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.FOREWORD

Legislators, governors, statewide coordinating and governing
boards and the academic community generally, have major responsibilities
in assuring that the best possible programs and the optimal array of
programs are offered by institutions of higher. learning. How these
responsibilities are carried out varies greatly from state to state.

Efforts to expand or retain programs are avid in some places
and at times are irresistible. Competition for development of programs
is intensive both within and among many institutions.' In funding
institutions of higher learning, the state must hold them accountable
to the public.

The crucial and delicate issue is how colleges can maintain
autonomy, which is imperative if they are to serve well in a free
society, and on the other hand, how the state ',can be assured that
maximum value is obtained from its investment in programs of higher
education.

The study by Robert O. Berdahl, Professor of Higher Education,
State University of New York and Robert J. Barak, Director of Informa-
tion and Research, Iowa Board of Regents, is an excellent analysis
of how the states are addressing the review of programs. Both
practical and theoretical perspectives are presented, and specific
recommendations are tendered.

The study has been done in response to interest expressed through-
out the country on this topic.

The Inservice Education Program of the Education Commission of
the States and readers of this report are in the debt of the authors
for analyzing well a difficult topic with considered. judgments.

Appreciation goes also to Amy Plummer who helped in editing this,
the second edition of the study, and to Adrienne Sack who typed the
manuscript.

Louis Rabineau, Director
Inservice Education Program
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I. INTRODUCTION

The development of higher education in the United States has been primarily

an incremental process. As new student populations and financial invest-

ments vastly enlarged the undertaking, new programs, even new kinds' of

institutions, have been added on, constantly changing the shape and

nature of the enterprise. Today, however, the process of change is not

one of growth, rather it is one of contraction. Current and anticipated

enrollment declines and the drying up of funding sources spell an end to

expansion.

While some refer to the contemporary situation as a "steady state, we

concur with others who regard the situation as anything but'"steady."

Lyman A. Glenny, for example, points to numerous factors that essentially

suggest retrenchment: the reduction in categorical federal programs of

institutional aid with a corresponding shift to student tuition assistance;

the decline in birth and college attendance ra-as; the diminishing pro-

portion of aid allocated to higher education in state budgets; and finally,

the ravages of inflation.'

Yet financial retrenchment need not result in the loss of viability or

quality in higher education. And the process of contraction need not

parallel the somewhat mindless incremental process of growth. As Warren.

Bennis has commented, this could be a period of "creative retrenchment."
2

Ways must be found to enable higher education to remain viable and

dynamic within the constraints of existing or diminishing or, at the very

best, slowly increasing resources.

7
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In this study we explore one such way for preserving the quality and

responsiveness of higher education, the academic program review process.

The state level program review process has developed in response to

growing pressures for accountability, coordination and efficient use

of resources and we believe it holds the promise of helping what could

be a sorry situation. State agencies around the country, many themselves

but recently emerging, are only now beginning to make serious use of

the review process. Standing in their way are various difficulties --

e.g., institutional inertia and mistrust, the threat of political inter-

ference from the executive and legislative branches, and a set of

procedural and technical hurdles that must be worked out to assure

quality, fairness and cooperation.

The goal of our study is to document and analyze the current state of

the art of academic program review, and in our final chapter to recommend

procedures for possible adoption by the states. ()Ur study and recommen-

dations are based on multi-state site visits, interviews and surveys.

(The methodology we used is described in Appendix A.)

A. Need for Institutional Action

The most obvious candidates for preserving the quality and vitality of

higher learning, are, of course, the colleges and universities themselves.

Being closest to the problem r,Ind being most concerned about autonomy,

the institutions might be expected to take innovative and energetic

steps to counteract the negative consequences of declining resources.

The existing evidence, however, suggests that most colleges, universities

and even multicampus systems have been something less than responsive;
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rarely have they seriously reordered priorities or undertaken any kind

of extensive program evaluation.

It is not that the colleges &id universities are unaware of the

troubling times. In a recent Glenny study covering the years 1968

through 1974 conducted for the Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in

Higher Education, nearly 1,000 administrators expressed their belief

that leveling enrollments and funding were damaging to program quality.
3

Among the factors they attributed to the decline in quality were:

reduction in course and program offerings; decrease in faculty; cuts

in expenditures for equipment, books, related services and for course

development, experimentation and program innovation. The administrators

emphasized the difficulty they had in reallocating existing resources.

Yet the study noted that only three percent of the schools represented

had engaged in "extensive" graduate program elimination or consolidation.

Another 27 percent reported that they had eliminated or consolidated "some"

'graduate' programs.

Several, other studies confirm the Carnegie findings. Fulkerson, in a

re ort of the American Association of State Colleges and Universities,

notd that frequently institutions hae responded to financial exigency,

by ". . . across--the-board cuts which remove the need for decision

making about who, or what positions, need to be cut."4 When this type

of program reduction was resorted to Fulkerson notes that:

this method of resolving the financial problems produced
a barrage of questions about the college or university's
mission, questions which affect the long-term planning
and future of the institutions, but which were ignored
due to the immediacy of the impending fiscal reduction.
Thus faculty and administrations needed time to assess the
potential effects of their actions on the programs, the
student and the educational goals. This tine was not
always available.5

9
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This common tenth hour response to budgetary woes indicates that few

institutions have begun to plan systematically for he likely program

retrenchment ahead.

In another study prepared for the National Board on G aduate Education

(NBGE), Breneman found that

the financial stress and changing labor market cotditions
experienced by departments in the "arts and scien es"
disciplines have not stimulated "many major progr changes.
Most departments visited in the course of this std y seem
to be following whaihas been labeled elsewhere as ar
"enclave" strategy, i.e., a conservative strategy esigned
to maintain the status quo. During the site visit we
observed little evidence. of leadership on the part of
graduate faulty oreadminiStrators in pressing for re-
examination of the goals and purposes of the variou
graduate programs.6

The final report of the NBGE stated that "if universitie

the next four to five years in the hope that something wi

the picture, we foresee a wrenching and extremely damagin

adjustment in the 1980's that could be minimized by caref

and action now. "7

The NBGE urged that

faculty members, administrators, and graduate studen s
in each university mrst discuss seriously the type o
graduate programs that the institution can reasonabl
be expected to offer. This review should include, a
realistic assessment of the quality of current gradu te
offerings, an inventory of resources available (and
lacking), prospects for graduate student support,
analysis of recent placements of new graduates, areas)
of special strength, and so forth.8

drift through

1 brighten

downward

1 planning

Lee and Bowen found in their study of multicampus systems that

at least some campus.administrators and perhaps some
faculty would rather not have to make decisions which
appear required: it is easier to accept a program cut
handed down from the central offices than to impose one
on friends and colleagues.9
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At multicampus systems progress toward comprehensive reviews of new

and existing programs has also been slow. In their first Study of

multicampus systems in 1971, Lee and Bowen noted that reviews of new

and'existing academic programs were conducted in the context of

expansion.
10

The emphasis was placed on discrete evaluations of

proposed new programs on a campus-by-campus basis. Systemwide

considerations were underplayed and review5k.of existing programs were

rare. By 1975, in their more recent study, Lee and Bowen found that

"systemwide review of new academic programs has become more intensive,

based on academic quality and campus mission in.six or more of the

nine systems and on fiscal criteria in eight." Moreover, seven of

the nine systems studied had instituted procedures for periodic review

of existing graduate and professional programs.
11

But the authors

found'a wide divergence in the quality and comprehensiveness os these

systemwide reviews, and the effectiveness'of current reviews of new

and existing academic programs in most multicampus systemS is certainly

questionable.

T. Edward Hollander, Chancellor of Higher Education in New Jersey

has written that:

Shifting demographic and economic trends may result in
structural and programmatic changes that will seriously
test higher education. These undeSirable outcomes are
possible if we fail to understand and plan for exogenous
changes that will influence the scope and mission of
our enterprise.' On the other hand, we can try to
understand and shape our future rather than be shaped-
by it. (Hollander, 1975)12

11
t
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B. Need for Objectivity

Even if administrators and faculty were better able to take a hard look

at their programs, both new and existing, many observers believe their

inherent self-interest robs them ofthe objectivity necessary for an

effective evaluation of programs. Professors Kaplan, Whitehouse and

Williams of the University of Michigan have stated that "as far as

possible evaluation should be made by objective, impersonal processes

or by experts with no self-interest in the institutions being evaluated

or in the results of the evaluatiou."13

Dressel et al, have also noted that even "the desire of the institution

to introduce a new program . . . introduces a bias in the data selected

for inclusion or omission in the request and the way in which the data

included are exhibited and interpreted . . . enrollment projections

are likely to be optimistic, and the costs are likely to be under-.

estimated.
14

C. Need For Accountability

The disillusionment of the body politic with postsecondary education has

resulted in a questioning.of many current practices and in a demand for

greater efficiencies. Howard Bowen has suggested that these demands foi'

accountability "reflect in part a failure of confidence in many of.our

institutions and in part frustration over rapidly increasing costs."15

Many in higher education feel that such demands. threaten institutional

autonomy and vigorously resist external pressures for greater accounta-

bility.

But such automatic responses frequently ignore the relative nature,of

12
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institutional autonomy. Kenneth Mortimer has noted that the "real

,issue with respect to institutional autonomy and accountability is not

whether there will be intervention by the state but whether the

inevitable deMandS, for increased accountability will be confined to

the proper topic and expressed through a mechanism sensitive to both

public and institutional interests."
16

The proper balance between external and institutional interests in

the program review.process is difficult to define. Even the prestigious

Carnegie Commission on Higher Education in its report on state-higher

education relations
17

failed to define explicitly the relative respon-

sibilities appropriate to'academic program review for existing programs.

It might be inferred, however, that the Carnegie Commiision!,s recommen-

dations for state influence and even control over "major new endeavors"

and "effective use of resources," implies a corcommitant responsibility

to undertake periodic reviews of new programs to ascertain. they',

are being carried out consistent with the effectiVe'use of resources.
18

The search for a "sensitive mechanism" for reviewing academic programs

is currently being made by diverse agents (some of questionable sensitivity)

including legislative program auditors. A recent series of articles in

Higher Education in New England indicates that legislators are becoming

dissatisfied with merely inspecting budgets or passing laws. They are

now wanting to know the impacts of their legislative measures. -As a

result, legislators in some 28 states have established post-audit over-

sight activities. While the effect of these activities on higher

education his thus far been limited, the implications should be obvious
.19

13
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Glenny et al. in a study of budgeting in 17 states found that 14 have

separate executive or legislative staffs that perform policy-oriented

performance evaluations, as distinct from routine fiscal audits. In

most instances the authors found that the separate audit staffs had

made performance studies of colleges universities and noted that

the staff's role "in budgeting for higher education will probably

grow increasingly important."20 The table below from the Glenny et al.

study shows the "Performance Audit Staff Location and Studies of Higher

Education."

Performrnce Audit Location and
Studies of Higher Education

Location of Separate Audit Staff

Reports to
Governor

Reports to
Legislature

Reports to
Independent
Agency Total

Audit Staff has

2

,

4

9

3

12 ,

,

-

1

1

11

4v

17

made Studies of
Higher Education
(11 staffs in 9
states)

Audit Staff has not,
made Studies of
Higher Education
(6 staffs in 6
states)

Total (17 staffs
in 14 states)

Source: Lyman A. Glenny et al., Stave Budgeting for Higher Education:
Data Digest, (Berkeley: Center for Research and Development
in Higher Education, 1975), p. 16.

A forthcoming publication (Folger et al., 1977) provides a further in-
.

depth description and analysis of state -level performance audit and review

in higher education.
21

The need for action, objectivity and accountability all indicate the

14
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necessity for some kind of extra-institutional review. We believe the

state higher education agency is the appropriate body to take on this

responsibility.

In a previous publication, Berdahl noted that

Most scholars have concluded. . . that neither the organs
of state government nor the institutions of higher education
are capable of conducting the finely balanced assessments
involved in program review, the former because the issues
are too complex for nonprofessionals to handle and the
latter because their own self-interest often inhibits
their objectivity. Thus, coordinating agencies --
because they combine a statewide perspective with a
specialized knowledge of higher education -- have
increasingly been called upon to play a central role in
these decisions. (Berdahl, 1971)22

'7It is perhaps axiomatic that few issues are more sensitive to higher

educators than those involved in state-level program review and approval."

The idea that "outsiders," "state bureaucratsY "representativds of a'

political environment," or even a "governing board staff" might meddle

in institutional academic affairs is probably more threatening than all

other administrative and coordinative aspects of statewide coordination.

-The principle of "peer evaluation and review" in academe appears to be

as well established as the skepticism towards program review performed

by anyone outside academe.
23

Despite this entrenched institutional preference for self-determination,

the role of statewide coordinating /governing agencies,in the program

review and approval process has been growing steadily. The development

of the program review function has paralleled the development of the

agencies themselves.
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D. Growth of State Agency Reviews

The number of state level coordinating/governing agencies for higher

education and the role and scope of their responsibilities have

steadily increased. In several states the early coordinating agencies

were largely dependent upon the voluntary efforts of the individual

institutions. Subsequently this form of coordination proved un-

satisfactory and new agencies were established with more regulatory

responsibilities over higher education. More recently, in North

Carolina, Wisconsin and Utah, toordinating agencies were abandoned;.

consolidated governing boards replaced the institutions' or systems'

boards of t-ustees. The new consolidated boards thus had virtually

complete governing and coordinating powers over public higher education.

Usually included among the powers of the state-level agencies has been

the responsibilityforprogram review. The first reviews were

primarily for new programs but more recently have been expanded to

include existing programs as well. Like the development of agencies,

themselves, the program review function has emerged from relative

obscurity to an important role in the. coordination and planning of

higher education. While there were some early examples of governing/

coordinating boards playing a decisive role,in 'curricula matters, even

to the point of approving textbooks, these were clearly the exceptions

rather than the rule.
24

Most early Coordinating agencies did not

involve themselves in academic programs.

Beginning in the 1950's, however, some degree of. program review was

exercised,by a few coordinating agencies primarily. in relation to the

16



budgetary process. The classic example of this is the Board of Education

Finance in New Mexico which influenced a control over programs through

its budgeting powers.
25

The New Mexico Board influenced program

decisions through such techniques as requesting and sometimes publishing

data on class size, teaching loads, cost per student-credit hours and

number of graduates per year. In addition, it asked that all new programs

and services be listed as separate budget items and be fully justified.

According to Berdahl the board then ". . . pushed steadily to cut back

on redundant courses and degree programs by pegging faculty salary

increases to increases in class size,1by refusing to budget r.,,4 faculty

positions when da..a'indicated that a:r1;apartment lacked self-restraint. . ."
26

As budgeting procedures became more refined throughout the country with

the introduction of uniform accounting practices and information

systems in the early 1960's, it became clear that more exacting program

review procedures were also needed. Program Planning and Budgeting

Systems (um), for example, were developed with the long-range goal

of having ". . . multiyear estimates of .both costs and benefits of

every proposed program and its major alternatiVes,"
27

(To date the

28
efforts at developing PPBS have.fallen short of this goal.)

Both bdget review and program review were also soon recognized as

sharing an important- relationihip with long-range, statewide planning.
29

As the emphasis on planning grew, the program review function became

an ". important power in its implementation and orderly development."
30

Planning during the 1960's was primarily concerned, with the extension

of educational opportunities to a larger and more diverse student
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population. Consequently, program review largely involved the

establishment of new institutions, new campuses and new programs. The

nature of the relationship between program review and planning during

that period has been described by Glenny et al., who asserted that

statewide planning, if it has been done and done well, could have

established institutional missions within which proposed new programs

could be evaluated. 31
However, the authors regarded program review

asindispensible, whether or not long-range planning had occurred.
32

During the 1960's the review of existing programs occurred only

sporadically.

Glenny et al. points out that little debate now exists on the necessity

of a centralized review.ofrhigh.cost_graduate programs or of a
, .

centralized determination of priorities in the development of, new

programs or "campuses. Theauthors note, however, that enthusiasm

decreases markedly for the review of undergraduate programs and there

is considerable apprehension towards agency powers over course approval

and reallocation or elimination of existing programs.
33

The-elimination

Of existing programs is extremely sensitive since, it may involve changes

in staff, disruption of student expectations and the reallocation of

resources.

Nevertheless, the recent Education Commission of the States (ECS) Task

Force on Coordination, Governance and $tructure recommended that the

scope of program review and evaluation be expanded to include reallo-

cation, reorganization or even di3continuance of units as defined.

This expansion in the scope of program review was deemed necessary by

.18
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the need for retrenchment and reorganization in response to decreasing

enrollments.
34

However, the ECS task force also recommended that new

courses be evaluated only at the institutional level.

A comprehensive assessment of state- level program review functions

has not been undertaken., although the disagreement has' appeared with

Glenny's 1971 assessment:

An overall assessment of the program review function
is that it has been moderately successful., in controlling
new program expansion and in setting diverse functions
among institutions. Agencies have been far less
successful in eliminating existing programs or in
maintaining differential functions.35

E. State Agency Structure and Responsibilities for Program Review

The literature on statewide coordinating of higher education generally

notes three different types of coordinating agencies. These types are:

I. Voluntary agencies in which coordination is performed
by the institutions themselves operating with. some
degree of formality.

II. Coordinating agenciesestablished by statute but not
superseding institutional or segmental governing boards..
The statutory coordinating 'agencies may be further
divided,inio advisory and regulatory types. Advisory
coordinating agencies essentially have the power only
to "recommend" or "advise" whereas boards with more
regulatory powers can actually requireinstitutions
to comply with regulations within the agency's poWers
of jurisdiction.

