp,ecia&y' disturbing
. ‘ V. , . LT . & \
since it cannot~b.e explained by changes in the propprtion‘of the age4

eliglble population that cont:mues to high school gféduatlon The prqpor-

v

tion'%f age ehgxbles graduaung from high school has stabihzed in-the

,
b

course of 'che past f1ve years, a period when tests d\echnes were excep- o

tionally 'p@onnced .

¢ S
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R : WOMEN ARE NOT THE CAUSE OF LOWER SCORES

(N
.~ _ g I_.ess than one- e1ghth of the dec,lme in verbal scores, and

« . T
@

IOnl ' one-tenth in the‘ decline,in -mathemaja 1 scores on the SAT teSt can
. ¢

% 'y

be accoﬂnted by the mcreasmg number of women taklng the tesn. Between'

" 1966/67 and 1974 /75 the decl1ne u} female ach1evement in vocabulary was

greater than that of males It can be rat10nal1zed by assummg that a -
) © “‘0 : ’ . -
h1gher proport1on of females with pOtent1ally low.test scores, now take -

e . )

the test. In’ mathemat1cs, women always scored lower than men

;

v - - A new adfusted cdmpos1te score which is der1ved‘by (1) decre- -

I. ’
; menting female Verbal scores by no more than the decllne of ma]ce scores,
; . ‘ 11"‘“ ’
. and 2) welghtmg the new compos1te score by t esex weights in the earl1er

. v ' 0.
. . * A\ . ‘\‘
t1me per1od fails to explalgthe liog’s -share 1n/the declme in scores.

- (SeeTableB) Ty !

. ( -j-
. ' ) TS THE FAMILY THE CAUSE OF LOWER TEST SCOBES? ~
5 “ | Among the. most speculat1ve and tentatlve explana-

psychometr1c1ans would agree, that verbal ab1hty is determmed early in.
< . Al - ‘ . . i R
— 73 child's life and inﬂuenceq_i_ by family environment, ’

_ | ‘ 5. o
It is eften-mentioned that the students' w~itm'declvining test-’
scores belong to th& demograph1c wave called the‘ "baby boom " There

#’( k
is conmderable ev1dence that ch1ldren m large famlhes are less.verbal

in small families. An 1magm‘at1ve psycholog1st Pas recently

t1ons for the‘eclme in test scores is the mﬂuence of the fam11y Most L |




TABLE 3

MEAN SAT TEST SCORES OF MEN-AND WOMEN, AND .
\  FOR BOTH SEXES, 1966-67 AND 1974-75'ON SAT
' TESTS, A(TTUAL AND ADJUSTED /

: , ) ./
Verbal ' - Mathematics U
Mﬁlé Female Total Adjusted Meﬂe Female Total Ad]usted*

LI

1966-67 463 468 466 - -, 514 467+ 492_
438/

. 1974-75 437 431 434 495 449 472 474

4]

‘4

1 Source: Adapted from Sam McCandless, Program Service Ofﬁcer CEEB
"The Declme in Achlevement" (precessed), 1975. ‘

-

+

: ;t\djusted‘”[‘est Scores: Female Test Scores Estlmated 440 Verbal, 449
- T Mathematlcs Proportlons Male 543 Female .457..

6
. ? %




» proportion of second”and third childrén enrolling in coll_e'ge. | It isgen-

,,,,,

erally accepted that the verbal ab111ty of subsequent ch11dren is lower

grades involves workmg mothers Their 1nab111ty to superv1se homework

- working mothers is lowe‘r than mothers who stayat home, once soc1o-
3, . \ o

X
than that of the first- born 8 Other observers have op}ned that chﬂdren '

raised by divorced parents coul_d have lower scores. Fmally, the change

.in child;rearing styleg resulting from the ubiq'uitoustelev1s1on set has

" been mentloned as a poss1bLe cause of the dechne in test scores- 9

¥

» All these arguments are plaus1b1e but they- are not convinc- L w

ing. None explains the mcrease in the ach1evement of ch11dren in the

- A

earher grades compared to the tést scores ten or twenty years ago, - and‘
their subsequent declme in later grades. If the poten'tial for verbal : .
ach1evement is formed in the early years, the famlly has to be exonerated

Another attempt to explain the lower a.chlevement in the higher

etc R has been mentloned as apossxble cause of the dec11n1ng test scores

Unfortunately, no study has proved that the achlewement of ch11dren of

~

, - .
economic status and education of parents is controlled., This hypothesis, . -

-

then, is tantalizing, but unproved.

.

© ARE4ESS AFFLLJENT TEST-TAKERS THE CAUSE?

‘The democratization of the postsecondary sector, which has

. -made it possible for students from families with modest means to enroll

i . -
in .colleges and un1vers1t1es, has also been mentloned as a poss1ble cauSe

-

~

for the decline in test scores n another study, we have mentlone that

ia_._‘v-/v
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the propensity of childrgn from the lower income families to enroll i ? - -
. ) . . . . 4 i I". K . v . t
college ‘has increased somewhat in the course of the past f1ve years,. .
going agamst national trends. 10 If the mean attalnment of these students
) . - .
was sornewhat lower than that of test- takers in prev1ous years, ‘a hypoth-
N . ,\ .
esis cons 1stent w1th what.’ we, know about the a‘t;tamment of ch11dren raised
in poor fam111es we wowld expect test- scores to dechne, reercting this
A - s
change in self- selectlon : oo

~

’ ’ 1 4

"Our 1nf\mat1on ab&ut the mcomes of families of test takers

-

S~

- is based on a slender reed, the potential coll@ge entrants ‘Bwn estlmates .
: .

~of the1r fam111es incomes. ;l‘here 1s consaderable ev1dence that such data

are inaccurate, but o better statistit is avallable from any other source.v
. . <& . \

Whatever publls a do ex1st 1nd1cated that (1)-the mean mcomes of

S

fam111es of ACI‘ test- takers remamed constant dur1ng the perlod 1970/71

4

to 1974/75, and (2) duripg.that perlod avérage famrly income increased

20 per cent in current dollars. The av_erage test-taker came from a
family with‘l‘ 4 times. the median income in the earlier time period, while
.four years later the family income of the afvferage ttest taker was barely
| 1 21:t1mes the national medlan N N ]
‘Until recently, the income distribution of chents of the CEEB

was not tabulated in a. way to make it poss1ble ta judge the test~takers’

* mean. incomes For the past three years howe r, a more detalled tabu-




 TABLE4 - -«

ANNUAL PARENTAL INCOME P*ND MEAN SAT '
' SCORE BOTH TESTS COMBINED

+

$18, 006 and over
., $15,000 - $17,999. .
. $13,500 - $14,999
'$12,000 - $}3,~499
$9,000 - $11,999. .
$6,000 - $8,999
Under $6 000

$18,.000 and over
$15,000 - $17,999
- $13,500 - $14,999
$12,000-- $13,499
$9,.000 - $11,999
$6,000 - $8,999
Under $6 000,

\$3.0,.000 and over
$20,000 - $29,999
$15,000 - $19,999.
$12,000.- $14,999.
$9,000 -~ $11,999
$6,000 - $8,999
Under $6,000

v Source: College Entrance Examination Board, cited in The Chronicle
of ngher Education, March 8, 1976.

.
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A re- analys1s of these test 'score sta‘tisticS in terms of the
. v . -

T~
; mean mcomes of fa.milies in the appropriate years does not explam the

' decline in test scoreSr The test scores are plotted in relation to the

mean mcomes 1n each year in. Chart 1. The declme in the test scores.

-

of a test-taker from a familry w1th the mean income is nine points roughly

-

the same as the published decline in test g,cores for aﬂ CEEB cl1ents

Chart 1 highlights the more drastic declipe 1n the test scores

»

of children of affl‘u_ent parents-, .and. the more modest decl_ine in the test

scores of children with poorer parents. The hypothesis that children of

.

more afﬂuent parents are increasingly applying to pr1vate or Eastern
L

. schools, schools which require SAT tests, is not borne out by an analys1s

AN

of the d1str1bution of test-takérs by income. Roughly the same proport1on.

of test- takers in both 1971 /72 and 1973/74 or1g1nated from fam111es with *

.'*-."'r

incomes 1.5 times the nat1onalv median. It would appear that the decl1ne

. [
-

in the test scores.' of the children of the affluent is rea,l.

The different slopes of the curves in each year preclude any

-

f1rm ]udgrnei?lt about the effect of incomes on test: scores, and make 1t
risky to- generalize from the SAT experience to the ACT If-the decline
in scores by income group was 31m11ar for the two testmg organ1zations,
perhaps as much as one-quarter to ope-half of the declining test scores
of the ACT sample sould be accounted by the decreasing afﬂuence of ,test-

takers. However, since the declines, as measured in terms of standard

deviation .are different for the two testing orgamzations, such gompansons
. , B )

.

. 18
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S NP : ' o
have no scientific basis. Even the most reckless comparisons fail to

explaln the decline in test scores By the declining affluence of those in-
the sample. ' o ’ . k
. IS T‘HE SCHOOL»AT FAULT? S l

As neither famlly mﬂuences nor changes in the mcome dls-

tr1butbn can explain the declmmg test scores, it is reasonable to look .

-

" at the possible role of school mfluenccs. A varlety/of hypotheses has
. bee\n advanced in thlS connectlon - . ' | .

‘ | One of the most attractlve was stated by Rouse, 11 gio hypoth;
es 1zecl%that rapidly ris 1ng enrollment after 1952 could have affected the
quallty of teachlng, and caused decllnmg testj scores If schools were .
forced to hire less experlencecl, less well-educated, or less verbal -
' teachers to fill rapld’ly 1ncreas1ng vacanc1es the quallty of lnstructlon,'

nd hence attalnment couId have declme‘d as a result National statl.,stlcs
indicate that the exper1ence of teachers did not change much from 1965
to 1975, after/decllmng somewhat between 1960 anc; 1965 The educa- a
tional attainment of teachers as measuredl by the percentage of Eeachers
with at least an undergraduate degree, or by the pencentage of teachers .
with graduatedegreés, actually increased from 1960 on. Since 1970,
both the mean experlence and ed_ucation of teachers have.increased, and

{est scores have declined. 12 e have.nd time series measuring the

ability of teachers, but some recent studies have indicated that;, even in_

a period of surplus of applicants over jobs, the recruitment of teachers

20.‘. : \
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seems to favor the graduates of less selective-institutions with belo_w‘a@i

'vgrades.13 _Perhdps Rouse is right in tac_:tfully'sugges%ing the timeliness

of an investigation of, the effects of a decline in the caliber of~teachers

on student test scores. '. S ' - SR

L

. Test scores may also have been affected by the changmg pro-, K
grams of junior hlgh and hlgh schools in recent y'ea‘rs"" These changes:-

have been documen;ed by Harnlschfeger\and WiIey 14 Based on detalled

'and unpubllshed surveys of the Natlonal Center for Educational Statlstlcs ,"
these two researchers have noted (1) a dechne in the proportlon of puplls
_taklng Enghsh cgurses in gr,ades 7 through 12-in the per}od 1970/71 andp
‘1972 /73 (2)a dropﬂof en}”ollments in'rAnat:hernatics of some seven per ¢

