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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 putlic.

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 0. 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 kiﬁdé 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 soufces,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 refrenchment: the reduction in categorical federal programs of
institutional aid with a corresponding shift to student tuition assistance;
the decline in birth and college attendanc;}ra*es; the diminishing pro-

portion of aid allocated to higher sducation in.stéte budgets; and finally,

;he ravages of inflation.1

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

o
Lo

Bennis has commented, this could be a period of 'creative retrenchment.”
Ways must be found to enable higher education to remain viable and
dynamic within the constraints of éxisting or diminishing ox, at the ve:y

best, slowly increasing resources.



-2-

In'this study we explore one such way for preserving the quality and
responsiveness of higher education, the ﬁcademic program review pracess.
The state level proéram Teview proéess has developed in response to

*
growing pressures for accountability, coordination and efficient use
of résources and we believe it hﬁlds the promise of hélping 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., instiéutional inertia and mistrust, the. threat of political inter-
ferencg 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

ek

G ‘ procedures for possible adoption by the states. Our study and recommen-
dations are based on multi-state site visits, interviews aad surveys.

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

-
&1

4. Need for Tmstitutional Action

The most obvious candidates for preserving the quality and vitality of
higher learnjné,’are, of\course,'the collegés and universities themselves.
Being closest to the problem @and being most concerned about autonomy,

the institutions might be expected to take innovétive and energetic

stéps to counteract the negative consequences 6f declining resources.

v \

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

-

and even multicampus systems have been something less than responsive;

u




o
3=
rarely have they seriously reordered priorities or undertaken any kind

-of extensive program evaluation.

It is not that the colleges 3nd 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 exﬁressed their belief
that leveling enrollments and funding were damaging to program quality.
Among the factors they attributed to the decline in quality Qere:
reduction in course and program offerings; decrease in faculty; cuts

in expenditures for eduipment, book%;'related services and for course
development, experimentation and program innovation. The adninistrators
emphasize& :Ae d;fficuity they had in.reallocating existing resources.
Yét the study nofed that only fhree pefcént of the schools represented
had engaged iﬁ "exfensive" graduate program elimination or consolidation.
Another 27 percent reported thét'fhey had eliminated or consolidated "sbme" .

“graduate programs.

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

report of the American Association of State Colleges and Universities,

-

noted ghat frequently institutions ﬂave responded.to financial exigency -
by-”; . acrosshthe-bgard cuts which.?gmoveithg need for decisioh
making about who, or what positions, need to be cut."4 When this type
of program redﬁction wasxgesorteq to Fulkersén 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 time was not
always available. ’
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This common tenth hour response to budgetzry woes ipdicates that few

¢+ institutions have begun to plan systematically for ghe likely program

In another study prepared for the National Board on Graduate Education
(NBGE), Breneman found that

the financial stress and changing labor market coxditions
experienced by departments in the "arts and sciendes"
d15c1p11ne> have not stimulated many major program changes.
Most departments visited in the course of this stu Yy seem
to be following whaf‘pas been labeled elsewhere as|anr
"enclave' strategy, i.e., a conservative strategy esigned
to maintain the status quo. During the site visitg we
observed little evidence. of leadership on the part lof
graduate fapulty oT.administrators in pressing for
examinatiofi of the goals and purposes of the variou
graduate programs.

Tre-

The final report of the NBGE stated that "if universities drift through

the next four to five years in the hope that something willl brighten

~the picture, we foresee a wrenching and extremely damagin; downward

ad*ustment in the 1980's that could be minimized by caref*l plannlng

7
and action now."

The NBGE urged that

faculty members, administrators, and graduate students
in each university mst discuss seriously the type of
graduate programs that the institution can reasonably -
be expected to offer. This review should include a
realistic assessment of the quality of current graduate
offerings, an inventory of resources available (and
lacking), prospects for graduate student support,
analysis of Trecent placements of new graduates, areas

of special strength, and so forth

Lee and Bowen found in theii stuay of multicampus systems that

at least some campus. admlnlstrators and perhaps some’
faculty woula 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.®

10
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At multicampus systems progress toward comprehensive reviews of new
and existing programs has also been slow. In their first 3tudy of
mglticampus ;ystemﬁlin 1971, Lee and Bowen noted that reviews of new
ﬁnd'exiéting aéademic‘programs were conducted in the context of
expansion.lo The emphasis was placed on dlscrete evaluations of
proposed new programs on a campus-by-campus ba51s Systemwide
considerations were underplayed and rev1ew&,of existing programs were
rare. By 1975%, in their more recent study, Lee and Bowen found that
"systemw1de review of new academic programs has become more intensive,
based on academic quality and campus mission in:gix or more of the
nine systems and on fiscal criteria in eight." Moreover, seven of

the nine systems studied had instituted procedures for perlodlc Teview
of existing graduate and profe551ona1 programs.ll‘ But the authors
found ' a wide d1vergence in the quality and comprehensiveness of these
systemwide reviews, and the effectiveness of current reviews of new
and existing academic programs in most mﬁlticaﬁpus systems is certainly

questionable.

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

has written that:

Shifting demograprhic and economic trends may result in -
structural and yrogrammatic 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. (Holl.mder 1975)12



B. Need for Objectivity

Even if administrators and faculty were better able to take a hard ldok
at thelr pregrams, both new and existing, many‘obserVers believe their
- inherent self-interest robs them ef'the objectivity necessary for an
effective evaluation of programs. Professors Kaplan,‘Whitehouse and
Williams of the University'of Michigan have stated that ''as f%; as

' possible evaluation should be made by objective, impersonal processes
oT oYy experts Qith no self-interest in the institutions being evaluated

or in the results of the evaluation."13

Dressel et alf have.also noted that even ''the desire of the inetitution
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.exbibited and interpreted e enrollment pIOJectlons e
are likely to be optimistic, ‘and the costs are llkely to be under-

est1mated.14

C. Need For Accountability

The d15111u51onment of the body pOllth w1th postsecondary education has

resulted in a qLestlonlng of many current practlces and in a demand for

.

greater efficiencies. Howard Bowen has suggested that these demands fof
'accountablllty "reflect in part a failure of conf1dence in many of .our
institutions and in part frustratlon over rapidly increasing costs. nlS
Many in-higher education feel that such demands threatén institutiondl
autonomy and vigorously resist external pressutes fbr greater accounta-

\

bility.

But such automatic responses frequently ignore the relative nature.of
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finstitutional"aatonomy. Kehneth Mortimer has noted that the "real ,
_liSSuekwith'respect to institutional autonomy and accountability is not}
whether there w111 be intervention by the state but whether the
:1neV1tab1e demands for increased accruntability will be confined to

»the proper top1c and expressed through a mechanism sensi~ive to both
‘ 16 '

7
i .

: public a.d 1nst1tutiona1 interests.U

Theiproper‘balanée oetween external and institutional interests in
the\program'review~prooess-is difficult to define. Even the prestigious
Carnegie Comm1551on on Higher Education in-its report on state-higher
education relationsl failed to define expl1c1tly_the relative respon-
’ sibiiities appropriate to:aoademic program review for existing programs.
It hight be ihferred, however, that the Carnegieptommissionﬂﬁ recommen-
-dations for state.influence and even control over "major.hew endeavors"
and "effeEtive_dse of resources,” implies a corcommitant responsibility
«* to undertake periodic reviews of new programs to ascertain whether they'{.z;a -

are being carried out consistent with the effective“use of resources.

3
! ! s

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

~

is currently being made by diverse agents (some of questlonable sen51t1V1ty)

- <

1nc1ud1ng legislatlve program aud1tors A recent series of articles in

1gher Education in New Egg}and 1nd1cates that legislators are becomlng

dissatisfied w1th merely 1nspect1ng budgets or passing laws. They are

K]

now wanting to know the 1mpacts of their legislative measures. wAs a
result, lenglatOTa in some 28 states have established post-audit over-
sight*activities. While the effect of these activities on higher

education has thus far been limited, the.implications shouidﬂbe obvieus.lg
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Glenny'et al. in a study of budgeting in 17 states found that 14 havé
separate executive or legislative stéffs 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 «nd universities and noted that

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

grow increasingly important."zo The table below from the Glenny et al.‘"
study shows the "Performance Audit Staff Loca%ion and.Studies of HigHér
_Education." | |

Performrnce Audit Location and
Studies of Higher Education

Location of Separate Audit Staff
Reports to-

Reports to Reports to Independent '

Governor Legislature Agency Total!
Audit Staff has -
made Studies of )
Higher Education 2 9 - 11
(11 staffs in 9 " . .

o states) ‘

Audit Staff has not-
made Studies of .
Higher Education -2 3 s 1 s
(6 staffs in 6°
states) ' o+ e
Total (17 staffs - )
in 14 states) 4 12 . 1 17

Source: Lyman A. Glenny et al., Statsz Budgeting for digher Edircation:
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 déscription and analysis of starte-level performance audit and review

in higher education.2

The need for action, objectivity and accountability all indicate the

o v
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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 nnr 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

. “
’

"+ It is perhaps akiomatic that few issues are more éensitive to higher
educa;ors than those involved in state-level érogram're?iew and approval.”
"The idea that "outsfders;” ”state.bureaucréts;?:"representaiivés of a’
quolitical envi%énment," oT even a "goverﬁing board staff" might meddle
in insfltgtionalvacademi;‘affairs is pfqbabix_mg;gLthrggtgpiggﬁ}hgpﬂg;;_
other administrative and coofdinative aspecté of statewide coo;dinaﬁion.
- The principle of 'peer evaluatio;'énd review'" in acédeme appears to be
as Qell‘established 2s the skepticism tgwards program Treview performed

Y
: by anyone cutside academe.23

s

- Despite this entrenched institutional prefefence for Self-determination,
the role of staiewide caordinating/goVernﬁng agencies in }he program
review and approval process ha; been growing steadily. The development
of the program‘revieQ function has paralleled the development of the

agencies themselves. oo
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D. Growth of State Agency Reviews

The number of state level coordinating/governing agencies for higher
educé;ion and the role and scope of their responsibilities have |
steadily increasedf In several states fhe early coordinating agencies
were largély dependent upon the voluntary efforts of the individual
institutions. Subsequently this form of coordination proved un- |
satisféctory and new agencies were established with more reguiatory

responsibilities over higher education. More recently, in North

(%)

arolina, Wisconsin and Utah, -coordinating agencies were abandoned;

consolidated governing boards replaced the institutions' or systems'

-~

boafds of t"usteés. The new consolidated boards thus had virtually

_ complete governing and coordinating powers over public:higher education. -

Usually iﬁcluded among tﬁe powefs of the'state-level agencies has béen
the responsibi}ity_fo;lprqgram review. The girst geviewsfweté
primarily for-hew prog;ams but more recently have been expanded to

" include existing programs as well. Like the development of agencies,
themselves, the progrqm'review %unction has emergeé'from relative
obscufity to an important.ro}e in the' coordination and planning of
higher education. While there we;e some early examp1e§ of governing/

v coordinéting boérds playing.a decisive fbleﬁin'curricula matters, even
to the point of approving textbooks, these Were‘clearly the except@ons

rather than the rule.2? Most early'édo;dinating agencies did not

involve themselves in academic programs.

Beginning in the 19§O's, however, some degree of,program’review was

exercised-by a few coordinating agencies primarily in relation to the
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budgetary process. Tﬂe classic example of this is the Board of Educaticn
Finance in NeQ Me*ico which influenced a control over programs thr&ugh

its budgeting powers.25 The New Mexico Board influenced program

decisions through such techniques as réquesting and sometimes publishing
data on class size, teaching léads, cost per studenp-cre&it hours and
number of gfaduates per year. In additién, it askéd that all new prbgrams
and services be listed as separate budget items and be fully justified.
According to Berdahl the board fheh ", - pushed steadiiy to cut ‘back

on redundant courses and degree prbgrams by pegging faculty salary

¢

 increases to increases in class size,l by refusing to budget réw féculty

cos : e c 2
positions when daZa'indicated that 2:dcpartment lacked self-restraint. ! 6

t
As budgeting procedures became more refined throughout the country with
the introduction of uniform accounting practices. and informatioh ¥
systems in the early 1960's, it became clear that morétexacting program

review procedures were also needed. Program Planning and Budgéting

Systems (PPBS), for example, were developed with the‘long-réﬁgémédﬁiv‘“

of héving ". . . multiyear estimates of ‘both costs and benefits of

27

every proposed program and its major alternatives." (To date the

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

Both b&hget review and program review were also soon recognized as

sharing an important relationéhip with long-range, statewide planning.
As the emphasis on planning grew, the program review function became
an ". . . important power in its 4Aimpiementation and orderly development." 0

i)

Planning during the 1960's wds 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
statew1de plann1ng, if it has been done and done well could have
establlshed 1nst1tutlona1 m1551ons w1th1n which proposed new programs
could be evaluated.31 However, the authors regarded program review

as,indispensible, whether or not long-range planning had oc:curred.32

aDurlng the 1960'5 the review of ex1st1ng programs occurred only

'»;‘sporadlcally

Glenny et a1 polnts out that 11tt1e debate Tiow exists .on the nece551ty

“of a centrallzed review of - hlgh .cost graduate programs or of a

IO \ . A

centrallzed determlnatlon of prlor1t1es in the development of new

programs or'campuses. The authors note, however, that enthu51asm

.\decreases markedly for the Teview of undergraduate programs and there

is con51derab1e apprehen51on towards ag°ncy pOWETs over course approval

33 . .
and rearlocatlon or elimination of existing programs.” The—ellmlnatlon

.

of existing programs is extremely sen51t1ve since it may 1nvolve changes

5

in staff, dlsruptlon of student expectatlons ‘and the reallocatlon of

resources.

-

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

I

Force on Coord1natlon, Governance and Structure recommended that the <
scope of program review and evaluation be expanded to.1nc1ude reallo-

cation, reorganization or even discontinuance of units as defined.

This expansion in the scope of program review was deemed necessary by
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the need for retrenchment and reorganization in response to decreasing
34
enrollments.’ 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;ralthough the disagreement has’ appeared with

v

. 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 grograms or in
maintaining differential functions.35 ’ :

E. State Agency Structure and Responsibilities for Progrdm Review

=

~ The literature on statewide coordinating of higher education‘geherally
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. Coordlnatlng agenc1es establlshed by statute but ot
superseding institutional or segmental governing boards.
The statutory coordinating agencies may be further
divided into advisory and regulatory types. Advisory
coordinating agencies essentially have the power only
to ''recommend' or "advise" whereas boards with more .
regulatory powers can actually requlre 1nst1tut10ns
to comply with regulations within the agency's powers.
of jurisdiction. .
III. Govern 1ng agenc1es functlon _either as the governing
L body for the only public senior. 1nst1tut10n in the
state or as a consol;dated governing board for
multiple institutions, with no loczl or‘segmental
governing bodies. 36 S

[T

These ‘three types of agenc1es dlffer con51derab1y in their respectlve

N

lpowers over:academlc program review. As Berdahl has p01nted out:

b v
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‘ o
'In theo.y all consolldated governing poards 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, ranglng 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 pr1vate sector programs in

New York.3 :

Boards- also vary widely in the actual exercise of the1r powers Some

‘consolldated governlng boards play a very limited role 1n program

roview while a few coord1nat1ng agencies with little OT not statutory -
respon51b111ty for program review have even rev1ewed exi st1ng programs
and have been re1at1ve1y successful in term1nat1ng some questionable

O

programs.. While extremely rare, some voluntary. coord1nat1ng groups

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

_eXample, a voluntary coordinating body. was instrumental in achieving

substant1a1 mod1f1catlons in a new program proposed by a prlvate

1nst1tutlon

.Coordinating type boards differ considerably in both authority for

program review ahd;in their use of that authority. It has been widely -

recognized that legal authoritv for review by an. agency may not, for

‘numerous reasons, be exerc1sed on the other ‘hand,. author1ty which may

°

. niot exlst 1n law may be exercised by other means. 38 .An example-of,the‘

1atter was the situation—in New Mexico mentloned -above where program

‘ rev1ew powers emerged de facto frcm ‘the exercise of budgetary powers

-

The growth 1n,state level agency program review respon51b111ty is

39 40
111ustrated in Table 1 based on data from 1960 and 1975 surveys

.
.1
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Table 1

Growth in State-Level Program
Review Responsibility Since 1960

1975**

1960*
Governing Coordlnatlng Governing. Coordinating -
’ Agencies: Agencies Agencies Agencies
Criteria # % #oy S| # 51 0# %
Number of ) , .
Agencies 16 100 8 . 100 19 100y 28 100
|Program Approval , S
Authority 16 100 3 38| 19 109 | 20 -72
Program Review §
Recommendation :
Only _ 0 0.1 4 50| 0 0 8 28
No Program “ _ -
‘ Rev1ew ] 0 0 1 04 0 01 0 0-
*Source: ' S. V. Martoranacand E. V. Hollis, State Boards Responslble for
,ngher Education, U.S. Office of Education, 1960. S
Higher Education in the States, Education Commission .of ‘the

- **Source:

1975."