III. Governing aenciesTfunction either as the governing
body for the only public senior institution in the
state or as a consoijAated goVerning board for
multiple institutions, wir.h no local or ,segmental
governing bodies.36

These three types-of agencies dfffer considerably in their, respective

.powers over academic program review. As Berdahl has pointed out:
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In theory all consolidated governing boards would have...
such program review powers: What the board giveth, it can
taketh away. Coordinating boards on the other hand vary
widely in their powers to review programs, ranging all
the way from no mention at all of the issue in the
enabling legislation, to granting power only to
recommend .., to authorizing final powers in certain
fields or for certain types of institutions, to granting
blanket regulatory powers over all public higher educa-
tion, to even folding in private sector programs in
New York.37

Boards, also vary widely in the actual exercise of their powers. Some '.

consolidated governing boards play a very limited role in program

ri..yiew while a few coordinating agencies with little or not statutory

responsibility for program review have even reviewed existing programs

and have been relatively successful in terminating some questionabl,::

programs.. While extremely rare, some voluntary coordinating groups

have been successful in preventing program duplication. In Iowa, for

example, a voluntary coordinating body was instrumental in achieving

substantial modifications in a new program proposed by a private

instizution.

,Coordinating type boards differ considerably in both authority for

program review and in their use of that authority. It has been widely

recognized that legal authority for review by an,agency may not, for

numerous reasons, be exercised; on the other hand,. authority which may

not exist in law may be exercised by other means.38 An example of the

latter was the situationin New Mexico mentionecLabove. where program

review powers emerged de facto frcm the exercise of budgetary powers.

The growth in,;state-level agency program review, esponsibility is
39 40

'illustrated in Tabie 1 based on data from 1960 and 1975 surveys,

.20
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Table 1

Growth in State-Level Program
Review Responsibility Since 1960

Criteria

1960* 1 1975**
Governing
Agencies
# %

Coordinating
Agencies

%

Governing.
Agencies
# %

Coordinating
Agencies

# %

Number of
Agencies 16 100 8 100

,

19 100 28 100

program Approval
Authority 16 100

.

3 38 19 100 20 72

Program Review
Recommendation
Only , 0 0 4 50 0 0 8 , 28

No .Program

Review

tt,

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0.

*Source;,, S. V. Martoranaand.E. V. Hollis, State Boards Responsible for
Higher Education, U.S. OffiCe of Education,, 1960...

**Source:,,Higher Education in the States, Education Commission.of the
States, "Survey of the Structure of State Coordinating or
Governing,Boards and PUblic InstitUtional and Multicampus
Governing Boards of Postsecondary EduCation -- As of January
1, 1975." Volume 4, No. 10, pp. 297-352..

In-1960 there were sixteen state-level governing boards, and in 1975

there were nineteen governing boards, all of which had potential program

review authority.' In 1960 there were eight state-level coordinating

agencies, three with program approval authority and four with authority

"to recommend." In' 1975 there were twenty-eight coordinating agencies

of which twenty had program review authority and eight had authority

to recommend program approval.

F. Relation of Program Review to Budget Review and Planning

NNV/hile program review is now_viewed as a process in its own right, it has
0

an i ortant and growing relationship to both 'budgeting and planning.

Neither ptogram review, nor budgeting, nor planning, can occur in

1
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0

isolation if institutions are to respond, creatively to the possibility

or actuality of retrenchment. Obviously, programs require appropriate

financing if they are to be meaningful; and if necessary financing is

to be available, appropriate institutional, segmental and state planning

needs to take place.

The example of New Mexico's early approach to program review demonstrates

how budgetary responsibilities are often related to program review. In

some other states, approval of a new program is often contingent upon

termination of an.existing program or upon the specific apprepriaticn of

funds for the program.

The prrvisions for new program approval in a number of-states also

require that the program be integrated into the state master planning

process prior to state-level approval.

The ultimate attempt to integrate planning, programming and budgeting -

-has-been-the so-called Planning,-Programming- and Budgeting-System (RPBS).

But PPBS has proven to be of limited value when applied to higher edu-

cation. Its most serious problem is related to time horizons. Balderston

has noted that:

One basic idea in PPBS is to specify what is to be
accomplished in each program in each future year and
then to calculate how many resources will be needed for
the program and to_specify when these resources have to
be acquired and at what cost in order to meet the schedule
for the:prograM. This sys%an forecasts the cost of the
program over a series of years and sets forth the timing
of these costs, thereby avoiding seemingly innocuous
first-year commitments to,programs that eventually turn
out to be far more costly than originally contemplated.
It is still quite possible to make a poor choice of
program or to underestimate its costs,, and PPBS did not
altogether solve the problem of .mistaken and misunderstood
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commitments, even in the Department of Defense. But it
was certainly a far more sensible conceptual approach
than the political jockeying that got programs started
on false promises and then built them into unstoppable
and large claims later on.

Universities found that, although they tried to show
the multiyear budgetary implications of programs, their
funding sources were unwilling or unable to look beyond

,.,fiery short commitments -- typically, the single budget
year. Administrators were very much aware that most
of what they were trying to sustain in existing programs
or to initiate.in new ones had implications for costs
and horizons for results that stretched far beyond the
immediate arguments of the up-coming fiscal year. But
they have generally not been able to deal with the
multiyear horizon except in terms of very contingent
internal planningor by announcing noble hopes whose .-
realization would be heavily dependent on future
decisions of outside funding agencies. The most enduring
legacy of the program budgeting experience of universities
has been the development-of a much more sophisticated
analytic spirit, both within the university and in state
and federal agenCies.41
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II. ANALYSIS OF NEW PROGRAM REVIEWS

Our analysis will consist of three parts: a discussion of what "programs"

are reviewed; the criteria used in reviewing new programs; and the process

or mechanism of'review. It became. quite evident early in,our state.

visits, that the process or mechanism of review was the most crucial

factor in effective reviews. When participants viewed the process as

flexible. and fair, they then tended to perceive the overall review

more favorably despite any identified deficiencies in the selection of

programs reviewed 1r the criteria used to review them. The latter two,

if deficient, were often viewed as susceptible to later 7'mptovement

through a fair and flexible process. Consequently, primary emphasis

in this analySis will be placed on. the process of program review.

,A. Programs to be Reviewed

Which programs were subject toL,State level review varied considerably
_

atting-the-States. Some state higher education agencies review only

major new graduate or doctoral programs involving legislative requests

for new-funding. At the other extreme some state agencies review,.all

new academic programs, all changes in degree designation, all new tracks

(majors and minors within adegree designation) regardless of whether.

any new costs are involved. A few agencies review proposed course

changes.

The lack of a specific definition of programs subject to review was a

frequently re orted sourcq:cf major problems. 'The definition of program

used by'a particular coordinating agency needs ,.to be specific enough

not to be subject to institutional variation. -The distinctions between
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program, major, area of empha is, concentration, option, and specialty

were frequently found to be o vague that institutions could,°if they

wanted to, reclassify a pr gram to avoid a review. In Montana, for

example, institutions of ered, through continuing education or-summer
/

.

session, courses which they would not'otherwise have been eligible to

offer (a. new policy now prevents this). In South Carolina, the definition

"major" had toy be tightened due to the penchants of several inktitu-

F9ftions for labelling groups of courses concentrations and insisting they
were not new programs.

Andrew J. Rudnick has proposed the following definition of "program"

for use in proposed new legislation in Alabama:

(1) Any instruction or series of courses not previously it the
curriculnm and arranged in,a scope and'sequence leading to
a degree at any level, or to a credit certificate, and
including new majors in any degree program already
established.

(2) Programs in research, public service, or any combination
of these with instructional programs but ChlY-WHeil such
programs"depend in significant part er.in full upon
direct legislative appropriation for support.

(3) The initiation of. programs, either existing or new, in
teaching, research, or public service in new off-campus
locations

(4) The creation,or establishment of a. new,public institutions,
of higher'education, either by the creation of an entirely
new entity or by the merger with or consolidation of
existing entities, public'or private, or?by the 'transfer or
assignment of any teaching, research, or public service
programs by and among existing institutions or systems,
public or private.42

One statewide coordinator reported that his state had solved'this problem

by adopting the principle that,"...if a program (b' whatever name) is to
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be advertised in any media as a s3parate identifiable entity, it i

then subject to the review mechanism...and if in doubt it should ')e subject

to the review pro9ess."

An important distinction in the definition of programs to be reviewed

proved to be that betWeen degree programs and tracks or agencies

reviewing only full degree programs have frequently encountered the

problem of many institutions asserting that the new program "won't

cost anything because the courses are already being taught and the faculty.

and other resources are already on board." In some states institutions

have also developed tracks as options under an approved program rather

than designating them as a new program, thus, .they avoided the concomitant

approval procedures. The review of courses is one way to approach the

problem. However, the review of courses, especially in a large State,

iis deemed unmanageable and could more easily interject the coordinating

r.

agency into infringements on academic freedom. Course control, as

..--,...proposed by one agency staffer below, does have tome possibilities:

If the rationale,for controlling progress is to attempt to
maintain average class size at an efficient level by
restricting curriculum proliferation it might be more
effective to control the number of courses'(or course
credit hours) which an institution may offer, in addition
to the number of courses. Presumably the authorized
number of courses would relate to the total student
body size, and to authorized degree programs Ifa
number could be established for =the maximum number of
courses to be offered at an institutidn the institution
would then be permitted to add additional courses up
to that limit. In order to create new courses after
the limit is reached, the institution would be required
to delete an existing course or obtainauthority to
increase the nuMber of courses offered.

,

The number of authorized courses could be controlled by
level and discipline as well as by total number. If
this were done, the process,for developing the number

,
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of courses might be the counting of courses required for
various authorized degree: programs and the identification
of Courses shared by several degree programs. Authorization
of new programs or additional courses could then be coupled.
Proposals for new programs would specify number of new
courses to be'added and identification of existing.courses
to be used.

Monitoring and enforcement could be handled by maintaining
a file of authorized courses and matching with data on the
Student Data Course File. Any course on the Student Data
Course File and not on the currently approved list would
not generate fundable credit hours. The List of currently
authorized courses could be modified annually by the
university provided that the number of courses at each
level in each discipline did not exceed the authorized
number.

'Perhaps more effective than course control has been the review of tracks,

majors and even minors within a degree designation. The review of

tracks may enable the coordinating agency to review an area of speciali-

zation before significant resources have been committed. Program inven-

-tories in"Florida and Kansas now include tracks or subspecialties.

The scope of programs reviewed by the state higher education agencies

seemed to be a result of either a statutory or a voluntary delineation_

. of programs to be reviewer. The statutory aspects of program review

may be quite explicit such as those in Indiana quoted here:

Public Law 326. Sec. 8('3) Programs.. To approve or disapprove\the establishment of any ew brancheS, regional or other
campuses or extension,cente s, or of any new college or
school,or the offering of any additional graduate degree.
The Commission may review nei associate and baccalaureate
degree programs in any. academic area by any state educa-
tiOnal-institution with the power to approve or disapprove.

Statutory responsibilities may also be less explicit such as those in
.

Iowa which confer upon the Board of Regents broad discretionary povier
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to govern the state universities. The interpretation of statutes in

this area is not always clear and in at least one state (Michigan) the

coordinating agency's authority to grant prior approval of new programs

at public baccalaureate institutions has been legally challenged.*

It.shouId be noted that the mere possession of statutory authority by

a state agency to review academic programs does not necessarily mean

that an agency does in fact review programs, nor is it necessarily an

indication of the extensiveness of that process. Nor does the mere

absence of explicit statutory responsibility for program review

necessarily inhibit an agency from reviewing. programs. Some of the

most vigorous reviews are conducted by state agencies withOut specific

statutory responsibility for program review.

In. some cases agencies have voluntarily limited the scope of program' review

in order to use their'available staff resources most effectively_or._

in order to concentrate efforts on areas of special concern such as

graduate programs.

In a number of states, agencies deliberately limited the overall program

review' effort or Slowly expanded it in order not to upset the delicate

balance between the institutions' strong desire for institutional(

autonomy -- especially in the academic affairs -- and state officials' desire

*In this instance the State Supreme Court ruled'in essence that the
state constitution provides,autonomy to the institutions in terms
of their internal operations, that the role of the State Board of
Education is advisory in nature on program review matters. However,
the Court granted specific recognition to the State Board's planning
and coordinating function? by mandating that the institutions are
required to provide information on new programs and financial re-
quirementsto the State Board in order for the Board .to carry out
its'advisory role. Constitutional changes have since been proposed
that would increase the state agency's review authority.
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for evidence of greater efficiency in education. Below is a partial'

list of the many different ways in which limitations have been made to

the kinds of new programs reviewed by many state agencies:

1. By program level (or general category "degree programs")

a. lower division-(community/junior college)

b upp6r diviSion

c. Masters
or Graduate

d. Doctoral

e. Professional

2. By funding level or source

a.. fixed amount

b. need for state legislative appropriations

c. type of external funding source

3. By length of'program

a. financial commitment, per number of years

b. length of program duration

4. By organizational.level/unit

a. instruction (college, school, institution, department)

b. research

c. administration

d. public service

5. Changes ,of existing programs

a. track

b. improvPA

c. expanded

d. terminated
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6. By sector

a. public

b. private

c. proprietary

7 By certification

8. By accreditation

9. Credit and noncredit

When to review a new program is another touchy issue. The California

state agency has recently determined to consider new programs projected

for initiation two to five years in the future, instead of reviewing

and commenting on them only shortly prior to their implementation

date. This approach requires a concomitant emphasis on longer-range

academicrplanning, an emphasis which was, 'found wanting in some of the

states visited. The California Commission staff provided the following

deScription of the way in which this longer-range review Will be done:

In conjunction with an intersegmental council, the Commission

has develOp4d a schedule for the annual submission of long-

range plans to the ComMission, and a process for determining

program areas in which an excess of programs may now or soon

exist, or which may require a special study. Among the

criteria for identifying such program areas are the number

and location of existing and premed programs; the employ-

ment market; the cost of the program; and student demand.

The identification of certain program areas is intended

to discourage the institution frc's proceeding with -their

plans for anew program in that area. If the college

proceeds anyway, or if it proposes a program not appearing

previously on its five-year plan, the Commission will

review that proposal with special- emphasis on the circum-

stances cited.in its justification,

It is probably,too early to effectively assess this process in California.

since,,it has only recently been implemented. A similar plan, is being
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developed in Kentucky. This general approach should mitigate the

problems of large numbers of individual program requests, their fre-

quently late submission, and the potential overlapping.of the review

function as performed by institutional, segmental and coordinating

'agency staffs. On the 'other hand this approach may have the ± ;advantage

of'restricting institutional responsiveness by preventing the swift

development of programs for which there may be a unique and even urgent

need.

B. Criteria Used for Program Review

Almost all of those we interviewed expressed concern about the criteria

used to review new programs. We heard distress about the "quantitative"

nature of most of the criteria and the relatively slight concern with

"qualitative" criteria. Faculty were p rticularly critical on this point

-even though they generally admitted:that they had no suggestions on how

to make the' criteria more qualitatively'oriented. The quality of a

program, they felt, could best be judged by peers within a giveA academic

discipline.

The biggest problem with "quantitative" measures was the fear that they

are or could be used arbitrarily across institutions and disciplines

without taking into consideration the many unique differences among

types of institutions and disciplines. While some individuals totally

ruled out the use of quantitative data for reviewing programs, most

indicated that they would have less concern about their use if they were

but one of several kinds of criteria employed in evaluating a new program:
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The qualifications of the staffs of the state-level agencies doing the

reviews was a related concern. Most state level staff were categorized

by institutional representatives as lacking "academic experience"

wIiiCh they invariably defined as "X" number of years in the classroom.

Academics feared that such personnel, lacking the desired'experience,

would rely too heavily and ,.too inflexibly on quantitative measures.

Even if the-state-level personnel had creditable academic experience,

their relative remoteness from the campus was seen, as possibly diluting

their perception of academic concerns.

Figure 1 provides a simplified profile of the seven major factors
t.

commonly included for new program review in the various states.

The seven factors are: (1) program description; (2) purpoSes and

objectives; (3) need analysis; (4)

(6) prograll accreditatidn; and (7)

cost analysis; (S) resource analysis;

availability of adequate student

financial aid. (The_degree of specificity of the required response to

each component varies:considerably between the states.)

1. Program Description. The first. requited.factor for a new program

review is a description of the program being proposed. This could range

from a simple catalog-type statement to a comprehensive, well documented

including the entire proposed and related curriculum, prerequisites,

credits, method of instruction, degree(s) to be granted and courses

taught by related departments. The program description also establishes

the context within which the other factors may be considered.

2. Purposes and Objectives. While the degree of detail required

in this statement varies, it generally consists of what the proposed
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11.

. _

______________.

"x" indicates those categories which a specific state utilizes in its program review process' based upon information

obtained from either specifically expressed or implied statements of that agency.

(1) New programs haverovisional statuslirst full cycle.

(2) Has a two phase process of program review, Phase I is similar to a letter of intent, brit more comprehensive. Phase.

11 is considerably more detailed,

(3) Requires a ranking of state andlinstitutional priorities.

(4) Separate procedure for new health programs.
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FIGURE 1 continded)

(5) The Minnesota review process is :currently being revised to include increased detail anklarification. Present

criteria include: mission, ,unwarranted duplication, cost-benefit and need for program.

(6). Currently being developed.

(7) Criteria listed apply generally to all programs; however, there are separate criteria for each degree level (i.e.,

B, M, D)

(8) Doctoral programs must subiit more extensive information. State college programs requiring additional fiscal

resources need both council and legislative review.

(9) Vermont is in the process of developing program review procedures.

(10) Has a three stage process: intent to plan, program approval, operational approval.

(11) These criteria are optional and,apply to graduate programs only,

(12) Includes private institutions (in someinstances.this is voluntary on the part of private institutions),

(13) University, of Nebraska Only.

(14) WestVirginia uses .a procedure which is difficult to'represent in this table (see description in section on

existing program.)

(15) North Dakota has a procedure for review but specific criteria were not provided in response to survey.

(16) Public institutions must seek approval for planning and licensure, private institutions only the latter.

(17) Includes public and private institutions.

---,(18) Pro-gram review and roil-range planning are integrated, into a process in which programs. projected for initiation

two to five, years in the future are considered annualiy,

(1.9) The criteria for .review of new programs are currently being reassessed.
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program is intended to achieve and how it interrelates with the institu-

tional (or other unit) mission and the state master plan (if one exists).

In North Carolina the University System, for example, is developing per-

formance goals for proposed programs in terms of projected enrollment,

anticipated accreditation, modification of facilities and faculty. develop-

ment. These performance goals will be a baSis for periodical review of

programs after establishment.