E

cent, and (3) rapld growth 1.4t02.6 per cent, of enrollment in remedlal, )

mathematlcs . The s\ame survey also indicates that (1) seve per cent

. - . B ]
 fewer students took physical science in any given year, and (2) a decline
in students' propensity to enroll in foreign language courses, and (3)
by~ .
- ; .
virtual stability of enroliment in history. i

The two authors make the startling point that concurrently *

with the deéline in the number of courses, taken in academic subjects, there

<
- 14

has been an even steepér decline in enrollments in"the more vocational
courses. These enrollments, they estimate, have declined by some 30
per cent.’ These developments can be.éxplained by either one of the ~

following two developments: (1) the average student is taking fewer

courses in 1972/73 than in the earlier time period, and (2) the lighter

21
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work load of students is due to the increasing p'opularity of work-study .

or other "reality- oriented"/programs c - , o

These developments do not c[)me as a surprisg to. .anyone who

»

has followed the current educational rhetoric. Affective, as contrasted

. to cognitive, development has been increasingly emphasized at the high

school level. High school teaChers and administrators try to shelter

their students ‘from the bitter taste of failure in their formative years,

r
and are less concerned fabout zachievement By contrast, the personnel

in the postsecondary sector w{mld like to attract an 1ncreas1ng number

+

_ of students with high scores. There is* less rapport between these two |

’
s

sectors than ever before.- A

Thére is incregsing®evidencé that the_igap between what the

. high schools believeto be satisfactory.attainment and what the test-giving”

‘community, which reﬂects the values of the postsecondary establishmerit,

v

believes are acceptable levels of knowledge is:widening. For instance,

: both the CEEB and the ACT report that the later waves of test- takers,

who scored low on the tests had cons1stently h1gher high school grades

I .
than did the earliewa?,/ who scored h1ghe11 on the tests.1§ o
The widening gap between these two sets of values can be con- ”

sidered either t(rivial or serious depending upon one's point of view.
) ' 3

. ‘ - ° ’t
Statistical analysis has indicated that test scores alone do not explain
more than one-third of the variance of grades earned by students in col- .-

lege. When high school grades are taken into account, the contribution

-

]

)




of —'7cores to predictmg grades does not afnount to more than 10 per ceat :

of the \mriance 16 7 S .

“
.

' J Oh'the other hand, if one is interested in high school standaids . .
~ N ' . \ . .

and the intellectual Challenge which is offered to teen-agers the tést- . o

& La" .
.

‘ -scoredecline lS worth pondering It would appear that we are "cooling-

off" some proportion of the more gif%ed students by encouraging them to

pay more attention to non-academic activ1t1es, while at the same t1me

havmg little success in raismg the aqhievement of\students from poor

families. Despite the inadequate px;{eparation, they continue to egroll in
’ : - i . .

college, because they believe that a poStsecondary education is required

to succeed in later- life.

» -

To what extent is the federal government responsible for this
T .. . : - *
decline in scores? The federally-s’pons'ored drive for innovation in curric-
l . . . "

ulum ar all levels of the school, unde?r :l‘i-_tle [II ESEA, may well have ‘ .

v

~ contributed to the decline in test scores. Some years ago when the Inter- .

national Education Association published the results of its international

’ )

assessmept of mathemat1Cal achievement, it warned educators tha\t/

[}

autonomously administered changes in curriculummwere likely to result - y ' .
: ’ 1 .

in lower scores. 17 These warnings were never heeded by federal policy-

makers, who firmly believed that other,,possibly non-measurable, gains
K . : o

¢,

A
b : : * . » ‘4

would materialize from a drive to sponsor change. , . | . .
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THE IMPAC"" OF DECLH\HNG SCORES ON SCHOOLS . 8

The postsecondary sector” appears to have taken the declm-
?

'i'ng test scores in stride Institutions: catermg tofreshmen with lower

-

test scores have grown more rap1dly than, those whi h Were more selec— ,
tive. ln most cases, the select1:7e ngstlt.uuo".o swa<llowed the1r pr1de Q
and accepted a sufﬁc1ent numher of students with lower test scores to’ )
‘ fill_their freshmanvclasses.' ) Lo o o~ 'f‘ ‘

! T

' ' The Amer&can College Testing Service-compar.ed the mean~

~

scores of entrants 1n a number of client 1nst1tut10ns in 1969 /70 and 197?/75
. X s SR
It noted that mean scores decl1ned least in ]un1or collegds, and most in_ ‘-’

.

doctoral- grant1ng 1nst1,tut10ps Colleg S that conferred only bachelor 8 -

degrees saw their score decllne sorne/what less than those wh1ch awarded
graduate degrees below the doctorate. Desp1te the lower 1n1t1al scores
of enrolled freshmen, ACT concluded that the retent1on rate through the .
first texin d1d not differ s1gmflcantly from one perlod to the other 18 |
It is fairly obv1ous that colleges and un1verS1t1es are ne1ther
denying adm1ss1on to low scormg appllcants nor encouragmg those with

the least academ1c promise (as measured by test scores) to drop out

T,here is, on the contrary,- some evidence that the grades earned by col-

lege students are h'1gher than ever. It h:ns been hypothes1zed that the /
: - !

grade inflation in colleges is due to the decline,in expected standards-m i
. - ‘ : .Y :

performance. The mood ofthe high school, it has beenarg,ued, has heen

taking over the colleges. This decline in standards nay have also been/
. . . .. s ‘ !

o 3 o ) R [ 7/
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‘trlggered by the desxre\o accommodate the less .gifted students and

thosé, 1n turn, make the entrants look good by comparlson | S
Two years ago a self- s'tudy group of mne selectlve New Eng-"

"land and M1dd1e *Atlantic colleges_had alreatxpressed some alarm

about the decline in test scores Between:- 1968 and 1972, the pr0port10n
‘Aof freshmen with verbal test scores over 700 declmed by one-third, and
those with mathema.tical scores over 760 dropped by 17.1 per cent. In
1968,\ 84 per cent of theg,freshmen had verbal scores over 600 by 1972

th1s proportlon had dechned to 72 per cent The proportion of freshmen
with SAT scores over 600 in mathematlcs declmed iess steepfy but signif-

—

icantly, from 84 per cent in 1968 to 79 per Cent»o’f the 1972 freshman

class. 19

) These"declines have continued. For 32 highly sele,ctiVeoc_o’l: ,.
: leges which reported 'the test scores of ‘thye-.mid'dle 50 per cent of the -
r’reshman Class for both 1971 and 1974, further dechnes were observed.
| The lower range of freshman scores declmed by 15 points and the upper
3 Jrang_e by 28 points. Our 1mpress1on is _that}these declmes are understated
" because a number of institutions repczrted the same ‘statistics for both
years. In.fo_rma.tion frcm the grapevine of admis"sion‘of'ficials places

mean score declines for most of the selective institutiong at 50 peints

for five years, or three times the rate of the average decline in scores.

~

Being mostly private and expensive, these institutions, where the mean {

‘l

freshman score still remains over SAT 600, are returnmg to their former

25
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~ While'the number of test"takers who,scored over 600 on the SAT ver})al e
. portion pf the test declined by 32 per ‘cent, in the pasmlO years, the nim--

| c;ent Despite Lhe less attra€tive pool of appl‘icants, the! institutions di&

50. per ce%of those* acceptedrturned up, and the size of the freshman .

. rich famxlies as‘well as students from more\ﬁodest backgrounds, is"

. schc)ols are increasmgly pricing themselves out of the market for some

tradition of catering to a clientele which is more heterogensou§ intellec-

tually and morg hornogenous socially 20 A - o
14 .

This fact has not egcaped pz’Ospective College applicants

b

f

ber of appllcam\s to highly gelective 1nstitutions decl‘ined by only 6 per
-

not redjuce the number of ‘acceptances The total number of,students |

hd -

cr

accepted remained constant throyghoﬁt the time period As in the past(:J

>

R

class in selec ive schools remained stable in both time. periods

Th decline in SAT scores, Wthh haa affected ‘students from

»

\\d\ﬂ
changing the character of e‘l‘fte colleges. -In another s.tudy, we estimated

that’ roughly half of the students with s€ores over 600 were in elite schools.

»

. If the study could, be repeated today, we would not be surprised 1f the @

proportion of gifted fré'shmen in elite 1nstitutions were even lower. These

' proportion of gifted students - Our guess is that these students currently
oL \

do not take the CEEB test at all.
=

A TIME FOR: THE RECONSIDERATION OF MISSIONS e

" The tentative nature of our findings rules out set conclUsions

iz

abaut the decline in test scores. Others have ‘called for more studies,

L 2,

-
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. ¢ would behoove federal policy-makers to investigate what arrangements ,

N

o ¥

. to understand the influencés and tﬁe_';‘f-causes of the decline. We shall
) - - : A : .
limit ourselves to setting down our impressions:about what might have

happ ened

Most llkely, the cllentele of both test services ‘has changed.

Probably fewer h1gh scormg students take both tests. Some less afﬂuent :

- gifted students are no longer. applying to selective pr1vate 1nst1tut10ns
N\
, What is the policy 1ssue? Should we be concerned that the

o
P

: IS - / ' . s - "
elite institutions are losing their intellectual cachet? Or should we be -
concerned more about the type of educatlon which the poorer g1fted stu-

: der{ts are gett1ng? We prefer to worry ab0ut the secondfﬁuestlon /and

bemoan the fact that ;here 147 no information. on tl;us wb]éct We do know
R . WJ 4 ‘gg-";“ - .
that an increasing number of publlc institutions have 1ntroduced honors

programs for glfted students but we know of no- survey of their content,
o«
nor of the 1mpact of the programs on the students themselves " With -

_ h1gh scoring students mcreasmgly choos1ng to attend pub}l1c schools, it

-

have been made in the public sector on behalf of the lncreasingly rare’

.
“

gifted students.
. Another issue worth investlgating further is the reason for

the decline of academlc course offering-in high schools. To what extent

.ig this a function of antl-intellectdalism of the ceunselling profe\ssion? |

To vvhat ex-terit ls it due to the low caliber of teachers who were hired
—durmg the rece\nﬂ: expans1on of enrollments? Why is the h1gh school

\ .

' ,2_'7 |

Loyt
- v " \"L

3

v




{
.1ncreas n{gly polarized,’ gith thev majority of studentsl' taking fewer aca-

.

demic’ cours\s ‘and a mm1scule,, but growmg, m1nor1ty taking advanced

courses?

’ -
Kl

C o . " ' v .
It may be appropriate.'to concl‘ude with‘ a contro'versial Jproposi-.

- ~ tion. Perhaps the h1gh school is ant1c;patmg the developments inour

o

- society, and is domg its best to d1scourage students from 1ndulg1ng in

h1gher eduCat1on wh1ch they will not be able to use in their work If high

v

vschool adm1n1sfrators are r1ght, however, the same message must also

reach the postsecdndary sector, which is st1ll trying to keep enrollments

from declining, and in the process, ,may be sac1:1f1c1ng standards, which were

[

4

probably none-too-high in the past.