Volume 4, No

PR N

States, "Survey of the Structure of State Coordinating or
' Governing Boards and Public Institutional and Multicampus
Governing ‘Boards of Postsecondary Educatlon -- As of January
10, pp. 297-352.

n

;- In"1960 there were §ixteen state-level governing boards, and in 1975

there were nineteen governing'boards, all of which had poteniial program

review authority.’

In 1960 there were elght state- level coordlnatlng

agen-les, three with program approval authorlty and four with authorlty

""to recomménd."

e

In 1975 there were twenty-eight coordinating agencies

of which twenty had program review authority and eight had authority

to recommend program approval.

3

CF. Relatzon of Program Revzew to. Budget Review and PZannzng

\\\wnlle program rev1ew is- now_v1ewed as a process in its own right, it has

rtant and growlng relatlonshlp to both budgetlng and plannlng.

an\\mgi

Nelther prq\ram reV1ew, nor budgetlng, nor plannlng, can occur in

LT

.231-‘
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igolation if insiitutions ;re to respond éreativelyvto the possibility
or actuality of retrenchment. Obviously, programs Tequire appropriate
financingfif they are to be meaning€ul; and if necessary financing is
" to be available, appropriate insfitutioﬁal, segmental and state planning
needs to ‘take place. |
The example of New Mexico's early approdch to program review demonstrates
| how budgetary responsibilities are often related to progra@ review; In
some othér states, approval of a new program is often contingent upon
termination of an. existing program or upon'thelspecific apbrobriaticn of
-bfundé for tﬁe program.
The prrvisions for new program approval in a.number of states also ‘ i
require that ;hé prdéram be in£egrated into the state master.planning

A

process prior to state-level approval. -

.

The ultimate attempt to integrate planning, programming and budgetingb

r-—wun_—hasubeennthe~so-ca£1ed_Plgnning,-Prog;;mmiﬁgwand~Budgetipg_Sy;tem-(PPBSj,w-wumm~¢
But PPBS has proven‘to be of limitéd'value when apﬁlied_to higher edu-

'catiop. [ifs most serious problem is related to time'horigoﬁs. ‘Béiderstoﬁ

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 ' N
~ 'be acquired and at what cos$t in order to meet the schedule, -
~ for the program. This systum forecasts the cost of the
program over a series of years and sets forth the timing
of these costs, thereby avoiding seemingly innocuous . L o
. first-year commitments to'programs that eventually turn o
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 5
- . o . ' 21

: ‘R\fg :2;3
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commitments, even in the Department of Defense. But it
. was certainly a far more sensible conceptual approach
-than the polltlcal jockeying that got programs started
‘on false promises and then bullt them intc 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

~.Very 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 planning-or 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 sophlstlcated
analytic spirit, both within the un1Ver51ty and -in state
and federal agenc1es 41 . o

y L

BN
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II. ANALYSIS OF NEW PROGRAM REVIEWS

Our analysis will consist of taree parts: a discussidn of what '"progzams"
are feviewed; the criteria used in reviewing new programs; and the process K (
— .
or mechani;m of'rgview. It became quite evident early in,our state.
yﬁgits, thaf‘the process or mechanism of review was the most crucial
factor in effective reviews. When parficipants viewed the process as
flexible,and fair, they then tended to perceive the overall review |
~  moTre févorably despite any idenfified'deficiencies in the selection of
programs reviewed or the criteria used.to Teview thPm.‘ The l"ttﬂf two,
1f def1c1ent were often viewed as susceptible to later mprovement

through a falr and flexible process. Consequently, prlmary empha51s ,

in thls analysis wrll be placed on’ the process of program re#iew;-

i - v

-4. Programs to be Reviewed

Which programs were subject td“State level review varied considerably .

_éﬁaﬁg‘fﬁé"Efét“*“‘ ‘Some state’ hlgher educatlon agenc1es rev1ew only

o

major new graduate or doctoral programs invelving leglslatlve requests
. for newgfundlng. At the other extreme some state agencies revlew ‘all
- new academic programs, all changes in degree de51gnat10n, all new track§

(majors and minors within a 'degree designation) regardless of whether.

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

changes. .

v ) b

wThe_lack of a specific gsfinition of programs subject to'réviey was a
s frequently rggorted sourdbqof major problems. ‘The d;finition of pr;g?am :
used by partlcular coordlnatln; agcncy needs-to be spec1f1c enough
not to be subJect to 1nst1tut10nal variation. -The,dlstlnc::ons bethen




program, major, area of emphagis, concentration, option, and speciaity

were frequently found to be fo vague that institutions could,’ if they

wanted to, reclassify a prggram .to avoid a review. In Montana, for

example, institutions offered, through continuing education or “summer
. . / . :

/ -

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

offer (a new iolicy now prevents this). In South Carolina' the”definition

L3

(_/,Qf "major' had :7/be tightened due to the penchants of several 1n§p1tu-

tlons for label ng groups of courses concentratlons and in51sting they

/ _ ' L .
_were not nevw prcgrams. [

Andrew J.'denick has proposed the’following definition of ‘'program'

for use in proposed new legislation in AiaBama:

& (1) Any’ instruction or series of courses not preV1ously ir the
" curricul'wn and arranged in,a scope and sequence leading to
& degree at any level, or to a credit certificate, and
including new majors 1n any degree program already
establlshed

e (D) Programs in research public’ serv1ce, or any comblnatlon .

of these with instructional programs but only when Such
programs depend in significant part or in full upon
d1rect leglslatlve approprratlon for support.

(3) The 1n1t1at10n of programs, elther ex1st1ng or new, in
teaching, research, or public service in new off-campus
locations. : : : -

(4) The creatlon or establlshment of a new. pub11c institution .

" of higher educatlon, either by the creation of an entlrely
new entity or by the merger with or consolidation of
existing entities, public or private, ow by the transfer or
a551gnment of any teaching, research, or public service

¢ L programs by and among existing institutions oT systems,

L » public or private. 42"

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

by-adopring the principle that."...if a program (B& whatever name) is to




,be_advertiSed in any media'as a szparate identifiable_entitv{ it is 7 e

then subJect to the review mechanlsm ;nd if in doubt it should:be subject” .

to the Teview progess. ”’ . a R R

-

]

4 ‘An 1mportart dlstlnctlon in the. def1n1tlon of programs to be’ reV1ewed
.proved to be that between degree programs and tracks or agencles
rev1ew1ng only full degree programs have frequently encountéred the .,

problem of many 1nst1tutlons assertlng that the’ new program ”wonﬂt ' °

o

cost anyth1ng because the courses are alreadx be1ng taught and the faculty

L,
Ty

and other Tesourccs are already on boa*d " In some states 1nst1tutlons

' have also developed tracks as optlons urder an approved program rather

than deszgnatlng them as a new program thus, they avolded the concomltanf
- .

approval procedures The review of courses is one way to approach the S
problem. However, the review of courses, espec1ally 1n a large State,»
is-deemed unmanageabie and could more easily interject the coordinating’

- ) PR . - . - ' . i ' 4 . T r- . .
_.. agency into infringements on academic freedom. Course control, ‘as : d

//_~,;~p£oposed by one agency staffér'below, does have'Some possibilitiesﬁf

If the rationale, for controlllng progress is to attempt to
maintain average class size at an efficient level by =~ T
restricting curriculum proliferation it mlght be more . o e
~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.. If a - :
numbsr could be. established for the maximum number of
: courses to be offered at an institutidn the institution
A would then be permitted to add additional courses up ' .
to that limit.. .In order to create new courses after - .
o . the limit is reached the 1nst1tut1on would be Tequired
to delete an existing course .or obtalntauthorlty to h
”1ncrease the number of courses. offered -

L The number, of authorlzed ‘courses .could be- controlled by~
- level and discipline as well as by total .number. If -
" . this were done, the processafbr developlng the number

- y a0 . “ . o
. . .
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* : |/ A .
of courses might be the counting of courses required for
various authorized degrec 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 ex1st1ng 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 dlsc1p11ne did not exceed the authorized

- number.

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

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

Y

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

zation before significant resources have been committed. Program inven- -
. s . * % s

‘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 delineafion_

- of programs .to be reviewed. The statuiory 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 new branches, regional or other
campuses or extension .centexs, or of any new college or
school,’or the offering of any additional graduate degree.
The Comm1551on may review new associate 'and baccalaureate
degree programs in any academic area by any state educa- -
tional institution with the power to approve or disapprove.

.

Statutory re;ponsibilitieé may also be less explicit such as those in

Iowa which cdnfer upon the‘Board of Regents broad discretionary power
" s . \i
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_to govéfn 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 grani prior approval of new programs

at public baccalaureate institutions has been legally challenged.*

It 'should 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. Norldoes the mere
absence of exp%icit statuipry responsibility fdr.grogram review
necessarily inhibit an agency from reviewing,programs.. Somé of the
most vigorous reviews are con&ucted by state agencies without specific

statutory responsibility for program review.

\

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

A7
e

in order to use their” avallable staff resources most effectlvely .oT.

in order to oncentrate 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 institutionalf

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 i
of their internal operatlons that the role of the State Roard of

Education is advisory in nature on program review matters. However,

the Court granted spec1f1c recognition to the State Board's planning

and coordinating functions by mandating that the institutions are

regulred to provide information on new programs and financial re-

quirements to the State Board in order for the Board to carry out ;
its-advisory role. Constitutional ghanges have since been proposed

that would 1ncrease the state agency S rev1ew authorlty

-

28
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*

for evidence of greater efficiency*in education. ‘Below is a partial:
list of the many diéferent ways -in which limitatibns have been made to
tﬁg_kinds pf'new programs reviewed by many state agencies: ‘
< 1. éx program level (or general category ""degree programs'')

a. lower divi#ion—(community/junior college)

b. upper division
c. Masvers

or Graduate _
d. Doctoral AW

j

=sJ  e. Professional
2. By funding levellor source
a.. fixgd amount
b. need for state legislative aﬁpropriations
.c. type of external fuhding source
m3f By_length of program | )
a. financial commitment, per number og years |
b. length of program duréiion-
4. By organizational level/unit . g
a. instructioﬁ (éollege, school, institution, de?artment)
b. research |
¢. administration
d. public service ‘ iﬁj”
5. Changes of exiséing programs
a. track | N o
b. improved

c. expanded

d. terminated

29
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6. By secto#
a. publié. , .
b. privéie
c. proprietary
7. By certification
8. By ac;reditation WX ‘ .

% 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

s

and éommenting on them only shoéfly prior to their implementation

date. This approach réQuires a concomitant.emphasis on longér-range
academic’planning, an emphasis which was, “ound wanting in some of ‘the
states visited. The California C;ﬁﬁission stafprrovidéd Fhe.following
deScriptioh of the way in which thisvlonger-réﬁge review will be done:

In conjunction with an intersegmental council, the Commission

"has developad 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 OT soon

exist, or which may require a special study. Among the \
. criteria for identifving such program areas are the number

and location of existing and-prcpq;fd programs; the employ-

ment market; the cost of the program; amd studént demand.

The identification of certain program areas is intended

to discourage the institution frcm proceeding with <their

plans for a new program in that area. If the college .

proceeds anyway, or if it proposes a program o< appearing

previously on its five-year plan, the Commission will

review that proposal with special- emphasis on the circum-

stances cited in its justificatiom. ‘ T

It is probably, too ea:iy to effectively assess this prdéess in California

since;ic has only recently been implemented. A similar plan is being

.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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developed in Kentucky. This general approach should mitigate the
problems of large numbers of individual program requests, their fre-
ouently late submission, and the potential,oyerlapping'of the review
function as performed by institotional, segmental and coorainating
‘agency staffs. On the‘otherjhand this- approach may have the ¢=qadvantege
of restricting institutionalvrespons;veness by preventing the swift

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

need.
<

B. C(riteria Used for Proaram Review S

h

Almost all of those we interviewed eXpreesed concern about the criteria

used.to Teview new programs. We heard dlstress about the ''quantitative'
natute of most of the criteria and the relatlvely sllght concern w1th
"qualitative' criteria. Faculty were %ﬁgticularly critical on this point
even though they generally admitted: that they had no'suggestions on how
to make the‘critetia mote qualitatively oriented. The quality of a .
progtam, they felt, could best be judged by peers within a given academic

discipline.

’

' The biggest Toblem with "quantitative" measures was the fear that they
oigg p q 5 ;

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 indiyiduals 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.”

3
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Tﬁe qurlifications‘of the staffs of the state-level agencies doing the

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

by 1nst1tut10na1 Tepresentatives as lacking "academic experlence"

. P
whlch they invariably deflned as "X'" number of years 1n the classroom.
Academics feared that such personnel, lacklng the de51red experlence,
would rely too heaV11y and ,too 1nf1ex1b1y on quant1tat1Ve measures
Even if the-state- level personnel had creditable academlc experlence,

‘their relative remoteness from the campus was seen as p0551b1y d11ut1ng
their perception of agademlg concerns.

‘\Figurehl provides a simplified profile of the ééVen major_factors
commoniy includgd for new program review in the vario#; states.

' The seven factors are: @3] program descrlptlon (2) purposes and
obJectlves, (3) need analysis; (4) cost ana1y51s, (5) resource analysrs,
(6) program accred;tatldn; and (7) avallabrllty of adequate student
financial aid. (The"degree of specificity of the required_respoﬁge to

. " each component variesjconsiderabiy between the states.)

1. Program Despriptibnr Thé first.requrred.factor for a\new prdgram
‘review is a description of the program being progoséd{ This could range
from a simple'catalog-type sratemenr to a comprehensive, wéll-documented
‘ repof% including the entire proposed and related curriculum éreréQuisites,
credits, method of 1nstruct10n degree(s) to be granted and courses
taught by related departments. The program description also establishes
the contexthwithin which the other.factbrs may be consid€red. ‘ |

2. Purposes and Objectives. Wh11e the degree of detail requlred

in this statement varies, it generally consists of what the proposed
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The Minnesota review process is currently being revised to include increased detail and clarification. Present
criteria include: mission, unwarranted duplication, cost-benefit and need for program

" Currently being developed. IR
Criteria listed apply generally to all. programs; however, there are separate cr1ter1a for each degree level (1 €.,

B, M, D)

* Doctoral programs must submit more extensive 1nformatron State college programs requiring additional frscal
. resources need both council and legislative review,
Vernont is in the process of developing program review procedures.

llas a three stage process: intent to plan, progrim approval, operational approval
These criteria are optional and-apply to graduate prograns only. ,
Includes private institutions (in some instances- this 1s voluntary on the part of pr1vate 1nst1tut10ns;
University. of Nebraska only. ’

West Virginia uses a procedure whrch is drffrcult to represent in this table (see descrrptron in sectron on
existing program. )

North Dakota has a procedure for review but specrfre criteria were not provrded in response to survey.
Public institutions must seek approval for planning and licensure, private 1nst1tut1ons only the latter
Includes public and private institutions.

r4

ohwmmmmmmemmmmwmmmmwmwummsmmmmmmwm&mmﬂmmmn'

-t to five years in the future are considered annually,

43

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 Univer51ty System, for example. is developing per- ,

- formance goals for proposed programs in terms of pro;ected enrollment
anticipated accreditation, modification of facilities and faculty~develop—
mentvh These performanoe'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 studentkdemand for the
program; the projected enrollment; the relationship to manpower needs;
the opportunities for employment the likelihood of unnecessary program
duplicatlon w1th1n the state and 'ttempts to establish cooperative

arrangements with other institutions.