3. Need Analysis. This section in most states is a justification

for the proposed program generally concerned with: the need for the

program at the institution and in the geographical area it serves (i,e.,

state, regional, national or international); the student demand for the

program; the projected enrollment; the relationship to manpower needs;

the opportunities for employment; the likelihood of unnecessary program

duplication within the state and -ttempts to establish cooperative

arrangements with other institutions.

Although such justifications for a proposed program are clearly important

there is some agreement that many factors are just based on "guesstimates."

For example, manpower projections are notoriously unreliable. Often the

reviewers are confronted with different and even conflicting estimates

of need and must judiciously exercise their professional judgment.,

The determination of "unnecessary duplication" is also frequently a judg-

mental matter. Some duplication within a given state is viewed as

necessaryand highly desirable while other program duplications may be easily

recognized as unnecessary. Unnecessary duplication of the programs between

these two extremes is much more difficult to determine.
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Martorana and Kuhns have developed a methodology for analysis of

duplicate program offerings on a statewide basis. The principal objective

of their research project was the design and implementation of a model

for assessing possible program duplication. The project focused on the

need for, availability, supply.and possible oversupply.of degree programs

at five levelS -- associate, baccalaureate, masters, first professional,

doctoral -- in all types of public, private and proprietary institutions

chartered to grant degrees in a large eastern state. A basic assumption

was that pairs of programs -- with the same Higher Education General

Information Survey (HEGIS) classification, at the same degree level

must be compared in order to determine the extent of program duplication.

For each degree program a "unit record" containing a number of data items

(program descriptors) was established. Using these unit records,

"programming profiles" were developed for types.of institutions, degree

levels, and educational planning regionS. Included in the programs' unit

records were indices of'geographic co-existence or duplication, availa-

bility, graduate production, similarity, institutional need or dependence

on the program, and student and manpower dethand for the.program.
43

A number of states either have,.or are in the process of developing,

criteria...which would examine the extent to which cooperative programs

between institutions and within consortia arrangements have been explored

prior to the introduction of new programs. Such arrangements are viewed

as important alternatives to a single institution developing an entire

new prOgram unilaterally. A statewide coordinator in the midwest

indicated that "increasingly'it will be necessary to develop certain

programs on a statewide rather than just an institutional basis."
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4. Cost Analysis. This section establishes the cost (e.g., direct,

indirect, incremental and reallocated) of the proposed program for a

given time usually ranging from two to six years. The factors generally

involved in instructional program costs include the amount required for

direct teaching, for instruction-related activities, library, administra-

tive, research and service costs when appropriate.

Also frequently considered in cost analyses are the sources of funds for

the proposed program. Many states differentiate the extensiveness of the

review by the source of funds. State funded programs have generally

received the most extensive reviews. Also, if state funds are needed

for a program, the proposal, even if approved with respect to all other

factors, may, as in Oklahoma and Arkansas, be dependent upon the subsequent'

appropriation of state funds for the program. ,Programs financed fully by

nonstate funds used to escape close fiscal scrutiny, however, because many

states have recently been asked to pick up the tab for programs formerly

supported by nonstate, usually federal funds, the costs examined now

include all source funds.

An important problem associated with this cost analysis is the frequent

institutional assertion that the proposed programs "won't cost anything"

since the faculty and other resources, are already, in place. In one sense

this appears to be true: over the -:ears.faculty with special expertise

were added; courses reflecting these faculty interests were added;

necessary equipment and resources to supplement the courses were acquired;

and, finally,' minors in the area were offered. As a consequence, the

formal' establishment of the new Program is like an.afterthought. In
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another sense, however, the legitimization of the program does cost

somything -- the faculty must be paid, the resources maintained, the

overhead accounted, for -- and many states feel that these' should

be identified.

Many state coordinators believe the real issues here are whether the

"programs" are being reviewed early enough in their development and

whether this approach to developing programs, is the most effective and

appropriate for serving the "needs of the state."..

5. Resource Analysis. The word "resource" is.used here in the

broad sense to include all the necessary resources, human and otherwise,

which.are needed to support the proposed program. The analysis of these

resources is of ly.,-ch a qualitative and quantitative nature. Some state

agencies request a complete vitae for each faculty member, while others

are concerned only with the number of individuals involved. A number of

states require information on equipment, library resources and facilities.

Several states require specific information on the administrative re-

quirements of the proposed prOgram.

The quantitative aspect of this analysis is relatively easy to determine

and for many factors, such as libraries, states have developed measurement

formulas. The qualitative aspect on the other hand presents many

difficulties. Some states use outside pear consultants to help in the

assessment of,the quality of the resources.

A number of states have learned by experience that meeting accreditation

requirements can be quite costly and that the extent of such costs must

4 0
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be taken into .ccmsideration when a program is initially proposed. If

the necessary resources are not available to meet accreditation standards

most agencies will generally not approve the program.

Accreditation requirements also are used as indicators of program

quality. To the extent that a given program currently or potentially

meets or exceeds the accreditation standards established in a given

discipline a number of states consider it to be of sufficient quality

for implementation. A full knowledge of accreditation
ci

requiremfents

'can alro provide the reviewers with some notion of the cost to p

incurred in meeting accreditation standards.

6. Program Accreditation. The program accreditation requirement %-

can range from a simple statement regatding who, if anyone, accredits

_the_proposed piogiam to a detailed listing of the accreditation require-_

ments; the present accreditation status (in the case .1f related or

expanded Programs);-the resources or commitment needed to achieve

accreditation; and a timetable for meeting 1.:11e various requirements.

A few states also require that programs meet general standards of quality

such as the guidelines of "he National Graduate Council.

7. Financial Air?. A few states require evidence of the'availa-.

bility of adeauate financial aid fot students,-primarily in graduate

programs. Such requirements usually stem from'state policies aimed at

.maintaining accessibility.

The application of all these factors varies notonly among the states

but within a given state depending on the availability of resources,

49



-38-

at any given time. -During periods of rapid growth and relatively \\

"easy money" the factors may be applied very loosely whereas in times,

of financial stress the factors may be applied stringently.

C. Process of Review

Different state agencies also use markedly different procedures in their

reviews of new programs. The variation ranges from a simple one-step

process (from institution to'the agency board or commission concerned)

to elaborate multi-phase-arrangements which maybe intimately related

to the entire statewide-masteroplanning process. For the pu7'poses

of analysis we will describe nine generally common features of the

various review processes in a' sequence beginning with the initial steps

and ending with the final steps constituting program approval.

1. Prior Planning ApproVal. A number of state agencies require

that any institution under their purview notify them as soon as initial

planning for a new program begins. In some states this requirement may

be fulfilled quite. informally such as by a telephone call or brief

letter of intent. In Colorado, and in Georgia for example, the institu-

tions are asked to consult informally with. their statewide boards well

ahead of.subMittingformal proposals; in Washington and Minnesota-the.
_ .

notification in advance is required.

While such expressions of intent are often viecred as bureaucratic (and

sometimes they are), they can be an important part of the academic planaing

and coordination process. The following excerpt from a Minnesota document

explains ore of the major reasons for preliminary ritification:

The primary purpose of this preliminary notification
is to provide the Commission with information which
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it in turn can forward to the various systems of post-
secondary education in Minnesota. It is Nery, possible,
when a particular'educational need develops in the
state, several institutions of post-secondary education
may work simultaneously on the planning of new programs
to meet ,the identified need.

Thus, the preliminary notification can eliminate wasteful duplicate

planning and encourage cooperation. A number of instances were reported

in'which the lack of such preliminary information resulted in wasteful

duplicative efforts in which two or more institutions were simultaneously

planning similar programs. Furthermore, when the discovery of the dupli-

`cative efforts was made, additional problems often resulted because of ,

the institutional.hostility,created in the process.of attemptin6 to

decide whidh, if any, program(s)' should be approved.

Preliminary notification of proposed programs can also feed into the

statewide planning process and provide the opportunity for state agency-

institution dialogue. The resulting dialogue between the state agency

staff and the institutional personnel can_promote the. ffective use of

resources even if it is viewed primarily as "building political support"

for,a proposed program at the state level as one dean described it.

Such interchange can foster greater understanding and a better working

relationship between agency staff and institutional personnel. It can

also result in the conservation of resources insofar as a clearer sense

develops of what is required for approval. Furthermore, it could also

save time and energy in planning as the state agency staff in one state

advised that a particular proposed program "had no likelihood of being

approved at the present time."

2. /Statement of Approval. This second common feature, a statement :
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of. institutional program approval, is often implicit in a request for

a new program. In some states, however, explicit endorsement by the

legally constituted governing board and/or the institution's or system's

chief executive officer is specifically required before it can be

considered for state-level approval. Where required, it is more of a

formality to assure appropriate prior approvals and institutional

commitment to a proposal, than anything else. In some states, such, as

Texas, it is also a'statement attesting to the adequacy of funding for

'the proposed program. Whether such a statement is requested separately,

or as part of the prescribed format required of all new program proposals,

it is probably a necessary formality in order to maintain proper

organizational protocol.

3. Prescribed Format. Almost all of the state agencies have a

prescribed format which must be followed by any institution submitting

a proposal for a new program. This format can be somewhat flexible;

Texas, for instance, provides only a format to serve as d general guide

-for institutions submitting requests,_ Inmost other states, such as

Wisconsin, rather detailed specific information is required for. response.

to a number of items. It has generally been the experience of most

state agencies that specific detailed formats are the only way.of

assuring that the responses will be something other than vague and

meaningless. It is admittedly difficult to develoPa.format requiring

very specific responses which is still flexible enough to accommodate

new apprOaches and differing situations, and it is. even.more difficult

when state. agency staff are inflexible in theirldetermination,to get

responses to specific formats. If all institutions could be persuaded
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to respond donicientiously as some consistently do, such rigid formats

would probably be unnecessary.

. 4. Inter-ihstitutional Review. A number. of states include in
,

their review process some kind of review by institutional personnel from

within the State, usually academic vice presidents, and deans. This inter-

institutional review can be dnformallas in Washington: and Florida where

each institution in. the state.is asked to comment in writing .oeproposed

programs from similar institutions, or it can be a formal committee such

as .the Council on Chief Academic Officers (COCAO) in KanSas or the

Curriculum Advisory Committee (CAC) in Minnesota. These Committees are

composed orinstitutional personnel with state agency staffers serving

as ex officio members. Whether formal or.inforthaL the inter- institutional.

'committee can be an important source of institutional involvementin-the

state-level program review process which should not be considered lightly.

by the institutions. Such committees are,usually.advisory to, the state.

board or a 'subcommittee thereof.

The most Common and recurring problem with such committees is their

tendency to "log-roll," a process whereih questionable deals -- or so-called
,

''trade offs" -- are..made. This problem has already been identified by

other authors; and concerns about it are universal. However, not all

trade-offs should be viewed as undesirable. Two kinds of "trade-offs" can

be identified. First; there are those trade -offs. in which two institu-

tions carve.uv the turf, agreeing not to develop programs in certain

areas in return for certain other areas, thusi-complementing each other's

activities. This kind of trade-off is generally regarded as desirable.
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On'the other hand, there, are the undesirable trade-offs whereby insti-

tutions participate in "bloc voting" (e.g., developing institutiofls

versus the well developed, or vice-versa), or "log-rolling" where one

nstitutioagrees\to support another's request in return faxy the other

institution's support of its program requests': In these latter instances

little if any considerition is given to theneeds of the state or other
0

wider objectives of the program review process. In addition to the

split between the "haves" and the "haVe nots," one state coordinator

noted that-there are

related divisions that reflect unresolved tensions within
the'academic community over the nature and purposes of
graduateeducation. These differences, which reflect the
differing.roles of the institutions in graduate education,
in turn are reflected in-the vigor with which each
graduate dean reviews and evaluates proposed programs
according toctraditional criteria.

The "trade-off" problem is one of'the primary criticists by noneducators

and state agency staff ofthe use of inter - institutional committees.

This and the disinclination of such committees to turn down new program

proposals contributes toward a general skepticism toward review processes

in which primary emphasis is placed on this approach.

Some states :lave included state agency staffers ex officio to counterbalance

the problem of "trade-offs." While thiS technique may contribute to better

state-agency/institUtional communications on program review, it probably

only slightly lessens the probability of trade-offs since such "deals"
1

can easily occur outside the formal committee meetings.

This criticism of inter-institutional committees should not obscure some

of their pOsitive-contributions. The f:oncerns about arbitrariness and
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inflexibility expressed earlier can be counterbalanced by a review

utilizing institutional personnel with ready access to faculty and

student concerns. Such committees have also, on occasion, taken on a

truly statewide perspective by rising above purely institutional self--

interests. Admittedly, these instances are rare but they indicate

that if influential committee members, such as commission members,

presidents or legislators, can create the proper attitudes in the

committee,. such committees can be a very important part of the new

program approval procesS.- Such guidance has predominately been lacking,

however.'

It is also important that appropriate procedures and guidelines be set

up and followed to insure that when institutions submit programs to the

committee, all prior review work (intra-institutionally) will have been

of approximately equal quality. The need for consistency is necessitated

by the wide range of thoroughness and effectiveness of different institu-

tion's internal review processes. Some institutions and segments we

interviewed jlad practically no internal program.review while others had

rather comprehensive review processes. These differences can cause

difficulties'and unfairness which unfortunately often Penalize those

institutions which do a more effective internal review. In one state

with\several segments, one segtent did an especially complete internal

reviei for all programs submitted, while another segment undertook almost

no review of programs. The latter merely passed on to the inter-

institutional review committee all programs submitted from the individual

institutions with the idea that if the inter-institutional review

committee reviewed them'favorably, they would then devote staff time-to
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reviewing the proposed, programs. The inter-institutional committee

was thus at a relative disad ge as it reviewed all the programs,

since few of its members knew of the qualitative differences in the

two review systems. It would seem desirable that all of the internal

processes should be uniform or made known to the committee.

S.' Outside Reviews. There are several variations of the use of

outside reviewers in the new program review process. One variation is

the "Commission of Scholars" which reviews new programs in Illinois.

This committee is composed of seven out-of-state scholars national

reputations for their teaching and research. The "Commission of

Scholars" is selected by the Board of Higher Education from lists of

persons nominated by the institutions. The "Commission's" duties are:

(a) Study areas of critical need for doctoral programs
to determine at which institutions they should be
offered and how their initiation and sound devel-
opment may be expedited.

(b) Review applications by any state university to
offer a degree program requiring six or more
years of education or training. In appropriate
cases the board may act without referral of an
application to the Commission.

(c) Evaluate the intrinsic merit of the particular
proposal.

(d) Determine the need for 4c rogram.

(e) Investigate the qualifications of the faculty
and physical resources of the institution
proposing the program.

(f) Conduct such studies and employ, with the
approval of the board, such consultants as
are necessary to inform the Commission.

(g) Make a recommendation to the board.

A more frequent variation is the use of smaller informal groups or

individuals to review new program requests in a given discipline. In
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some instances these consultants are chosen and hired by the institution

proposing the program. In ether states the consultants are chosen by

the state agency staff or the inter-institutional committee. Still

other states utilize a combination of state-agency and institutional

selection,of the consultants.

The use of outside consultants in reviewing new program requests is

fairly common whether it exists as part of an institution's internal

review and program development process or as part of the state-level

program review. The use of consultants was rather highly regarded

provided that their selection assured reasonable objectivity. Generally

speaking, objectivity can be improved if there are mechanisms in the

consultant selection process which provide for joint statewide-institutional

or inter-institutional selection of the consultants with all segments

concerned having reasonable. eto powers. We will say more about consultant

selection in the section on the reviews of existing programs.

The only major criticism made on the use of consultants in reviewing

new programs was the obvious problem of costs which may be borne by

either the institutions or state agency. Generally each consultant is

paid at a per diem rate of $100-$200, in addition to travel expenses.

Those states which use outside consultants generally find their reviews
0

and advice well worth the costs involved.

We found two instances where there was considerable apprehension over

the way in which the reports of the consultants were handled. In both

instances some segment was denied access to the consultants' deliberations
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(in one state it was the institutions proposing the programs). A

more effective approach would allow all parties concerned to have access

to appropriate consultants' reports.

6. Board/Commission Staff Review. Like so many other aspects of

the state-level review process, that involving the state higher education

staff review varies considerably among the states in terms of the

extensiveness and quality of the review, and the importance of the

review in the overall program review process. -A few state agency staffs

do not reyiew programs at all. In several other states the staff review

is limited to insuring the institutions' compliance to prescrici

formats. In still other states such as New York and Washington, the

staff review is the primary component of the review process. In New

York, the state education department has the final word on proposed

program's final registration (i.e., approval). In Washington, the

Council on Postsecondary Education staff Makes program recommendations

to the council. While the staff recommendations are "advisory only"

the council nearly always accepts them. A typical description of the

elements of the, staff review process could include the following

elements:

1

(a) Reviewing and circulating as appropriat communica-
tions of intent to develop new programs, offering
advice on program submission and-development.

(b) Reviewing new program proposals and circulating them
as appropriate.

(c) Reviewing the content of proposed program's documents
for compliance with prescribed format.

(d) Verifying the accuracy of data submitted.

5a
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(e) Serving as liaison in'the selection of consultants
to review the proposed program and reviewing the
consultants recommendations.

(f) Reviewing the proposed program for content, costs,
quality, need, duplication and compliance_ with the
.institutional mission and/or statewide plan.

(g) SerVing as liaison with inter-institutional committees
and/or board.committees reviewing the proposed programi,

(h) Making recommendations to the state agency board.

(i) Doing follow-ups, such as post-audit review for
compliance with conditions prescribed for the
programs approval.

While perhaps "typical" in an average sense, the above activities and

the extensiveness of those activities varied among the states surveyed.

The length of time generally allotted the staff reviews ranged anywhere

from a single day to one or more years. Two to three months was

generally adequate for the review of most new program proposals. Periods

c?f time of less than two months were often found to be insufficient for

an effective review and.fho;e of much more than three months tended to

be-excessive and in some instances so long that they inhibited necessary

academic vitality and program development.