)
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INTRODUCTION |

Betwéen 1966 and 1975 faculty uriions bécame increasingly

»

important in the b'argaining over faculty salaries and working conditions.
. . [} - '

~

By. late 1974 the faculries of 443 campuses of 277 institutions had chosen -

union bargaining agents énd'Z'll contracts had been signed. 1 By late

1974, one of eyery four tWo-year colleges, and one of every sixteen four-

-

. year and graduate 1nst1tut10ns had collect1ve barga1n1ng in place. About -

- * )

21 per cent of all academic faculty members in the Umted States were

L \
I
«

organ)Lzed an that year.
At present, collect1ve barga1n1ng is not the prevalent form
of relationship between faculty and administration in institutions of

higher learn1ng as a whole, nor in any subgroup def1ned by such charac-

- teristics as: geography, salary levels academ1c stand1ng, size, degree-

_granting range (i.e., full-scale graduate mst1tut10ns, institutions granting

¢ .

only a few doctorates, four-year institutions, two-year institutions),. and

, control (pubhc, private nondenommatlonal denominational). " Thus far,

collect1ve bargammg has made almost no inroads ‘at all into the top ranking

un_iversities,,public or private, nor the top-rankmg four-year colleges

(which are all private institutions)m Not one of the great public or private

,

" universities or colleges is to be found among the ranks of institutions /

~ with certified collective bargammg agents for their faculties. (See Appen-

L ]

dix. ) With the exception of Boston Un1vers1ty2 no pr1vate, large, doctoral




Vgranting universities with lesser research commitment'have attempted
faculty collectlve bargalnlng Only public campuses or systems (SUNY, .
Rutgers Wayne State, The University of C1ncmnat1 The Un1vers1ty of
Hawaii and The Un1vers1ty of Wash1ngton ) or pubhcly supported in a
very substanmal way (Templey have elected barga1n1ng agents.

The process of cert1f1cat1on of h1gher educanon facult1es for |

collective bdrgaining has been go1ng on falrly steadily. slnce 1966 (cf. E

-

Table I and Appendix). By.late 1974 tﬂh'e broad ?speCts of the situation -

were ‘fa“rrly cléar. - As Garbarino points out:

- Y -

1. 'Collective bargammg is primarily a feature of public
higher education. Although only two-thirds of all full
time higher. education faculty are in pyblic mst1tut10ns, :
90% of all thosg who are organized are in public institu-"
tions.. Only 2% of all private institutions are organized
as contrasted with 20% of pubhc 1nst1tut10ns 4 :

2, S1nce more than f1ve- Jt&ths (in 1969) of all faculty were
- "in four-year and grad 4dte institutions, it is in that sector
that the future of faculty bargalnlng hes S

3. Otganized faCulty are concentrated in a few states: New
York, Pennsylvania, Michigan and New Jersey. One-
third of all organiz&d institutions and_one-half of all
organized faculty rﬁernbers are in New York.

Between 1972 and 1974 both the number of 1nst1tuttons orga-
nized and the numbers of facult1es covered by agreements appears to
have slowed down. In the course of the current year, a number of agree-
ments, notably the unlon gains at the Un1vers1ty of Gedrgia and the

A

Un1vers1ty of Flonda, have g1ven the 1mpression that the un1on1zat1on

movement was picking up again. -4

33
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AN

The extent td which unionization will spread or slow down in ’ .

the next. few years depends to a large.extent on the action taken by state
' legi'slatures Currently, eleven state legislatures are considering the

exemption of univers1ty teachers from prov1sions of pubhc employment CW

t . Y

bills which outlaw unions A recent survey of the status of these bills
S

. . indicated ‘that little(movement in legislative process was a,anticnpated during

4

‘weakening the support and the special relationship o\f the State University

voe

this pre -election year, but that the likelihood of the passage of these bills
7 ‘ i

‘was not foreclosed in the future. ' o | _ -

!

’ '.We believe that tl:lese‘bills are not: likely to’ haﬁe smof)th sail-
ing in those states where a "'flagship" institution has special affection of
the legislature... The pressure for'homogeno'us treatment of all in'stitutio‘n“s‘
covered by a contract does not escape the understanding of most state -«

"legislators. In states like Alabama, Nebraska or Ohio, the danger of "

v

’ A Y . ) |
. to the legislature may effectively block the passage 'of such measures.

’

§ome Reasons for the Increase of Collective Bargaining o

-

Why, after decades of disdain for the notion of collective bar-

»

gaining, have college and university faculties tended to favor this new
R 5

mode of dealing with adminjstrations? Ladd and I_.ipset8 offer four reasons
for.this change _
v .
¥, - The economic reason. With slower growth in enroll- ' .
*+ ‘ments %nd reduction in resources going to institutions,
with rising output/ of PhDs, probably due in significant .

‘- degree to a teridency on the part of young people to try

'y to avoid the problems of\the "real” world, there, is

- 30(
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increasing competition for a shrmkmg number of faculty
positions. These threats t9 the faculty are ot always
understood by them. - ' '

2. The structliral reason. The development; in the public '
‘sector, of statewide systems administered from the center,
ha's been a phenomenon of the 6Qs and 70s. This has led o
to the incyeasing bureaucratization of the institutions
within these systems, and the removal of the decision-
making locus from the individual campus, to a consider-
able degree. Thus, there has been a significant. reduction
in faculty prerogatlves in governance

v ) . Pal
3. The legal reason Beginning in the early 60s there has
been a prohferation of state laws enabling public employees
to engage in collectlve bargaining.

-

4. ‘Fhe ideological reason. Events of the 60s (the anti-war. "
movement and the student movement generally) led to an.
increased mvolvement of students in governance of 1nst1-
tutions. Union1sm is seen as a response, esSentially
conservative, of self-protection by faculty members.

',These pressures, in both public and private sec-tors, impel '

) . A ’
faculty members in many institutions to seek relief, illusory or not, in

collective bargaining: the collectivizatiomn of public institutions intc"

1 i

syst_erﬁs, with the consequent removal of control over many budgetary
. . . . e

functions to central offices;? the perceived need to protect faculty interests"

\ , a4 . »
in the budget against the inroads of well-organized groups of support and

maintenance w‘orkers and against the resistanoe of organized stude@
groups to increases in tu1tion levels (particularly at private institutions)
Finai’ly, especialiy in private instl,tutions, there 1s the belief that col-
lective Jbargaining offers the best basisifor establishing legal standing

for the‘fa'culty at institutions which treat its- faculty as employees rather
o) . ) . ‘ ~ - - ;’ . ) . . ) @
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than as, "the university."

" - Collective hergaining fias gained the most acceptance in the .-

public sector 'for the structural and 1egal reasons given above. It
*

_ gained popularlty 11rst in the two- year and l,esser four year colleges

for the economic reasons. Moreover, the "colle iaht " between the
or ‘ 1 _ g Y

-

faculty and adminis’tration there was much more‘illusory.

.

Where the Changes Have Taken Place .

A

; In recent y?Ars moves toward collective’ bargaimng have

been made at second-rank un1ver ities;, where more of the perquisites

of the classic scholarly life (moderate teaching loads, some degree o‘f

- faculty involvernent in governanc!Le, commitment\to research, some de-
. ’

'4
gree of collegiallty between facuity and administration) are to.be found
[ -} .
than in the public four- year and two year colleges, m the most, recently
. o

h'

t »

emerging un1vers1t1es or in the gma\llest and least sel.ective pr1vate four-

year colleges . Thus election campaigns have been mounted by advocates

oo N
-of collective bargaining at Fordham, Syracuse, Boston University, New

‘York Un1vers1ty, Temple, Rutgers Wayne State and Pittsburgh Of these

elections, collective barga-ining lost at Fordham,. Syracuse and New York ,

Un1versity, while the issue remains in doubt at Pittsburgh But the mat-

ter has not come up seriously at institutions wh1ch are separable from
large systems which are financ1ally in fairly good condition, where

) -
,faculty feel that the1r role in lnstitutional governance is not seriously in

je_opardy, wheJ.'E‘faculty feel some significant sense of collegiality with .

37
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administration. One anomalous case, 'anomalouswﬁ’ot because.it jis not .

holding of an election. However, one was held. And collecu e bargain-
ing was roundly defeated.

Tight budgets tend to downgrade the perceived‘qu lit}c 6f

reinforced on a number of campuses. Experienced obse_ ers of collec-
tive bargaining, such as Garbarino, Ladd and Lipset, and Crossland, 10
~ are agreed that collective bargaining will, in all likel-ihZod, confinue to

spread in higher education institutions.

+  The Bargaining Agents SN ‘4

SRR . Most of the ccg‘llectiv"e bargaining agents’ in higher education

’
A%

institutions are affiliates of the American AssQEiation of University

Proféssors (AAUP), the American Federation of Tea’éhers (AFT) or the
4
&monal Education Assomatmn (NEA) Generally the three organp‘z’J ations
‘ have d1v1ded their successesyalong type- ~of- 1nst1tut10n lines (cf. "Table I1).

T with some lE)fceptxons 1) AAUP has done best with four-year and graduate '

in\stit_utions which have a tradition of broad offerings or liberal arts

orientation going back more than ten or fifteen years; 2) AFT has done
'» ' \\ ' L} ) ' -

| R
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' best with two-year colleges; 3) NEA has-signed up teacher-training in- °
! ; 4 i - s RN ‘ . '
stitutions which have traditionally been a part of the education establish- -
e
: ment. In other words, AAUP has been most successfui in 1nst1tutions

»

at which traditionally it had a membership base, AFT has genenally

t

"’c")rganized institutions which are governed locally’, and NEA inSeitu- .

tions traditionally training teachers. o ’ ' v e

“
he ’ o«
3

- . &~ lmmediate Effects of UnioniZation’

o Is ‘thére any | basis for concluding that collective bargaining
) . . . “ay IS ®
has materially affected working conditions?- At present there is little

%

evidence to support firm conciﬁsgons one study12 which exarmned salary

»

. and promotions demonstrates the'aiff.;culty of pmpomting clearcut results
This is a statistical analysis of two groups of mstitutions with collect}ve
bargaining contracts. The first group consists of forty-three institutions

with collective bargaining contracts effective. during the academic years «

1970-71 to 1974-75 inclusive. The second subset is eight sc’hoo[s with’

initial corit'racts'prior to 1970-71.. On the basis of this analysis the authors
: . “ L

R - C
o come to a pumber of tentative conclusions. First of all, they suggest
The analys1s would appear to indicate that initiation of 4 '
. collective bargajning has brought gains to upper ‘level
faculty via more rapid growth jn compensation and :
salaries, but not to lower rank¥faculty in terms of either .t
more rapid salary increasekormcreased’promotions .
However, this apparent greater increase in compensation
. . and salary for full and associate professors requires
%\ further analsis because the data indicate that a set of
seven Pennsylvania schopls account for mu?:h of these
gains. | . :




There is little evi ey 0 ah&- general gains in facult-’y\ '

- compensation, salary, or g‘r tions attributable to '

- ! collective bargaining contricts., e
- Lo ~ . )

ith respect to the impact of particular organizations engaged-in :Zol-.