Although suchwjustifications for a proposed program are clearly important
there is some agreement that many factors are just based on "quesstimates.ﬂl
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
necessary'and highly desirable while other program duplications may be easily
recognized as unnecessary,v Unnecessary:duplication of the programs between

these two extremes is much more difficult to determine.
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‘Martorana and Kuhns hav;.developed a aathodology for analysis;of
duplicate pragram offérings op a statewide basis. The principal objective
of their research project was the design and implemeﬁration‘of a model

for assessing possibie program duplication. The projeat focusea on tha
need for, availability, supply-and possiblé oversubply;of Aegree programs
at fivellevelé -- associate, baccalaureata, masters, first professiornal,
dactoral -- in all types of public, private and proprietary institutions
chartared to grant degrees in a large.eastern state.. A basié aa§umprion
wasithat pairs ;f programs -- with the same Higher Educatibn General
Information Survey (HEGIS) classification, at the same degrgg.lavel -
must ba compared in order to determine the extent of program duplicatiba.'
For each degree program a "unit racord" containing a number of data iteas
(program descriptdrs) was established. Using these unrt records,r |
“programming.profiles" were developed for types of institutions, dégree
levels, and educational planning regiané.4 Included in“ihembrograms'.unir
records were indices of’ geographlc co-existence or duplication, availa-

bility, graduate productlon, similarity, institutional need or dependence

on the program, and student and manpower demand for the. program.

A rumber of states either hare,:or are in the process of developing,
criteria which would examine the extent to which cooperative programs
between institutions and within consortia arrangements ﬁave been explored .
prior to the 1ntroduct10n of new programs Such arrangements are viewed |
as 1mpo rtant alternatlves to a single institution developlng an entlre

new program unllaterally; A statew1de coordinator in the midwest
indicated that "1ncrea51ng1y it will be necessary to develop certaln

programs on a statewide rather than’ Just an 1nst1tut10na1 ba51s "

°

46
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4. Cost Analysis. This section establishes the cost (e.g., direct,
indirect, incremental'and reailocated) of the proposed program for a

" given ‘time usually rang1ng from two to six years. The factors generally
1nvolved in 1nstruct10na1 program costs include the amount requ1red for
direct teach1ng, for instruction- related act1V1t1es, 11brary, adm1nlstra-

tive, research and serv1ce 'costs when appropr1ate.

Also. frequently con51dered in cost analyses are the sources of funds for
the proposed_program. Many states d1fferent1ate ‘the extensiveness of the
Teview by the source of funds. State funded programs have generally . -
'received the most extensive reviews. Also, if state funds are needed
for a prcgram;.the”proposa13‘even if approved with respect to all other
factors, may, as in Oklahoma aﬁd‘Arkansas, be dependent upon the subsequenﬁ” /.
appropriation of state funds for the program. ,Programs financed-fuliy hy
nonstate funds used to escape close fiscal scrutlny, 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 riow |

include all source funds. e .

An important problem associated with this cost analysis‘is the frequent
1nst1tutlona1 assertlon that the proposed programs "'won't cost anythlng"

" since the’ faculty and other?resources, are a1ready in place. In one sense
this .appears to be true: over the 7ears.facu1ty w1th_spec1a1 expertise
were added;'courses reflecting these”faculty'interests were added;
necessary eouipment.and resources to supplement the courses were acquired;

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

formal establlshment of the new program is 11ke an: afterthought. In

47
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another sense, however, the legitimization of the program does cost

. som::thing -- the faculty must be paid, the resources maintained, the:

overhead‘aééouhted for -- and many states fee1~that-these=ébsts should

be identified.

Many étafe coordinator$ believe the real issues here are whether tﬁe
"programs“ are bgipg reviéwed early endﬁgh in their development and

wgéther this approach to developing programs is the most.éffective and' .
appropriate for serving the "'needs of the state.'. t ‘ - -

«

5. fﬁésource Analysis;lvThe Qord "resource" is;hsed'here in the
.bfoad sense: to include all the necessary résou;ces,lhuman and otherwise,
which .are needed to support ihe proposed~pfogram. The analysis of these
.resqurées is of b&fh a qualitativé and'quantita;iye nature. Some state
: ggencies-request'a éomplete vitae férlééqh faéuify member, while others
-are concerned oﬁly wifh %he ﬁhmﬁeribf,individuéis iﬁvolved. ‘A number of
'states require information on equipment,.lébrary resq@rceslghd facilities.

LA

Several states require specific information on the administrative re-

“

quirements -of the proposed program.

Tﬁe.quantitative aspect of this anaiysis is reiatively'easy to determine

and for'many factors,‘sﬁch as liﬁra:iés, §tates'haV¢ developed measurement

formulas. The qualitative aspect on the other hand presenféfmany |
-difficulties. Some states use outside peer'consultahts iozhelﬁ in the

s

‘assessment of,the“quality Qf,the resources.
_ . R

A number of states have learned by experience that meéting accreditation

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

155{1(;" - . . - an a ',/f‘/,
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be taken into consideration when a program is initially proposed. If

the necessary resources are not available to meet accreditation standards

‘most agencies will geﬁetaiiyﬁn6t~apprbve the prograﬁ.

»

- Accredltatlon requlrements also are used as indicators of program

quallty ‘To the extent that a glven pr0gram currently or potentlally

meets or exceeds the accredltatton standards establlshed in a glven

discipline a number of states con51der it to be of suff1c1ent quality

L1
for implementatlon. A full knowledge of accred:tatlon requlreménts

.

.“can .alco provide the reviewers with some notion of the cost to.Be

‘incurred in meeting-accreditation standavds.

6: Program Accreditation. The program accreditation requirement

" can range from a simple statement regarding who, if anyone, accredits

Wthg_proposed progtam.to a'détailea listing of the accreditation require-
ments; the‘?resent accreditation status (in the qaae-\f related or
éxpandéd ﬁrogtams);‘the resoarces or commitment needed to‘achievé
accredltatlon and a t1metab1e fbr me°t1ng rhe various requirements.
A few states also Tequire that programs meet general standards of quallty

such as the guidelines of ~he National Graduate Counc1l.

7. Fiaanciai Aid. iA few states requirevéVidenqe qftthe'availa-:;
biiity of adequate financial aid for students, primarily in graduate
‘programs.. Sach ;equiremeﬁts usually stem frdm‘state pblicies aimed at
.maintaining-accessibility.
) ; -
The application of all thesg factors varies‘nottbﬁly,among the'states

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

49



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

T

"easy money' the factors may be applied very loosely whereas in times -\

rof,financiel stress the factors may be applied stringently.. ) '_ \\

. C. Process of:Revieﬁ :
" -Different state‘agencies also use.markediy'different procedures in theiru
reviews of hew‘ﬁrogrems.” The variation ranges fromrafsimple one¥ete§.
.process (frohAinstitution to” the agency beard or commission concerned) -
t0‘elaborgte'multi-phase-arrangements which may.bevintimately related
to the ehtire statewide‘masterﬁplenﬁing process. 'For“thefpﬁrposes_
“of analysis we willidescribe nine generally common features of the
various review processes in-a’eequehce beginhing with_the.initia; steps
and ehdrhg with the final steps constituting pregram apﬁrovah;
| 1. Prior Planning Approfai. A number of state agencies require

’

that any institution under the1r purv1ew notlfy them as soon as initial’
plannlng for a new program beglns In some states thls redhlrement may
be fulfilled quite. informally such as by a telephone eall‘or brief
1etter_of inteht. Ih quorado; and in-Georgia~for'examp1e, the(instrtu-
tions are aeked to‘consuit.infbrmélly ﬁith.their etatewide_boards well
ahead‘of-eubmitting‘fprmal pr0posais;-in Washingtonband MinneSotamthe-

notification in advance is required.

“ While such expressions of intent are often.vieWed as bureaucratic (and
-sometimes they are), they can be an important part of the - ‘academic plannlng
and coordlnatlon process The following excerpt from a M;nnesota document

‘_explains ore of the major reasons for preliminary rutificaticn:

The priméry 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 wery. 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 preiiminary notification can eliminate wasteful duplicate
'planning and encourage oooperation.' A number of instances were reported

’ . . . . . i .' .
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-
bative efforts was made, additional problems often resulted beoauSe of . ..
the institutional: hostility created in the process of attemptinb to

dec1de wh1oﬁ//ﬁf any, program(s) should be approved

Preliminary notification of proposed programs'can also feed into the

‘statewide planning process and provide the opportunityvfor State agency-
institution dialogue. " The resulting dialogue between the state agency

[ DG

\\staff and the 1nst1tutional personnel .can. promote the effective use: of

resources even if it is viewed primarily as ”bullding political support"
ﬁforxa 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 1nst1tutlonal personnel lt can
also result in the conservation of Tesources 1nsofar 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 part1cular proposed program "had no likelihood of being

.approved at the'present time." -. o . T

2. , Statement of Approval. = This second common feature, a statement :

BN
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of- 1nst1tutional program approval, is often 1mp11c1t in a Tequest 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-leuel approyal.. Where required,iit 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

“”\theiprOposed program. Whether such a statement is requested separately,

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

it 1s 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 1nst1tut on submitting

a proposal for a new program. This format can be somewhat flexible;
Texas, for instance, provides only a format to serve as a general guide
for institutions subn1tt1ng requests. In_ most other states, such as
Wisconsin, rather detailed specific information is required for responseb
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 _Tesponses will be something other than vague and

meaningless. It is admittedly difficult to develop a format requirino ’

- very specific Tesponses which 1s still flex1b1esenough to accommodate.

. mew approaches and d1ffer1ng situations, and 1t .is even more: difficult

when state. agency staff are 1nflex1b’e in their‘determination .to get

‘

responses to specific formats. If all_institutions could be persuaded
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to respond con§cientiously as some consistently do, such rigid formats

would probably be. unnecessary.' : o _ ‘.'lw- ‘

”

4. 'Inter-institutional Review. A number of §tates include in

vl

the1r rev1ew process some kind of review by 1nst1tut10na1 personnel from

w1th1n the State, usually academ1c vice presidents, and deans. This inter-

*
¢

- institutional rev1ew can be 1nforma1 as in Washlngton and Flor1da where'
each 1nst1tutlon in the state .is asked to comment in wr1t1ng on’ proposed

programs from 51m11ar 1nstitut10ns, or 1t can be a formal commlttee such

-

as -.the Council on Chief Academic Offlcers (COCAO) in Kansas or the
Currlculum Advlsory Comm1ttee (CAC) in M1nnesota hese commrt;ees are

composed of'lnstltutlonal personnel with state agency staffers serv1ng

as ex officio members. Whether formal or: 1nformal “the 1nter-1nst1tutlonal

"committee can be an important source of 1nst1tut10nal involvement'inmthe o

3 . . K

'state level prosram Teview process wh1ch 'should not be considered llghtly

’

by the institutions. Such committees are usually advisory to thelstate

—

board or a ‘subcommittee thereof.

The most ¢ommon and recurr1ng problem w1th guch comm1ttees is the1r
tendency to "log -roll,'" a process wherein qnestlonable deals -- or so- called
“trade offs" -- are.made. This problem has already been 1dent1f1ed by
~other authors; and concerns about it are un1versal.ﬂ Howeverf not all

| trade-offs should be v1ewed as undesirable. 'Two kinds of "trade-offs" can

be 1dent1f1ed Flrst theTe are those trade offs 1n wh1ch two institu-

tlons carve up the turf agree1ng not to develop programs in certaln

. 3

areas in return for certain other areas, thus;~complement1ng each other's

activities.. This kind of trade-off is generally regarded .as des1rable

[
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on’ the other :hand, there are *he undes1rab1e trade offs whereby 1nst1-
B L -
'tutlons part1c1pate 1n "bloc votlng" (e g., developlng 1nst1tut10ns

-

versus the well developed oTr vice Versa), or "log-rolllng" where one

;...t

-1nst1tut1on agreeS\to support another $ request in return- fof the other

© oL

&

LVREN

1nst1tut10n s support of its program requests. In these latfer 1nstances‘

~ a

‘ llttle 1f any con51derat10n is glven to the ‘needs of the state or other
5 .

w1der obJectlves of the program review process. In add1t10n to the
. - (.
sp11t between the "haves" and the "have nots," one state coordlnafor
noted that- there are o T | - o .

. £ T . . . I e : .
related divisions that reflect unresolved tensions within -
the ‘academic community over the nature and purposes of
graduate education. These d1fferences, which reflect the -

. d1ffer1ng Toles of the institutions in ‘graduate education,

. in turn are reflected. in>the vigor with which each

: graduate dean reviews .and evaluates proposed programs
according to: tradltlonal cr1ter1a.

The ”trade .off" problem 1s one of’ the prlmary cr1t1c15ms by noneducators

I

and state agency staff of the use of inter- 1ns€1tut10nal commlttees..

This and the d1=1nc11nat1on of such commlttees to turn down new program

proposals contrlbutes toward a gnneral skept1c1sm toward review processes °
- in which'primary emphasis is placed on this approach. |

. / . : .‘ ! '(.- . )
Some states l.ave 1ncluded state agency staffers 2x of’1c10 to counterbalance

the problem of '"trade-offs.”" While thls techn1que may contr1bute to better_
state- agency/lnstltutlonal communlcatlons on program reV1ew, it probably

- only sllghtly lessens the probablllty of trade-offs slnce such "deals"

:

can easily occur outside the formal commlttee meetings. E

This criticism of inter-institutional committees should not obscure some

¥,

y 1 A . .
of their positive-contribiutions. The roncerns about arbitrariness-and
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iﬁflexibilipy expressed earlier can be countefbaianced by a review
utilizing institutional personnel with réady access.to faculty and

~ student coﬁcerns.~»Such committees have also, on occasion, taken on a
truly statewide perspective by rising above purely institutional self- -
interests. Ad@ittedly, these instances are rare but they indiéate

that if influential committee members, spch as commission members,
presiaents or legislhtors, can create the propér attitudes in the
commifgee,_such committees can be a very important partyof the new

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

however.’

It is also important t%at appropriate procedures and guidelines be set
up and followed to insure that when 1nst1tut10ns submit programs to the )
<
comm1ttee, all prior review work (1ntra 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 had practically no internal program review while others hag

rather comprehensive review processes. These differences can cause
difficulties ‘and unfairness which unfcrtunately often penalize those

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

with'several segments, one segment did an especially complete internal
\ 2 .

. B ’ . : N
review for all programs submitted, while another segment undeftook almost

RN

no review of programs. The ldatter merely passed on to the inter-
institutional review committeefall programs submitted from the individual
institutions with the idea that if the inter-institutional review

3

committee reviewed them favorably, they would then devote staff time to
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;evia&ing the proposed programs. The inter-institutional comﬁittee
was thus at a relative disad ge as it reviewed all the programs,
since few of its hembers.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.

5.' 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 natipnal
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 é;c

l(e) Investigate the Qualificati6 s 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 N
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. 1In

»
A
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some instances theselconsultants are chosen and hired by the institution
' ‘propbsing the program. 1In .ther statgglthe consultants are chosen byl
\thé state agency staff or the inter-institutional committee. Still
othef states utilize a combipation of.stateAagency and institutional

selection.of the consultants.

L]

The use of outside consultants in reviewing new program requests is

.fairiy common whether it exists as parf 6f an institution's internal

review and program development process Or as part‘of.the state-level
program review. The use of consultants was rather highlf regarded

provided that their selection assured reasonable objectivity. Generally
épeaking, bbjectivity can~be improved if there are mechanisms in the
consultant selection process which provide for joint statewide-institutional
or inter-institutidnal selection of the consultants with all.segments
concerned having reasonable .veto powers. We will say more about consultant

S
selection in the section on the reviews of existing programs.

o

The o;Iy major critiéism made on'the use of consultants in reviewing
new programs was the obvious problem of costs which may be bqrne by
either the‘inétitutions or state agency. Generally each consultant is
paid at a.per diem rate of $100—$gOO, in addition to travel expensés.
. Those states which use outside consultants generally find their reviews

o

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 institutioné proposing the programs). A
more effective approach would allow all parties concerned tc ‘have ‘access

’ “
to appropriate consultants' reports.

