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Under the general title State Budg’cfé’ﬂg for Higher Education the
Center is issuing nine publications, @ach with its own subtitle and
authors. The volumes report three ,é’epara'te but interrelated proj-
ects carried on from July 1973 to / %agust 1976, funded as follows:
‘one on state fiskal stringency by the Fund for the Improvement
" of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE), another on state general
revenue trends by the Lilly Endowpfnent and the American Coun-
cil on Education. and the third oniselected aspects of state budg-
ctary theory and practice by a joint grant: from the National In--
stitute for Education and the Ford Fomadation. The principal
investigator for all the projects wias Lyman A. Glenny; the princi-
pal author or authors of each .\_f'%fi,xmé carried ‘the major respon-
sibility for it. To varying degrgdes, all members of the research
team contributed to mbst of théfvolumes, and their contributions.
are mgntioned in the' intrnduc’f on, This report is the second to-

be issued in'the series. ' 3
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Ffaﬁ July 1973 to August 1976 three stuﬁies of. §taté‘ !
budget1ng and f1nanc1ng of higher éﬂucat1un were conducted by the

Center FDr Eesearch and Development in H1gher Eduaat1an at the

. Un1vers1ty gf Ca11fcrn1a, Berke1e} ' ;'_; : CoeT _;:e*ﬂi

LI . : L e,
#

‘ - The present study, spnnsared by the Fund for the
2
Impravement of Postsecondary Educat1on (FIPSE), exam1nes how
state ca11eges and un1ver51t1és respond when states make sub=

StantiaT reduct1gns in thE1r Epprapr1at1gns . Th1§ DﬂE!yEaf

T study entampasses Experience with F1sca1 5tr1ngency in. about a’ i!:EF
, d§ZEﬂ gzatesg primarily {n the F1ve states pres§nted in the tase i
. stud1es. The 1atter have been braught up to date as of Jate” .
. spring 1926 ’ T 2 : "ﬁ . o
s . - ’ -
-,
The s ond study began qn*ﬁu]y 1973 when the Center ;ﬁ_
for Research ‘and Deve1apment in H1gher Educat1 -
‘three-year, SDﬂstate $tudy of the proﬂesses used Y state *

_ agenc1es to formu1a%S;2hEAbudQEt5 of colleges and universities. /
. o K‘ * V ’ ;
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F1nancia1 supﬂart was furn1shed 301nt1y by the Nat1ﬂna1 Institute
Df Educat1nn (ED perzent) and the Ford FDundat1nn (40 ﬁercent)

% The study was endorsed by the ch1Qw1ng grganizatﬁgns

: . American ASSGﬁiat1Dn of Cummun1ty and JUn1orsE011eges

o J/Amemcan Association of Staté Colleges anq‘Un1vers1t1es
e Amer1caﬂ Cpuncil on Education ,
“Education/Commission of the States.
Natienal Association of State Budget Officers’ :
National Assoc1at1an of State Universities and Land- Grant
e CoTlleges
_— * . WNational Center for Higher Education Managémént i&stems
’ State H1gher Educatiﬂn Exécut1ve.0f :

Its twofn]d purpnse 15 to advance budgetary thenry and to gﬁve
b state and 1nst1tut1@na1 budget Ernf2551una1s a broader understand--

ing of: 1) the 1nterre1at1ansh1ps, rc]es, Fun;t1gn3g and,

DbJEEt1VES of the severai state agencies in the budgetary process;

2} the congruence or 1nto§gruence of such DbJECt1VES aﬁ3§i\the .
h

'_severa1 agenc1es,‘and 3).the practices and procedures-t build

_confidence in the fairness of the budgetary ﬁkﬁéessi
. * * rr"-; =

Reports bqéed on the study describe and analyze the
4Drgan1zat1ana1 structures and staffing of statesT§§21 agenc1es
and the progress’ of 1nst1tut1ana1 hudget requésts through these

agenc1es Frgm,the time that prebudget subm1551on 1nstruct1nns
& .

are first_Tssueq by a state agency- unt{1 aﬂprapr1at1nns are

enacted. The primary emphasis is on the budget review and

e
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ana1y31s process and the pracedureg used by the state agenc1és,

‘ »fthe study cancentrates on the adm1n1strat1ve 1nterface5 _among the

-several state agencies that rev1ew and ana1yze budgets and ‘between.
L e, % .
;* these,agenﬁigs anq theé 1n5t1tut1nns,'ur systems of 1nst1tut1ans, LT

"of higher education. .

N . o P
b : = . . i
. . Intensive interviews, document réview, and‘questignnaires;‘
v in the ﬂ7 states se]egted formed the basis fﬂr a narrat1ve ~and

‘tabular description: and comparison 1ssued in 1975 J}ess deta11ed

= &

-t data were collected from-50 states by questionnaire only; thgse
.