" legtive bargaining, the authogrs say'. » ’
\ . . £ . : - : .
It 'wou_ld'a];ipeér that AAUP has been successful in increas-
ing, for at least some faculty ranks, the Compensation
and salary levels above national trends, /including schools
which do not have collective bargaining/. There is no
evidence that AAUP has increased promotion into upper
ranks at a rate different from the national average. ..
Faculty compensation, salary and promotion gains at AFT-
represented schools have not differed significantly from
_ the national 'average’. . .../the nine institutions in the
- .sample represented by NEA7 made sizable, and statistically
- significant, average gains relative to the national trends ‘
iti facuity compensatio#and salary for the assistant profes-
sor through full profeéssor categories. They did not, how- -
ever, show differential promotion growth from the nationwide
movement. . . These results for NEA are primarily attribut-
able to a single contract which covers seven of the nine
institutions in this category. ... /Of the fifteen institutions
Wﬁi&l}} are represented by a c%n@ned NEA-AFT unit/it
appears that such combined. . . /institutions/ show primarily
negative mean growth rates and definite relative decreases
.In salaty afid compensation sincg collective bargaining was
initiated.** o oo C ‘ '

. With respect to the Pennsylvania contract referred to above,
. ) 4 . ) . VTT—— ‘ . -
__the authors point out that prior to the initiation of collective bargaining
. o

" the faculty at the institutions were "pajd considerably less than eithet \

* the regional or national average se:l:ff;y arlld qomp‘ensétioh'_in"ea-ch rérik. nls
They cbhtinﬁe, ’thoﬁgt:, that "these sélary"gainé were accompanied by
apparently sloweréthan normali\{rornotions at these s'choolAs."16 ]
o The authors‘,t'he_n ;nalyZe two ins‘tances of institutions cko{rered
v : ' & '
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by collect1ve barga1n1ng which pay subs ant1ally h1gher than average sal-

~

aries, the U. S Merchant Marlne Academy and the C1ty Un1ver91ty of

New York These were among the very first colleges to elect bargam-
. ing agents and to beg1n the collect1ve-barga&n1ng process The barga1n1ng

agent for these campuses is NEA and AFT ]o1ntly and the result of

collect1ve barga1n1ng, accord1ng to the authors, is =/
Compensat1on and salary at the %\IY campuses and at
the Merchant Marine Academy were considerably and-
significantly higher than both the national and reg1ona1
average salaries for all ranks in the academic year
1970-71. .. However, . ..during the past four years, _
CUNY- MMA have shown a negafive mean net gyowth rate
in.faculty compensation and salarys ThatIs, faculty
compensation, on a national average, has grown from
1% to 2% per year faster than the compensation at CUNY-
a MMA.  Similarly, on a national comparison, the faculty
salarié€s have averaged from 1% to 1.6% higher rates of
gfowth per year than those at these schools... Wecan = .
conclude that, at least over the period for wh1ch our data
hplds CUNY-MMA campuses do not show any positive R
gains aggocijated with collective bargaining; in fact, we
note exactly the opposite result. .. In no sense...do the’
- data indicate that thesé 1nst1tut1ons have gained from I
v - collective barga1n1ng dur1ng ‘the per1od 1970-71 to 1974 -75. 7

. And ﬁnally, ‘ ' - ' o ¥
The major f1nd1ngs of th1s study can be succinctly stated
as follows: we can find no evidence of any-general gains
I .. in salary, compensation, or promotions attributable to
- ’ E the adoption of collective bargaining by college and univer-
o i sity faculty. If anything, the evidence suggests that those
campuses adopting collective bargaining have not done as
well as the non-collective bargaining schools. Positive
collective-bargaining gains were observed primarily for
those campuses represented by AAUP and for the single
. - group of Pennsylvania colleges tepresented by NEA. These °
3 ~ ' gains were more than offset by the generally negative im-
: pact on cathpuses represented by either AFT or-combined
AFT-NEA barga1n1ng agents 13 .

™ ‘ <

& - - -




"trate that unionized faculties are willing,to.give up, on occasion,

36
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The authors are at pains to point out that these results can only be treated

: \
-as tentative dae to the small sample w1th Wthh they have been forced to,

-~ .

operate. N{feover, the only considerations with- which the authors Have

been able to deal have been faculty;salary, compen'sation and prornotion -

rates. They quite clearly point out ‘that they have been unable to specify, -

prec1sely enough for purposes of statistical analys1s, such matters as’

\

faculty power, collegiality, morale, or: 1nvolvement in governance of the‘

institution. It seems quite clear that for manyf faculty bodies at many

I /’- C . . ' - b ‘ ' . ’ ) v
institutions/these considerations are of almost as much importance as

_salary and tate oii PrOmotion . | o )

- Recent developments in Pennsylvania arid New Jersey illds-
.. - ’ ‘ o

unjon representatives representing the higher education sector scaled

&

, down their mon&iry demands in order to save 280 faculty positions,

19.

¢
Y

which otherwis;e, would have been elimirt?ted the following year,

.
- .

Long Range Implications of Unionism

1)

Assuming that faculty unionization continues to spread, what

w

“sorts of conseQinces can be expected? We have already seen indications

that the effect on salaries , compensation and"promotion is difficult to
‘! . . % * . .

evaluate. And it will be even more SO as the numbers of instftutions

covered by collective bargaining increases and it becomes more and

" more difficult to establish a "clean norm of change unaffected directly

- compensation inCrements in order to assure job security. In m1d-i976,




_ by collective bargaining for comparison nurposes
’But what of other aspects of the working’situation of academie
'faculty? And what is the likely effect on the role of adrninistr.ators,' hoth
: 'local and systemwide? Hov‘g are these events likely: to ’affect the character
-~of institutions? Are there likely to be differential effects depending on: .
which organizations are selected as bargainmg agent? Andrfinally, ho,w ’
- differently will the public and. private sectors be affected? _

1. Where Will collective barga\ining be accepted?

tents of the future, unionization will

a .

If past trends are
p ' 2L pC
take place much more in the public sector than in the private There

unions at the very best of the private

)

un1vers1t1es 20, Indeed, faculties at some of the elite four -year private-

colleges, as well, 21

will probably be few, if any, facul
will probably not choose to be represented by bargam-
ing agents. . b . o e

2. Tendencies toward centralization jn the public sector.. -

In the public sector unionization is likely to spread, in line
with past trends And as the process moves forward there will be a

)
general tendency on the part of state governments to try to simplify the’

-

- task of bargaining by minmuzmg the number of contracts negotiated
The pattern followed in New York and Hawaii is likely to be replicated A
in rnany ‘other places. - | .
- In New York this pattern has resulted in the inclusion of all

SUNY units, four-year colleges, University-Centers, Medical Schools' . ¥
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and ,special colleges, being c&overed by one agedt, and by one contract.

€

Moreover, all professional personnely faculty and others, in the system,

have been eovered. by the same contract. The result has been that while

«
.

the state's negotlatlons have been simplified, the contract has been far

4

less satlsfactory to the faculty than might otherW1se have been the case. -

In these mstances the/prlce of simplifying admlmstratmn

is to place 31gnif1cant 'pohcy dec1s1ons regardJ,ug salary levels, tenure,

. control costs t'hrough prescribing hours, class size, and content.

»

the.location of programs, libraries and such facilities. as. computers and .

. . ,
" laboratories, at a ‘center where budgetary powers are concentrated. Such

centralization is often forced by state legislatures in their attempt to
. : C

'

3. Restryf:ted role for public. sector campus administrators.
T

Should this trend gather steam, the greatest losers’ are likely

'

to be the local (i.e., i,nd%idual campus) administrators. They will lose
* a . . ..
their authority to originate policy. Their major task will consist of im-
\ . , .

' piementing policies worked out at the center between the bargaining and
AJ . .

1

“

grievance committees, on the one hand, and the central admin_istration's .

negotiators on the other.

4, Effects on Governance Arrangemer{ts.

What will happen to the faculty's role in i“nstitljtionall' gover-

nance? Faculty unionization will, in general, not result in a reduction

"of that role although its form may change slightly Those prwate insti-

A}

, tutions which are or gamzed will have been the ones at wh%ch faculty s

~

-~
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- ~ have to'be more doffing of the hat to f;culty from lesser campuses by

—

Witl‘] academic affairs .

5 the'y_ will have to be careful not to get their more complex governance

39 S R

“ f .

.
st .

role in governance was in jeopardy anyway KZ In the public sector there

‘will be gome removal of governance’activities tp central points but it is -

L] « ’

not unlikély that those central points will be close physicélly and func-

- tionally to the flagship campuses of the public systems. And it is pf*eci‘s_edly

here that faculty's role in overnance was'strong before. There ma
y g g _ y

-thosé of the flagship ca.mpUYSes, but governance will still be a strong

faculty prerogative there.

]

Faculty' senates (those comprised of faculty membe"rs onIy)
will find the scope of their concerns narrowed. One study23 suggests

that the union will come more and more to be the-primary arena in which
oo , K
the faculty deal with etonomic issues while the Senate will be concerned
/‘ .

Senates \yhiéh represent broader constituencies '(faculty,» .
administration, students, staff',- etc.) could find their pA(-)wers less‘dilut'ed
t“han the faculty senates will. They rriay c'onti*nﬁe, to roqghly‘the éxtent
they were before, to be involved in ecgnomic issues. FacUlty'w'Ol'Jld’be

, . " ' i
having to deal with these matters in a tricky way, since in the Senate

?

N

roles tangled up. They will have to engage in a bit more ‘brchestration
than in the case where either there is a faculty senate, or where there

is no union.

On balance, the organization of the faculty by a union will

.- 4G

’

-t
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not reduce faculty s roles in governance Wthh it wishes to. keegp. It Will
probably make it more difficult for an individua} unit in a system of

campuses to mold its programs and work load. Moreover, it will surely
tend to reduce the extent to whic;h collegiality can develop or ﬂourish

(if it has been flourishing) between faculty and administration. And the .
resulting greater bureaucratization will tend to give rise to new power

< . ’ N » 4 ‘
groups whose primary function will be the conduct of union business.

5. Tenure. ' Co A
e <

" ‘Traditionally, academic tenure in A“merican college;s and !
universities has been associat.ed-.vuith a series’ of statements drafted by \
AAUP and ACE and endorsed by a'numberxof professional and‘.f gcademic
organizations-.24 In this tradition academic tenure is iriewed as a megns
of protecting the freedom of expression of the academic faculty. P'r‘opo-

"nents of this view have never justified tenure as a means of maintaining
claims on ]obs but rather as a way of enSuring that unpopular intellectual
positions could honestly be taken and defended \mthout fear of retaliation
by dismissal. In this conCept'ion_ of tenure, it has been held from early
on that tenure should not be easily conferred. The usual pos1tion has
been/{lstat tenure should y conferred only in exceptional cases much bg-
fore completion of seven years of full-time’ teaching but that it should be.
granted in most cases upon completion of seven years; The only exceptions

to thé seven-year maximum rule countenanced by these statements of .

qigplicy would occur if a new appointment at a new ‘institution were to begin -
N~ ‘ - -

- -

-~

o _ " "
.v , | ) 4}?-
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withm such a short t1me of completldn of seven years of full tlme teach- 3
ing as to allow nearly.no time for a probatlonary period to pass In such
a case there is provision for limited fractional counting of the prior
’ -‘experience'. - , L
It is clear that this policy was fotmulated with as mttch con-
scern for the maintenancé of ;fader_nie Quality as it was fér‘the preteqtion
of faculty tnembera. This approach to the tenure of teachers‘ih their ‘ _ .
‘positions is to be distingl;ished from that which characterizes civil )
servants, especially teachers in the’ public elerhentary and high sehpols ..
It has been common for rhany years for tenure in such institutiené to be
. gamed after three years or fewer as a reguIar full-time teacher And
consistent with their experience in these pre- college mst1tutions NEA
and {\F'R were heard, in recent years j*tetubefore the fmancial difficulties
\ ma’tle therhselves felt, to urge that tem;re in colleges also come after
completlon of the th}rd year. This could ‘com’e only at the cost of a chance \
really to establish the potentlal scholarly quahty of the candidate, in the
. overwhelrming propQrtlon of casds.