6. Board/Cémmission Staff Review. Like so many other aspects' of
the state-level review process, that involving thé state higher education
staff.review varies considerably among the states in termg-of the
exten51veness and quallty of the review, and the 1mportance of the
review in the overall program review process. - A few state agency staffs
do not %gyiew programs at all. In severallother states the staff review
is limited to inéuring the institutions'.compliance to pregcrrbk$
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'Washiﬁgton, 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 deécription 6f-the
elements of the staff review pracess Eould.include the following

-

elements .
(a) Reviewing and circulating as appropriati communica-

tions of intent to develop new programs, offering v
advice on program submission and-development. :

(b) Rev1ew1ng new program proposals and c1rcu1at1ng them
as appropriate. ' "o

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

(d) Verifying the accuracy of data submitted. R

93
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- (e) Serving as liaison in the selection of consultants
to review the proposed program and reviewing the
consultants recommend“tlons.

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

(g) Serving as liaison with inter-institutional committees
and/or board.committees reviewing the proposed programj
o ‘ s

(h) Making recommendations to the state agency board.
(i) Doing folloﬁ~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

3f time of less than two months were often found to be insufficient for

T

‘an effective review and those of much more than three months tended to-

3 el .
be- éxcessive and in some instances so long that they inhibited necessary

academic vitality and program develnpment.

. The problems associated with staff review tended to be primarily related

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

earlier. ?egardlegs of the backgrounds and experience of the state agency
staff, host institu;ional'persqnhel felt %hat thelggéncy staff were

not tﬁe'appropriate persdnsuto Teview academiévprograms. This was even
true in a state where the agency staff who reviewed prégrams by major

disciplines were on temporary 3-year assignments from those discipline

areas from the institutions themselves:

23
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However, this antagonism toward agency staff was not shared by those
outside -the reviewe@ institutions or by institutional personnel with
some understandinéﬂof the wider context within which institutions within
a state must 0perafe. State governmental officials who did not approve
of the staff reviews were‘rare.’ Some institutipnal personnel while
generally agreeing with their institutional colleagues that no outside
review would make it easier to initiate new prbgrams, generally saw
s;aff'program review as either a ''necessary evilﬁ or as desirable in
the lbng run to maintain the vitality of their‘owﬁ institutions. To
illﬁstrate, in one state, éﬁe faculty senute chairmén of a.large research J
!

institution conceded that while he preferred no outside review, state

. agency staff review was needed to curb the unnecessary proliferation
o . /
of programs which tends to-dilute state resources and inhibit adequate /
support‘of existing quality programs. In a number of states institu-
. . _ ;

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

, _ /
either the state higher education agency staff did the reviews or-sqwé e

other less educationally’aéspciayed group would do them. /

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

in which individual agenc; staff persons opqrqtgd.“ Staff were berated
, for_&rongly cfiticiziﬁg proposed programs basgd én incomplete information.
If the stafffﬁad communicated more effectively with the proposing
institutioﬁ this kind'offsituatiqn could have been greatly reduced.

In one stéte é new agenéy’gtafferfs repory.wgé highly critical of a
particular,institutiogis proposal due to his apparent misunderﬁtanding
of tﬂe purpose the proposéd‘program‘was intended to serve. This mis-

understanding could have “been resolved in a-matte:'of minutes had the

60
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staffer consulted with the appropriate institneienal ;enresentatifes er
vice versh. Instead, the report.went‘to the agency's board where
eonsiderable animOSities were created in a long heated debate over the
proposal. The result was not only a wasting of the boara's pime but
tue loss of credibility for that stafferf; work and the furthering of
7 %dv iosary climate between che.staze agency and the institution
davalved,  Unfortunately, sume review processes and already existing
mﬁrzraary“relations combine to work against a free fiow of communication
bevwren state agenc1es and 1nst1tut10ns In one state fbr example’, all
colirunications between the agency staff and the institution- prop051ng

a pvogram had to be through an inter- 1nst1tut10nal committee resultlng

in frequently distorted communications.

All of these problems with staff review would“suggest the need for-;ell

trained and knowledgeable agency staff, w:th the experlence and B

analytical skills to understand the complexities of statewide coordlna- : .
tion. The recruitment and tra1n1ng of such people has long been |
recognlzed as‘an important prok em for state agencies. Wh;le tralning . -
programs are being developed by the State Higher Education Executive -

Officers (SHEEO), the Education Commission of ehg States (ECS) znd others

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

agencies are stiil badly wanting in this area. The'situation in some

states is further complicated by deliberate institutional aetidns such as

lobbylng to keep state agency approprlatlons, staffing, and salarles low.

In some cases, such lobbylng is merely a reflection of the 1nst1tut10ns’

. 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 2ud eventualiy be eliminated, thus securing‘
.a victory for institutional autonomy. Ironically, the few state agencies
that have been "eliminated" havelpeen replaced by more powerful agencies
that were more regulatory in nature. It appears tﬁenfthat this kind -
of‘short-sightedness on the parf of the institution's personnel can

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

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

institutional memberships.

._Generally; such committees are regarded as helpful in assisping the full
board in its decision-making and in enebling at'ieest some board members
to consider in-depth the rev1ews of new academic programs This is ’
espec1a11y true for boards with extremely long meetlng agendas. Associaped'
with thls arrangement however, are potential problems evident in several
states. Some board members, after long periods of serV1ce on such a
committee, become overconfident of their ability to review.programs and
tend to take on an expertfse of their own, sometimes sugstiruting their
own. private views for instifutional and board staff jo&gments on programs.
In one etate a long-time and influential board member on a review
committee was instiumental 1n alterlng the conteot of a proposed program

in very damaglng ways. The program was saved only by the t1me1y Tein-

statement of its original proposed structure. The 1nst1tptlon prop051ng

-
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the program had accepted the bnard member's changes because it thought

it might,§e the only way the program would gét 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 acceptanceé of committee recommen-

dations were those situations where the recommendations conflicted with

the wishes of institutions with a particularly close relationship to

other boird members. An instance of this problem was in a state wher.

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 gréduated.

8. Inférmal Withdrawal.' In many states it is posgible for aﬁ
institution to withdraw a program from formal consideration ‘to "save
face;” when it believes that the board will reject it. This mechanism
of withdrawal servés sevefai purposesoincluding the avoidance of )
unnecéssary conflict at a public session oflé_board or commissioﬁ and
the option to bring the propcsed program back for conside:ation at a

v

more auspicious time.

9. Review by the State Agency Board.” In most states the final
element of the.rew program review process is the action of the state

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

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

<

" budgeting cycles. 1In other states the board ‘may review requests for new -

!

programs at any of its regular meetings.

- 63
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The procedures for presenting the proposed new programs to the board

vary. A few states let faculty members of the §r0posing_institution

make a presentation to the board. 1In other states the‘inter-fnstitutional
chairman, board cpmmittee chairman or board staff may make the presenta--
‘tions. In some iustances the consultants may also make presentations to
the board. 1In still other states_the presentations may be made by any |

‘or all of the above groups.

Developing the approguiake mode for the presentations by.various.groups
is important. In several states where the staff has made.a negativeA
recommendation,-inappropriate emotioﬁal appeals are éometimes made such
as the following which was ﬁoted,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 s
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 boaxd 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

fcoordinating agency] staff or the institution.

q

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

forum, does one deal w1th °he question of the quallflcatlons of a faculty
to offer graduate work’" These concerns raised in a number of states

indicate a need for guidelines for making presentations to the

coordinating board and/or for an active educational program for board

64
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members that would better ®quip them to deal with the.issues with which

they are frequently confronted in reviewing-academic programs.

All of the above‘approaches had both advantages and disadvantages. The
effectiveness of a given process seemed primarily based on providing the
appropriate dpportunity for all those affected to express drally 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 aﬁthority of a gifen board the-aétion taken may be to
apprdve,“disapprove,fpostpone, recommend, not recommend or a number

‘ of intermediate ac;ions dependent upon fuffillment of some condition.

In Oklahoma,-for example, approvaiito impiement'a program may be
c;nditionedvuﬁon subsequent‘funding of the proposed program by the: )
‘legislature. Sometimes approval of a néw proéram is made contingeﬁt\'
upon the elimination of an existing program. Another frequent action
is to condition permanent program apprpval upon a batisfactof;'post—
audit review to see that the program measures up to the purposes fqr
whicﬁfit was originally proposed. In Louisiana, for exampie, all degree
programs -- associate, baccélaureaté, masters, doctorate -Q.which'the_
Board of Regenfs deems worthy pf implementaiion are initialiy given
"conditional approval.’" In the year that a proposed program will
graduate its firs; class, a,review.df the program,is required by ipé
Louisiana Board owaeéents. The reviews in Louisiana include the
following“iqfotmqgion: (]) demonstration that requiré%en;s of quality

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

i

is met by the program; (3) evidence thatgthe program has served the’
number of students projected in the o:iginal application. If a

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.

In North Carolina, the University System fequires 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

-
PR

review of programs after establishment." s

&

e d
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'
III.. ANALYSIS OF EXISTING PROGRAM REVIEWS

The review of existing programs is a coﬁplex'phenomenon. At the present
time, ‘a variety of states, for a variety of purposes, in a variety of
ways are.undertakinghsuch reyiews."Approximateiy twenty stat2 higher
education.agencies currently review at least some existing programs,

and a number of others are developing procedures to review 7xisting

programs.

“As notediearlier ctate higher education agency responsiﬁglit} for review
of existing programs varies con;idefably. For example, one state board
with only the power to apprcve new programs made an éxtensivetstudy of
existing programs apparently with no institutional opposition. Agency
authority over subject and type of institﬁiion also varies. For
example, only New York and Pennsylvania (teacher.education programs
Only) include private institutions in their review 6f existing programs,
the other states-are primarily limited to reviewing public institutions.
Some states afe further limited in their jurisdiction.over fhe public
sector. The New Jersey Department of Higher Education has stronger
réViFw powers over the state colleges than over the ofher public iﬁsti-
tufions. A similar situation prevails in Pennsylvania where the ﬁo;rd
of Education has stréﬁg powers over state colleges, but has féview
perrs over new teacher education programs in both public and.private
institutions.‘ A
In somg.ca;ég these reviews are féther'iimitEdE they aie mérely an
extension of the agencies' review of néw 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 CoﬁmisSion on Higher

67
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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 rétﬁer extensive asses§7ents of the quality of graduate
programs ie every public‘and'private higher educatioe 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,utilizatien
-of existing resources.

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

>4. Quality - to upigrade the overall quality of programs
by eliminating low quality programs and reallocating
the resources to improve others.

5. Consumer Protection - to protect students from
programs of questionablzs value by establlshlng
minimum levels of quallty

6. Polltlcal - to demonstrate the clout the agency
has-over hlgher education.

The wide variety of practices in the review of ex1st1ng programs makes

generallzations extremely hazardous. What mlght look 11ke an excellent

practice in one state may be questienable practlcelln another state._ R

" Each state must operate within 'its own environient.-

Locating the beginning of a particular state's process of review is

often difficult, but one which can contribute o a greater understanding

.

—— o]
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of the total ‘Teview processifor existing programs. .While it is.ndt
?p0551b1e in this volume to trace the background and development of 'the
- review process, as it is currently practiced in several states, two examples
of itsveVolution can be instructf"ei Further analysis of the mechanism
fforireviewlwill.follon these examples.

L 1. New“?orkﬁ .The New York State Education De?artment has‘conducted
'twc-recent.revieWS of existing programs. In 1969 the department began

a revdewvof master's degree programs for the purpose of preparing quide-
linesvand‘making’recommendations to - the regents. More recently it has

reviewed seiected doctoral programs.

» Ny
v o o .

Waster Degree Review - Inten51ve plann1ng for the survey began in the

summe T of’ 1969 w1th the developmcnt of a twenty one page form designed
to reco~d Ivis chat would velle:* che character of New York State's
master': degree programs. . Fifty-six of the eighty-two institutions

ofi¢cring a master's degree in the state were selected for the study to

\.
'

represent 4 ¢ross section of the state's institutions.

During the.academlc year 1969- 70, 1nformat10n was collected by mail on
enrollments, adm1551ons standards, student proflles, curricular content
and development gradlng,.the credentials), experience, assignments of
faculty members; and the adequacy of 11brar1es and other fac111t1es for
graduate study. Written,assessments cbvering such matters as academic
‘advising,.library services, the nature‘Of-the‘courses given in different

curricula, and the quality of instruction were obtained from a sampling

.of students.

Staff members visited all the institutions included in the project. Two

r
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or three persons spent one or two days at each, acchmulating additional
information, and gathering opinions from administrators, faculty, and
students about the nature of the master's degrees offered. A total of

544 curriﬁula, which included 55,602‘c0urse§ 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 = .-

/

éompetence 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 adminis;ration, staffing,

and support of ﬁﬁ&ergraduate andfgradﬁate curriculé in the selected

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

sources; then 411l rele?ant material was reviewed by the staff of the
(:)Bureau of Céllege Evaluation. . While no programs were dropped cirectly

gs"a result of thlg review ongaster's programs., 'the review did ‘l1=ad

£0 improved admigsion procedu%es and a movement toward performance

o

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

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

|
Doctoral Education Review - IW January, 1972, the regents announced the

appointment of a Regents Commi%sion on Doctoral Education which was
o ) . B ‘\ ]
given the charge to make recommépdations to the regents for developing

\
/

policy to meet present needs and‘xo guide the future development -
\ " ‘ .

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

!

President of the University of MicH@gan with the balance of the membér-
i .

ship consisting of noted scholars from around the country.

\

70,
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The commission had five formal meetings d

by'ingi:idual conferences. At two of the

1972, the commission met with the

\

other ‘representatives

fall of
of the state's doct
discuss the progress of tHe study and‘tb
In addition, the Regents Advisory Council
of ﬁany oflthe graduate deans of the stat

informed of the study's progress and thei

The recommendations of the commission in
.inclﬁded the following:

(a) The regents should regard all t
the public and private institutions as co
related sygtem for doctoral education.

(b) Thebregents should have a gener
progfams at a Felatively limited number o
of both highest quality and the most eféi
"limited resources.

(c)

the quality of and need for doctoral prog

The regents should establish sp

Only programs meeting standards o
quality, and need should be offered.

{d} New York State should lend itS

uring the year, complemented
se meetings, in the spring and
chief executive officers and
oral granting institutions to
solicit their observations.
for Graduate Education, consisting’
e's univefsities, was kept

r observations, too, were sought.

its final report to tlie regents

he doctoral programs at both

nstituting together an inter-

al policy of ccncentrating

f institutions in the interest
cient and economical use of
ecial committees to review
rams in selected disSciplinary
f present or potential high

|

financial suppdrt in both the

. < s .
public and private sectors only to programs meeting the standards of

existing or potential high quality and ne

qualifications should not be sdpported.

P

ed. Programs without these

ts
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 (e) New York State should strehgthen its support of all programs

v

~ that meet the standn ds 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 a* all

institutions within the stata be actessible to all qualified New York

students. Economic and cultural barriers to the realization of this

goél'should be eliminated.

(h) The regents shduld require that, as part of the 1974 Statewide
Master Plan Progress Report, all the.dbctoral;granting instifutions Ee
fequiredbfd review theirvdoctoral progrgms from the_pbint of view of
defermining anew their purpose, p}aéé‘%h& need in pveréll iAStitufional
plans. | )

(i) The Commissioner 6f Education-shdﬁl&jend;the moratorium on
ngw'doctéral programs when ready to implement criteria and procé&ures
that w%ll insure that any new ﬁrograms fully meet rigorous -standards

of potential quality and need.