The problems associated with staff review tended to be primarily related

to the "walifications" of the agency's staff which was mentioned

earlier. ?egardless of the backgrounds and experience of the state agency

4P--)

staff, most institutional personnel felt that the agency staff were

not the appropriate persons to review academic programs. This was even

true in a state where the agency staff who reviewed programs by major

disciplines were on temporary 3-year assignments from those discipline

areas from the institutions themselves:
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However, this antagonism toward agency staff was not shared by those

outside the reviewed institutions or by institutional personnel with

some understanding of the wider context within which institutions within

a state must operate. State governmental officials who did not approve

of the staff reviews were rare. Some institutional personnel while

generally agreeing With their institutional colleagues that no outside

review would make it easier to initiate new programs, generally saw

staff program review as either a "necessary evil" or as desirable in

the long run to maintain the vitality of their own institutions. To

illustrate, in one state, the faculty semte chairman of a-large research

institution conceded that while he preferred no outside review, state

agency staff review was needed to curb the unnecessary proliferation

of programs which tends to dilute state resources and inhibit adequate

support of existing quality programs. In a number of states institu-

tional executives stated that it was really a matter of alternatives:/

either the state higher education agency staff did the reviews or some

other less educationally associated group would do them.

A number of other concerns with staff reviews were centered on the way

in which individual agency staff persons operated. Staff were berated

for wrongly criticizing proposed programs based on incomplete information.

If the staff 'had communicated more effectively with the proposing

institution this kind of situation could have been greatly reduced.

In one state a new agency staffer's report was highly critical of a

particular.institution's proposal due to his apparent misunderstanding

of the purpose the proposed program was intended to serve. This mis-

understanding could have-been resolved-in a matter of minutes had the
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staffer consulted with the appropriate institutional representatives or

vice versa. Instead, the report went to the agency's board where

considerable animosities were created in a long heated debate over the

-proposal. The result was not only a wasting of the board's time but

tae loss of credibility for that staffer's work and the furthering of

'!,.dviizary climate between the state agency and the institution

Unfortunately, sume review processes and already existing

4.i.ITary'relations combine to work against a free flow of communication

b.4..t000n state agencies and institutions. In one state for example; all

coOnriicationsbetween the agency staff and the institution proposing

a pl.ogram had to be through an inter-institutional committee resulting

in, frequently distorted communications.

All of these problems with staff review would suggest the need for. well

trained and knowledgeable agency staff, with the experience and

analytical skills to understand the Complexities of statewide coordina-

tion. The recruitment and training of such people has long been

recognized as an important problem for state agencies. While training

programs are being developed by the State Higher Education Executive'

Officers (SHEEO), the Education Commission of tilt States (ECS) and others

and while beginning salary levels for many state staff have risen, some

agencies are still badly- wanting in this area. The situation in some

states is further complicated by deliberate instintional actions such as

lobbying to keep state agency appropriations, staffing,and salaries low.

In some cases, such lObbying is merely a reflection of the institutions'

desperate need for resources; in others it is a deliberate attempt to
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impede the effectiveness of the higher education agencies in the hope

that the agencies will fail and eventually be eliminated, thus securing

.a victory for institutional autonomy. Ironically, the few state agencies

that have been "eliminated" have been replaced by more powerful agencies

that were more regulatory in nature. It appears then 'that this kind

of short-sightedness on the part of the institution's personnel can

often lead to even greater losses of autonomy in the long-run.

7. Board Committee Reviews. Another approach utilized in a

number of states is a review by a committee of the board (council or

commission). This committee may consist of as few as three board members

or as many as nine or ten. Further variations include some staff and

institutional memberships.

Generally, such committees are regarded as helpful in assisting the full

board in its decision-making and in enabling at least some board members

to consider in-depth the reviews of newacademic programs. This is

especially true for boards with extremely long meeting agendas. Associated.

with this arrangement, however, are potential problems, evident in several

states. Some board members, after long periods of service on such a

committee, become overconfident of their ability to review programs and

tend to take on an expertise of their own, sometimes substituting their

own. private views for institutional and board staff judgmentS on programs.

In one state a long-time and influential board member on a review

committee was inst:umental in altering the content of a proposed program

in very damaging ways. The program was saved only by the timely rein-

statement of its original proposed structure. The institution proposing
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the program had accepted the board member's changes because it thought

it might. be the only way the program would get approved. The agency

staff also did not.agree with the changes but found it awkward to

oppose them vigorously.

In general, the full boards tend to support the recommendations of their

colleagues. Notable exceptions to the acceptance of committee recommen-

dations were those situations where the recommendations conflicted with

the wishes of institutions with a particularly close relationship to

other board members. An instance of this problem was in a state wherL

two board members who were not on the review committee opposed the

committee's recommendation to disapprove a proposed program from an

institution from which they had graduated.

8. Informal Withdrawal. In many states it is possible for an

institution to withdraw a program from formal consideration .to "save

face," when it believes that the board Will reject it. This mechanism

of withdrawal serves several purposes
0
including the avoidance of

unnecessary conflict at a public session of a board or commission and

the option to bring the proposed program back for consideration at a

more auspicious time.

9. ReView by the State Agency Board. In most states the final

element of the:new program review process is the action of the state

higher education agency board. In some states the board may review

new programs only once a year or biennially, associated with the'

budgeting cycles. In other states the board 'may review requests for new

programs at any of its regular meetings.
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The procedures for presenting the proposed new programs to the board

vary. A few states let faculty members of the proposing .institution

make a presentation to the board. In other states the inter-institutional

chairman, board committee chairman or board staff may make the presenta-

tions. In some instances the consultants may also make presentations to

the board. In still other states-the presentations may be made by any

or all of the above groups.

Developing the appropriate mode for the presentations by various groups

is important. In several states where the staff has made a negative

recommendation, inappropriate emotional appeals are sometimes made such

as the following which was, noted by one coordinator:

.:.there has been a tendency of late for the institution
affected to have not only those with institution-wide
responsibilities appear before the [coordinating board]
but the department chairpersons as well. The result has
been an emotional personal appeal in which the arguments
presented are those which, any good department chairperson
or faculty would make to their dean but which do not .

address the issues of greatest concern to'a statewide
coordinating board. Unless the staff has done an
effective job educating [the coordinating board] to the
issues and questions involved in the review of academic
programs, decisions may be made on fundamentally
inappropriate grounds. Unless there is an active
process of education of boar,i members to the issues
involved in program review they do not feel comfortable
making their own independent judgments and feel forced
into a position of "taking sides" either -'with the
[coordinating agency] staff or the institution.

This coordinator also raised the important question of "how, in a public

forum, does one deal with the question of the qualificatiOns of a faculty

to' offer graduate work?" These concerns raised in a number of states

indicate a need for guidelin6s for making presentations to the

coordinating board and /or for an active educational program for board
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members that would better Equip them to deal with the issues with which

they are frequently confronted in reviewing academic prbgrams.

All of the above approaches had both advantages and disadvantages. The

effectiveness of a given process seemed primarily based on providing the

appropriate opportunity for all those affected to express orally or in

writing their concerns on the proposed program and for those concerns

to be at least considered in the deliberations of the board.

Depending on the authority of a given board the action taken may be to

approve, disapprove, postpone, recommend, not recommend or a number

of intermediate actions dependent upon fulfillment of some condition.

In Oklahoma,.for example, approval to implement a program may be

conditioned upon subsequent funding of the proposed program by the

legislature. Sometimes approval of a new program is made contingent

upon the elimination of an existing program. Another frequent action

is to condition permanent program approval upon a .satisfactory post-

audit review to see that the program measures up to the purposes for

which-it was originally proposed. In Louisiana, for example, all degree

Programs -- associate, baccalaureate, masters, doctorate -- which the

Board of Regents deems worthy of implementation are initially given

"conditional approval." In the year that a proposed program will

graduate its first class, a review of the program is required by the

Louisiana Board of.Regents. The reviews in Louisiana include the

following information: (1) demonstration that requirements of quality

education are met in the program; (2) evidence that the submitted need

is met by. the program; (3) evidence that, the program has served the

number of students projected in the original application. If a
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satisfactory review is not obtained after the first graduation from the

program, a second review is required upon the second graduation from

the program. Should this second review prove unsatisfactory to the

Louisiana Board of Regents, conditional approval is withdrawn and the

program is terminated.

lh North Carolina, the University System requires that proposals for

new programs include "performance goals for proposed programs in terms

of projected enrollment, anticipated accreditation, modification of

facilities and faculty development -- which form the basis for periodical

review of programs after establishment."
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III. ANALYSIS OF EXISTING PROGRAM REVIEWS

The review of existing programs is a complex phenomenon. At the present

time, 'a variety of states, for a variety of purposes, in a variety of

ways are undertaking, such reviews. Approximately twenty state higher

education agencies currently review at least some existing programs,

and a number of others-are developing procedures to review (..,xisting

programs.

As noted earlier state higher education agency responsibility for review

of existing programs varies considerably. For example, one state board

,

with only the power to apprcye new programs madean extensive study of

existing programs apparently with no institutional opposition. Agency

authority over subject and type of institution also varies. For

example, only New York and Pennsylvania (teacher education programs

only) include private institutions in their review of existing programs,

the other states are primarily limited to reviewing public

Some states are further limited in their jurisdiction over

sector. The New Jersey Department of Higher Education has

institutions.

the public

stronger

review powers over the state colleges than over the other public insti-

tutions. A similar situation prevails in Pennsylvania where the Board

Of Educati6n has strong powers over state colleges, but has review

powers over new teacher education programs in both public and private

institutions.

In some cases these reviews are rather limited: they are merely an

extension of the agencies' review-of new programs, such as the post-

audits described in. the previous section, or they are studies of only

specific kinds of curricula such as the"Minnesota Commission on Higher
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Education's review of certain health programs offered by public institu-

tions. In other states, such as New York, the reviews of existing

programs are rather extensive asses

\

ments of the quality of graduate

programs in every public and private higher education institution in

the state.

The purposes for which state agencies undertake program review of

existing programs also differ widely. Some.of the. purposes for under-

taking-a review of existing programs are noted below:

1. Financial - to cut back on expenditureS. One state
estimated it saved $1.5 million on its reviews of
existing programs.

2. Efficiency - to enable more effective utilization
of existing resources.

3. .Accountability - to assure that institutions-are
effectively meeting state goals.

4. Quality - to up-grade the overall quality of programs
by eliminating low quality programs and reallocating
the resources to improve others:

5. Consumer Protection - to protect students froth
programs of questiOnable value,by establishing
minimum levels of quality.

6. Political - to demonstrate the clout the agency
has over higher education.

The wide variety of practices in the review of existing programs makes

generalizations extremely hazardous. What'might look like an excellent

practice in one state May be questionable practice in another state.

Each state must operate within its own environment.

Locating the beginning' of a particular state's process of.revieW is

often difficult, but one which can contributeRtO a greater understanding
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. of the total review process for existing programs. While it is not

' possible' in this volume to trace the background and deVelopment of the

review process, as it is currently practiced in several states, two examples

of its'evolution can be instructe. Further analysis of the mechanism

for revieW,will.follow these examples.'

I. New,York. The New York State Education Department has conducted

two recent reviews of existing programs. In 1969 the department began

a review of master's degree programs for the purpose of preparing guide-

lines and making recommendations te:the regents. More recently it has

reviewed selected doctoral programs.

Master Degree Review - Ihtensive planning for the survey began in the

summer of1969 with the development:of a twenty-one page form designed

co eco:-.1 chat would refle:*! -the character of New York State's

master'L. degree programs. Fifty-six of the eighty-two institutions

ofr.:Iring a master's degree in the state were selected for the study to

represent a dross section of the state's institutions.

During the academic year 1969 -70, information was collected by mail on

enrollments; .admi.ssions standards; student profiles; curricular content

and deVelopment; grading; the credentials, experience, assignments of

faculty members; and the adequacy'of libraries and other facilities for

graduate study. Written, assessments cbvering such matters as academic

advising, library Services, the nature of the courses given in different

curricula, and the qua\lity of instruction were obtained from a sampling

of students.

Staff members visited all the institutions included in the project. Two
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or three persons spent one or two days at each, accumulating additional

inforiatiOn,ind gathering opinions from administrators, faculty, and

students about the nature of the master's degrees offered. A total of

544 curri /ula, which included 55,602 courses taken, were examined.

In addition, twenty-two of the visits were made by teams responsible

for the registration of college and university curricula. About half

the members of each team were consultants chosen because of their

competence in.those fields selected for special attention. /During the

course of their visits, these teams scrutinized with particular care each

institution's methods of proviling for the administration, staffing,

and support of undergraduate and graduate curricula in the selected

fields. Their reports were added to the information derived from other

sources; then all relevant material was reviewed by the staff of the

.,,-)Bureau of College Evaluation. While no programs were dropped directly

as a result of this review of Master's programs,.the review did'le.ad

to improved admission procedures and a movement toward performance

based programs. A report on this review was prepared in 1972 entitled

Master's Degrees in the State of New York 1969-70.

\

Doctoral Education Review - In January, 1972, the regents announced the

appointment of a Regents Commision on Doctoral Education which was

given the charge to make recommendations to the regents for developing

policy to meet present needs andto guide the future development

doctoral education. The commission was chaired by Robbin W. Fleming,

President of the University of Michigan with the balance of the member-

ship consisting of noted scholars from around the country.

7 0,
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The commission had five formal meetings during the year, complemented

by i dividual conferences. At two of these meetings, in the spring and

fall of 1972, the commission met with the chief executive officers and

other representatives of the state's doctoral granting institutions to

discuss the progress of the study and to solicit their observations.

In addition, the Regehts Advisory Council for Graduate Education, 'consisting

of many of the graduate deans of the state's universities, was kept

informed of the study's progress and their observations, too, were sought.

The recommendations of the commission in its final report to the regents

included the following:

(a) The regents should regard all Te doctoral programs at both

the public and private institutions as constituting together an inter-.

related system for doctoral education.

(b) The regents should have a general policy of ccncentrating

programs at a relatively limited number o institutions .in the interest

of both highest quality and the most effi ient and economical use of

limited resources.

(c) The regents should establish special committees to review

the quality of and need for doctoral programs in selected diSciplinary

-areas. Only programs meeting standards of present or potential high

quality, and need should be offered.

(d) New York State should lend its rinancial support in both the

public and private sectors only to progr s meeting the standards of

existing or potential high quality and ne d. Programs without these

qualifications should not be supported.
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(e) New York State should strengthen its support of all programs

that meet the standr. zls of high quality and need.

(f) The regents should sponsor increased cooperation and coordina-

tion in doctora. education by the institutions within the state.

(g) The regents should insure that doctoral education at all

institutions within the state be accessible to all qualified-New York

students. Economic and cultural barriers to the realization of this

goal should be eliminated.

(h) The regents should require that, as part of the 1974. Statewide

Master Plan Progiess Report, all the doctoral-granting institutions be

required to review their doctoral programs from the point of view of

. T:4
determining anew their purpose, place Id need in overall institutional

plans.

(i) The Commissioner of Education shoUld end the moratorium on

new doctoral programs when ready to implement criteria and procedures

that will insure that any new programs fully meet rigorous standards

of potential quality and need.

2. Florida.* In 1969, the Board of Regents published a document

entitled, Comprehensive Development Plan (CODE.) of the State University

System,of Florida, 1969-1980. The document described "in broad design
a

the current operation of the State University System, sets forth in

general terms the future goals of the system, and outlines the policies

and procedures to be followed in attaining the stated goals." One

such goal was to provide maximum educationa4 opportunities for the

citizens of Florida, without unnecessary duplication or proliferation

*This description is drawn largely from a Florida Board of Regents
memorandum dated March 8, 1974, entitled "Academic Program Control
in the State University System of Florida."
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of programs. Since this implied formalized academic program control

and coordination, the chancellor delegated the responsibility for

developing necessary implementation procedures to the Vice Chancellor

for Academic Affairs.

It is important to recognize that the extent to which academic program

control-is exercised is directly correlated with the financial resources

available, student demand, societal needs for individuals with specific

competencies and skills, the job market, and faculty aspirations. The

priorities established by a single institution within the system for

the offering of specific programs may not necessarily coincide with the

priori-Les of the system as a whole. Moreover, the legislature takes

into consideration the many and diverse, needs of the entire state, and

within the fraiework of available state resources, determines the allo-

cation to the State University System. Only academic program control

on a systemwide basis can function with such a statewide perspective.

In 1969, when CODE was first published, program projections were

made on the assumption that enrollments would continue to increase in

future years at the same rate as in past years. But, since 1969 several

unanticipated situations arose. Although enrollments in the system as

a Whole increased slightly, enrollments in some universities remained

the same or decreaSed. Concurrently, the economic conditions of the

state and nation changed, resulting in fewer jobs available in industry,

state agencies, and educational institutions for university graduates at

all levels. The legislature began to "demand accountability for monies

expended, effort of faculty and staff, .the quality of university programs,



and the employability of university graduates. Correspondingly, the

resources appropriated to the State University System by the legislature'

were less than expected. The University System and its member univer-

sities were forced to re-evaluate their entire operations, and in some

cases, to modify their respective lists of priorities.

Since 1969, a number of controls had been placed on program

developnent including: a five-year moratorium on new Ph.D. programs;

the ini:iation of procedures for identifying duplicative programs; a

policy requiring universities to receive authorization to plan new

programs; and the submisSion of formal proposals for new programs.

In 1972 the Board of Regents took another step, adopting a set of

academic program control procedures that targeted for further examination,

programs which failed to meet established degree productivity standards.

Every year the number of degrees awarded in each program for the previous

three years is reviewed. If the number of degrees awarded during the

three-year period under review falls below an established minimum

number, the program is placed on probation. If .the program remains

underpruductive for three cons,,,cutive evaluations, it is then subject

to an in-depth study, the results of which will determine whether it

should be terminated, absorbed as a track in a broader based program

already authorized, or whether the underproductive program can justifiably

be continued.