. Itlis worth noting in pagsing that in the lSix:ritish higher educa-
tion sys/pem tehure corhes ‘with the first reappo{ntment, that is, after one
year. And the cost of this practice (which has led to a situation in which

| 3 . N , ]

- . about 94 per cent of all academic faculty in Great Britain have tenure)

has caused some strain as enrollments turned down.

The tenute system, as it has been for decades, is under Vo

‘@ . . =

~

Q . ' 48




attack from three other quarters. Younger, untenured faculty See tenure
o4 o, Con
as a barrier which not all of them can cross. They are vociferous in -

4

. their attacks on the tenure system, and on AAUP, which many see€ as
. devoted to the maintenance of tenure and little else. Administrators.

‘with tight budgets have been discussing the establishment of tenure quotas

(which AAUP strcngly resists) or the-outright abolition-of the system.

There have been proposals25 by administrators that tenure be replaced .
. ;o

by a systerd of renewable-term contracts. " Thus far, this sort oﬁ)roposal

has not caught on. - ,
a \

Thug; the tenure issue turns out to be a source of friction .,
between untengred a\nd'tenunred facuity and adniinistrators, and between -
tenured faculty and students as well as between AAUP and NEA-AFT. A
union contract, in many instances, can be perceived by the existing

faculty as a way to increase ]ob security in these uncertain times

6. Special Issues in the Private Sector.

L

In the private sector the situation is” different 'I‘wo of the
v

major pressures for unionism are there absent. There is no aggrega-

tion.process at work in the private sector. Consequently, the facultf is

" less likely to feel its channels to administrators blocked, and feel increas-.

p \

-

ingly vf)owex('less, Nor is private faculty pressure likely to cause state
resources to be channeled to these institutjons. To the Contrary, there

is a constant awareness of institutional povertx ,wh_i'cn is frequently driven

home by appeals to ‘faculty‘, who may well be underpai_d relative to their

49, B o




publicly*employed brethren, to contribute to the institutional fund. drive - :
The private institutions are, for the most Kart \bloodless szones .,

Faculty unions at private institutions are a résponse to two

<

kinds vof pressures F1rst, they are seen by faculty~ members as-a counter - ',

. . oy
weight to the well- orgamzed hudgetary claims of unionized support and .

maintenance staff. Second, they are a desperate defense against per-

) pra T . , ) ]
ceived authoritarianism-»f administrators. As a few cases of the Bloom- -

‘field College or Boston University variety develop and tie the institutions

up inh conflict and lawsuit, administrations of private 1nst1tutions may

find it advisable toé}mprove their linkag‘és to the faculty
)

An intéresting ocqurrence in the private sector has been the
0

attempt, successful in some mstances,26

s -

of professional schools whose _

faculty command signiﬁcantly higher salaries than do most faculty mern-

bers, to separate themselves in'the /bargaining pr?ocess from their
¢

colleague'n the rest of the university. The usual pattern is for these

5 r

units to ,petition the NL,RB for the chance to claim separate bargaining
4 , ,

unit status. Frequently, once this is achieved they do not go into colZec-

tive bargaining. Rather, they continue in their individualistic mode. But
¢
what they have achieved is to avoid being forced to bargain in the ‘s’ame' o

unit as theif less favored colleagues. ' - —

. ~
7. Two Scenarioss L C

’ . ' l

Suppose for the _tnomentf that the scenarig develops along
-~ > ] ’ ‘ ° . N
these lines, then: .a large numpier of public and relatively few private’

- <"

. 4 ' : |

\ - 5e?




institutions ate unionized. In the unionized sector decision-making

regarding budgets, work load, appointment, promotion, tenure, salaries,,

[

etc. , are, controlled by negotiation between unions and central negetiat-

ing autho‘ritles, What is likely to happen t:o the quahty of pubhc 1nst1tut10ns?
»

The. answer <o this questlon depends heavily on the abihty of unions to

negotiate'successfully for wages, job tenure and seniority and not neglect
traditional academic conceptions. At present, all the indicatipns are that
faculties perceive significant differences among the three major faculty

organizations with respect to these matters, and that their success to
balance these considerations simultaneously is limited. 27 y

* The convenience of dealmg with a single bargainmg agent may

. place research institutions in the same bargammg unit with lesser insti-

A ~

tutions, as \happened in Hawa,j,i. The faculty of resgarch camp.tjses are o
[ . BRSO )
then outnumbered by those of lesser institutions., Tradfeunion_‘cc‘)nc,eptiOns

of tenure, seniority and bargammg procedureQ may come to dommate

ThlS did happen at Hawaii when, in the first electmn, AFT becar\ne the .

L)

bargaining agent. But the membership there became so disenchanted

with AFT's per‘for?nance that it<Was turned out and replaced by a local
. - ). -

coaligion of AAUP and NEA. -No such overturn occurred in S_UN’Y and
'j - \ . B ¢ ' - )

CUNY; there has ber n a watering-down of procedures there due to the

, rr'xerging of each of the entire systems into one bargaining unlt‘. If this

d
were to happen in a' mgmﬁcant number of cases, the pr1vate sector mlght

become the re.positor“ of research capablhty One might then find two
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" different classes of yniversity faculty developing: those with institutional
commitment and those with dircipline commitment. In such a case, ye

might expect a drift of the,seeond sort of faculty toward private institu-

1 tions, and a consequent drfit of the better graduate students toward those

institutions as well, Thus, the public sector faculty would become -' -
‘. X Y . .

bureaucratized while the private unive‘fsity sector faculty would tend to

remain essentially_ individualized. ' . ' - .

B M . -
An alternative scenario would envision the private sector be-
. . Tt . *

-

coming substantially unjonized (a less likely outcome, in my view). In

-

this case the distinction between the two sectors would be less clear. If
the private sector is organiZed by an organization like AAUP, which has

a greater commitment to traditional academic values than do AFT or NEA, |

-
.

the private sector would be in ééneral more supportive of traditional

notions of tenure, promotion, salary determination and collegial deter-

©

mination of dcademic issues. _— : , N v

5 ‘ *
. Administrators in private institutions which-have been orga-
nized can éxpéct to find themgelves in a different position than their
count;e\rparts.on unorganizedlprivate campuses or than those in the 'public
' 'séctoxj. They shouid,re(ain much bf the authority of the administrators
’\of'unorganizued campuses. lndeéd, in some ways their jobs should'be
much m()"ré enjoyable. They ought to be much more able to deal with
l;ressufés from conservative boards of trustees pressing them to be tough,

J .

/ Ay pointing out the extent to which the bargaining situation limits this.
- . ’

B TN

. .
-
. . ) 3\ 1
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And they might be able to devote themselves much more to a new form

of collegialism, that which could deveTop over the barga1n1ng table when.

* both parties to the bargain are concerned to preserve as much of tradi-

tional academic attitudes and procedures as possible

(. ’

Finally, if enrollments do turn down, the concerns of unionized

faculties to protect jobs of their members are likely to strengthen the1r 4

coalition with members of the same or ‘similar unions representing

4.

teachers'at the elementary and secondary school level. Given the pre-

pon‘delrance of public sector faculty among the organized, 1t is qulté poss1—

ble that a strong and politically powerful coalition will develop with unin-

tended consequen“?:es. The pressure of unionized public sector teache S
to protect their interest could vgry easily block l'egislation to aid the
private sector in a given state- If the size of the pie for higher'education_
is fixed, the llkellhOOd that more of it is to go to the public sector is
increased when strong pressure groups, represented by unions; put

collective pressure on the legislature.

8. The Future of the Three Organizations .

What of the future of th‘e three major unionizing organization/s
active in the higher education sector? Crosrslandzg\speculates that the
three will, within a decade or two, merge into one giant hyphenated
organization. In order for this fusion to occur, the significant difference

between their missions, and in their commitments, would have to be

worked out. There have been gestures,. largely on the part of NEA,
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. ences between the two29 in whlch AFT is seen as liberal to radical and

much more conservative, has ti&s to the educationist éstablishment and

toward each of,the other two organi-zations o N S .

- - 5 .

’ AAUP has, conS1stently rebuffed NEA and the AFT NEA merger

in New York has just broken up AAUP is Very str‘mongly commrtted to

‘the continuation of its 'role as. consmence of the academic world through

its development and promulgation of policies deal/mg W1th tenure, appoint-
ment, promotion, academic freedom, mamtenance of salary standards

AAUP has, and wxll continue to have, an important portiomef its member- v
’ship among 'the unorganized in the elite private university and college

. sector for whom the maintenance of its traditional .role is important
Therefore, it is unlikely, except in pﬂ:ticular GLrCumstances where' local
tel’hporary alliances make s"Ense (such as the NEA- AAUP hookup in Hawail),
that AAUP will merge. B

A
Merger between AF’I‘ and NEA may perhaps occur. But the

recent history in New York suggests that such a.merger is unlikely' to ta'ke,
place soon. There are widely perce’i\‘red fundamental ideological differ-
/.

as a m11itant labor organization. NEA on the other hand, is ideologically

A J

Z.

" is less militant. The two organizations serve different publics with differ-

ent needs ]ust as AAUP serves’ a ‘still different public with yet different

) needs. The advantages of merger are getting fewer and fewer as the

’

organization process spreads,

==

In those states where there exists either a series of disparate’
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~ agglomerations of public educational institutions (e. g.» -.C,alifornia Wit’h-

® D ] -

- a university, a'state college system and a system of community colleges)

\ .
or in those states Where a ﬂagship institution (e.g» Alabama, Nebraska

~

or Ohio) holds the particular affections of the state législature, thef con-
sequences of unionism-are likely to be looked with disfavor_by legislatures .‘
It is precisely in those states that_'re’luctarice about authori?ing'-public
employee barg'afning will befe'lt ‘most. h

Conclusions ~

Summing up, then: collectivell)argai'ning'is in hi,gher educa-
tion' to ‘stay It is very likely to cover much of public higher education, :
much less likely to succeed in covering the private sector. It will result,
~in signiﬁcant bureaucrat.ization of those institutions where it succeeds .
There will result, espec1ally on, public campuses, s1gnif1cant reduction

in the prerogatives-of local Campus admmistrators It may simpl-1fy and

" enrich the roles of ,a,dmmistrators on private campuses. " It may lead to a

two-level higher education world, On oné?level (the private sector) there B

would-be much more adherence to traditional indiv1dualistic academic
values' and ways of doing business .

there would be.more reliance on collectiye techniques arrd probably a loss
fo'r'facult;y interested in research. This split-levjel'structurei"would prob-
ably result in a.reduction of the traffic of faculty members betweén the

two sectors and in some degree contribute to the intellectual stultification
/\_\ . .

. especially of the public sector. /

’
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. If the prognosis of this review are"accepted the frendseto .

collective bargaining will just reinforce qxist_ing trends: (1) faculties .