2. Florida.* 1In 1969, the Board of Regents published a document

entitled, Comprehenéive Development Plan (CODE) of the State University

System,of Florida, 1969—1980. The document described "in broad design
%1
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 educational 0pportuni£ies 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."

2
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of programs. Since this implied formalized academic program control
and coordination, the chancellor delegated the responsibility for o
developing necessary implementation procedurés to the Vice Chancellor

for Academic Affairs.

It is important to rgcognize that the exfent_to which academic program
contrgiiishexercised is directly correlated with the financial fesouices
avaiiable; student demand, societal needs for individuals with 5pecificl
competencies and skills, the job market, gnd féculty aspirations. The
priorities established by‘é single institution within the syétemlfor

the offering of specific programs may not nécessérily'céincidé with»the_
priori{ies of the system as a whole. Moreofer,_the iegislature takes
into consideration the many-and diverse needs of thgventire state, aﬁ&
Qithin the.fraﬁework of available stéie resources, detérmings 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 firsﬁ published, pfogram projections were
‘Lmade on the assumption that enrollments would continue to increase in °
future yearsAat the same rate as in past years. But, since 1969 geveral
unarticipated situations arose. Although enrollpents in the system as
aIWhole'increased slightly, enrollments in some.ﬁniversities remained
the,same or decreaSed. Concurrently, the economic conditions of the
state and nation changed, resulting in fewer jobs avéilable in industry,
state agencies, and educational institutions for university graduates at
_all levels. The legislature began tovdemaniraccohntability for monies

expended, effort of faculty and staff, -the quality of university programs,
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and‘thé eﬁployébility of university graduages. Correépondihgly, the
resoﬁrces,appropriated to the Sfate University System_by the legislatufe 
were less than‘exﬁected. The Univérsity System and its membe; univef—
sities were forced to re;evaluate théir entire operations, and in some

cases, to modify their respective lists of priorities.

Since 1969, a number of céntrols had been plaéed on program
developnent including: a five-&ear moratorium on new Ph.D. programﬁ;
the ini:iation of prdcedures for identifying duplicative programs; a
poiicy requiring universities to receive authorization tc plan new

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

In 1972 the Board of‘Regents toék anotler step, adopting a set of
academic program control procedures that targetedhfor further examination,
prog;ams which failed to meet established degree productiVity standards.
Evéry'year the numbef of degrees awarded in each program for the previous
three years is reviewed. If the nﬁmper 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
bunderpruductive for three consecuiive'evaluatiohs, it is‘then subject

to an in-depth study, the results of which will détermine whether it
should be termiﬁated, absorbed as a track in a b;oader based program
already authorized, or whether the underprbductive program can justifiably

be continued.

It would be impossible to conduct a thorough investigation of every
program every vear. 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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4 productiﬁity is thé best single index which correlates meéningfuily

with enrollmentsuof majors in the.program,_giudent demand, job‘mérket N
for graduates and quality of the prdgram:v In 1973, 44 graduate

programs were identified as underprOAuctive, 16 were placed on pfbbation,
ahdvit was recommended tﬁat 22 be absorbed as tracks or subspecialties
‘of existing authorized degree programs. The 1974 analysis includes a
review of baccaiaureatevas well as gradﬁate &egree 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 nﬁmber, 9 are

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

Soon~after the academic control procedﬁres were implemenied, théy dréw
harsh comments from around the system. Faculty and aca&emic-adminis-

- trative criticism of these procedures focused on severai aspects of
the process: (1) Faculty were most unhappy with a_procedufe that
seemed essentially designed £ofelimihate degree programs; (2) They

were also dissatisfied with what appeared to the;wto bé a quantitative
rather than qualitafi?e approach to the revie& process. Although the
regents' staff tried on numerous occasibns to explain thatvdégfee
productivity.was a measure used orly to identify pfograms to be studied
‘and that qualitative criteria wopld be used in all in-depth studies,
faculty remained unconvgkbed aﬁd unsupportive; (3) Finally, fagultyr
were aggrieved with the term "program$ 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 "programé on

~1

g
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probatlon" appealed to certa1n leglslators (and perhaps to thellay
public) who expressed a growing confidence in regential‘ability,to

"prune' the system.

At their June 1?/5 meetlng, the regents, responded to faculty concern
by cirecting staff to develop an alternatlve to current academ1c
program control procedures. Degree productivity was,not to be the
’only criterion'in detenninlng_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 expenslve to operate than the current ones because nonsystem-
consultants will play a major role in the evaluatlon.‘ All programs

in the State.University System will be’ reviewed.periodically. Indicators.
‘will be'utilized tovidentify which program clusters merit iﬁmediate

Teview.

’

The examples of New York and Florida are indicative of a planmed,
rational approach to the establishment of a review process for existing

programs. In other states comprehensive icview processes were begun

- . N ' N ’

or spurred on by economic conditions, such;as-the massive reduction of

a maJor 1ndustry in the stateaof Washlngton, or severe fiscal constra1nts
such as those suggested by Governor Patrick Lucey 1n a letter to the
Board of Regents of the University of wlscon51n in January, 1975 in
wh1ch 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,

~I

ap




-65-

computing serv1ces, and 1nstruct10na1 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 highar educational institutions
and programs in order to be-able to support réesponsibly
the needs of ‘the institutions and programs which are

to be ma1nta1ned '

I

4. Pfograms to be Reviewed
The seiectipn of existing prog;ame td”be*fe;iewed veries considerably
from that of reviews of neW'oriexpanﬁed programs. _The factors which
‘circumscribe the choice include legal limitatipns onnagency <uthority,
functional linitations due to limited staff ot.resources, and local
political considerations of how far a given égene;'should get involved
in the review ef existing programs. These limitations are-frequently
manifested in the.teviews being confined to only eertein ptogtams
,(e.g.,~doctoral or ail graduate progréms);-to:certain institutibns
‘(eAé publlc), or to certain subJect areas (e. g., teacher educatlon,
which eV1dences partlcular d1ff1cu1ty 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 which individual or similar (laterai) programs'should be

selected for review or, in some cases, selected for more extensive

3
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Teview. As one'agency staffer-noted "Can 300 discipiinary areas
'in the system (not 1nc1ud1ng a11 degree levels) be evaluated effec-
t1ve1y and eff1c1ent1y’" While the answer may-be yes, most state
agencies have attempted to screen all the programs in the system by
the use of a 51ng1e criterion and then to rev1ew more . exten51ve1y
the programs 1dent1f1ed as particularly'troubled. The University ofv
Wisconsin System revieéws, for example, distinguish between an audit,
whicb is synonymous-with the "screening process' described ear]ier,_
and a "review,'" which is a full scale evaluation of a particular program o
=found wanting in the audit. phase In Wiscon51n, all programs ‘are
- audited, but only a few are actually given a full scale reyiew, Great
'care,needs to. be exercised to assure_tbat.the prdgrams selected . for
intensive review are not automaticaily given a_negative label, such as
Mon 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 1nformation
reqated to the criteria uséd to screen ali the programs. Increasingl
th‘s program information is being further broken down to includ*
~ .
° mation on major and minor tracks within a given degree designation.
_ There appears to be a real need in many states for'specificity in
defining_programs, concentrations; tracks, major55jminors{ Subspecialt;es,
. etc. Differences in nomenolature’and organizational design make it
difficult to identify and compare offerings'in the same disciplineSvfor

different institutions. Information on tracks and minors is important.

~Z
Co
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becaﬁ;e'it helps to identify possible areas of program expansion, to
relate more accurately actual programs with institutional costs,
fesources, and effort and io overcome the problem of definition which
often results in one insiitq;ion calliné.its 6ffering a "program'" -- thus;
making it subjéct to réviéw -- while another institution_;alls the

_Same offering"a "track." In addition,-infoimation on tracks can be

’ valugbleﬁés a tool for improving consumer protection. For example, in
one statela few institutiéns With.deglining enrollments often passed-off
to unsuspecting students.concéntfations within a degree_program as '
programs. °“The students: who subsequently enrolled not only found
limited‘édﬁrse offerings but also found that their degrees ‘had low
‘marketability. | | .
The development of a functioning definition of programs js 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 Iﬁformation Survey (HEGIS) de&eloped by the National Center for
.Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) for fhe Na;ibnal Center
for Education Statistics (NCES).f'One of HEGIS's shortcomi&g# is its
lack of compatibility with Handbook VI, thv.standard-program taxonomy
fér vocationai-technical education. :-Recently, NCHEMS revised the HEGIS
taxonomy to resolve this particular shortcoming, which was particularly
distressing for égencies with responsibility for all postsecondary
education. But, NCES, the primary usel'of the HEGIS taxohomy, was

dissatisfied with the revised version and decided to develop’a whole new

taxonomy fof'all of eduéation (X through'post-40ctora1).
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In the meantime states which are attempting :to adopt a common .taxonomy

for academic prugrams have two choices: they can use the original or

- s

revised HEGIS taxonomy and try to.minimize their shortcomings (not the

least of which is to relate the g%xonomy to existing offerings); or

they can attempt to devise their own taxdnomy. The State‘University
System of Florida has’ chosen the latter route and is currently 1mp1e-

menting its own taxonomy. The solutlon to this problem is not easy and

must be addressed sooner or later by all agencies attemptlng to review

académic progTans .. R

B. Criteria Used fbr Zxisting Program Review

\ . The criteria by which existing programs should be reviewed have been

'\ . the focus of considereble anguish for many agencies. A recent Task Force

\ | on Graduate Education established by the Education Commission of the
States (ECS) attempted to addfess-this problem by suggesting that tﬂe

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 1ntegra1 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 natioh; (8) the economies and
improvements in quality to be achieved by consolidation
i 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.




~69]

UVOISSTWM ID DI[OX A o vy : e
TeEUOTIMIYISUT -padxeyd . Lo - ‘ -
' 03 sssusjertadoxddy ’ - . ) o ) -

“

. ) PUEBWSPD )
. PUE 31SS.I93Ul JuUapnig ‘ : : .

UOTIBUTWTT (8 IO /UOCILIEep 1 .
—TIOoSUuUod Lq paASTYUDE .

2q o3 KLaxTrenb - T : o B
‘ ‘ ‘ i ‘ e >< -

A

uT sjiusumaaoxdwmr . . : : - : : .
pPUB’ s Twmouos>mg

uoTITU - . ’ _

x0 uorI8ax *azeas 9yl | 1 : : ) _
 utr swuwexSoxd IBTTWUTS . ’ ‘ . ) 1 :

‘ ) uwoxFy sos3enpeald ) ’ ] i

T~ FO UOTIONPOIH

¥

TEATHG, EXTSTING PRogRas® ™

: uorTieiIndasx . ) i - . )
TEeuoTIleUu IO TEBUOTIIDI . | : N N
s31T £q po3ldI[IDI e

se Latitenb wmexSoxg T

I0UES L

.

PEOT MIom AL31nwoe g ) . co o B ‘ o< .

'FACTORS FOR

__Saenpexs
wexSoxd xasd 3sos

T ————

S9SINOD FO ISO0D IaYI
PUER S9SSEID JFO 3ZIS

{0

(s93ex 3Inodoap. . P

pue Axjus) we.sJoxd . ] L
8Yya UT paSITTOIU
S3USpItls JFo JIaqunp

saeaAL ®>HM‘ . t
ased sya jyo yoes UT - <
sa3enpex’d jyo asquny . L

(3 yrs.)
A
X

* SURVEY COMPARISON WITH ECS TASK FORCES!
ALl
AL

Degree Level
(if designated)

State

Connecticut (2)
Ilinois (3)
Indiana (2)

Arkansas (2).
Colorade (2)
Georgia (2)

Delaware
ldzho (2)

Aabama (2)
Alaska
Arizona {5)
California (2)
Florida
Hawaii
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~ FIGURE 2 (continued)

/ N ﬂ "’ 51w |47
" uw bW RO "o | g
o0 w g of g “ M| 00
o W g qn R IC I R 0 ¥
qn |FR o . H‘s fal e ~ao WE|H 1
o} 00 Nl (1] o N T Y o £ R | W nwae
oo . 'U.:t.n 00 | H -l ¥ Ao b W O0OB|[O0O |upoO
s AWl |0y |t I '«obnm Y 00U | K OH
H# # HOw 0 AN OhUWK fEun 10 pRen
% WERH | dW [ K H{goh Wo e 2O |# Luun
WHa | HOd|HO|R O] 0B E FA» fo0A R, PR
MWOM|W “wRr|uU Tluy O0]oapoe wae H|w 'R
I R LA RS e L R IS S Y
1 Y ! \
HU S Hﬂﬁﬂ 00 | A | ¥ su:m UNAdPE|E>PDR| A m%o
o O KO 0 || HooHW [ 3300 | 00H00|0F |0t
Degree Level HAoolAowf Y 9 | o Wredd 3 | WWed M| RHEA A [DH| HHD
: oenen | Gen | GESG[ag a8 0l ohuk aeRel 6pRET |2k | adn
_ State designated) | 2 A 2000 0P |[OW|Kk|[AHKK|ABURE |l WAodD 0D | <0k
Texas (2) | |
Utdh X X X X X X X X X
Vermont (1) (9) All X X X X,
Virginia All X X
“Washington All X
 w¢st Virginid ALl X X v X
Nisconsin All X X X X X X X
’ (10 yrs)
Total 15 | 12 5 1942 9 3 7 10 10

Tl factors 1nd1tated for each state are cither specifically stated in the material suhnltted or broadly 1nterp1uted to

be included in these materials, If no items are x for a piven state and there are no explanatory fentnotes, it 1nd1cates
that no information has been recelved from that state,

(1) The criteria indicated has mot been approved and is listed here for information only.
(2)  loes not presently have procedures for the review of existing programs,

(3) 'The criteria indicated are for use with new programs and "specifically identified ex1st1n5 programs," Such a
review of existing programs is based on outside evaluations and criteria developed when the program was proposed
(if recent).

(4)  louisiuna's coordinating dgency was 1eccnt1y reorganized and the maturlals subm11ued were based on actions by the

former agency, It is assumed that" the new agency (Board of Regents) will continue and expand on the earlier efforts,

(5): New procedures were approved in October 1975, but were not available for inclusion in this report.
(6):  New York criteria is based broadly on two criteria "need and quality." '
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IIGURE ¢ (continued)

(7) Oregon's criteria consists of: (1) evidence of need for the program; (2) consistency with state goals and
policies and institutional mission and degree of uanecessary duplication.
) Information indicated pertains only to the Umver51ty of Nebraska system, :
(9) Vermont State Colleges only. | G
(10) Calltornm has cond- ted studies of high-cost programs in the past, but, does not now have a systema'uc .
~ procedure for review,

Sz~
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The criteria most frequently used by the varicus agencies were productivity,
c¢ . quality and need. Productivity was most frequently used to provide

an 1initial screening of the programs. Usually,.productivity was expressed

in-terms of average number of graduates cver a certain period of years.

Some states which have ehphasized 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 ’
-25 faculty attempt to save their programs. In one state the heavy
emphasis oﬁ productivity resu;;ed in some.programs being later identified
as ﬁdegrée 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 senﬁe to drop a 5rogram of low produpfivity
.and ieave virtuaily untouched a program of e#traordinarily high ééstﬁdr
low quality. Similar arguments can be advanced for all ihe other critefia,
including quality._ For example, it is hard'td justify maintaining a
program of 10w,dema;@lbut high quaiity while sapping Tesources frpm.othef

badly needed programs.

An Eﬁterestihg va;I;tion, used 'in West Virginia, utilizes a sYstem.éf

| ¢
review which requf?es forced choices, into three categories for'each of
four variables. Si%ty percent of the programs are regarded as normal on
any given.ﬁariable. Twenty percent are placed on either side of the
- normal range. The variables to be considered are cost, institutional
priority, qeality-and'output. Each institution.has its own methbd for
estabiish&ﬁg the scale and determining the values-assignéd to ezch of

' these variables. Using this procedure each institution selects the

programs that ‘should be studied in greater depth.



-75-

C. Processes okagview’

The various states' actual processes of program review differ;ibUf 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) inc*itutional oriented review processes; (2)
interinstitutional oriented review proceéses; (3) agency staff oriented

,

review processes; and (4) outside consultant oriented pri -.sses.