It would be impossible to conduct a thorough investigation of every

program every year. The use of degree productivity as a means of

identifying programs to be evaluated rests on the assumption that with

the exception of professional programs such as medicine and law, degree
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. productivity is the best single index which correlates meaningfully

with enrollments of majors in the program, .student demand, job market

for graduates and quality of the program. In 1973, 44 graduate

programs were identified as underproductive, 16 were placed on probation,

and it was recommended that 22 be absorbed as tracks or subspecialties

'of existing authorized degree programs. The 1974 analysis includes a

review of baccalaureate as well as graduate degree productivity. On

the basis of the 1974 analysis, it is anticipated that a total of 113

degree programs will be placed on probation. Of this number, 9 are

doctoral, 38 are master's, and 66 are baccalaureate degree programs.

Soon after the academic control procedures were implemented, they drew

harsh comments from around the system. Faculty and academic adminis-

trative criticism of these procedures focused on several aspects of

the process: (1) Faculty were most unhappy with a. that

seemed essentially designed to'eliminate degree programs; (2) They

were also dissatisfied with what appeared to them to be a quantitative

rather than qualitative approach to the review process. Although the

regents' staff tried on numerous occasions to explain that degree

productivity was a measure used 'only to identify programs to be studied

and that qualitative criteria would be used in all in-depth studies,

faculty remained unconvinced and unsupportive; (3) Finally, faculty

were aggrieved with the term "programs on probation" used by the Florida

press to cite underproductive programs identified by the regents' staff.

They felt programs identified in the public _nd as "on probation" were

unduly stigmatized. As could be expected, the term "programs on
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probation" appealed to certain legislators (and perhaps to ttieilay

public) who expressed a growing confidence in regential ability to

"prune" the system.

At their June 1975 meeting, the regents, responded to faculty concern

by cirecting staff to develop an alternative to current academic

program control procedures. Degree productivity was not to be the

only criterion in determining which programs would be studied. A

set of procedures has since been designed which stresses evaluation

of existing programs, although discontinuance of low priority,programs

remains one anticipated outcome. The new procedures are expected to

be more expensive to operate than the current ones because nonsystem

consultants will play a major role in the evaluation. All programs

in the State University System will be'reviewed periodically. Indicators

will be 'utilized to identify which program clusters merit immediate

review.

The examples of New York and Florida are indicative of a planned,

rational approach to the establishment of a review process for existing

programs. In other states comprehensive w processes were begun

or spurred on by economic conditions, s4ch,as the massive reduction of

a major industry in the state of Washington, or severe fiscal constraints

such as those suggested by Governor Patrick Lucey in a letter to the

Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin in January, 1975, in

which he stated:

Specifically, in 1975-77, the University System will
need to live substantially within its current year supply
and expense budget, and find room for additional pro
ductivity savings. Budgets for support services,

7t3
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computing services, and instructional supplies will
be less than the level of support previously provided.
To the extent that larger enrollments come to the
University System during the next biennium, additional
enrollment funding may not be available.

These circumstances are regrettable. They represent,
however, the fiscal stringency facing state government
and the state as a whole. More importantly, they also
forecast the fact that- the University System and the
state should be planning now to, reduce the scope and/or
number of its array of higher educational institutions
and programs in order to be-able to support responsibly
the needs of the institutions and programs which are
to be maintained.

A. Programs to be Reviewed

The selection of existing programs to be reviewed varies considerably

from that of reviews of new or expanded programs. The factors which

circumscribe the choice include legal limitations on agency .uthority,

functio-.11 limitations due to limited staff or resources, and local

political considerations of how far a given agency 'should get involved

in the review of existing programs. These limitations are frequently

manifested in the reviews being confined to only certain programs

(e.g., doctoral or all graduate programs); certain institutions

(e.g., public); or to certain subject areas (e.g., teacher education',

which evidences particular difficulty in placement of graduates).

Only a few states, such as Kansas, have reviewed undergraduate as

well as graduate programs.

Unlike the review of new programs, the actual selection of existing

programs for review generally involves the use of a screening process

to determine whch individual or similar (lateral) programs should be

selected for review or, in some cases, selected for more extensive
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review.. As one agency staffer noted, "Can 300 disciplinary areas

in the system (not including all degree levels) be evaluated effec-

tively and efficiently?" While the answer maybe yes, most state

agencies have attempted to screen all the programs in the system by

the use of a single criterion, and then to review more extensively

the prograMs identified as particularly troubled. The University of

Wisconsin System reviews, for example, distingUish between an audit,

which is synonymous with the "screening process" described earlier,

and a "review," which is a full scale evaluation of a particular program

found wanting in the audit-phase. In Wisconsin, all programs are

audited, but only a few are actually given a full scale review. Great

care needs to be exercised to assure that the programs selected-for

intensive review are not automatically given a negative label, such as

"on probation," in order to avoid demoralizing those involved with the

program. This audit and review approach requires as a prerequisite

an information system which can identify all programs in the system

by a uniform taxonomy which can provide certain minimum information

re]Rted to the criteria used to screen all the programs. Increasingl

thfs program information is being further broken down to includ info

mation on major and minor tracks within a given degree designat

There appears to be a real need in many states for specificity in

defining programs, concentrations; tracks, majors, minors, subspecialties,

etc. Differences in nomenclature and organizational design make it

difficult to identify and compare offerings in the same disciplines for

different institutions. Information on tracks and minors is important
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because it helps to identify possible areas of program expansion, to

relate more accurately actual programs with institutional costs,

resources, and effort and to overcome the problem of definition which

often results in one institution calling its offering a "program" -- thus,

making it subject to review -- while another institution calls the

same offering a "track." In addition, information on tracks can be

,

valuable'as a tool for improving consumer protection. For example, in

one state a few institutions with declining enrollments often passed-off

to unsuspecting students concentrations within a degree program as

programs. The students, who subsequently enrolled not only found

limited course Offerings; but als:L, found that their degrees..had low

marketability.

The developmentof a functioning definition of programs is universally

frustrated, h_wever, by the.lack of a detailed and meaningful taxonomy.

The most commonly used taxonomy of programs is the Higher Education

General Information Survey (HEGIS) developed by the National Center for

Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) for the National Center

for Education Statistics (NCES).. One of HEGIS's shortcomings is its

ladk of compatibility with Handbook VI, thc, standard program taxonomy

for vocational-technical education. .Recently, NCHEMS revised the HEGIS

taxonomy to resolve this particular shortcoming, which was particularly
r
C

distressing for agencies with responsibility for all postsecondary

education. But, NCES, the primary use. of the HEGIS taxonomy, was

dissatisfied with the revised version and decided to develop"a whole new

taxonomy for-all of education (K through post-doctoral).
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In the mealtime states which are attempting to adopt a common taxonomy

for academic pl.ugrams have two choices: they can use the original or

revised HEGIS taxonomy and try to minimize their shortcomings (not the

least of which is.to relate the taxonomy to existing offerings); or

they can attempt to devise their own taxonomy. The State University

System of Florida hasschosen the latter route and is currently imple-

menting its own taxonomy. The solution to this problem is not easy and

must be addressed sooner or later by all'agencies attempting to review

academic programs.

B. Criteria-Used for Existing Program Review

The criteria by which existing programs should be reviewed have been

the focus of considerable anguish for many agencies.. A recent Task Force

on Graduate Education established by the Education Commission of the

States (ECS) attempted to address this problem by'suggesting that the

following factors be considered:

(1.) the number of graduates from the program in each of the
last five years; (2) the number of students enrolled in the
program (entry and drop-out rates); (3) the size of classes
and the cost of courses identified as integral elements in
the program; (4) cost per prOgram graduate; (5) faculty
workload; (6) program quality as reflected by its regional
or national reputation, faculty qualifications and level of
position achieved by graduates of the program; (7) total
production of a program's graduates from-all institutions
of the,state,-region and/or natio1; (8) the economies and
improvements in quality to be achieved by consolidation
and/or elimination of the program; (9) general, student interest
and demand trends for the program; and (10) the appropriateness
of the'program to a changed institutional role or mission.

An attempt to ascertain the actual use of these factors by the state

higher education agencies is shown in Figure 2. The table indicates

the variation between the ECS factors and the factors utilized by ,

many of the agencies.



State

1('
SURVEY COMPARISON WITH ECS TASK FORCES' FACTORS FOR RE IE

(1

WINt; EXISTING PROGRAMS*

II

Degree Level

(if designated)

O 0
0 0

04

O 0
cti

4-1 0
44 0 P
0 0

A 0

0 d
A 0 0o
Z .r4

4'1

r1

,t1
FO 0 0

0 to

0
0 _kg

0 0

1.47/1'. °

0

1/11 bG

0 0 0 0 '0
0 0 0 al 44 H

cd m 0
0

140

1.1m
0 0 (14

0
0 0

00 0
Ort",,0 U
A 0 00 1:11 0 0 '0
PHOO NO 00

O1.4 14 TIA 04
ZOPITI WO 04

15
0
0

0
3

0
rt

U

I ,
wl.mmiwol.,,MOrIOm1010

(..1 14

vi 00
11

d ,0
g

g
V) Ti 0 0

X 4.) 4.) r1

0 Ti d E
g
0

.1:10

.ri g 4-1 o II 0
1-1 'PN 0 IA 00 14
0,0.4 44 0
0 0 0 H A

0"0 0 0 0 01.0 '

Il-I ori .ri 0 0
E 0 cd 0 0 0 14 d _
0U0cd Ucticti0P14000 00m00
130i0,4 0 PO t .r1 "f

X 0 011 0 $+ X 40
'0, 14 4N 0 4 1 3 0 M V 0

I 0 rt,
sr/ g
Fi rJ ctl

cd

0 0
0

14 0 g 0
1:1 0 0 iri ;.4

0 0

ti
g o,o g
0 4-1 rrc
ri 'CO

.01.4 (1)

o

+.1>04 44,r)

0kr4Tori to0 wl oo og
0 la, cd A 0 E00 O
111 iri d

td

(Vri

ri
d d

0
00
+.1

0
M 0 0
m 0
G) sr; uigo
O

o0

0
O 014
W.HE
,r1

Nti-1
pop
o

c1

04 al ri
k 0

<upRg 0

Alaska 5111 111/111111110.11

California (2)

Arkansas (2).

11111111/211111 MIN
All

111111

Arizona (S)

Colorado (2)

III 'MOINES?'
Dlaware

111111111111111
Connecticut (2

All. X . 1111 1111111Floria

11111111111111111thill

11111,11111111

x.

Alabama (2)

Georgia (2)

Hawaii

Idaho (2)

Illinois (3)

Indiana (2)

81

1:1
o\
co



F
I
G
U
R
E

2 (
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)

,

.
,
.
,

.

4
,

7-7----------r---

S
t
i
n
e

,

1,,,
,

D
e
g
r
e
e

L
e
v
e
l(if d

e
s
i
g
n
a
t
e
d
)

0 I)'4
P
°

":1

el 1

id 4
t 41 0
°

til 0

440

1404rO
d)14(.10 to

to
z .

,
1
1
4
1

(41

1
'

0 0
11 g

,f,.,2 4-I

m 0

t in g gi !I
oritlal4-1 -.0

k

°I1V
)14,-1

0

ar 1-1

N 01 P
I

t
c
4
1
c
O'
'

R
I

I
t
i

!ii 0
(44)

0
'

tD o
0U41 tk

H
O U

t
H

'
6

00 1
t
t
l a

to
fJ

g
k

4
3.

t
l

.
i
0
J

P
IC

O Z
'
t
s
1

7
13 to'

' '01
rifi 0

,,4)'P
I

l';'.

,
r4 0'il 'is'

ihri

C
O

.ri

C

71 il-0 O
g

0°"C

0

497'd

T
1u o co

.1,04)
004)'

0 t
H

u
t
.
1
1
)

ra,L
i

';`4)
14)
()1

g
t

ri gP
tH

O
F34°IV

O
"g 14"0 0 poDT

J1 k t's

U
tddi-Ig4 4 1 0 p0,ookeloct:

toll

il 1

g10
1
4

s
i
S
i

0
C
0 gg 'E

l%
I

' a 8 T
i

144171)1 g 0 A

400

k'..')
I ,11)

0

ig>
4)g2 7.1
.,?,
,2

06044.11' ir.
g. cud
4

t 1
p :

14
g

.ri
0

gt,c,[1,
g

t')

1-1td id
0 0

p
,--t

g
I1)
;1;1
.2

it"0 g iri

C
O 'H
.

5
V

old k
pop

o
0 ii..,10

ttcliii;Q
't

2

I
o
w
a

(
2
; .

,

: K
a
n
s
a
s

'
G
r
a
d
u
a
t

P
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

x '
'
'
'
'
:
'
,
,

x x x^ .

x

K
e
n
t
u
c
k
y

( ) q

,

L
o
u
i
s
i
a
n
a

(
4
) '

G
r
a
d
u
a
t
e

P
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

'

x
, x x

M
a
i
n
e
'

.

M
a
r
y
l
a
n
d
.

(
5
)

I

M
a
s
s
a
c
h
u
s
e
t
t
s

(
2
)

M
i
C
h
i
g
a
n

(
2
)

,

i
n
n
e
s
o
t
a

x x x '

k
s
s
i
s
s
i
p
p
i

(
2
)

.
,

/

,

s
s
o
u
r
i

(
2
)

,

.

\
I0

. -

1

M
o t
a
n
a

(
5
)

p

, e
l

a
s
k
s
'

(
8
) :
,

x x x x x

i
e
v
a
d
a

(
2
)

,

83' ,

.. ,



t tj
4-1 d

IN
lig)

4
tH to

'H0
0 (11

HUN
0(1
,2 0

0.r.1
'4 .ri 44

VI '0
4) d

I/04
g fJ 2
Ogg4-1

THIMii
.1 `'H
0 'd

H1°-)41'
OHHO

4)E f: tcl)gl

ZHI,izop.,t

itip t4(1)

d 0

(1)

40' 8

04
1-1 0
U

4)

401
U

ttl 0
.1.1.4
(no

1

t:3

H
p,

H 0

(II
-,)

°:g
OH
u 4

'0

g

H

14

0

4J'
H

of

ILI

H

wa1

d

' 0:

)114iTi

i° "11.k g

OA H
0 0
0'b 0

0 H sri

4ti(PcrjiH000
ob414.440 p,
H000
Ad H H H

d
.14

4i I) g ti:14

1,14 0
0 H
0 In Pi
.ri 0

tjittjlid(41g
00P-100

10 'Flo .rI

HH.H,gal
114 00 0

14

0

g

A

0
4.)

O+

I-) g

g
i 0

;1 ;I
0 41
U g

g g 'PI
sr' 0 0t 0 U .ri

g'4'' ,';'
g 0.0

ul 0 0 H
0 E 'd 0

'OrJ'sn
00.1.100
op P,Pc-01 .0,r1 0

p1

up0um
41 .ri Cr 0 V

11

1

4)
0
0
H
0

g
.ri

gj't
0 1

11 E
490
0 '0

H
d Id

0 0
4.I 4.1

p
0 g000
4) PI .ri

g ti'l
0 .ri
cd .r1 E

.1.1

1:1114101

utO

H r41 rt11)

°"0400
< IU 1.4

State

Degree Level

(if designated)

New Hampshire
,

New Jersey Graduate

Programs

,

x x x

New Mexico (2)

New York M x x x x x

North Carolina (2)

North Dakota (2)

Ohio A (only) x

Oklahoma (2)

Oregon (7)
x x

Pennsylvania (2)

.

.

,

Rhode Island (2)
r

v
1-, ,

South Carolina Graduate

South Dakota (2)

Tennessee ' x
, ,

,._,
..



F
I
G
U
R
E

2 (
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)

0
u
m
0
0
d
f
a
4

T
i
o
0
4 H
O
b
o

(
4
1
0

(
H
O
P o m

.
c
:
4
0

1
4
0
Xo W

i
'
'

'
1
)

M
I

m T
s

4
-
)

0g 11

m
a
)

V
4
}
,
,
,
, 0
0
H
00 4
4

0

L
1
1
0
0
4
J

T
4
0
4
14
4 kY
.

D
v

0
g
0

H
H
O
g0

4
 
-

4 k 0.9 2 boo
gi

.
2
4
I
A

V
.

I
n
i

0
d
.
P
. m m
'

H
.

V
I0
0
0
U
I
n
(
0
1
4

1-1.0 U
4
.
14
4
0
0
0 U
g

..--.,

g
c
o

W
,
.
.
.
w
.4
0
1
4

A
#

k
.
0
0
0
g
o
d 3

t",o,8
4

t
m
0

,

g
1
4
0
'
;
iZ

x
0

r4 ,o,
1
4
6
!

rl

)

e
l

1 g

, o
0
.
1
.
1

'
>
1
0
4
-
4 0
.
1
1
W
T
i

g

H ,
0
,
1
1
1
4

'

'
O
g

O
'
0

0

0
4
-
i
.
H

p
o
m
p
0
0
g
0H 0 0 0

1500,741uc
=

k
g
04
0

' .2
0
0
W

1
4
4
o
k
o 0
1
4
0
4
1
4 4
4
0'
0 k
g
.

0
0
g
4
0
4
1
0

0

0
0
N
d
U
0
0
0
00 0

1
 
-

1 0 0

r.3,1 0
.4r;t

4

V
4

1
0

i
r
o
,
4

-

of 4
J

o
m
m
gg g

q
.
4T
1

O
E

l
i
.
o
u
T
i g
O
A

H

4
4
0

X
0

g
O
A

0
0
0

H

O
E

V
O

T
I
O
X
O E
>
0
>
g0 0 T 1 0 0g vid

,1 .41

0
1
4

V
0
(

o
(

0
'k
0

4
Jg

T
I

4
.
g
mo g

,'0 g
t
o .
b

.
r4
d
d 0
o 0

4
-
1
4
.
4
. o

4
4
0
0
0
0
0
O
T
i
l
l
g
0
0
.
0
0
0
O
g
g
.
'
c
o
w
i
g
'qi

H
V
H
g
4
0
00
011.ti

a)

P
c
1
2

S
t
a
t
e

-
-
,

D
e
g
r
e
e

L
e
v
e
l

O
l
d
e
s
i
g
n
a
t
a
l

T
e
x
a
s
,

(
2
)

U
t
a
h

x x x x x x x x

V
e
r
m
o
n
t

(
I
)

(
9
)

A
l
l

x x x

,

x
,

V
i
r
g
i
n
i
a

A
l
l

x

W
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n

A
l
l

: x

' W
e
s
t

V
i
r
g
i
n
i
a

A
l
l

x x .
,
,
.

x

W
i
s
c
o
n
s
i
n

A
l
l

.
x

(
1
0

y
r
s
)

x x. x x x x

T
o
t
a
l

1
5

1
2

5 9 2 9 3 7 1
0

1
0

*
T
h
e

f
a
c
t
o
r
s

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d

f
o
r

e
a
c
h

s
t
a
t
e

a
r
e

e
i
t
h
e
r

s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
l
l
y

s
t
a
t
e
d

i
n

t
h
e

m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l

s
u
b
m
i
t
t
e
d

o
r

b
r
o
a
d
l
y

i
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
e
d

t
o

b
e

i
n
c
l
u
d
e
d

i
n

t
h
e
s
e

m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s
.