1')vi11 get older, and. (2) there will be le{s‘s_ emphaSis on research. As

enrollments stabilize or declin€, these trends were likely to manifest

themselves under any circumstances.
Collective bargaining agreements may either improve the
caliber of teaching or cause it to worsen. Ifa union contract makes

-

fadulty more secure, they may pwtgtentf‘gn to teaching; if in-
creased security decreases incentives for dutstandirg performance,

5 . - . . ) - ’ . . . “
course content and presentation will deteriorate. - There is no evidence

' to bolster either hypothesis. Hence, federal action on collective bar-

. N

gaining, difficult to envisagé un'der'existing labor relations legislation "

and states' rights to regulate bargaining with public emﬁloyees, isnot

~4 -

. R - - » - )
a matter of urgency. . . _ '

A more immediate conicern is the targeting of research to

.
. N g

‘maintain the quality of faculties. 'Recent trends to de-vem'phas.ize funda-

mental r@earch gnay have to be reconsidered. With turhov_er of chulty
. “ R . . ) N . - . ’ .
declining, federal ir?vestment in scholarly research is likely to-have .

-

_'lgng?lasting effects and pay off in better poé tsecondary programs. This

is the issue which needs immediate attention.

L4

v




| FOOTNOTES -

- 1Natlonal Center for-the Study of Collective Barga1n1ng in Higher Educa- S

. tion, Schedule of Institutions with Bargaining Agents and Contracts, o
' September 1, 1975 p- 1. :

©

>

2AAUP has’ been certified by the NLRB as collect1ve barga1n1ng agent-
for the Boston University faculty, but the Boston Univers ity administra-
tion is contesting this certlfécatlon in the COurts so no barga1n1ng has
yet taken place ~ , . K
3A1though AAUP has been des1gnated its collect1ve bargaining agent by
the faculty at this institution in an-election held there, the State of Wash-
-ington has not yet recogn1zed the des1gnat1on. a

. 4Cf, I W. Garbarmo (W1th the assocxat1on of B Auss1eker), Faculty
Bargammg, Carnegie Commission on Higher Education and The For
m, McGraw H1ll, 1975, PP- 1 57-59. . Q

. 51b1d P 60.

6Ib1d PP- 60- 61, | L . A

o

. 7"Elect1on Year Politics Hits Public- College Bargammg, '""-Chronicle of ‘
s f/' . H1gher Education, March 22, 1976 p. 1. .

.

v 8E C. Ladd, Jr., and S. M. I_.1pset, Professors Un1ons anc},Amencan
. Highér Education, Carnegie Commission on Higher Education and The

' American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, Wash1ngton,

. D. C., 1973, p. 4.

. 9See the third paper iu this collection.
10Frec»:l E. Crossland "Will the Academy SurV1ve Un1on1zat1on [ hange,
February 1976 pp. 38-42.

ce, Tablel. - .
’ a ’ / . ) )
12W1],llam W. Brown and Courtenay C. Stone, "An Empirical Analysis
:. of the Impact of Collective Bargaining on Faculty Salary, Compensation,
and Promotions’ \a Higher Education,' Department of Economics, Cali-
forma State Un1verS1ty, Northndge, California, Febrtiary 1975.

2 ’13lb1d PP- 16-17. . v S

¢ '\) R : oo ] o 57,-’!




-

-

s

.*Bmid., p. 20.

r 4

14pid., pp. 19-20.

161bid., p. 21.
171bid:, pp. 22-23.

18Ib1d p. 25. I o .

; :
19”2 States' Layoffs Averted " Chromcle of ngher Educat1on, March 29
1976, p. 11. .

-

201nc ludmg, almost certamly, the Universities of Ch1cago, Pennsylvama,
and Rochester; Yale, Haryard, Princeton, Stanford, Columbia, Carnegle- v
Mellon, Cornell, Brown, Johns Hopkins, Northwestern, Washington, Duke,

Rice, Vanderbilt aud Dartmouth Universities; and MIT and Cal Tech.

21Such as Amherst, Williams, Obérlin, etc

22¢¢, ”Colleglahty by Contract, " Chromcle of ngher Educatlon, March
10, 1976, p. 5. :

ot

23Stanford Project on Acddemic Governance, reported in Faculty Collective
Bargaining, A Chronicle of Higher Education Handbook Editorial PrOJects '
» for Education, Washington, D C , 1970, ,

24'Esqemally the.statements-of 1915 1925 and 1940. For details of these -
“statements and the history, see Louis Joughin, Academic Freedom and
Tenurd, A Handbook.of the'American Association of University Professors,
University ofW‘is.consm Press Mad1son, Wlsconsm, 1969 Chaps III and

Iv.

25For example, by the presidents of Bloomfleld Bennington and Union. -
Colleges.

26For example, the Law Schools at Syracuse and Fordham and the Medical
School a{ﬁ1ttsburgh .

27Cf "The Ladd-Lipset Survey, " Chronicle of ngher Educatlon, February
ﬁ 17, 23, 1976. '

3

28pred E. Crossland, op. cit.

291 .add and Lipset, Chronicles, loc. cit.
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THEﬁ’ORGANIZATION OF STATE HIGHER EDUCA:I‘ION ' - -

PLANNING AND COORD_INAT[NG COMMISSIONS '

'In the course of th past fer yearé, aftef a period o.fl‘rapid,
growth, the _American postsecondary ‘sector has.ex{)e:rienced a slow-down.’
in the rate of increase of ’enrolernents{ The more.widély disseminated

: projéctions of enirollment for the refnainder of th.e'l‘970's- and the early

1980's predict even slower g&‘owth or no growth at all in the wdrk loads L -
N , -
/

-

of postsecondary education institutions.
This break with past trends will place additional strain on
state pl,anning/coordinating bodies, as _séme public sector campuses
‘remain stable and others lose enrollments. An even more pqlifically "

- painful development will be the need, in the long rum, to exémine the role
of the public sector vis-a-vis the private sector. Some states may alsé
have to evaluate the impact %f their policies for public institutions (_)ﬁ the

P o

\

|

\

1

Y public sector of neighboring states. | ) o ‘ i ‘
' |
Keeping these HW in mind, we decided to review the |
. .. - M |

~ organization of the state commissions that are charged with the planning ‘
. - . |
and coordination of higher education systems, hoping to throw some |
light upon their ability to deal with these problems. We have reviewed
recent trends in the organization of state planning agencies,- summarized \

. . . |

some evaluations of their scope and effectiveness, performed some statis- , |

. ’ ’ |

tical analyses to highlight the possible effect of organization upon the,

e - 84
i | |
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-

propens1ty of states to support the pnvate gector (th1s‘support eonsists -

i

_mostly of scholarshlﬁs for students who attend,prwate schools), and

summar1zed t% views of knowledgeable on'vers -about the policy-

rnaking process at the state level.. We have _tr1ed to answer the follow- -

ing quest1on Should the federal government encourage the strengthsnmg

.0

of orgamzations at the sta€e level, or should 1t rely on other arrange-
ments to build a desirable consensus durmg a period of stability?
" . SOME HISTORY
Until late in the 19th Century, state postsecondary institutions
were governed by separate boards of trustees, just as :were'their private
coUnterpart's. Legislatures anthorized» new inst‘itutio'ns on an ad h_og./

basis, often in response to pressures of different religious or booster

groups-.

~

“ " In the last two decades of the 19th Century, the\rapid expan- :

sion of normal teacher traming schools and of agricultural and mechamcal

colleges sparked a movement for more mtegrated control of the pubhc .
sector of h1gher education. State governing boards for higher education
l .

‘were estabhshed particularly.in less afﬂuent states, to coordmate the

Al -~
+

administration of the several campuses and to @ut some order m 1nst1tu-
tional relations fo the state government; | There~vs_7ere about a dozen such
' statewide governing boards at the end of World War I, 16 by 1949,- and
today, -after a net gain of three adherents since the mid-60's, 20 states

cqe b f . .
have single or consolidated statewide governing boardg, sometimes only




War Il.expansion in enrollments, these same stateg began to adopt some

‘higher education planning and coordinating organizations witl) varying

0

for four-year colleges and universities, and less often for all public in-

4

stitutions. )
Other states retained separate boards for their principal

universities which c;o-éxisted with statewide boards for :)ther systems,

e.g., the te'acher'js colleges, which eventually were ﬁpgradeci to fouf-

year institutions. Separate boards were established for vocational techni-

cal schools and for junior colleges. Especially following the post-World )

form of statewide planning and coordinating organiiation, for the most
part advisory in charaeter, which ofteﬁ did not include all thespublic
institutions in the state.

Today, with the exception of two small states which have no
coordinating agenc'ies andfely on ipdividual board arrangement;; 28
st;tes without statewide'go/erning boa@s ha\:e opted for a vériet_:y of
jurisdiction and authqfity. As a general rule, over tlhe last decade, these
coordinating organizations have tended to e;cpaﬁ‘d their cox}erage of the

\ .
postsecondary sector, and to assume increasing authority to bolster their

origindl purely advisory roles. , |
"* A TYPOLOGY OF AGENCIES ' -
The’increasi:lg éomplexity and Qari‘ety of state higher educa-
tion/planning arrangements did not escape the aftention of poli.cy scientists.

. . \ ) .
T\hus,- Berdahl tried to describe deveﬁopments in this field and evaluate




. . . . o .
- ‘ . - T
. . . . . ] .
. ! 8 . .
L4 . ’.. N . . . Y . i .
. . . - ) .

the performance of these boards 1 ln order to simpllfy the d1scuss1on y

<

we have adopted his class1f1cat10n of state higher education planning/

coord1nat1ng arrangements These may be summarlzed as follows:

' \ (19 No structure Indl\ndual 1nst1tut10ns have their own govermng S

boards no forma'l organizatlon exists to coord1nage thelr activ1t1es
MR

_There \%ere 28 such states 'in 1949, 11 as late as 1964, andtwo in |

AT

(2) Voluntary A consortium of 1nst1tut10ns, generally in the public

S sec.tor, is established without any statutory duthority. Seven states

E oY

had such arrangements in 1959 -and only one in 1974.

o L (3) Institutional membershlp, adv1sory _Boards with representatives

r

of e1ther a malorlty of public ‘institutions or of all public 1nst1tutlons, -
‘ i
but only adv1sory powers, are of purely hlstorical mterest There \

were three such boards in 1964, one in 1973, none in 1974

(4) Broad membershlp, advisory. Boards that also have only advlsory _

powers, but presumably more influence, smce the major1ty of mern-" “
bers were appointed to. represent the public 1nte st, galned acceptance |
in the 1960's . The numper of such boards peake at 12 in 1973
Subsequently, three of the 12 became quasi regulat’ory (see below),
'and one state adopted the broad membership, advisory structure.

'(5) Broad membership', quasi regulatory. Boards with a majority

of members representing the public, and with some regulatory author -

~

v o ty,. are becoming increasingly popular, These boards do not replace




- ‘ i

. ' N\ .
o . the individual institution's governing boards, but have broader author-
. . . ) \: . o - ) : T
' ‘ ity than advisory boards. They recommend, and are sometimes : g
N - . & » ) 2
‘. capable of imposing, growth targets, program scope, and resource

S
i

allocatlon ceilings,’ at least for the pubhc sector. .

L]

' (6) Statewide governing boards. These boards have subst:antial

~

direct power, to administer, plan and allocate resources among : "
campuses in the publi'c sector only. Ther® are twenty states with

such board‘”today o o "

A

The state organ1zat10ns by type appear in Table }.