1. Institutional Orienfed. The institutional oriented approach

to program.review can be of two subtypes. First, ﬁany states, such as
&ev;da, have a,stafe#level agency which is not actually involved in -
prbgfém review but which encourages the institutions or segments ﬁnder
it throﬁgh various incentives (especially budget) to review their own
programs.' The majority of states probably’fall into this'category and
it could be argued that this technically does not constitute a state->
level review of programs since no one is taking a hard look at the needs
of the étate as a whole. Secohd, ébme state-level agencies coordinate
the individual institutional or segmnental reviews in.a plﬁnning process’ .

© which attempts to provide a statewide assessment of ‘needs. Cften the

" state agencies using this kind 6f process provide review guidelinegv
and specify dates for their completion. _In some cases the agencies may
even monitor the institutional review processés to achieve quality and
dn%formity. 'The University of Wisconsin System is;perhaps a-gbod' ekample.
In'aéiegatinglthe task of audit and review to the inStitutiohs; thev

. University System administrators sought to recognize that the health of

' the academic offerings of each Enstitupion is a primary-responsibility

of its faculty. For this reason, each in:citution was asked to develop

ERIC
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those procedures whicﬁ it jud;ed most appropriate to its formréf éovernance,
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 monltorlng of the process, the recelpt of
campus reports, and the dissemination to other campuses of partlcularly

effect1Ve review practices.

This approach is probably the least ébjectionable to the individual
institution as it allows a great deal of" 1nst1tut10nal 1nd1v1dua117at10n
the Unlver51ty of Wisconsin at Madlson ut111.ed a technlque which
emphasized ;he use of internal committees.. whereas the liniversitv of

Wisconsin at Milwaukee utilized a technique which emphasized the use of

Yo
outside consultants.

Strict adherahée to this approach does have the disaanntage of not being
able to undertake lateral reviews of programs. Thus, if there were an
Munnecessar& duplication of a given type of program in the various insti-
tutions, a strictly institutidnal review would h. o] re}y on institutional
initiative to eliminate it. ‘At a minimum the state agencies ;elying 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

itsélf. Perhaps typical of the latter approach is that utilized in
Kansas wheré the Council of Chief'Academic Officars (COCAO)-plays a

continuing role in reviewing, evaluating and coordinating program

_q_f.;_"AA
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development at the Regents' inastitutions. COCAO, under the direction of

the Council of Presidents, also jcintly 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 Rrogfam'ié recommended for disconti¥nuance. 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 e&isting programs has a

number of advantages not the least of which is the cooperative involvement

of the institutional staffs. Two states which résgénded to a‘Carﬁégie
Council survey reported that they ‘had started out using only staff
analysis bﬁt.500n found that instifutions cast as pass{ve"vicfims of the ~
review would appeal negative recommendations on both prqcedural'andl

substantive grounds, and sometimes woi 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 representation of appropriate s;ater

>
level agency staff and the provision of training for committeé members.

}

3. Agency Staff Reviews. In some states the agency staff have

primary or even exclusive responsibility for the review of existing

programs. In Washingtoﬁ,’fdr example. the staff of the Council on

94
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Postsecondary Education in Phase I Of its Teview procees identified o
programs ev1denc1ng hlstorlcal patterns of low productivity. | The~
instit zt10ns~respon51b1e for these programs were then asked to complete
progran teview statemeints and makevrecommendations to the\ceuncil

(<]

Justifying eifl.er continuance or termination: Specific'program

recommendations weTe then developed b/ the cuunc11 staff which 1nd1cated
one of four p0551b1e actions: program termination; program continuance
on a prov151ona1 ba51s, “the program contifuance w1f“ further study, or
program continudnce on an unqualified basis.

Of the {26 programs reviewed, §0 were recommended for.termination, 35°
! :\ . ’ - > ) ¥ ’ .

were recommendel for continued offering on a provisional basis, and 37
o . SRR " g

were recommendcd foTr continuation on an~unqualified basis.

A second phase of the Washington review -process is now underway which_
involves a reyiew of duplicate graduate programs. .

3 -
- |

} N
Staff rev1ews, if undertaken by senlor s*aff w1th grea sensitivity ard

judgment, such as those undertaken in Washlngton received little criticism.
Howeveﬁ,'when such reviews are undertaken by'persons of,questionable
maturlﬂy and tra1n1ng they could result in great harm to establlshed
academﬂc programs and could lead to major confrontations w1th the
1nst1tut10ns with long-term negative consequences for both the 1nstitu—

tions and the agency involved. Agency staffers with real or perceiued

. "axes to grind" should not “~ ‘‘en responsibility for programvreview
’ [y e : °

/2

as was urfortunately the casc in one stdte we visited. . /

/
/

- 4. Consultant Reviews. A.few.states,\in partieular New/ Yotk and

Louisiana, rely on the consultant review process. In the previous
: 2 ' /
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11;1n01s, is also responalble for rev1ew1ng (post -audit) six Doctor

of Arts programs follow1ng an expellnental pericd of five years.

p

The consultantswin New York are selected’as follows:

" material and assigh consultants for individual

Namzs' of di:tinguished out-of-state scholars-to review

the pvograms in the state ‘are solicited.from all the

\
institutions involved, national professional asscciations,’
and the Doctoral Council.* A pool of consultants is -

developed from these names.

wut. anyone who would not be approved as a co

Thrre of the five members of the rating csmmlt ee in

each disciplinz are appointed.by the commi'ssio
the pool of consultants’. Recommendations for m
are made by the Doctoral Council and the involy
institutions. This group meets ‘to review all B

visits. The members also suggest additional s
questlons for site visitors to particular progi
remaining two members of each Tating comm1ttee
app01nted ‘later from the site visitors. !

*Each academic department
to be evaluated is -asked to review the-list and/cross.

er from

embership

ed .

ackground
carpus
ecific

am
are

visits and sent the cuc’.gruund material for stu
The background material is supplied by the iwvo
instituticia in response to the questionnaire.

Approved consultants are then scheduled for cangu

: S ,
- A team of two or three consultants makes a site lisit
"and the chairman prepares a draft report in arcordance
with gu1del1n°s pIOVlded by -the educatlcn department.

l

.

-

4ed

The

3

.~

2

section on the review of new programs we noted the Iliinois 'Commission:

This group of seven persons, who cannpt be residents of -

The hse of outside consultants is generally regarded as ajdesirable way . -

of reviewing the quallty of academ1~ programs.

of academic programs.
not involved in the use of consultants

were:

K3

o

cost,.selection, effective use and'pefspective._
@

A
i

*The "Doctoral Council' is composed of graduate deans and academic Vice

Presidents from various institutions in the state.

{r

4

Faculty especially

o

P

:'feel that peer review i3 the only meaningful way tc Teview the quality

This_is not to say, however, that problems are

v

Y

The fo.r problems we identified



AN

N

-80-

First, problems related to the cost of consultants are obvious --

if good people are selected, if they all come from out-cf-state, and if
.tP,y put in a considerable amount of time, their cost is going to be

high. The second problem with seléction cdnsultanté is probably also

obvious especially to those who have had extensive experience with

consultants. It is possible to select consultants who willypromote

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

\Ewgd by the faculty, resources and facilities and thus write a favorable
repoftﬂ\ On the other hand, the opposite result could be obtained from
hiring éShsg;tants fron ''better institutions'' to review programs.
Needless to §éy, there needs to be a fair and consistent consultant

selection process.

Third, #he use to which consultants are put can be pfoblemafic;--ln one
state consultants we;e 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 neithé; could

visit the campuses nor hear institutional perspectives. As a result

their report was somewhat discredited.

Cut-of-state consultants can also lack a broader perspective for state-

wide planning. For example, some New York institutional representatives
criticized the ratiné teams for lacking concern for matters of geographic
access to doctqral programs and for being entrenched traditionalis;s who

failed to see a value in serving the needs of part-time urban populétions,

X
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While the above g%nerglizations are useful for a generai diﬁcussion of
the various revieL mechanisms, it should be noted that it is a rare state
which entirely f;ts into one of these four typés. Most states employ
some combination ;f the four processes. In order to provide a perspective
on this mix of tvpes we have developed several matrices (see Figure 3)
which a&?ng one dimension sitow the vafious 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. N

FIGURE 3
RESPONSIBILITY rOR REVIEW OF EXISTING PROGRAMS

Degree of Responsibility Matrix

New York
Type of Reviever None Modest Shared Primary Exclusive
(1) Institutional X

(2) Consultants

(outside) ' X
(3) Agency Staff v b
(4) Inter-institutional X




Washington
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Type of Reviewer None Modest Shared Primary Exclusive
“1(1)  Institutional X
(2) Consultants
-(outside) b
(3) Agency‘Staff X
(4) Inter-institutional X
. Kaﬁsas
Type of Reviewer None Modest Shared Primary Exclu;ive
(1) Institutional X
(2) Consultants b3
(3) Agency Staff X
(4) Inter-inétitutional X
Wisconsin
( Type of Reviewer None Modest | Shared | Primary | Excldsivé
(1) Insfitutional X
(2) Consultants A
(outside) X ! .
(3) Agency Staff;\ x L A
(4) Inte;-institﬁtional X . ik
Florida y %g} a
Type of Reviewer ane1§= Modest Shared { Primary | Exclﬁsiya?ﬂ
{(1) Institutional X
1. COUsuitants <ox )
(3) Agency Staff X N
Intersinstitutional X

99
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IV. ANALYSIS OF MAJOR PROBLEMS

4. 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 alle¢ged costs of program review and its alleged

benefits.

Most state agency staffars are very cautious about giving the impression
that program review for new and/or existing programs can be easily
translated into dvllar savings. In fact, many assert that program review

may not result in any savings ‘at all. For example, several programs

~

_agtually terminated aé a direct result of the review of eiisting programs
;ere merely paper changes. Frequently, these Qere low productivity
programs serviced by faculty in a relatad area so that ;he dropping of

a specific degree designation wbuld result in merely reducing the former
degree program to a major or track within another broader program. The
dollar savings, if any, would be quite minimal since no reduction in

. staff or resources allocated‘would accompany the chénge. As Lyman Glenny
has nofed:

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 program but
all the courses of which the program is composed; or it could
mean dropping faculty members who teach the core courses of
the program.

Of thuse options, only dropping faculty members, reducing their
perquisites, or increasing their teaching loads will save. the
institution substanfaal amounts of money. If a program is
eliminated, but not? *fhe courses composing it, then faculty

- members must be retained to teach the courses. rtloreover,
if the degree is no longer offered but the courses are kept,

" they may decline in enrollment, increasing the unit costs and

109
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1)

. 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 retainediin some other
teaching or administrative capacity, no real’ savings are
likely to occur.44 , L

e

In some states, especially th&ée iﬁ“which program reduction was diréctly,
linked by funding mechanisms to staff and resource reduction, dollarA
savings can be calculated. The Washington State Council has estimated
that savings of $1.§ million have fesulted from its reviews of existing
‘programs. The Minnesota Council on Higher Education estimated in 1974
that its review of new program§ altered developments which currently
"save! the state more than $3 million annually. Other states asserted
that program reviews resulted in "deferréd cost éavings," as additional

Tresources were not added to programs discontinued or not approved.

Those considering implementing a program review précesé with the in-"
~ tention of saving money and reducing.costs should Be aware that program
‘review‘itself costs money. New York estimated that iis 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.

.Héyever, any assessmegt of cost-benefit ra;ios ih:the program review
process must include a broader definition of benefits than merely the
funds presumably saved through new program dénial oriegisting program
elimination. Other benefits are: the institﬁtion's establishing a
high quality program review process and engaging in seriqus'self-
evaluation; the institution's finding a source of funds for realloéation
golo] priorify progfams in a time of shrinking resources; the students being

assured that program quality is being seriously evaluated; and State

ot



-85-

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 provest of an
eastern university:

This is a reflcction 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 predlctable anxiety cycle of appre-
hension before the reviewer!' s arrival, involvement during the.
visit, relief that things proceed satlsfactorlly, then mild
apprehen51on prior to recelpt 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 1mportapt1y,
the campus in general is affected by the communal experlence\\
of the reviews, and, as the reviews proceed, there is a tendency
to become more involved in self- cr1t1c1sp, or at least -to-become
more cpen to the possibility of criticism. This, I would thlnk
is quite significant as a precondition for any ongoing self-

assessment plans.

Qur experience with the reviews encourages me to think that it
is p0551b1e, 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 mcod. Despite.
the seeming threa: 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

. o | 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 potentlally;suppo:txng_as_wel1_as-potentlally—threatenlngﬂ———4—»—~'

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 Bf\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 1nformed opp051t10n to state board efforts

l

are well worth it. Several agencles"lnltlal attempts to get quick

program review results by largely by pa551ng institutional part1c1pat10n

e

‘proved to be failures because the institutions presented such effggt%ye

opposition. : C ////}//nﬂ

It is also impoftant‘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 haud,
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the staff must see that centrifugal forces do notrcomgvio_ggmipgpe 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 meetings.

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.

T
i
h

An example of this lagt problem was related'ﬁyfbne state which exﬁerienced
severe legislative pressures for the statewide board to display tough-
minded program results. A dilemma ar>se when two institutions preferring
to switch rather than figﬁgiﬁsquested t?e opﬁortunity to withdraw some
pfoposed new programs rather than have them formally Tejected in open
session. While the substantive»resulis 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 throughodt their agencies,

but nowhere is the need for it more crucial than in program evaluation.

u
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experience in-academe -- preférably including teaching experiench

7 N
! .

The review of new"and particularly of existing programs necessarily
K : . : :

\\

involves nuanced judgﬁegts.based on a sound knowledge of academic

N
.”' N

RN

values;‘ We heard considerﬁble criticism from the institutions that

in too many instances board staff ‘lacked sophi 1cation and made

‘-‘g__._.,_...

questionable recommendations based on simplistic treatment of data.

L s P .
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 theineed to give-the public interest priority over

institutional interessf.

.

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 conscicntiously to see that the committee does not engage in

trade-offs which protect the institutions instead of the public.

i

D. 'Need for Multiple Criteria;\FZexiny Applied
AN

P
s

The mechanistic application of any‘éi?gle criterion in the program review
e

process inevitably results 'in problems.  Most frequenr}y{/;n over- -
emphasis on broductivity caused the dilution of/gugli;y in prograus
identified as possibly underproductive. Lowerfd admissions standards
and easier grading practice; were sometimes resorted to in order to
improve a proéram's numerical productivity. fhis overemphasis would

make such questions pertinent: ''Does it make much sense to drop a

‘good program for low productiv1ty and at the same time leave a program

bordering on being of 'degree mill' standard untouched?"

.. 105 o :
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The National Board on Graduate Education (NBGE) in its report Doctorate
\ .
Manpower Forecasts'and Policy (November, 1973) has also e: pressed 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
1ndicators 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.

5. 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

prograrns) . ,

’

These arguments for multiple measures are further buttressed by a2 two-
year study conducted by the Educativnal Testing Service, cntitleq
Assessing Dimensions of Quality in Doctoral Education: A Techndcal

I
Repert of a National Study in Three -Fields (1976). The study noted that

judgments of ‘qual’i';:‘y Iiased‘ updnamany indicators had four major advan-'
tages over less comprehensive data. It particularly stressed the
importance of flexibility, whicn implies the oppertunity';o deviate
from the normal program review process in exceptibnal 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‘ijuests.

/
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E. Special Problems ini Measuring Program Quality

Most_state agencies do not even purport to examine. qualitative factofs

in their program review process. The V1rg1n1a State Council on Highex}

_Education, - for example, makes a point of noting that its review is a

. quantitative one and that the qualitative review is the responsibility

“\of the institutions. Other states, such as Florida, mention quanti-

v

L . . N ' . ‘
tatlvely oriented reviews from whlch indicators of quality can only be
& ..

gIQaned New York's review process on the other hand, has as 1ts major.