I
f n
o

i
t
e
m
s

a
r
e

x f
o
r

a g
i
v
e
n

s
t
a
t
e

a
n
d

t
h
e
r
e

a
r
e

n
o

e
x
p
l
a
n
a
t
o
r
y

f
o
o
t
n
o
t
e
s
,

i
t

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
s

t
h
a
t

n
o

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

h
a
s

b
e
e
n

r
e
c
e
i
v
e
d

f
r
o
m

t
h
a
t

s
t
a
t
e
.

T
h
e

c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d

h
a
s

n
o
t

b
e
e
n

a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d

a
n
d

i
s

l
i
s
t
e
d

h
e
r
e

f
o
r

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

o
n
l
y
.

n
o
e
s

n
o
t

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
l
y

h
a
v
e

p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s

f
o
r

t
h
e

r
e
v
i
e
w

3
f

e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
.

T
h
e

c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d

a
r
e

f
o
r

u
s
e

w
i
t
h

n
e
w

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

a
n
d

"
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
l
l
y

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d

e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
,
"

S
u
c
h

a

r
e
v
i
e
w

o
f
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

i
s

b
a
s
e
d

o
n

o
u
t
s
i
d
e

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

a
n
d

c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
e
d

w
h
e
n

t
h
e

p
r
o
g
r
a
m

w
a
s

p
r
o
p
o
s
e
d
.(
i
f

r
e
c
e
n
t
)
.

(
4
)

L
o
u
i
s
i
a
n
a
'
s

c
o
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
i
n
g

a
g
e
n
c
y

w
a
s

r
e
c
e
n
t
l
y

r
e
o
r
g
a
n
i
z
e
d

a
n
d

t
h
e

m
a
t
e
r
i
a
l
s

s
u
b
m
i
t
L
e
d

w
e
r
e

b
a
s
e
d

o
n
'

a
c
t
i
o
n
s

b
y

t
h
e

f
o
r
m
e
r

a
g
e
n
c
y
.

I
t

i
s

a
s
s
u
m
e
d

t
h
a
t
`

t
h
e

n
e
w

a
g
e
n
c
y
(
B
o
a
r
d

o
f R

e
g
e
n
t
s
)

'
w
i
l
l

c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e

a
n
d

e
x
p
a
n
d

o
n

t
h
e

e
a
r
l
i
e
r

e
f
f
o
r
t
s
,

(
5
)
.

N
e
w

p
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s

w
e
r
e

a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d

i
n

O
c
t
o
b
e
r

1
9
7
5
,

b
u
t

w
e
r
e

n
o
t

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e

f
o
r

i
n
c
l
u
s
i
o
n

i
n

t
h
i
s

r
e
p
o
r
t
.

.

(
6
)

N
e
w
y
o
r
k

c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a

i
s

b
a
s
e
d

b
r
o
a
d
l
y

o
n

t
w
o

c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a

"
n
e
e
d

a
n
d

q
u
a
l
i
t
y
.
"

83



FIGURE 2 (continued)

(7) Orega's criteria consists of: (1) evidence of need for the program; (2) consistency with state goals and

policies and institutional mission and degree of unnecessary duplication.

(8) Information indicated pertains only to the University of Nebraska system.

(9) Vermont State Colleges only.

(10) California has conk, ted studies of high-cost programs in the past, but, does not now have a systematic c

procedure for review.

90
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The criteria most frequently used by the various agencies were productivity,

cc quality and need. Productivity was most frequently. used to provide

an initial screening of the programs. Usually,.productivity was expressed

in-terms of average number of graduates over a certain period of years.

Some states which have emphasized productivity measures have experienced

some unexpected negative results, such as a trend toward loWering of

admission standards and grading practices in programs of low productivity

faculty attempt to save their programs. In one state the heavy

emphasis on productivity resulted in some programs being later identified

as "degree mills." A multi-criteria approach was thus identified as

the most desirable way to review existing programs. One state coordinator

indicated that it made little sense to drop a program of low productivity

and leave virtually untouched a program of extraordinarily high cost or

low quality. Similar arguments can be advanced for all the other criteria,

including quality. For example, it is hard to justify maintaining a

program of low demand- but high quality while sapping resources from other

badly needed programs.

. _

An interesting variation, used'in West Virginia, utilizes a system of

review which requires forced choices, into three categories for'each of

four variables. SiXty percent of the programs are regarded is normal on

any given variable. Twenty percent are placed on either side of the

normal range. The variables to be considered are cost, institutional

priority, quality and output. Each institution. has its own method for

establishing the scale and determining the values assigned to each of

these variables. Using this procedure each institution selects the

programs that should be studied in greater depth.
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C. Processes of Review.

The various states'. actual processes of program review differ, but they

can be grouped for the purpose of discussion into four general approaches,

according to where the brunt of responsibility is located. -These four

approaches include: (1) institutional oriented review processes; (2)

interinstitutional oriented review processes; (3) agency staff oriented

review processes; and (4) outside consultant oriented prt.. .eses.

1. Institutional Oriented. The institutional oriented approach

to program review can be of two subtypes. First, many states, such as

Nevada, have a state-level agency which is not actually involved in

program review but which encourages the institutions or segments under

it through various incentives (especially budget) to review their own

programs. The majority of states probably fall into this category and

it. could be argued thit this technically does not constitute a state-

level review of programs since no one is taking a hard look at the needs

of the state as a whole. Second, some state-level agencies coordinate

the individual institutional or segr.iental reviews in a planning process:*

which attempts to provide a statewide assessment of needs. Often the

state agencies using this kind of process provide review guidelines

and specify dates for their completion. ,In some cases the agencies may

even monitor the institutional review processes to achieve quality and

uniformity. The University of Wisconsin System is perhaps a-good example.

In delegating task of audit and review to the, institutions, the

University System administrators sought to recognize that the health of

the academic offerings of each 'institution is a primary responsibility

of its faculty. For this reason, each inLcitution was asked to develop

9°
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those procedures which it juild most appropriate to its form of governance,

and most likely to accomplish the goals established. The involvement of

the central administration in the process is limited to the distribution

of the general guidelines, the monitoring of the process, the receipt.of

campus reports, and the dissemination to other campuses of particularTY

effective review practices.

This approach is probably the least objectionable to the individual

institution as it allowS a great deal of'institutional individualization:

the University of Wisconsin at Madison utilized a technique which

emphasized the use of internal committees, whereas the University of

Wisconsin at Milwaukee utilized a technique-which emphasized the use of

outside consultants.

Strict adherance to this approach does have the disadvantage of not being

able to undertake lateral reviews of programs. Thus, if there were an

unnecessary duplication of a given type of program in the various insti-

tutions, a strictly institutional review would h. ,o rely on institutional

initiative to eliminate it. At a minimum the state agencies relying on

institutional reviews would need to conduct periodic lateral reviews

and develop mechanisms for balancing the needs of the state.

2. Inter-institutional Review. An inter-institutional review

committee is a common component of the review process in a number of

states. In some instances the committee serves the minimal function of

assisting the development of the guidelines and criteria._ In others, it

may, in addition, play an important continuing role in the review process

itself. Perhaps typical of the latter approach is that utilized in

Kansas where the Council of Chief Academic Officers (COCAO) plays a

continuing role in reviewing, evaluating and coordinating program
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development at the Regents' institutions. COCAO, under the direction of

the Council of Presidents, also jointly reviews all graduate programs

on an annual basis. Programs are flagged for further study if the

average degree productivity falls below cooperatively established

minimums. These programs are then singly reviewed and, when warranted,

are placed on a provisional status. If, at the end of three years,

productivity has not improved and no exceptional circumstances are

involved, the program is recommended for discontinuance. The academic

officer of the Board of Regents serves as an ex officio member of COCAO

and on occasion may issue through the executive director a separate

opinion regarding the programs under review.

The inter-institutional approach to reviewing existing programs has a

number of advantages not the least of which is the cooperative involvement

of the institutional staffs. Two states which responded to aCarnegie

Council survey reported that they 'had started out using only staff

analysis but soon found that institutions cast as passive victims of the

review would appeal negative recommendations on both procedural and

subStantive grounds, and sometimes won board reversal of staff findings.

Like inter-institutional committees for new program reviews, described on

pages 41-44, inter- institutional committees for existing programs reviews

pose such potential dangers as trade-offs,. logrolling and factionalism. These

problems can be reduced somewhat by the representatibn of appropriate state-

level agency staff and the provision of training for committee members.

3. Agency Staff Reviews. In some states the agency' staff have

primary or even exclusiVe responsibility for the review of existing

programs. In Washington, for example. the staff of the Council on

94
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Postsecondary Education in Phase I of its review process identified

programs,evidencing historical patterns.of low productivity. The

institutions responsible for these programs were then asked to complete

program review statemeats and make recommendations to the council

justifying eier continuance or termination: Specific program

recommendations were then developed by the council staff which indicated

one of four possible actions: program termination; program continuance

on a provisional basis; the program continuance with further study; or

program continuance on an unqualified basis.

Of the 126 programs reviewed, 50 were recommended for.termination, 35°

were reCommendei for continued offering on a provisional basis, and 37

were recommendLu zor continuation on an unqualified basis.

A second phase of the Washington review-process is now underway which

involves a review. of duplicate graduate programs.

Staff reviews, if undertaken by senior staff with great sensitivity ari

judgment, such as those undertaken in Washington received little criticism.

Howeve, when such reviews are undertaken by persons of .questionable

maturity and training they could result in great harm to established

academilc programs and could lead to major confrontations with the

institutions with long -term negative consequences for both the institur

tions and the agency involved. Agency staffers with real or perceived

"axes to grind" should not '-en responsibility for program review
%

as was tunfortunately-the cas,.: in one state we:visited..

4.

/

Consultant, leviews. A.lew.ttates, in particular New York and

Louisiana, rely on the consultant review process. In the previous
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section on the review of new programs we noted the Illinois "Commission

of Scholars." This group of seven persons, who cannot be residents

Illinois, is also responsible for reviewing (post-audit) six Doctor

of Arts programs following an experimental period of five years.

pJ

The consultantsin New Ark are selected'as follows:

1. Namts.of distinguished out-of-state scholarsto review
the i..:grams in the-state 'are solicited.from all the
institutions involved, national professional associations,
and the Doctoral. Council.* A pool of consultants is
developed frOm .r.hese names. 'Each'academic.department_
to 1)o-evaluated .is 'asked to review the-list. andictosS

anyone who would not be approved as aco

of

2. Thrce of the five members of the rating cOmMit
each discipline.. are appointed,by the commi%sio
the pool of consultant Recommendations for
are made by the Doctoral Council and the invol
institutions. This group meets 'to review all
material and assign consultants for individual
visits The members also suggest additional s
questions for site visitors to particular prog
remaining two members of each rating committee

appointed later from the site visitors.

ee in
er from
embership
ed

ack.ground

capus
ecific
ami. The

are

3. Approved consultantF are then scheduled for ca, uls
visits arid sent the .:,ae.gruund material for stu
The background material is supplied by the ilivo
institutica in response to the questionnaire.

A team of two or three consultants makes a site isi

and the chairman prepares a draft report in arcordance
with guidelines proiiided by the education department.

The Usecof outside consultants is generally regarded as a desirable way.

of reviewing the quality of academic programs. Fatulty especially

feel that peer review is the only meaningful way to review the quality

of academic programs. This is not to say, howevet, that problems are
/

not involved in the use of consultants The fol.r problems we identified

were: cost,.selection, effective Use and'peisvectiVe..

*The "Doctoral Council" is composed of graduate deans and academic Vice
Presidenti from various institutions in the state.
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First, problems related to the cost of consultants are obvious --

if good people are selected, if they all come from out-of-state, and if

tl ,y put in a considerable amount of time, their cost is going to be

high. The second problem with selection consultants is probably also

obvious especially to those who have had extensive experience with

consultants. It is possible to select consultants who will promote

any conceivable perspective that is sought. For example, in one state

an institutional representative admitted that he frequently hires

consultants to review programs from "lesser institutions" who would be

\ed by the faculty, resources and facilities and thus write a favorable

report On the other hand, the opposite result could be obtained from

hiring consultants from "better institutions" to review programs.

Needless to say, there needs to be a fair and consistent consultant

selection process.

Third, the use to which consultants are put can be problematic. In one

State consultants were hired to review certain programs but due to

restrictions on their time, they were forced to do a "motel room study"

based on data collected by the coordinating agency. They neither could

visit the campuses nor hear institutional perspectives. As a result

their report was somewhat discredited.

Out-of-state consultants can also lack a broader perspective for state-

wide planning. For example, some New York institutional representatives

criticized the rating teams for lacking concern for matters of geographic

access to doctclral programs and for being entrenched traditionalists who

failed to see a value in serving the needs of part-time urban populations.
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While the above generalizations are useful for a general discussion of

the various review mechanisms, it should be noted that it is a rare state
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which entirely fits into one of these four types. Most states employ

some combination of the four processes. In order to provide a perspective

on this mix of types we have developed several matrices (see Figure 3)

which al9ng one dimension snow the various types of roles and on the

other dimension shows the degree of involvement of selected states. As

can be seen in these matrices, there is a wide variety of responsibility

among participants within a state and between .constituents in other

state agencies.

FIGURE 3

RESPONSIBILITY FOR REVIEW OF EXISTING PROGRAMS

Degree of Responsibility Matrix

New York

Type of Reviewer None Modest Shared Primary Exclusive

(1) Institutional x

(2) Consultants
(outside) x

(3) Agency Staff x

(4) Inter-institutional x
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Washington

Type of Reviewer None Modest Shared Primary Exclusive

(1) Institutional x

(2) Consultants
(outside) x

(3) Agency Staff x

(4) Inter-institutional x

Kansas

Type of Reviewer None Modest Shared Primary Exclusive

(1) Institutional x .

(2) Consultants x

(3) Agency Staff x

(4) Inter-institutional x

Wisconsin

Type of Reviewer None Modest Shared 'Primary Exclusive

(1) Institutional x

(2) Consultants;
(outside) x I

(3) Agency Staff
.

x
i

.(4) Inter-institutional x

Florida

Type of Reviewer None' Modest Shared , Primary 1 Exclusive

(1) Institutional X

(2) Consultants

(3) Agency Staff X

(4) Inter-institutional x
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IV. ANALYSIS OF MAJOR PROBLEMS

A. Costs and Benefits of Program Review

We..know of no studies which have carefully examined the costs and benefits

of program review. In their absence, there is no small amount of contro-

versy concerning both the alleged costs of program review and its alleged

benefits.

Most state agency staffers are very cautious about giving the impression

that program review for new and/or existing programs can be easily

translated into dollar savings. In fact, many assert that program review

may not result in any savings at all. For example, several programs

actually terminated as a direct result, of the review of existing programs

were merely paper changes. Frequently, these were low productivity

programs serviced by faculty in a related area so that the dropping of

a specific degree designation would result in merely reducing the former

degree program to a major or track within another broader program. The

dollarsavings, if any, would be quite minimal since no reduction in

.
staff or resources allocated would accompany the change. As Lyman Glenny

has noted:

Eliminating a program could mean discontinuing a degree in the
subject and, thus, steering students into some other degree
program; it could mean discontinuing not only the pi-6gram but
all the courses of which the program composed; or it could
mean dropping faculty members who teach the core courses of
the program.

Of these options, only dropping faculty members, reducing their
perquisites, or increasing their teaching loads will save. the
institution subst0al amounts of money. If a program is
eliminated, but nciihe courses composing it, then faculty
members must be retained to teach the courses. Moreover,
if the degree is no longer offered but the courses are kept,
they may decline in enrollment, increasing the unit costs and

10o
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the costs of the programs for which the courses remain.
essential. If the courses are eliminated along with the
program but the faculty members are retainerin some other
teaching or administrative capacity, no real savings are
likely to occur.44

In some states, especially those in which program reduction was directly

linked by funding mechanisms to staff and resource reduction, dollar

savings can be calculated. The Washington State Council has estimated

that savings of $1.5 million have resulted from its reviews of existing

programs. The Minnesota Council on Higher. Education estimated in 1974

that iti review of new programs altered developments which currently

"save" the state more than $3 million annually. Other states asserted

that program reviews resulted in "deferred cost savings," as additional

resources were not added to programs discontinued or not approved.

Those considering implementing a program review process with the in-

tention of saving money and reducing costs should be aware that program

review itself costs money. New York estimated that its outside consul-

tants alone in its review of doctoral programs cost about $30,000 per

discipline annually. If institutional and agency expenses were added,

the total costs would be extensive indeed.

However, any assessment of cost-benefit ratios in the program review

process must include a broader definition of benefits than merely the

funds presumably saved through new program denial or existing program

elimination. Other benefits are: the institution's establishing a

high quality p7ogram review process and engaging in, serious self-

evaluation; the institution's finding a source of funds for reallocation

to priority programs in a time of shrinking resources; the students being

assured that program quality is being seriously evaluated; and state
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officials' and the general public is being made aware that the institu-

tions and the statewide board can hold themselves accountable.