© Afrer Berdahl pubhshed his survey, Congress enacted the

r

‘H1gher Education Act of 1972, which, in part, authorized states to estab-

lish or des1gnate existing agenc1es as so- called 1202 commissions for
l

statewide plannlng of all postseco‘ndary education resources. These com- _
. , | \
.~ missions were supposed to fill gaps in ex1st1ng h1gher education planning -
and to 1ntegrate into the planning process lncreasmgly important occu- ,

pat1onally or1ented training programs The new Organizations, 1: was . °

ed, would force states to rethink their policy for all education beyond

:h :
[ ‘ | L o

»

the high school. = ' v ) ' . NG

-~ L4

: , " By March of 1975, 46 states had established 1202 commissions.

Thirty of these commissions were attached to existing state higher educa-
|
|
|
|

thl’l planning Acoordinating agencies Nine new eommissions wére estab-

Wlw:g.v

l@f’\w

lished o de of statewide govermng boards; two 1n the states with no,

structure; and another in the state with the voluntary agency. Current

.
~ B 4
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TABLE 1

CLASSIFICATIONS OE STATEWIDE PLANNING/COORDINATING

. - STRUCTURES 1964 AND 1973

<

N

¢ . ' . Classi.fications'

. State . - . T X — 973

Alabama

- Alaska

- Arizona
Arkansas
California _.
Colorado : v “
Connecticut® - ‘
‘Delaware

.Florida -
Georgia '
Hawalij
Idaho

. Illinois ‘ ‘
Indiana ot
Iowa .

- Kansas : ' X
-»Kentucky
Louisiana

“~Maine - * B
Maryland_ ,
Massachusetts
Michigan ,
Minnesota - _ . _ y
Mississippi '
Missoupi . & -
Montana , o . T

- Nebraska . ’,
Nevada ’
New Hampshire
New Jersey

.New Mexico

. New York
North Carolina
North Dakota .
Ohio -

it
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. TABLE 1 (Cont d) ‘

¢

CLASSIFICATIONS OF STATEWIDE PLANNING/COORDINATING’ B
STRUCTURES 1964 AND 1973 - T

. . 'd
, VR - Classifications L .
| Sthe - g . e 1073 °
Oklahoma ‘ 5 5
Oregon .. 6 6
Pennsylvania ‘ 4 S
Rhode Island o 6 6 , .
South Carolina o 4 4
South Dakota i 6 6
Tennesgee 1. S
Texas -5 S
Utah . o 4 6 .
- Vermont - . . 1 1
. Virginia ' ., 4 4
Washington 2 4
& West Virginia 1 6
Wisconsin -3 6
Wyoming . 6 4
. hegend 1 - No structure
o "2 - Voluntary agency I . .
. 3'- Advisory board with a ma]orlty of emberss representing ‘
' institutions
. 4 - Advisory boards with a majority of members representmg
' the publi¢ interest
. " 5 - Quasi-~regulatory boards with a majorlty of members epre-
senting the public interest
o, 6 - Single or consolidated governing boards w1thout local or sub-
/ L s1d1ary system governidg bod1e\s
Source: 1964: \Robert 0. Berdahl Statewxde Coordmatmn of Higher Edu-
. . cation (Washington, D. C.: American Council on Education,
~~ 1971, pp. 34-35. o
- " 1973:Nancy M. Berve, "Survey of the=Structure of State Coordi- = .

nating or Govetning Boards and Public Institutional and
* Multicampus Governing Boards of Postsecondary Education--
as of January 1,-1975,"" H1gher Educatien in the States o
- K (Denver Educatlon Commxss1on of the bﬁt’es_,V'TT )
‘ '/" ) " No.. 10, 1975), pp. 297- 352 ,

."'.4_ HG
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opposition, centered in vocational education circles--but not shared by /

¢ [

_their occupationaily—orientedfpr;)gram brethren at-the cbfnmgnity and
fou[r-yeaz; college lévels'—-rqfleci:‘s a strong p;‘e‘ferwence for tyin‘g‘the‘
staEewide plannitfg _pro’ces}‘s to existing vocational edu”catiOn-program
admihistrétox:s anél age"ncies.2 | | ¢

It would be difficult for }m’ost states to implement the reéom-
rﬁendations for -cut-;backs of progréms or faciiities, if these were advanced
‘l?y 1202 c:‘[)mmissions. The p;)wer of the planning/za_dvisory bodies in
.many ,st‘ates -ig limited to the pﬁblic'sector, and in 1969 only three states

exercised the power to charter institutions to grant licenses or degrees,

and two more had authority to approve program changes and degrees
' 4 ' : - o

after the chai‘ter had been granted. It is unlikely that even these states

. \ , could curb "surplus" institutions, as long as they were providing an

-

acceptable service. . In other states, the planning/coordinating agency

A ' has little authority to regulate existing programs of public institutions,

v

and can, at best, administer mild wrist-slaps to colleges and universities N

[ 4

which are expanding unnecessary, or undesirable, programs.

AGENCIES: PREFERRED FORMS AND OPERATIONAL STYLES

The Berdahl study purposely eschewed. any éffort to méasure

outcomes of the different types of agencies. Accprding to Berdahl, more

2 \-

important than form is the agency's reputation for "faitness" in the,

~rexercise offts assigned functions, and especially its ability to mediate
. ~ i .

‘between the state and the institutions. . v

14

¢

L ma




.Of the many functions performed by a state coordinating
agency, e.g., planning, budget review, program approval, capital outlay
reView, or federal aid administration, Berdahl's study focused on-the
first three. He believes the agency needs strong planning and program‘

. approval powers and caspability, to control no,t only the size, but .alS'O ’.
the character of frﬁtitutions. While he counsels strong agenc&budget
review and recommending authority, however, he is not s,ure that the -
agency should displace, still less duplicate, the executive hudget process

for higher education His preference, sometimes hedged by reference

}.
to local c1rcumstances, is for the quasi- regulatory form. He feels that
governing boards are often mired in administrative concerns and have T
nos focused enough on long-range planning, on dealt with the overall

l d L
problems of schools that are not part of the board He also believes

that institutional autonomy in administrative matters is very important,

|

and this remains essentially™intact even under quas /iiregulatory agencies.

® -

- The quasi-regualgtory agency is. prob'ably better suited to an

expanding postsecondary sector than to one which is stable or declining.

“In the steady-state envirdnment, institutions are likely to break ranks

and expand, violating the recomrnendations of the board. This has already

happéned in Alabama where two units of'the state system carried out

]

expansion plans in contravegtion to thesagency's recommendations

Unanimity is lacking about the 1deal form of a state higher

education agency. The Carnegie Commission for Higher Education,

72
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)

. & )
which was headed by the ex-chancellor of a major state university, recom-

mended-ag'encies,‘with.adVisory powers only.3. However, most knowledger

Y

7 able observers, including F'olvger and Godwin, clearly prefer the stronger

. ) .
 quasi-regulatory form. These two authors stress the need to improve
. ’ . r

4.

-Sboeﬂl the "technology of planning and itg exercise.

Our literature review impressed us with the narrowness of N

.-

the -concerns of'most state agenCies regardless of form. While one finds

ev1dence of an occasmnal serious study of the role of the private sector,
\

the literature is devoid of a detailed orderly analys1s of the 1mpact of

the public sector's plans and policies on pr1vate 1nstitutions. An even

—
more glaring omission is the lack of studies of the 1ncrea§1ng propens1ty

}

of students to opt for occupational training and the effect o
S

this new trend
on the role of conventipnal postsecondary institutions.
’ ! Berdahl, in his sfudy; notes that planning/coordinating bodies
gave lip service gut little serious consideratién to private higher educa- -
tion. ' The proprietary vooational sector is not mentioned at all by Berdahl,
Folger, or other writers on postsecondary planning. It does not appear,
from our survey, that most agencies coord.inatea th.ei.r plans’with those -
of private 1nst1tutions except in the case of the facilities construction
programs which were financed mostly by the federal government, and

. perhaps the design of scholarship programs. If the planning bodies made

- ] 3
long-range evaluations of the roles of both sectors, this fact has not been

featured, in recent literature:




L) N ‘
- . o » . .

: STA-TE PLANNII}IG/_COORDINATIONAND THE PR I\;ATE SECTOR |
The dearth of 'factual information about-fheAway state planning/ '
coordiﬁating agencies deal "-'with the problems Q“f the privaté sector moti-
vatéd us to attempt to measure the relationship between different types
of organization 'and certain deveiopﬁents of the past 10 years. We de- ,
' cided to ask the. following quéstions: (1) Did the form of the organiza-

tion of the planning/coordinqtirig procesg in the past, say in 19_64, affect
L3 - \ )

the growth of the public and private sectors? (2) Was the relative growth

of these two sectors influential in determining the organization of the .

agencies today? (3) To what extent does the .orgamnization of the planning/

rd

i Y ) (e . . . .
coordination process affect the state's ability to introduce scholarship,

programs? (21) Are state scholarship progi'ams which favor the private

sector morélikely to be intgoduted where one type of agency, ’rather than

another, prevails?- " - . \

~

Organization in 1964 and the role of the private sector.

In 1964, the states that had no planning structure, and those

. L ' o . )
with either citizen-domindted advisory or quasi-regulatory boards, had

the highest pr_oportioné of private enrollment¥ (See Table 2.) In the

following decade, it.was precisely these states which most expanded their .

-

public sectors. ‘Despite high public enrollment growth rates, the share.

of the private sector in these states did not decrease more than in states
N ' — . r‘

with other coordinating' structyres. It would appear that it was not the

74
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4 structure of the planning/coordinating organizations, ‘but the states’ in-

ternal polii:ics and the financial capacity of the priv'fsector to expand

which affected the growth and distribution of enrollment

Organization in 1973 and the role of the private sector.

The distribution of state planning/coordinating organizatiohs
in 1973 tells a somewhat different story dbPut trends in both public and -

/ - private sector enrpllments. (See Table 3.) In general,. states with rapid

growth in public enrollments moved to organizations with more authority. -

P2 .
The effect of rapid public-sector growth on private-seEtor growth is still

C 4

»

unclear; the proporti_onate‘ declines of the Private share of total enroil-
' ment were very similar in states wit_h,\high and low growth. Straingély
. enough, the largest ;;roportional losses in the privaf:e share occurred.
in states wifh thé broader advisory group. B 8

Some general comments on structure.

A total of 37 states currently have either quasi-regulatoi’y

boards or state governing boards. Another ten have advisory boards

dominated by citizen members. The following pattern seems to have .

been established: (1) States in which private enrollments are proportion-

ately higher are more l}kely to have Quasi-regulatory boards. (2) States
in which the private sector plays a smaller role have-either advisory

. boards or statewide governing boards.