\\
purfose the qualitative assessment of academic programs

Quality, however, is an elusive element which is most difficult.to
. measure. Like the question of what makes an artqork beautiful,_qpality
’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 re.iable measure of quﬂllty For these reasons
the New fork State Department of Education chose out-of-state peer
consultants as a major compoﬁgnt.of‘its qualitative Qev}ewLof 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 policxhconsidér-

ations, which points to the importance of the relations between outside
) , - 5 _ \

cor. ultants and the staff which provides orientation for their efforts
>0 ©n

and of any statew1de 1nst1tut10na1 adv1sory committee which will be

reviewing their veport. \Quring the pilot runs of the'New York doctoralf

107
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program review, theré were a few comments to the effect that_both the

State Pducation Department staff and the Doctoral Council reviewing

the rating committee recommendations were perhaps too much in awe of - -

\

the academic "stars' who bad been used as consultants. As-a consequence,
one team was allowad to disregard guidelines urging attention to
teaching excellence as well as other factors; it focused exclusively

y

on traditional measures of quality: two books published per faculty

‘member, faculty depth in most major fields,xappropriate libréry

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;goa; of broadened access by serving a

part-time urban population.

There were also statewide.ramifications to an initial "rating team's
’ - ' .

recommendations for ferminatigp of programs in other parts of the state,
. . . ‘ . - .

Y ¢

a few of which were reversed, some critics said that, the original

verdicts showed little concern for matters of éeogfaphiC‘access to

)
’

doctoral programs for students in up§taté'Néw.York.

Another exampie of the need to keep tﬁe high poWeged consultants'

-

.enthusiasms under control was in another ‘reversed-early finding to approve

moSt- parts of a doctoral program, but-to recommend phasing out of ‘some /(/

specializations. %uch selective fine-tuning was considered excessive

1 v

..state intervention and subsequent rating team findings were confined to-.

recommendations for departments as a whole.

One_sﬁould;'on\the other hand, note that there was widespread praise
‘%or many aspects of the New York'programw The quality of the consultants

&

°



-92-

wae deemed high. The State Education Departmeht's soliciting the help
of tﬁe iﬁstitutiohs to fbrh the 50-60 member consultlgt panels for each
subJect was appreciated; as was the power given to each chalrman of a -
department about to be reviewed to veto from the panel the names of
persons he considered unde51rable as 51te visitors. Furthermore;‘later |

subject evaluations in New York provided evidenee\that.many of the early

problems in the use of outsidé consultants were being solved.

The assessment of quality by state¥1eve1 agenciee may be significantly
enhanced as a result of the Qork undertakeh'By the Educationai TeSting
Service (ETS) in the study ﬁoted earlier (Ciark, Mary Jo, 1976)e The
study clearly demonstrated that the oplnlons and perceptions of program
part1c1pants and recent graduates were relatively easy to coliect and
use 1n constructing index scores for various aspects of graduate programs.
_Furthermore, these measures were found to have reasonably high leVPls

of reliability and va11d1ty. ETS summarlzed al& the data for each
program before comparing programs within each d15c1p11ne and then used
the data ig several different ways to >ssess some 30'a5pects of graduate
A programs. From.these means, ETS selected)23 indicatqrsxto'prqfile theA
Jprograms in each‘discipline. The resulting profiles were then used to

\

. compare similar departments.
[ 4

F. "Legal Problems

Although not widespread, legal challenges to state board program review
;-

powers can raise certain difficulties -- if only to delay decisions

and increase ;osts. To our knowledge, the only instance thus far in

which such a chailenge has been mounted is in New York where-the State



-93-
=

University took the commissioner of education to court, =zlaiming that

the authority of the Board of Regents did not ¢xtend 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 rcview now seem established. New York regents

atypically also possess program ;eview pswers ofer private higher

Jeducation and haVe, in fact, acted io terminate.some doctoral programs

at privéte institutiohs. Far from opposing such.action, the Commission

on Indepgpdent Collgggs 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!

o

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 pogsibility‘
that pressures will be brought to bear to extend such powers over the

private sector to-agencies in other states. Approximately 44 states . — —— -

.-now-have programs giving state aid directly or indirectly to private

mr
[y

institutions within .their borders, and\as some private.institutions in
deep financial tr&ﬁble stagger clo?e to the edée, they and théir ‘ .
supporters will be asging the st;té for emergeﬁcy bail-ouis.f’lt is
highly likeiy that public institutions will resent their own programs
being recommendei for termination while related programs ﬁf perhaps
.similar quality at private insfftutions ;eceivé su?stantial state .
subsidies and are exempt. Such private institutions had best'not assume |
that state monieg can be acquired:in any éignificant amounts without

“their’surrendering sizable amounts of institutional sovereignty.
& * . '

~Finaily, we should mention the possible emé}}ence of legal issues cutting
i > : :
!

110 - . o
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across program terminations and collective bargaining in higher education.

Again, no one has yet dréén our attention to specific instances, but it
is not hard to anticipate that if program terminations become more"
common and result in faculty dismissais or reassignmeﬁts, negotiating
ggendas will not be far behind. Law suits from faculty unions may then
become more common against state program reviews than frombinsfitutional

governing boards. This leads us to our last area of analysis.

G. Political Problems

whflg some presidents and trustees are genufnely}hé#et over what they
i r;gard as excessivels;ate intrusion into the'hear£ of Academe through
the_program Teview process,-the true level of distress caﬁnot always be
assessed by public rhetqri¢. ‘Sbme institutional‘pfbtest-is more ''for tﬁe
record" than fgrwreal. A few institﬁtional\presidents privately admit
that beéause of their reélations with faculty, students,‘trﬁstees and

»'ni, they are forced to take public positions criticalloﬁw?\program
discontinuation process,.whereas in fact they yery"much:welcom; some ;!
external leverage to help them crack open entrenéhed internal positions.
It is difficult, then, to interpret.just how strong-the opposition to

\;?atg board reviews really is.

N

. e . I
Political -problems of another kind arise when influential personalities

on the board or In_state government subordinate the alleged,ratioﬁality,

of the program review process to other .considerations of a mcre partisan
nature. Such political ihtrusions play havoc with state board attempts
to construct a credible program review process and tend to.make institu-

tions very cyniéallaboutﬁthe value of the effort.
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One example is an inter-institutional committee in réviewing competing
institutionai requests for a new doctoral program labored long and hard

"to come up with an equitable decision on which ins%itution should get

the program. Tne committee, after six months, came to a most difficult §
decision. It was an agonizing process that literally almost tore the
committee apar?. When the committee finally made its recommendation

to the bdard,rthe board for entirely “political" reasons related to one
influential board member's local constitﬁency reversed the decision of

~the committee resulting in its total demoralization. As one committee
:ﬁembef put it, "We will never try to do a conscientious job again. If

a'similar situation arises, we will approve both programs even it we

know that we only need oné in the state."

g

" Another example, comes from another state in the. 1960's where log-rolling

-~

had resulted in a number of campuses being located in various areas in
néhevs;a;eﬂ By almost‘anygne's,ratiﬁnal planning, the campuses would ﬁot
have been lécated where tﬁey were, but'tge situafi&ﬁ-wéérsemiaccéptable
~during a period of rapid growth and almost unlimited allocat?ons”to -
higher educgtion. The current situation, however, is much different:-
app?opriations have not been keepiﬁg up with the times and there is a
neea-to cﬁt back on programs. One campus with éhly a few hundred students

should by most persons' perceptions be closed; h&@ever, legislative

action promptqd”ﬁy 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.

Tronically, some of the self-interested legislatoisland board members

, A
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afértﬁé 9ne§ who loudly scold edqgatdrs forfnoy béing "efficient."”
Given the grim prospects for futurefrééources,and the likeliho§d»of'
declining enrollments governméﬁtal officials and bqar@’membe:; ought
to practice'self—restra}nt aﬁd-realize‘that postsgcéndaf&'education
effectiveness begins with them. Politics is.ineviiéble in the domaiﬂ : R
of state budgeting for higher education; democTats with a small "d"
would not have it otherwise. But we urge that pa}tisan polipics (in
contrast to legitimate public policy-issués)'is not coﬁgenial'tg the
health of academic programs in higher educatipﬁ, and iﬁ.our lést'chapter
Qé will try to spell outfwhy we think thelstatewide boérd has a ur ique
and crucial role to play in pérsuading the>public and'statg_offiéiais
that the“puéiic interest is béing served by the program_reﬁiew procéss..

2

113
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS: WHO SHOULD BELL THE CAT?

o . In this chapter we go beyond analysis to prescription, offering as part
of a necessary on-going debéié, our own views on how state-level review

of academic programs in higher education '"ought" v be done.

We will first summarize and then elaborate on our p:intipal arguments:

1. More important than any particular s:t of structures or

functions is the spirjt in which the program review is carried out.
If it is seen as a process which any self-respecting. institution, even
a_healthy and wealthy one, ought to undertake for purposes of self-

renewal, rather than as merely a negative reaction to .fiscal austerity

and/or enrollment;&eclines,'then some of the threatening traump-may
‘be lessened or even averted.

~

2. . Because such traumas normally involve endangered academic,
'programs,_itgi§ indispensable, though1exceedingly\difficu1t, to involve
faculty in the processes. On the other hand, for_a variety of reasons

which"will'bé\spéiled‘out below, a faculty or even an institutional

. -

perspective by itself is not’ sufficient. We propose, therefore, a

state-institutional partnership for review of academic programs.

3. A variety of actors at the state level are potentially relevant

RN

‘to program review. We discuss the benefits and shortcomings of different

officials' participation, and then propose a central role for the state~
wide coordinatingfo; gdverning_board,.recognizing,-however,'the considerable

i R ~ ) . ‘ N ° o - . . w
diffic1lties involved in a successful statewide board operation.

Ty Nl

-
1

N
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A. The Purposes of Procram Review: Retrenchment or ﬁenewal?

Even though problems in the process pop up ev .n today, the need for
both institutional and state-level review. ot proposed new academic
‘programs is ‘clearly recognized, After ~i1i, institutionél priorities;
must be examined; institutional potential for mounting a high

bquality new pfégram must be assessed; state (and perhaps regional énd
national) needs must be evaluated; and a state's ability and-wiilinquSS

~,

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 reviéw bf.existing programs is far more pgobiématic, however, with
few étateé yet having fashioned a fully‘satisfaétory-sei of prqcédﬁrgs.

- Neither the institutional nor“the_staté”rq;e_hgs regl}x#ppméﬂingq fbcﬁs;‘”i”_w
Indeed, our exhortation to ﬁ;hink in poéitive 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 us establish its legitimacy as a response to these negative
pressuresj 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 S

the more sensitive and articulate practitioners of the art,‘Donald K.

- Smith, senior vice president for academic affairs, of the University of

. Wisconsin System. : -
. . : h o " *

»‘Bowén-ahdrGlenn&4?-have pointed-out that the first reaction of most -

B ) -
[ '




-Again wé take'a léad from Smith;
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administrators studied in thelr sample, when faced with state demands

for 1mmed1ate cutbacks.in institutional budgets, was *o cut across-the-

-board in a11 programs. This teLhnlque had the obv1ous advantage of

being both quick and politically less controversial in the short run.

. However, over a longer Derlod of time, most of the systems 1nvolved

converted to some form of selectlve cuts, recognizing as Smith argues

that treating all units in the same tashion:

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,
"howaver valued, are less essential to its thength 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 movirg.a uhiversity in this

.direction. . He urges:

YL . the institutional processes of aud1t and review . . .
be perceived as an integral part of institutional mid- -range
and long-range planning, rather than.a crisis reaction to

. fiscal strlngency This principle is_vital if we are to

assume that the faculty will ‘internalize respon51b111ty 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 v1ta11ty of the institution, whether the fiscal

enVironment is fair or foul, can take root.4%S

Later, we will suggest'how mid- and long-range institutidnal p'anning can

_ be linked and how state planning can complement institutional efforts.

. < .
We would stress, above all, that incentives, not sanctions, be used.

-

B. Faculty Parti czuatzon in Proaram Revzew An Indispensable But th,

Sufficient Condition : , «

PR

PN

the indispensable condition of a genuine university
"is that.its faculty assume primary responsibility for the
quallty, health and usefulness of its academic programs.
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If this is not done, then the reason for being a community

of scholars with general responsibility for the reccvery, y
~organization, dissemination, and enhancement of knowledge i
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 externa; to’ the faculty may conceivably
produce quicker decisions on program excision,;attenuation or
alteration than can the faculty, but the price for such a choice

is inevitahYly 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 v
health and quality of all that exists.>9

.0

Based on his pre11m1nary eiperience in Wlspon51n where the governor had

confronted the Unlver51ty System w1th severe flscal strlngency?‘Smlth waf_
X -

optlmlstlc about a faculty S ab111ty te face and make hard dec151ons.

i

Nevertheless, he found three reasons -~- and we can add several more ~-

why-even conscientious faculty program ‘assessment may'not be enough. Ly

ey

For one thing, 'lateral audits" -~ that is, the evaluation of the same = A

academic programzih all (public) institutions in the state at the same
time -- are occasionally required. While lateral audits should still

" . v ¥
. - . -

- Fe

’

invclve faculty pérticipation, such participation must clearly occur

oo,

A

in a broader context where the ultimate,authority resides above the

campus level._ While logic suggests the desirability of iateral audits .
‘ r

in all p0551b1e cases, the;r use confllcts w1th the competlng values

 of local ‘initiative and faculty part1c1pat10n. N

v
2

_ Un11atera1 campus actions must also be c1rcumscr1bed when the recommended_"
N dlsmantlement of a glven program could have serious statewide or reglonal"i L

consequences, or’ when ba51c 1nst1tut10nal m15§1on,.as set forth_ln state

\\\.> planning, might be affected. For eXample, an'institutional decision to

términate the only School of Forestry in® the reglon, .oT to abandon

©

-lower™division 1nstruct10n, would necessarlly requlre a statT level T /‘ :

: determlnatxon. L oy o ‘-,*
N ‘ ‘ o o l -

. oo LN,

;

L Xz
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Other, more subtle reasons euggest the need for some degree of state-level
action in review of academic programs. In the first place, the quality

of faculty participation and administrative leadership acréss institutions
end systems is»tery uneven. - This meansfthat, within a giveﬁ’state, therm
statewideiboard miéht have three different'roles? a llght handed
monltorlng 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.

T

In the secohd‘place, the keeper of the times would suggest a role for

2

state-level patticipation."*Gjren’the apparent increase in public —

r oo

‘disillusionment with higher education and thz/ﬁndisputableincrease.in.

"pressures -for ‘more public accountability; th ”cred1b111ty" issue is
pTé:! P

unavoidable: even if 1nst1tut10ns are 1mp1ement1ng h1gh qua11ty program

_reviews, it is likely that state off1c1als will demand that organs

sexternal to:the system undertake ‘a separate rev1ew process to authentlcate

{b
‘the internal review. 'Justice must not only he done; it must be seen
to ‘be done." - - : -

7’

C. ”he Search for Obgectzuztg Who ShouZd Bell the Cat?

Slnce the focus of this study has been on the role of the tatewide

N cape

coord1nat1ng or governing.. agenc1es, it ‘should come as no’ surprlse that
»1‘

we feel the~= agwnc1es ought to play a major role in the prougram rev1ew

-

process. m?ut what of other.aetors "external" to the»institutions who

ONE
bt}

'have a role- to.play? . For example, Smith observed in Wisconsin that a

consortium of four neighboring universities had responsibility for audit’
and review of graduate programs replicated in more than ofile of its member

r
- »
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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

that recommendations thus far have proved "unusually persuasive." But,

P
-

t S
.~ two problems with this kind of consortium are obvious: while its horizons

- are broader than a single institution, ~they are still not statew1de and,

oy

to some skeptical state officer €yes, consortia based on voluntary insti-

tutional membership will never get too rough on. their own members,

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 1nst1tutional good will and support Thus

while regional accrediting associations have’ been known to make harsh
4

Judgments about the quality of specific programs these Judgments are

T normally transm1tted privately to the 1nst1tutionsrin question,4and the

.: public may never learn of them Similarly, while the regional compact
associations may playza leadership rcle in coordinating the developmeﬁt
-of a spec1al program area, such as veéterinary medlcine in the South
these- organizations are not staffed'to undertale comprehen51ve program

evaluatlons. Politically, they probably would not want to .2ssume thls

" role even if they were adequately funded to do so

*-

5% tmue~are satlsfied

' both the canons of ooJectivity and stateW1de3pers

Their weakness however, is’ in their general lack of fam1liar1ty with the

nuances of academic‘life'and values. Particularly in the sen51tave area

.
N . - ~ = <. . .
m R ) . 3 -t
rd . , -
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of evaluating the quality \of academic programs is it necessary to know

the strengths and weaknesses of academic peer review. The intervent‘on

of either brand of state government into higher education presents
additional problems. The ekeﬁutive branch is preoecupied with state
budgeting, and the budgeting dycle lends itself very poorly #o any -
kind of in-depth program evaluations, esfecially those in h;ghe}
education where-we as yet know 50 little a%out how to measure outcomes,
quantitative and qualitatime. Marvin Peterson, John Folger and our-
selves, in-a forthcomlng monograp /Akiil review the efﬁerts of two

51
states to move to some form of performance budgetlng, but there seems

little in common between such proposed exgcutive staff activities and
/7 iy . \_,___ -
the kinds ‘of program review we dlSCUSS ‘here.