Surely, when these broader possible values are taken into consideration,

even expensive program review processes-would seem justified. An

illustration of the value to institutions of a program review done by

outside consultants is offered by the comments of a provost of an

eastern university:

This is a reflection upon the dynamic rather than static nature
of the review process as it occurs. As in therapy, which in
certain respects the review proCess resembles more than a judi-
cial process, the review procedure changes the attitudes of
participants as they go through it. This is true not only
within each faculty member's own department, but for the campus
as a whole. It may be observed that within a department,
for example, there is a predictable anxiety cycle of appre-
hension before the reviewer's arrival, involvement during the
visit, relief that things proceed satisfactorily, then mild
apprehension prior to receipt of the reviewer's report (mild
because the reviewer is shown on campus to be less than an
ogre, and also because the faculty member has observed certain
weaknesses in the reviewer which will.allow discounting of,
any terribly threatening criticisms which may be made), and
so on. This is of course understandable. But, more importaptly,
the campus in general is affected by the communal experience\
of the reviews, and, as the reviews proceed, there is a tendency
to become more involved in self-criticism, or at least to become
more open to the possibility of criticism. This, I would think,
is quite significant as a precondition for any ongoing self-
assessment plans.

Our experience with the reviews encourages me to think that it
is possible, even in an institution with a strong tradition of
faculty distrust of administrators, both to have a successful
series of assessments at a finite point, and to intensify re-
ceptivity for ongoing self-assessment. We achieved a good
deal immediately. Positions were eliminated and reallocated
with communal assent. New needs were located; some of which
were satisfied in the following year's budget. But even more
significant was the attempt to create a new mood. Despite_
the seeming threat to the faculty, the review process can
ultimately reinforce the faculty by focusing so centrally
upon it. Seldom is the college faculty member the subject of
such' intensive. professional scrutiny, except during tenure

102
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reviews. Rarely does the campus faculty as a whole go through
a common professional experience. If the process of scrutiny
is potentially-supporting-as-weld-as-potentially-threateningi
and if the faculty becomes self-critically a participant in
the process, then the base for continual self-assessment
should have been established.

Assuming, then, that the program review process has been judged worth-

while, what are some typical problems revealed by our research?

B. Due Process

First and foremost is the development of a process that genuinely involves

the institutions. This means more than merely allowed them an opportunity

to appeal an unfavorable state board decision at the conclusion of the

review. It ideally includes institutional participation in the very

design of the process, in the determination of the guidelines and proce-

dures, in the selection of outside consultants (if any are used) and in

the deliberations of an inter-institutional advisory committee.

Such institutional participation is, of course, purchased at a price,

but the possible delays and informed opposition to state board efforts

.(:
are well worth it. Several agencies' initial attempts to get quick

program review results by largely by-passing institutional participation

proved to be failures because the institutions presented such effective

opposition.

It is also important to realize that responding to institutional concerns

by creating an inter-institutional advisory committee is only the first

step toward meeting the problem. We have discussed earlier the various

dangers with runaway committees, log rolling, have-nots ganging up on

the haves, etc.; particularly in the early months of a new committee,

a disproportionate investment of senior staff time has to be devoted

to educating this crucial body about its proper role. On the one hand,
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the staff must see that centrifugal forces do not come to dominate its

deliberations; on the other hand, the staff must be hypersensitive to

the danger that either in reality or in appearance, the advisory

committee is not viewed as the "lap dog" of the central staff.

Realizing the dangers either way, we urge serious consideration of

the possibility that some institutional representative and not a

member of the central staff chair the meeting's.

Sunshine laws are now opening up many formerly secret deliberative

processes in state government, so the increasing pressure for performing

in public may come as no great surprise. Nevertheless, the program

review process.-- particularly as it is applied to existing programs

is one so sensitive that several states reported major efforts to

reconcile openness of process with sensitivity and discretion.

An example of this last problem was relatedby'one state which experienced

severe legislative pressures for the statewide.board to display tough-

minded program results. A dilemma arse when two institutions preferring

to switch rather than fighrequested the opioortunity to withdraw some

proposed new programs rather than have them formally rejected in open

session. While the substantive results would have been the same in

either case, the state board had to choose whether it was more impor-

tant to please the legislature or to save the institutions some embarrass-

ment.

C. Staff Qualifications

Statewide boards obviously want qualified staff throughout their agencies,

but nowhere is the need for it more crucial than in program evaluation.

/04



-88-

Here-it is-essertial-that-board-staff-have-Sane-t-ignifiCant=p-rioi------

experience in- .academe -- preferably including teaching experience.

The review of new'and particularly ofexisting programs necessarily

i,nvolves nuanced judgments based on a sound knowledge of academic

values. We heard considerable criticism from the institutions that

in too many instances board staff-lacked sopiIS,tication and made

questionable recommendations based on simplistic treatment of data.

A lesser opposite danger we heard only once was that program review

staff too steeped in academic'values and experience might lack adequate

appreciation of the need to give-the public interest priority over

institutional interess.

Staff members working with any inter-institutional advisory committee

will be under especially heavy pressure. On.the one hand, their

academic credentials must be impeccable; but on the other, they must

work conscientiously to see that the committee does not engage in

trade-offs which protect the institutions instead of the publIz.

D. Need for Multiple Criteria, 'Flexibly Applied

The mechanistic application of any 'Sigle criterion in the program review

process inevitably results'in problems. Most frequently;/an over-

//
emphasis on productivity caused the dilution of quality in programs

identified as possibly underproductive. Lowerpa admissions standards

and easier grading practices were sometimes resorted to in order to

improve a program's numerical productivity. This overemphasis would

make such questions pertinent: "Does it make much sense to drop a

good program for low productivity and at the same time leave a program

bordering on being of 'degree mill' standard untouched?"
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The National Board on Graduate Education (NBGE) in its,report_Doctorate

Manpower Forecasts !and Policy (November, 1973) has also expressed its

concern over the use of single measures and simplistic formulas in.a

series of guidelines for states to follow in reviewing programs:

1. ,A single measure of quality should not be applied to very
diverse programs -- programs that may be serving, the needs
of nontraditional forms of graduate education. Multiple
indicators of quality, sensibly related to different program
missions, should be developed.

2. Statewide plannerS should resist the temptation to apply
simplistic formulas to doctoral programs, such as "eliminate
any program that has not produced more than two doctorates
within the last two years." Such statistical measures may
flag programs,,in need of review, but no program should be
eliminated on the basis of simple statistics alone.

3. When evaluating graduate programs, planners should not
attempt state-by-state labor market analysis, since the
mobility of the highly educated is certain to confound
such analyses. A more appropriate criterion; we believe
is assured access to graduate education for residents
within the state (or within the region, through reciprocal
programs). 45

These arguments for multiple measures are further buttressed by a two-

r ayea study conducted by the Educa'unal Testing Service, catitle\i

Assessing Dimensions of Quality_in Doctoral Education: A Tecyrical

1122prt of a National Study in Three 'Fields (1976),. The study noted that

J

judgments of quality based upon many indicators had four major advan-

tages over less comprehensive data. It particularly stressed the

importance of flexibility, which implies the opportunity to deviate

from the normal program review process in exceptional circumstances in

recognition of some special or unique situation. In one state, for

example, a proposed nonstate funded program was lost due to the absence

of flexibility in the schedule for reviewing new program '7quests

.100
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E. Special Problems in Measuring Program Quality

...

Most state agencies do not even purport to examine. qualitative factors

in their program review process. -The Virginia State Council on Highe '.

. ;;

Education,for example, makes a point of noting that its review is a

quantitative one and that the qualitative review is the responsibility
\.

the institutions. Other states, such as Florida, mention quanti-

tatively oriented reviews

gleaned New York's review process on the other hand, has as its major.

purpose the qualitative assessment of academic programs.

from which indicators of quality can only be

Quality, however, is an elusive element which is most difficult. to

.measure. Like the question of what makes an artwork beautiful, qUality

is.often a relative matter depending upon who is viewing it. The only'

general agreement we found was that quantitative measures were deemed

only remotely, if at all, related to quality; and peer judgment was

the only consistently reliable measure of quality. For these reasons

the New York State Department of Education chose out-of-state peer

consultants as a major component of,its qualitative review of academic

programs.

But outside consultants are not without their problems. For one thing

they normally lack an intimate knowledge of inter-institutional rela-

tionships and the general statewide context. Yet isolated judgments

of program quality really need to be linked to broader policy consider-

ations, which points to the 'importance of the rerations between outside

ultants and the staff which provides orientation for their efforts
.1

and of any statewide institutional advisory committee which will be

reviewing their report. .-9u.ring the pilot runs of the.New York doctoral
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program review, there were a few comments to the effect thatiboth'the

estate education Department staff and the Doctoral Council reviewing

the rating. committee recommendations were perhaps too much in awe of

the academic "stars" who had been used as consultants. As.a consequence,

one team was allowed to disregard guidelines urging attention to

teaching excellence as well as other factors; it focused exclusively

on traditional measures of quality: two books published per faculty

member, faculty depth in most major fields, appropriate library

facilities and full-time graduate students. This resulted in a-recommen-

dation to terminate a program at an urban university which claimed that

it was achieving a statewide -goal of broadened'access by serving a

part-time urban p6pulation.

There were also statewide,ramifications to an initial'rating team's

recommendations for terminatio of programs in other parts of the state,

._ .

a few of which were reversed, some critics said that,the original

verdicts showed little concern far matters of geographic access to

doctoral programs for students in upstate New.York. .

Another example of the need to keep the high powered consultants'

enthusiasms under control was in another 'reversed'early finding to approve

mogt.parts of a doctoral program, but-to recommend phasing out of some

specializations. luch selective fine-tuning was considered excessive

state intervention and subsequent rating team findings were confined to -.

recommendations for departments as a whole.

One should,*on the other hand, note that there was widespread praise

for many aspects of the New York program. The quality of the consultants
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was deemed high. The State Education Department's soliciting the help

of the institutions to form the 50-60 member consultant panels for each

subject was appreciated; as was the power given to each chairman of a

department about to be reviewed to veto from the panel the names of

persons he considered undesirable as site visitors. Furthermorel later

subject evaluations in New York provided evidence that many of the early

problems in the use of outside consultants were being solvea.

The assessment of quality by state-level agencies may be significantly

enhanced as a result of the work undertaken by the Educational Testing

Service (ETS) in the study noted earlier (Clark, Mary Jo, 1976). The

study clearly demonstrated that the opinions and perceptions of pTogram

participants and recent graduates were relatively easy to collect and

use in constructing index scores for various aspects of graduate programs.

Furthermore, these measures were found to have reasonably high levels

of reliability and validity. ETS summarized all the data for each

program before comparing programs within each discipline and then used

the data in several different ways to assess some 30-aspects of graduate

programs. From these means, ETS selec

programs in each discipline.

compare similar departments.

F. .:Legal Problems

3 indicators to profile the

The resUlting profiles were then used to

Although not widespread, legal challenges to state board program review

powers can raise certain difficulties'-- if only to delay decisions

and increase costs. To our knowledge, the only instance thus far in

which such a challenge has been mounted is in New York where-the State
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University took the commissioner of education to court, claiming that

the authority of the Board of Regents did not extend to terminating

doctoral programs tnrough a review process. Both the original and the

appellate state courts, however, have found for the regents and their

powers of program review now seem established. New York regents

atypically also possess program review powers over private higher

education and have, in fact, acted to terminate.some doctoral programs

at private institutions. Far from opposing such action, the Commission

on Independent Colleges and UniversitieS in New York filed a friend

of the court brief in the above-cited case, supporting the powers of

the Board of Regents!

While New York *State may now be unique in giving its Board of Regents

such sweeping powers over the private sector, we.can see the possibility

that pressures will be brought to bear to extend such powers over the

private sector to agencies in other states. Approximately 44 stales__

now have programs giving state aid directly or indirectly to private
11C.

institutions within their borders, and as some priVate institutions in

deep financial trouble stagger cloSe to the edge, they and their

supporters will be asking the state for emergency bail-outs. =. It is

highly likely that public institutions will resent their own programs

being recommended for termination while related programs of perhaps

similar quality at private institutions receive substantial state

subsidies and are exempt. Such private institutions had best'not assume

that state monies can be acquired in any significant amounts without

'their surrendering sizable amounts of institutional sovereignty.

1e

Tinally, we should mention the possible emer) nce of legal issues cutting
-

c;f,3 ,
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across program terminations and collective bargaining in higher education.

Again, no one has yet drawn our attention to specific instances, but it

is not hard to anticipate that if program terminations become more

common and result in faculty dismissals or reassignments, negotiating

agendas will not be far behind. Law suits from faculty unions may then

become more common against state program reviews than from institutional

governing boards. This leads us to our last area of analysis.

G. Political Problems

While some presidents and trustees are genuinely p,.6et over what they

regard as excessive state intrusion into the heart of Academe through

the program review process, the true level of distress cannot always be

assessed by public rhetoric. Some institutional protest is more "for the

record" than for,real. A few institutional\presidents privately admit

that because of their relations with faculty, students, trustees and

'ni, they are forced to take public positions critical ofy_program

discontinuation process, whereas in fact they very much'welcome some

external leverage to help them crack open entrenched internal positions.

It is difficult, then, to interpret just how strong the opposition to

;.a,te board reviews really is.

Political problems of another kind arise when influential personalities

on the board or i state government subordinate the alleged, rationality

of the program, review rocess to other. considerations of a mere partisan

nature. Such political intrusions play havoc with state board attempts

to construct .a credible program review process and tend to make institu-

tions very cynical abouthe value of the effort.
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One example is an inter-institutional committee in reviewing competing

institutional requests for a new doctoral program labored long and hard

to come up with an equitable decision on which institution should get

the program. The committee; after six months, came to a most difficult

decision. It was an agonizing process that literally almost tore the

committee apart. When the committee finally made its recommendation

to the bOard,-the board for entirely "political" reasons related to one

influential board member's local constituency reversed the decision of

the committee resulting in its total. demoralization. As one committee

.member put it, "We will never try to do a conscientious job again. If

W'similar situation arises, we will approve both programs even it we

know that we only need one in the state."

Another example, comes from another state in the.1960's where log-rolling

had resulted in a ntimber of campuses being 'located in various areas in

the state. By almost, anyone's rational planning, the campuses would not

have been located where they Were, but the situation was semiacceptable

during a period of rapid growth and almost unlimited allocations to

higher education. The current situation, however, is%much different:

appropriations have not been keeping up with the times and there is a

need to cut back on programs. One campus with only a few hundred students

should by most persons' perceptions be closed; however, legislative

action prompted..by an influential legislator from the affected area

prevents its closure and program terminations were therefore more

necessary on other campuses than they really needed to be

These examples are illustrative of problems we encountered in-many states.

Ironically, some of the self-intereSted legislatoi's and board members
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are the ones who loudly scold educators for not being "efficient."

Given the grim prospects for future resources and the likelihood of

declining enrollments governmental officials and board members ought

to practice self-restraint and realize`that postsecondary education

effectiveness begins with them. Politics is inevitable in the domain

of state budgeting for higher education; democrats with a small "d"

would not have it otherwise. But we urge that partisan politics (in

contrast to legitimate public policy issues) is not congenial to the

health of academic programs in higher education, and in our last chapter

we will try to spell out why we ',think the statewide board has a urique

and crucial role to play in perct.dding the public and state officials

that the public interest is being served oy the program review process.
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS: WHO SHOULD BELL THE CAT?

In this chapter we go beyond analysis to prescription, offering as part

of a necessary on-going debate, our own views on how state-level review

of academic programs in higher education "ought" be done.

We will first summarize and then elaborate on our principal arguments:

1, More important than any particular s':,iof structures or

functions is the spirit in which the p7ogram review is carried out.

If it is seen as a process which any aelf-respectinvinstitution, even

a healthy and wealthy one, ought to undertake for purposes of self---

renewal, rather than as merelya negative reaction to.fiscal austerity

and/or enrollmentdeclines, then some of the threatening trauma may

be lessened or even averted.

2. Because such traumas normally involve endangered academic,

programs, t,is indispensable, though exceedingly difficult, to involve

faculty, in. the processes. On the other hand, for a variety of reasons

which will be spelled'out below, a faculty or even an institutional

perspective by itself is, not" sufficient. We propose, therefore,

state-institutional partnership for review of academic programs.

3. A variety of actors at the state level are potentially relevant

to program review. We discuss the benefits and Shortcomings of different

officials' participation, and then propose a central role for the state

wide coordinating or governing boardrecognizing, however, the considerable
0

diffikAlties involved in a successful statewide board operation.
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A. The Purposes of Program Review: Retrenchment or Renewal?

Even though problems in the process pop up ev n today, the need for

both institutional and state-level review.ot proposed new academid

programs is clearly recognized. After ril, institutional priorities

must be examined; institutional potential for mounting a high

quality new program must be assessed; state (and perhaps regional and

national) needs must Fe evaluated; and a state's ability and willingneN, ss

to finance new ventures in higher education over and against competing

priorities must be determined. Sensitive and complex procedures are

involved, but by and large most states have developed some degree of

effective cooperation and achieved some measure of success in the

monitoring process.

The review of existing programs is far more problematic, however, with

few states yet having fashioned a fully satisfaCtory set of procedures.

Neither the institutional nor the state role has really come into focus.

N

Indeed, our exhortation to "think in 'poiitive terms".may seem like

whistling by the graveyard, since undeniably fhe process has arisen in

reaction to state fiscal austerity and/or significant enrollment declines.

First, let Lit establish its legitimacy as a response to these negative

pressures; then we will try to argue the virtues of this new necessity..

In both of these arguments, we draw heavily upon the writing of one of

the more sensitive and articulate practitioners of the art, Donald K.

Smith, senior vice president for academic affairs, of, the University of

Wisconsin. System.

46
Bowen and Glenny have pointed-out that the first reaction of most
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V
administrators studied in their sample, when faced with state demands

for immediate cutbacks_in institutional budgets, was to cut across-the-

board in all programs. This tehnique had the obvious advantage of

being both quick and politically less controversial in the short run.