-

Scholarship aid and the private sector .

id

State scholarship programs, which can be taken as a measure

Y

N &




"7 9Iqe] 99§ :95Inog

o

J | . .
811 = 20°80L z'ece 7691 Wm.,ww 70702 L 16 (se1838 Q7) ..9..
L9T 08°%08 . 69°€L 0°0€ 9 %h - LT 1911 (so181S $T) .S
76 Z1°6S0‘1 ¥0°8¢ 89T 99 26 0°96 (sa1e3s 21) W ¥,
-7 .. // . " : - ° . >
9°0T".  8T'€LL‘T 0L°ST 66 81T 8 %S 88 - (s1@38 ) .8, .
- - 9T L6 S'ST L% S'Sh (s1e18 1) .,N..?wo(u
R L°8 © $9°289 be6v 0Lz L'9¢ '8¢ S 8T (se1818 7) .. 1.,
_ (sxeriop) . _(sIxefop) B %) . - ,
o SpIEMY YIIm jusrdrosy -+ par[orug ¥L6] G961 ~ 101098 91BALId _ 10303§ OI[qnd eL6T
‘ ucmvE:O.Hcm . TooyoS airAlIgd juepni§ 184 3Jusuwjjoxuy [elol v.6T O3 GOOT WOIJ ur .mm\mﬂU %m
93BAldd ¥/6T1 4 ‘ wO 9IBYS 931BALId P9SEBaIdU] juswWJ[oauy jua)) Iad .mm.H:uUSH_m 21e1S
~JO Ju9)) 19 . 2\ . : T Jo _uonnqriisicy
: sdrysxejoysg s1e1s : ~ ) ‘

5 v - - ®

V.LVA WY YD0Ud dIHSYVTOHDS
HIVIS $L6T -:SHUVHS Y0L1DdS ALVAIYd NI SHONVHD
- ‘HIMOYD ¥0.1DdS dIVAIYd ANV DI'19Nd $L-S96T ‘SSVID Ad
‘SHYNIONYLS wEH<z~omoou\wézz<Jm HLVIS 40 NOLLNEIY,1S1d €461

<

— € d71av.L




of the state's concern with opening up opﬁortunities to participate in’higher

" either of the three most popular forms of organization of planning/coor-

education for children whose miliés are somewhat better off than those
e_ligible for federal aid, distributed some $475 million in"scholarship aid,
for the year 1974-75. Probzibly two-fifths of that aid&was‘restri{:ted to
gfad;ate students and ‘specia.l prdgrams, and thr;ee-fifths was channeléd

— T

to undergraduate students. Nearly 60 per cent of the totél schglarship
funds were distributed to students att:ending schools in the priv.ate sector.

It is ;‘erharkable that the incidence of state scholarship pro-
grams is lowest in states with state-wide governing boards. Only 13 out
of 20 states with governing boards had such programs ih Z)peratioh by
1974-75, as contfastged to 25 of the remaining 30 statK:eS. All seven ofl
the holdouts in the group have had statewide governihé bqards for at least
iO years. '

The percentage of the scholarship funds going to students

attending private institutions did not differ significantly in states with

dinating bodies. What did differ was the dollar amount allpcaj:ed per
enrollee in the state, and the amount of dollars available per‘g.student
enrolled in private education. Compared to states with other types of
organization, states with quasi-r’egulatofy boards, the very s:ates with/’
the highest proportion of students in private instit’utions, allocated more

money both per private school enrollee and per private student rec1p1ent:.

The states wn:h more money per private enrollce also dlsbursed

70




scholarships to a higher proportion of students enrolled in the prinate

sector. As can be seen from Table 3, these programs spread the money

-

<" more W1dely by keeplng the average award at no h1gher, and sometimes

at a lower amount per recipient, than in states with smaller and more
By -~

restrictive programs.
FORM, SUBSTANCE AND POLITICS  ~
When states are classified into groups with similar organi-

zations for the planning/coordination of higher education, the lack of

-

‘difference in outcomes, either with respect to enrollment trends, or

. shares of the private sector, or scholarship policy, raises the interest- -
ing question of whether these organizati&ms play an important role in &
determining pel_icy at rhe state level. .

One of the more .snccessful directors of a state system, John

\

D. Millet, who headed the_Onio Board of Regents, would certainly answer

this question in the negative In his valedictory lectures, he stated: 7
There was never any doubt in my mind. . .that the really
important decisions affecting higher education in Ohio

. were made by the Governor and the General Assembly.
The Board of Regents had final authorn:y to. dec1de"only
certain particular questions. f

The really important planning detisions were not made .
by the Board of Regents; they were made by the chief

”" executive and the legislature, with the further partici-
pation of the’ judiciary on two occasions. And [ want to add
that this process is the way by which I think planning deci-
sions must be made in our kind of soc1ety‘¢§xd in our kind -
of government. '

3

Millet further defines policy planning, which is usually -

RIC -8




\{4 B

performed by the legislature, “executive and judicihél branches, a38 “ N

the resolution of major issues entailing value judgements, . -
major issues of social goals. ..Policy planning is alsc |

concerned with how to obtain, the economic resources with

which to pursue the desired goals... o

.

. In‘his experience, program planning, the ‘job left to the Board .

of Regents, "is more concexned with the details of action, once policy
. @ ‘
decisions.have been made." s

-

- The limited role which planning/coordinating agencies can
JJ .

play under thesé ground rules' has been widely recognized. FEor instance,
’ N 9 .

»

Warren G. Hill saw their problem as follows:

Central agencies and their staffs have found themselves
torn between the conviction that they should be institutional
proponents and the realization that their statutory obliga-
tions require objéctivity and a close relationship to governors
and the legislative bodies. In how many instances do states
have plans to adjust to stabilized or decliping enrollment
that minimize disruption and unreasonable "straight line"”
cuts in support? How many of states have established
priorities that cut across constituent unit lites, that is,

. whereby the needs of all the facilities in a state system
are placed in rank order rather than on a campus or single-
system basis? ‘ T

'
4

Despite their limited influence, the state planning/coordinat-
ing councils have had some positive effect upon procedural matters. It

cannot be denied that they have, on occasion, rationalized the dist’l/;ibu-

tion of resources throughout the state system and promoted more efficient.

pooling arrangements between the private and public sectors. Whenever

“they have had impressive statistieal programs, the way they presénted

information to the executive branch and the legislature .undoubtedly affected

-
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the substance of policy decisions.. :

. Nevertheless, as ]ohm Folger has pomtecl out,, the. technology
- ' By

~of planning leaves much to be desired Enrollment pro]ection.s change ¥
- : . .

from year to year. There is no clear-understanding of the role of higher ‘

- .
"

education in rneeting the demands of the labor market. Folger doubts
that the planning/coordinating agencies, or for that matter anyone.else,
can do a definitive job of anticipating the optimum size and compasition

t T

ot& th\e postsecondarxs:lstem in a'given state. The more sophisticated

presentations, which take multiple alternatives into account, are not

‘readily accepted'by action-oriented groups such as governors and the | r\

state legislatures R ;

The federal policy- pianner must face the danger that there .( .

is a seductive ease in communicatmg with organizations which are in

.

place, organizations which in a non political world could do th\\](‘)b
“There is a temptation to make these essentially undemocratic org

izg- -
tions more representative and encourage them to include .or consult more
of the providefs of postsecondary education (the 1202 strateg}’) While

it is possible that the clalma{nts of resources for higher e_ducation can :

a'consensus, and the policy makers who hold the.purse strings are likely
’ ' 1 , . . ~ )

be gathered in a council, however, it is less likely that they will reach _
to make their decision in an ad hoc manner.
|

i}

A Carnegie Commission on Higher Education survey of legis-

1
lators concluded:

L]
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~The 1mpress1on conveyed by leglslat ils and state execu- .
tive officials as they. anticipated the futyre was one of men
beleaguered by the pressures of office. i
seemedrable to take a long.view that was W leheartedly

" optimistic.  Most, of them were more aware Ofpossible

_ difficulties in meet1ng the challenges to higher e i
than of alternatives in coping with the expected needs:
~ . Most of them seemed cognizant of the fact that the future
' .depends on the present. For all of them, higher education
" was of neeessity only one item on the agenda of public
. .policy making. And because it was only one, item compet- ‘-
* idg with many others, few of these_ stdte officials were -~
'W1ll1ng to be programmat1c

-

@ME CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

- Tlre apparent consensus that the allocation of resource's to
. . . “ ‘\ ) | X ‘ A v i . ‘ 4 ; N
the postsecondary sector is predominantly a political‘ process, and the

N -

"v much\ more tentat1ve conclus1on that its allocation W1th1n the public* system

~<can, perhaps be affected by state planmng/coordmatmg bod1es, st'l'i

-

leaves two uest1orrs unanswered (1) Wh1ch act1v1t1e ma need to be )
q y

encounaged to allocate resources 1n a per1od of declmmg enrollments,

and (2) how to protect ‘the pr1vate sector in a per1od of rap1dly rising -

" prices? . . , ‘
prices N \ . <

rd

We do not believe that the state plannlng'/coordinating Fodies

. are l1kely to be strong~enough in most states to champ1on programs that

~
would s'olve these problems It would be unfa1r to Castigate an organi- .

A Ry

,zation for not looking around the corner, or for not addressmg ques/uons

‘

wh1ch may not be politically meanmgful in the conte‘;ct in: wh1ch it operates

Th1s was not our purpose On the contrary, we attempted to evaluate

©

the potentlal role of these orgamzatlon%sﬁn 1nnovat1ng or prowdrng

. 8 X
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initiatives -in @ moment of crisis.
" The planning and the implementation of the spectacular growth

- of the public sector took place'in a pOlitioél context which was shaped |
- largely’ by governors’. .Governo‘rs and their staffs were the .,mai_“nspri,ng' '

. of successful expansmn programs in h1gher educatlon The names'\>f' }-. v o

Sanford in North Carolina, Rhodes 1n Oth, Kerner in Ilhn01s ‘Brown in

California, and Rockefellef in New York are. closely assoc1ated with the |

: v

- &

. estabhshmént\of master plans for the expansion of postsecondary edufa-

’ -*  tion. ’ o . ~ A -

' ~ We would like to suggest that the time is ripe to interest :

| R ~

governors and possibly legislative leaders, in alternate pollc1es wh1ch .
would be sultable to a no-growth environment. H1gh on this new age

Bwr ’
is the need to refocus state h1gher education master plans to deal more ™.
. ' ) X
effect1vely W1th the pr1vate sector, and to"1n1t1ate coordnﬁnon among

<

states in prlcmg college serv1ces and in pool1ng resources.

7 " State planning/coord1natmg comrmssmns woulll not be excluded
& . B . ey
' from th1Saprocess On the contrary, their réles woulchrobably be -

. strengthened No politital figure llkes to make crlfflcult and unpopular L
| _ 9 -
- dec1s1ons The options w1ll have to be worked up by members of state \ Q\'L :
‘ . & & * o S ' : Xl;
cor%missmns in order to reduce the ori:s of ghe hard cho;oes . o

N With busy governors and legls\lators increas 1ngly harr1ed by -

o ~ © money problems, 1nformatlon and expert advice from state agen.eles Wlll

‘ A be in greater demand. Whether it wﬂl be avallable W1ll depend on th}




-~

1n1t1at1ve of the governors in demandmg, or, allowmg their state agency

-

staffs to examme, ways of shr1nk1ng the pubhc sector.

As an 1mmed1ate initiative, we would propose a series of

e

reglonal conferences for governors or key aides, where some of the

issues- ralsed in this paper wouldbe d1scussed This act1v1ty is well in

. ~

the tradition of the Office of Educat1on wh1ch has been sponsormg an

8]

information"program for Congressional staffs, and Ought to allocate
" same money to broadenmg the outlook of key personnel in areas v%rhere

the most 1mportant de01s ions jn postsecondary educatlon are bemg made.
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