¢

s g

-

Legislative program evaluation, on the other hand,ﬂéan embrace intensive,

~gseiective program reviews. Whlle few leglslatlve targets have thus far-
been hlgher education programs, nothlng in principle prevents. such

machinery from-being aimed at the heart of academe. Even then, if. the

so-called program evaluaflon focuses on a systemwide management aud1t
and ‘avoids evaluation of the details of 1nd1v1dual academ1c programs
a complementary d1v1s;en of labor may.be achieved in the program‘reviem.
field. Serious questions would arise, however, sheuld state legislatiVe

aud1tors begln to. turn their 51ghts on dlscreue ;academic programs; legie-

N

lat1ve staffs would/ng; seem to have the appropriate ab111ty or or1entat10n

o
|

to handle/fﬁfgj/and problems of overlap with the statewide boards in 1

hygher education would be 1nev1tab1e ' _ | _ WEL

In theory,-statewide boards are well placed to complement institutional/

g faculty’ efforts in review of academic programs. In practice, three =

o

o : Co - 4
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different problems have occurred. In the first place, some statewide.
boards may_have to be persuaded to change their operational prio:ities

- . ' L e

from a preoccupation with quantitative analysis of higher eduoation
budgets to a deeper invoivementlwith the assessment of program'qualit;,
part1cu1ar1y as it relates to ex1st1ng academ1c programs. Glenny's ;) S
recent massive study of state budgotlng for higher educatlon empha<1zed
. the need for most coordinating boards to shift the1r prlor1t1es from
(ﬁ’technlcal budget reviews and move toward doing more long- range plannlng,
program reviews (borh new and old), deveiopment of 1nformatlon systems
-and budget formulas, and certain, 11m1ted budget evaluations. 52 Glenny
found that .executive and leglslatlve staffs were becomlng 1ncrea51ng1y
occupled w1th dolng technlcal budget reviews and were less and less .
+ ' willing to defer to-statewide board budget recommendatlonef Wh11e'
some signs indiéate executive and legislative staff involvememt with

program evaluatlon, this developmeht is in its infancy, and tbe statewide ;

boards have advantages here1n which should permrt them a more d15t1nct1ve

role.

N . N / . .
However, a sécond problem emerges around the issue of inStit tional
‘cooperation. Based on past performances, 1nst1tutlons, ins ead of
‘sengfmg/that they are dealing w1th the lesser of ev1ls, ma actlvely or-

= passively-resist board initiatives in program Teview; agd/mlt Lut such

cooperation, the board's efforts may fail. .‘m/////( ‘ /

N

Finally, if, by some m1rac1e, both the-statewide d a2ﬂ the institutions

in’a/g;ven state are ready to coo erate, it refains to b seen whether
the program-oriented staff in the executive and legisla ive branches
- . . ) N e -

| will,agree to stay out. C-éar;y, in program issues that relate directly -

e . . ’r

7
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to budgetlng, they will rlot. Hopefully, in matters of academ1c program - - ;',

.
- 1o

- assessment,‘tho e w1ll ‘be enough cred1b111ty in the Jo1nt board/1nst1tu-.{: -

N

tional -evaluation to convince these staffs not to try to preempt the T .
« . /.‘ P ’ ’ . e

field.

. o o o <.
T At this point it is necessary to draw some distinctions between the, two.
N .
- maJor types of statew1de boards and the respectlve strengths and weaknesses

at - - S s

they br1ng to prdgram Teview. Statew1de governlng boards clearfy have

“-v the greater power to undertake rev1ews of existing academ1c programs, e .
but practicentobdate indicates that they have no greater 1ncl1nat10n .

' ! v ) . - - . K 1', o
to undertake this semsitive task than have their'coordinating agency
¢ .
brothers. If anythinw the necessarlly heavy mnvolvement of consolldated

boards w1th 1nst1tut10nal budget1ng results in. rhe1r hav1ng somewha

\ . )
7™ and that we endorse. Therefore on probl“m number one, i.e., stat

- board pr10r1t1es, we find. .jo s1gn1f1cant advantages to e1ther board

STes YA R R RN o
type. - Te T o T
‘ ) o Wi \‘ o N . Ce o
_ Concerning the second problem, howeyer,'this is not so. Here the : 1;39 .
B . . : DR T
consolldated governlng board is clearly in a. better p051t1on to "request” R

institutional cooperatlon since . the 1nv1tat10n is issued along a’

govern1ng llne of command w1th sanctlons in resserve 1f needed The,_ic‘_. SRR

coord1nat1ng agency, in contrast must hope for 1nst1tut10nal comp11an¢e "77

. N »:a R
. IR R

but is much less able to enforce it. | S R T

2 ©

\ .
. v X : .

¥ o '».

The score 1s somewhat evened when we come to the th1rd problem, for'~
i e i 4 \ -t .
) : : Lo
statew1de coord1nat1ng boards are pzfentlally more - credlble as ”out51de «‘ww s

) . e
. ST

evaluatorsW than consol1dated gover ing boards, wh1ch are seen, and
usually rightly so, as “advocates“ for the 1nst1tut10ns they govern.“JIn-

1

ERIC - o« == o T e T T
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a few states where the coordinating boards have allegedly been captured
vy the institutions they are supposed to coordinate, state officers

dismiss their dability to undertake '"objective evaluations.' But in most
¢

o

other states, coordinating boards can point to their statewide juris-
diction and mandate -- 51m11ar to that of the executive anhd lngslatlve --

to protect the pub11c interest.

.

D. The Staté/]hstitutioﬂal Partnership for Quality Program Reviews-

Except in those few states where a majority of the institutions already .
have in place a high ‘quality program review proeess, we propose that
the statewide board should initiate a firstvcycie of rigorous evalua-
tions of existing academlc programs This.cycle‘wouldvuse an inter;

1nst1tutlona1 committee to adV1se board staff in the development of

guidelines and procedures, and would exp101t boara ab111t1es 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 functidn, and qualitative indices jointly agreed .

.upon by the board, outside consultants and the inter-institutional

A
1 .

committee.

The statewide board would not make immediate operational decisions or

recommendations based on this first review, but rather would refer

[
¢

its f1nd1ngs to the institutions in question with requests ‘that insti-

N

tutlonal responses be made 1n the broader and more coﬂerent .context of

the next planning cycle -~ preferably every four years. .Inst1tutlona1

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.

. 123
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Maximum use would be made of incentives, whereby institutions would be

g

able to retain whatever funds were saved through program terminations

in-order either to enrich other existing programs o{ to commence limited

.
‘new programs. Other system rewards could be peggegtto the planning
cycle, so that institutions would have.bositive reasons td'resﬁond
cooperatively. For example, statewide boards could seekla discrétionary_
state fund for experimental or inno;ative institutional projécts, and |
. one of the qualifying griteria could be previous'cooperation in the
elimination of existing programs. On the other hand, if an institution
éan offer convincing evidence in the néxt planning cycle thaﬁ an ‘
existing program prevfbusly judged weak will ;eceive the necessary

institutional support, then, absent over-riding statewide concerns,

the statewide board should defer to institutional priorities.

é»

f
S

The inter-institutional committee should monitor the fairness of the

first cycle review, and socn 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

3

'following three functions:

1. It should develop with each institution a joint charge for its

evéluators; and reach.a_concensus on the selection of outside evaluators,
if and when they are needed;

2. It should monitor thekvariOus institutional self-evaluations;
and \

3. It should be ready tc furnish statewide evaluations should any

particular institution's procedures break down.

. ’ : . ¢
.. u

"In order to test the effectiveness of thz monitoring process and to renew

L7 *

Q . -
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. review cycles could vary; they could be done annually or every 3-4

¢

“ / - -i0g-

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.

E. On-Going Process of Reyiew

~ Following the first complete round of audits and subsequent in-depth

reviews of thoseiprograms found wanting, a system of on-going program
monitoring should be put in place. Many'states:have developed infor-
mation systems which can be adaéted for this purpose.5§ Aiso, the
NéiionaliCenter for Higher Educafioﬁ'Manag;mept-Systems (NCHEMS) has /
deve;opea'a‘State-Level Information ﬁasé (SLIB) which can be adapted

f&r this purpose. Such a monitoring system might have as its first

phése a "trigge;ing mgchanisﬁ” that would be based on programvinformation
regarding .he four major gréupings oé criteria (i.e., prédUctivity, |
qua;ity, cost and unnecegsary dt;plication).54 Phase two would ?e a‘much
more elaborate evaluation of each of the four criteriq,iﬁdicated %poye.

Phases three and four primarily assure ''due process." Below we
: : .

briefly outline how such anisn-going monitoring system might work.

 Figure¢/ 4\shows a diagram of such a system.

1. Phase One -- Undef the proposed process, all existing academic

/pfbgrams would be subject to constant review based on an‘information . \\\\v;

system which feeds data on the four~vbasic criteria. (i.e., duplication,

cost, quality and productivity). Alternatively, the timing of the

years to coincide with the statewide long-rénge planning periods. The

cost of the review process would have, to’be balanced against the benefits
: i _ | E .

/

;
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\ 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

o«
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dbtaiﬁ%d from a given:frequency. The information would .be reviewed

systematically as part of a comprehensive information system.
, N .

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 uore extensive

¥

review, which would have to inélu@e whatever other prggrams it allegedly

W

duplicates. A problem would arise, of course, if the cther duplicative
programs are not within .the purview of the board (i.e., pfivgte sector).

: An examination of duplication‘could'be based on the sysfem’developed

’

by Martorana dﬁd Kuhens.

- other hand, the programs were duplicative, they would trigger a thorough

going 'needs analysis."
. o il

b. Cost. Each program passing the first criteria would next ,/T/d

be reviewed on the basis of cost. The cost criteria could be established

as an estimace!of maximum costs per program correlated with the level of .

,

/ programs (i.e., associate, baéhelor§, masters, 'doctoral), with years
\ . !
(i.e., freshman, sophomore, junior, senior), with discipline or groups of
! . . .
e s ) . \ C .
disciplines, and other relevant factors. Programs exceeding the estimated

maximum coixt woyld trigger a more extensive review to determine if the

costs were unreasonable when other factors were taken into consideration
,»—/v : ~ N
(e.g., exgzgggiy/ﬁigh quality programs, relation to other programs and -

services, etc.).

c. Quality. - Quality will probably be the most difficult to

’
-

n-,’?

- N
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'determlnatlon of outside consultants

-11i-

.
-

assess and its evaluat1on may just con51st of negatlve criteria. For

example, the follow1ng m1ght constitute the criteria against which the .

¢ -4

-7

programs are examined: (1) an unfavorable accredltatlon report; (2)
fo;low-up studies which indicate an unusually high failure rate for

graduates to pass qualifying exams’ or obta1n future relevant placements;
~C

~(3) low profe551ona1 standlng on the ba51s of nat10na1 ranklngs or the

. A system for assessing the dimensions of quality could also be based on

"

program profiles such_as those developed by Clark,'Hartnett'and'Baird;ss‘

or the cheek-iist in Frederick E. Balderston.56 .o L

If a given program is identified as possibly being low in quality, it
woﬁld'then be subject to a more extensive qualitative analysis.

-

~da, Productivity. Minimal standards of productivity could be

!

stated as an average of so many graduates, at the dlfferent degree levels,
e [\
over a. g1ven per1od of tlné (e.g., 3-5 years) Programs fallrng below

the establlshed minimums would tr1gger a more exten51ve,rev1ew of
productivity, those which are above the minimum would be sﬁbject to no

further review during this review period.

2. 'Phase [wo -- The second phase of the reviéw 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 ﬁrogram is indeed a

wanting criteria. It is included to prevent an arbitrary and rigid -

K

Vo .
" application of a singbe:criteria.

a. Cost-Anaiysis.' It is possible. that an'excessively high

’. < d‘ ;\ --1;35) “ B rx'"\-.“-
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) [N

cost may be justified on the basis of other unspecified criteria, which /
would have to be justified a§-acceptabie a1ternatiVes. The burden of

Just1f1catlon would be on the 1nst1tut10n or 1nst1tut1ona1 unit’ (1 e. ,/

/

department, college, d1v151on) It may also be p0551b1e that a cost-/

/
!

- benefit analysis might be the most approprlate cost cr1ter1a for a glven

program. If on the basis of the Phase Two Teview the program costs
/

cannot be Just1f1ed the program would be submitted” to a need ana1y51s ,

o
: n ’ o U
b. Qualitative Analysis. Programs identified as being possibly

of'low-quality wouid be”snbjett to'an extensrye‘qnalitative analysis.
'-Such an analysis Qould be conducted by.other faculty and:appropriate
5 adminietrative'personnel at the’inetitution.in qdeetion and/or by

approoriate outside consultante.~ The Teview m1ght 1nc1ude a thorough
‘;golng Teview of faculty qua11f1catlon and act1v1t1es, and of the curricu-

lum. Programs failing thls review would. also be subJect to a need
‘analysis. - C ' ,f;,‘ _— B \ ¢

N

c. ProductivithAnalysis:ﬁ Eihe@the other Phase Two analyees

\
this oné would seek: to Justlfy (if p0551b1e) the product1v1ty of a givenA

1

program wh1ch did not meet the minimum standards adopted in Phase- One
The low prodqct1v1ty'm1ght, for example,'be'justlfxed for a given
program because it is a necessary’componentfof another, high produativity

prOgram At any: rate, programs .unable to Justlfy théir low product1v1ty

'would be subject to an exten51ve need analysls
: 7

T

* 3. Phase Three'l:,/; . . .

+ . e

. a. Need Analysis. This phase,va thorough examination of the

| o /. . .

need for the program, is crucial in the program review process. Through
~ . : . <!

fo . 0 N ) ' : L
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K

need ana1y51s ‘programs of questlonable cost, quallty or product1v1ty
” are e1ther Ju§t1f19d for continuance on the ba51s of "other Aedeemlng
value'" or the,- are termlnated (or recommended for «termination). Ief |
-could be that the.program in queeiion‘folfills the institutional |
_ o g

mission, or supplies state, regional or local manpower needs, OT answers ,

to student demand or political necessity.

The programs that are justified would 11ke1y fall into two categorles
(1) Just1f1ed to contlnue w1thout condltlons, and (2) Justlfled’to
continue with conditions. Accordlng'to the program's particular short-
coming, its status Qould-he conditional on itstimp}oving its‘qualiiy, ;

1ts product1v1ty, or its costllness L1ke1y these improvements would

have to be made w1th1n a- spec1f1ed time.

-
r

- 4.° Phase Four -- This last step in our hypotheiical process of‘
;proé;ah'revfew would be the phase in whict prbgrams' compliance with
the oonditi s, t1metab1es and other evaluatlve factors set for them.
would.he'examined. Those programs fa111ng to comply would be‘termlnated
or recommended for termihapion. The next step in the ‘review cycle is

y
"

sto return to Phase One.

e e e RS s e e e
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