.However, over a longer period of time, most of the systems involved

converted to some form of selective cuts, recognizing as Smith argues

47

-;

that treating all units in the same fashion:

. . . speaks to an inevitable weakening of the fabric of the
university as a whole . . . . the obligation of the univer-
sity (is) to search out those programs or activities which,
however valued, are less essential to its ,trength and nature
than others, and to abandon or alter that which is of lower
priority to protect the vitality of that which remains.48'

Smith is not unaware of the difficulty of moving. a university in this

direction. He urges:

. . . the institutional processes of audit and review. .

be perceived as an integral part of institutional mid-range
and 'long-range planning, rather thana crisis reaction to
fiscal stringency. This-_ rinciple is vital_if.we are to
assume that the faculty will internalize responsibility in
their decision-making for continuous re- examination of
academic, programs. A process aimed simply at program
excision will never take root in the habit'system of
universities. A process aimed at.maintaining the.health
d vitalitrof the institution, whether the fiscal

en ironment is fair or foul, can tak?. root.4?

Later, we will suggest how mid- and long-range institutional pllnning can

be linked and how state planning can complement institutional'efforts.

We would stress, above all, that incentives, not sanctions, be used.

B. Faculty Participation,in Program. Review: An Indispensable But Not
Sufficint Condition

Again we take a lead from Smith;

. the dneispensable condition of a genuine university
is that-its faculty assume primary responsibility for the
quality, health, and usefulness of its academic programs.

116



-100-

if this is not done, then the reason for being a community
of scholars with general responsibility for the recovery;
organization, dissemination, and enhancement of knowledge
is abandoned. Public universities become simply another
agency of the state or society organized to carry out
service functions identified by government or the public
generally. Agencies external to'the faculty may conceivably
produce quicker, decisionS on program excisionattenuation,or
alteration than can the faculty, but the price or such a choice
is inevitably both demoralization of the acadeMic community,
and the withdrawal of that community into a posture of
defending all that now exists rather than attending to the
health and quality of alrthat exists.5°

Based on his preliminary e4erience in Wisconsin, where the goVernor had

confronted the University System.with severe fiscaOtringenc-Smith was

optimistic about a faculty's ability tc, face and make harth decisions.

Nevertheless, he found three reasons -- and we can add several more

why-even conscientious faculty program assessment may not be enough.

For one thing, "lateral audits" -- that is, the evaluation of the same

academic program in all (public) institutions in the state at the same

time -- are occasionally required. While lateral audits should still

invclve faculty participation, such participation must clearly occur

in a broader context where the ultimate, authority resides above the

campus level. While logic suggests the desirability of lateral audits

in all possible cases, their use conflicts with the competing values

of local initiative and faculty participation.

Unilateral campus actions must also be circumscribed when the recommended

dismantlement of a given program could have serious statewide or regional

consequences, or when ilasic institutional mission,, as set forth in state

N\
planning, might be affected. For example, an institutional decision to

terminate' the only School of Forestry in'the region,.or to abandon

lower ivision instruction, would necessarily require a stat -level

determination.

.117
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Other, more subtle reasons suggest the need for some degree of state-level

action in review of academic programs. In the first place, the quality

of faculty part:,cipation and administrative leadership across institutions

and systems is very uneven. This means.'that, within a given state, the

statewide board might have three different roles: a light-handed

monitoring of institutions which have established high quality procedures;

a full laying on of hands for those institutions with no internal procedures

of their own; and moderate intervention for those institutions which

have only mediocre program review procedures.

In the second place, the keeper of the times would suggest a role for

state-level patticipation. 'yen the apparent increase in public

disillusionment with higher e ucation and the 'ndisputable increase.in

pressures for more public accountability-,the "credibility" issue is

unavoidable: even if institutions are implementing high quality program

reviews, it is likely that state officials will demand that organs

,.external toTthe system undertake\a separate review process to authenticate.

the internalinternal review. "Justice must not only he done; it must be seen

to be done."

C. The Search for Objectivity: Who Should BeZZ the Cat?

Since.the focus of this study has been on the role of the statewide

coordinating or governing agencies, it should come as no'surprise that

we feel these agencies ought to play a major role in the prugram review

process. But what of other actors "external" to theinstitutions who

have a role-to.play? . For example, Smith'observed in Wisconsin that a

consortium of four neighboring universities had responsibility fol audit

and sreview of graduate programs replicated in more than one of its member
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universities; and for review of new programs proposed by any of the four.
Although-the consortium decisions are not legally binding, Smith reports
thri. f recommendations

thus far have proved "unusually persuasive." But,
two problems with this kind of consortium are obvious: while its horiions
are broader than a single institution,

they are still not Statewide; and,
to some skeptical state officer eyes, consortia..based

on voluntary insti-
tutional membership will never get too rough on,their own members.

Some of the same cynicism applies to two other possible external actors
whose broader horizons answer the concern about statewide dimension:
both regional'

accrediting associations and interstate compact assOcia-
tions (such as the Southern

Regional'Education Board). transcend state
boundaries, but both-kinds of organizations depend for their success on
the general maintenance-of

institutional good will support. Thus,
while regional

accrediting associations have. been known to .make harsh
judgments about the quality of specific

programs, these judgments are
normally transmitted privately to the institutions in question, and the
public may never learn of them.

.Siiilatly, while the regional 'ompact
associations may plaY,A leadership role in coordinating

the developmeat/
of a special program area, such as veterinary,. medicine in the. South,

these organizations are not staffecf to undertake comprehensive program
evaluations. Politically, they probably would not want to assume this
role even if they

were adequately funded to do ,so.

'.When we turn to the executive and legislative tAlistate government
.

,

q.-4f-' -

both the canons of objectivity and statewide perSpect*e-are satisfied. ,

Their weakness, however, is'in their general lack of familiarity with the
nuances of academic-life and values. Particularly in the sensitive area
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of evaluating the quality of academic programs is it necessary to know

the strengths and weaknesse of academic peer review. The intervention

of either band of state goVernmenvinto higher education presents
.

additional problems. The exertive branch is preoccupied with state

budgeting, and the budgeting ycle lends itself very poorly to any

kind of in-depth program eVaIu tions, especially those in higher

education where we as yet know o little about how to measure outcomes,

quantitative and qualitative. M rvin Peterson, JOhn Folger and our-
,

selves, in .a forthcoming monograp review the efforts of two

states to move to some form of performance budgeting,
5!

but there seems

little in common between such proposed ex cutive staff activities and

the kinds/of program review we discuss:here.

Legislative program evaluation, on the other hand,.. can embrace intensive,

;selective program reviews. While few legislative targets have thus far

been higher education programs, .nathinvin_principle prevents such

machinery from being aimed at the heart of academe. Even then, if. the

so- called program evaluation focuses on a systemwide management audit

;.
and avoids evaluation of the details of individual academic programs,

a complementary division of labor may be achieved in the program review

field. Serious questions would arise, however, should state legislatiVe

auditors begin to,turn their sights on discrete academic programs; legis-

,

lative staffs wouldnot seem- to haVe the appropriate ability or orientation

to handle-thTs7,and problems of overlap with the statewide boardS in
.--

higher education would be inevitable.

In theory,-statewide boards are well placed to complement institutional/

faculty efforts in review of academic programs. In practice, three

1204
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,

different problems have occurred. In the first place,:some statewide.

boards may_have to be persuaded to change their operational primities

from a preoccupation with quantitative analysis of higher eduCation

budgets to a deeper involvement with the assessment of program quality,

particularly as it relates to existing academic programs. Glenny's

recent massive study of state budgeting for higher education emphasized

the need for most coordinating boards to shift their priorities from

technical budget reviews and move toward doing more long-range planning,

program reviews (boh new and old), development of information systems

and budget formulas, and certain, limited budget evaluations.
52

Glenny

found that executive and legislative staffs were becoming increasingly

occupied with doing technical budget reviews and were less and less
S

willing to defer to-statewide board budget recommendations. While

some signs indiCate executive and legislative staff involvement with

program evaluation, this development is in its infancy, and the statewide

boards have advantages herein which should permit them a more 'distinctive

role.

However, a second problem emerges around the issue of instit tional

cooperation. Based on past performances, institutions, ins ead of

,se sing that they are dealing with the lesser of evils, may1 actively or'--

passivelyresist board initiatives in program review; an /out such

cooperation, the board's efforts may fail.

Finally, if, by some miracle, both tne'ttatewide the institutions

in a ven state are ready to cob erate, it remains, to b, seen whether

the program-oriented staff in

will,agree to stay out.

e executive and legislative branches
./

arly, in program issues thaft relate directly
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to budgeting, they will 1/bt. Hopefully, in matters of academic program
.

assessment, chore will'be enough credibility in the joint board/institu-

/ .

tional evaluation to convince these staffs not to try to preempt the

field.

At this point it is necessary to draw some distinctions between the. two

major_ types of statewide boards and the respective strengths and weaknesses
\

they bring to prdgram review. Statewide governing boards clearfY have

.the greater power to undertake reviews of existing academic programs,

but practice.to date indicates that they have no' greater inclination

to undertake this sensitive task than have their oordinating agency

brothers. If anything, the necessarily heavy ,ilivd1Vement of consolidated
,

boards with institutional budgeting:results.in.theirhavipt.sobewha

less freedom to change priorities in the directions:that Glenny:prop ses

It
and that we endo-se. Therefore, on problem number one, i.e., stat

board priorities,.we find.po significAnt advantages to either board

type.

Concerning the second problem, however, this is not -so. .Sere the

consolidated governing board is clearly in a better 'position to "req4est"

institutional cooperation, since.the invitation is issued along a *.

governing line of command, with sanctions in reserve if:heeded. The,

coordinating agendy, in contrast, must hope for 'institutional compliance'`

but is much less able to enforce it.

The score is somewhat evened when we come to the third problem, for

statewide coordinating boards are po entially more.credible as "outside

evatuators1L than consolidated gover ing bbards, which are seen; and

usually rightly so, as "advocates" for the institutions they govern.
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a few states where the coordinating boards have allegedly been captured

by the institutions they are supposed to coordinate, state officers

dismiss their ability to undertake. "objective evaluations." But in most

other states, coordinating boards can point to their, statewide luris-

diction and mandate -- similar to that of the executive and legislative

to protect the public interest.

D. The State / Institutional Partnership for Quality Program Reviews'

Except in those few states where a majority of the institutions already

have in place a higivquality program review process, we propose that

the statewide board should initiate a first cycle of rigorous evalua-

tions of existing academic programs. This cycle would use an inter=

institutional committee to advise board staff in the development of

guidelines and procedures, and would exploit board abilities to under-

take lateral reviews and to employ outside consultants. The criteria

would include the quantitative measures reviewed in earlier chapters

to serve the audit functiOn, and qualitative indices jointly agreed

.upon by the board, outside consultants and the inter-institutional

committee.

The statewide board would not make immediate operational decisions or

recommendations based on this first review, but rather would refer

its findings to the institutions in question with requests that insti

tutional responses be made in the broader and more cderent context of

the next planning cycle. preferably every four years. Institutional

faculty would be involved through participation on the inter-institutional

committee, through working with the outside evaluation team, and through

developing proper institutional responses to the findings.
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Maximum use would be made of incentives, whereby institutions would be

able to retain whatever funds were saved through program terminations

in-order either to enrich other existing programs or to commence limited

new programs. Other system rewards could be pegged to the planning

cycle, so that institutions would have positive reasons to respond

cooperatively. For example, statewide boards could seek a discretionary

state fund for experimental or innovative institutional projects, and

one of the qualifying criteria could be previous cooperation in the

elimination of existing programs. On the other hand, if an institution

can offer convincing evidence in the next planning cycle that an

existing program previously judged weak will receive the necessary

institutional support, then, absent over-riding statewide concerns,

the statewide board should defer to institutional priorities.

The inter-institutional committee should monitor the fairnesS of the

first cycle review, and soon thereafter widely disseminate its mode

of operations. Institutional self-evaluation procedures should then

be created and the role of the statewide board should be altered to the

following three functions:

1. It should develop with each institution a joint charge for its

evaluators, and reach a.concensus on the selection of outside evaluators,

if and when they are needed;

2. It should monitor the various institutional self-evaluations;

and

3. It should be ready to furnish statewide evaluations should any

particular institution's procedures break down.

'In order to test the effectiveness of th,:: monitoring process and to renew
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its credibility with state government officials, the board perhaps ought

to select an academic program or two each evaluation cycle to see whether

a rigorous state-level review produces roughly the same findings as the

institutional self-evaluation.

a On-Going Process of Rapier

Following the first complete round of audits and subsequent in-depth

reviews of those programs found wanting, a system of on-going program

monitoring should be put in place. Many states' have developed infor-

mation systems which can be adapted for this purpose.
53

- Also, the

National,Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) has )

developed a State-Level Information Base (SLIB) which can be adapted

for this purpose. Such a monitoring system might have as its first

phase a "triggering mechanism" that would be based on program information

regarding :le four major groupings of criteria (i.e., productivity,

quality, cost and unnecessary duplication).
54

Phase two would be a much

more elaborate evaluation of each of the four criteria, indicated above.

Phases three and four primarily assure "due process." Below we

briefly outline how such an bn-going monitoring system might work.

Figure 41shows a diagram of such a system.

1. Phase One -- Under the proposed,process, all existing academic

,programs would be subject to constant review based on an information

system which feeds data on the four-basic criteria (i.e., duplication,

cost, quality and productivity). Alternatively, the timing of the

review cycles could vary; they could be done annually or every, 3-4

years to coincide with the statewide long-range planning periods. The

cost of the review process would have to'be balanced against the benefits

1.25.
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obtained from a given frequency. The information would °be reviewed

systematically as part of a comprehensive information system.

a. Duplication. The criteria used here would need to demonstrate

whether a particular program "unnecessarily" duplicates another program.

If so, the prOgram would automatically be subject to a more extensive

review, which would have to include whatever other prOgrams it allegedly

duplicates. A problem would arise, of course, if the ether duplicative

programs are not within the purview of the board (i.e., private sector).

An examination of duplication could be based on the systeffdeveloped

by Martorana and Kuhens.

If duplication proved not to be a problem, the program would then be

examined on the basis of the second, or cost criteria. If, on the

other hand, the programs were duplicative, they would tiigger a thorough

going-"needs analysis."

b. Cost. Each program passing the first criteria would next

be reviewed on the'basis of cost. The cost criteria could be established

as an estimate of maximum costs per program correlated with the level of..

'programs (i.e., associate, bachelors, masters,' doctoral),' with years

(i.e., freshman, sophomore, junior, Senior), with discipline or groups of

disciplines, and other relevant factors. Programs exceeding the estimated

maximum cost i,o4ld trigger a more'extensive review to determine if the

._-=
costs were Linrea.sonable n- other factors were taken into consideration

(e.g., extremeivhigh quality programs, relation to other programs and

services, etc.).

c. Quality. Quality will probably be the most difficult to
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assess and its evaluation may just consist of negative criteria. For

exaTple. the following might constitute the criteria against which the..

program8 are examined: (1) an unfavorable accreditation report; (2)

follow-up studies which indicate an unusually high failure rate for

graduates to pass qualifying exams'or obtain future relevant placements;

(3) low professional standing on the'basis of national rankings or the

determination of outside Consultants.

A system for assessing the dimensions of quality could also be based on

program profiles such,as those developed by Clark, Hartnett and Baird;
55

or the check-list in Frederick E. Balderston.
56

If a given program is identified as possibly being low in quality,

would then be subject to a more extensive qualitative analysis.

d. Productivity. Minimal standards of productivity could be

stated as an average of so many graduates, at the different degree levels,

over a.given period of tine, (e.g., 3-5 years). Programs falling below.

the established minimums would trigger a more extensive review of

prodUctivity, those which are above the minimum would be subject to no

further review during this review period.

2. 'Phase. Two -- The second phase of the review process would be a

more extensive review of. the programs identified as troubled in Phase One.

The purpose of this phase would be to insure that the program is, indeed a

wanting criteria. It is included to prevent an arbitrary and rigid

application -of a sing e. criteria.

a. Cost Analysis. It is possible that an excessively high
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cost, may be justified on the bagis of-other unspecified criteria, which

would have to be justified as acceptable alternatives. The burden of

justification would be on the institution or institutional unit (i.e.,/

department, college, division). It may also be possible that a cost-'
.

benefit analysis might be the most appropriate cost criteria for a given

program. If on the basis of the Phase Two review the program costs

cannot be justified the program would be submittedto a need analysis.

b. Qualitative Analysis. Programs identified as being possibly

of low quality would besubject to an extensive qualitative analysis.

Such an analysis would be conducted by, other faculty and appropriate

administrative' personnel at the institution in question and/or by

appropriate outside consultants. The review might include a thorough

going review of faculty qualification and activities, and of the curricu-

lum. Programs failing this review would also be subject'to a need

analysis.

, .. ,,:.....

c. ProductivityAnalysis.vAike,the other Phase Two analyses -.

\

this one would seek to justify (if possible), the-productivity Of a given.

c-
' A .

program which did not meet the minimum standards adopted in Phase One:
- . .

The low productivity might, for example, bejustified for a given

program because it is a necessary component 'of another, high productivity

program. At any rate, programs unable to justify their low productivity

would be subject to an extensive need analysis..

Phase. Three:-

a. Need Analysis.

need for the program, is crucial in the program review process. Through

/

This phase, a thorough examination of the

130'
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need analysis-programs of questionable cost, quality or productivity ,

are either justified for continuance on.the basis of "other redeeming

value" or the are terminated (or recommended for termination). It!

.Could *be that the program in question fulfills the institutional

the conditi ns, timetables and other evaluative factors set for them

would be examined. Those programs failing to comply would be terminated

or recommended for termination. The next step in the review cycle is

mission, or supplies state, regional or local manpower needs, or answers ,

to student demand or political necessity.

The programs that are justified would likely fall into two :categories:
-4

(1) justified to continue without conditions, and (2) justifiecf to

continue with conditions. According to the program's particular short-

coming, its status would. be conditional on its improving its quality,

its productivity, or. its costliness. Likely, these improvements would

have to be made within a specified time.

4. Phase Four -- This lait'step in our hypothetical process of

program review would be the phase in whicL programs' compliance with

to return to Phase One.

131
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