~are examined and presented in a s§caﬁ1¢dascriptive‘reﬁart,
. .. . L \i_%?qﬁ | oL
, Tﬁe other voTQmés resu?tingﬁfrcm'ﬁhegthree!year 5fydy

~are analytic in nature and focus on thé creation and use of .

f budgetary formulas,' the caapeﬁétich; fédundanﬁy, and duéiigatiﬂn -
of effort among the SéVEFET—StatE agéhﬁies that review budgets,
thaﬁﬁgbe]@pmentband'use of inf@rmatian systems and analytic
techn1ques and the di1emma; involved in‘%he désign GF budget
processes, along with a step byﬁstep ana]y515 of budget pragress

through the Tabyrinth of state aQEﬁcies and processes.
The third study, spcnsored by the L111y Endowment and
“the American CGUHE11 on Educat1on, aﬂa1yzes the trends in state

generaT revenue apprapr1at1an3 Fﬂr higher educat1én fraws1§67 to

.
/
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11975. ‘Refining earlier-work at the’ Center, the study .compares

trends gnmﬂg-thé-sta%es for the 5@9&?31'types of institutions in ~
both apprapriated and- constant dollars, comparing dcilar increases
.With enro11ment trends -in each case ‘and a1sa Campar1ng doTTars

* -

apprapﬁ1ated fgr higher education: w1th these for e1ementaryﬂand

seeandary educat1nni ~ #

. S . B oo

‘Each volume resulting frém the‘thréeistudieéfdraws on

'signifiianthfindinés @%{the other Skudies yet stéﬂds aTDne.as a

. cémpTete.baak Haweve l warehess of the fu}%'pancp1y of sac1a1

political, and economic var1ab155 that we fgund 1n state budgeting’ '
for h%ghér educat1un canrpe ga1ned by review of 311 the va1umesg -
We eafnest1y hope the reéders Tearn as much from our research .as -

we d1@ in cgnduct1ng 1t A camp?ete list of the velumes is Found

on the\pack cover of this book. . w, N
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. .
- Retrenchment--a harsh concept and even harsher process--
raises crucial’questions: . - L
v .-=What are-the critical decisions that must be made

duriﬁg Peffénchment and wha should make them?

-swhat are- the 1mp11cat1ons Df the criteria and
- =: - procedures that guide response to expenditure
© . reductions requ1red’ﬁécause of state F1nanc1a1 :
v crisis?: . . . o T
—swhat hudgetary and adm1n15trat1ve processes are
. effective in maintaining integrated academiz -
- - programs under conditions of fisgal str1ngeﬁcy?

o The précedﬁur‘és and criteria for Eedit:ing égperidituresi
éré_iaf imediraté?ﬁ'réaéti:;ai concern to state and inskt'itutia'ﬂﬂ
Qf?iéiaTs and'budgef professionaTs. Of more crucial 1mpartange,
retrenchment presents in: cameo form major prnb{st with which

'Fﬁgher education must grapp1e over ‘the next two d9c3§ES HhTCh;Lf
academ1i programs w111 be given pr1or1ty in the face of f1§ca]
‘str1ngency or enrai]ment de¢11ne, or both? where V§g1 resaurcesf

o
are constant or dec11n1ng, what 1ncent1ves For‘aﬁange ‘can be



=

"

dev1sed tg meat new student and, reseaﬁch demandsﬁ Fewlétates

‘and campuses w111 escape the trauma DF adjusting academic pro-

—

grams - to reduced funding, and shart term adgustments W111 a]m@st '

1ﬂev1tab1y influence the resa]ut1oﬁ B?‘innger term issues.

x Af l . = !s ¢ v

This rep@ﬁ%h353ume5 the ﬁeieszity for fiscal retrench-
’ ment by state gdvernmemts. Arguably, a state could maintain '
revenues by increasing taxes. But budgeting is an intensely l
. C

pcfﬁtica1 ctivity, and when increased taxes are not a real

.

fe
.

option, refgéﬁ§hment is the only feasible solution.
: i
- Th15 is not a primer on cutting hidher education’ budgets,
Its gu1de]1nes are ndt primarily reélated to the enarmous1y com- .

&

plex and diverse praiti@es by which states® fund higher educatiﬂnir
We aré,és mych--perhaps moreesiancerned with aEademiE decisions
as with budgetary ones, if indeed thé tﬁd éan be separated. - It
:'15 nat d1ff1ﬁu7t tg Spend Tess money,. if such is the sole ob-
JEEt1VE But to spend 1ess money and at the same t1nf ma1nta1n'
prﬂgress tDwaSﬁ educatTQBaT DbjECt1VéS requires tﬁé highest .
a?der of state and 1nst1tut1ana] 1eader5h1p and adnun15trat1ve
sk1j]s. Each state and eagch institution prgv1de the déta1ied
budgeﬁary context .in which these skills must be exercised.
MNothing in this ﬁeparf should be construed to imply either thaﬁfg
higher education budgets shpuid‘be reduced’y® or should tﬁe fista]

\
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_supporting and illustrative documentation. These accounts, ‘

fiFSt;tD syffgr from retrenchmew,_ They are naw ‘well aware'%;

experience can help others to avdid error.

, ekigencies of a particulam state so require, that specific

P .
reductions be made. . .

L] X E . -

. The present one-year project began in July 1975 with
the selection as consultants of institutional administrators in
six states. Over the summer,-each provided an account of

retrenchment activity in his partitd1af state, together with

" revised-into & relatively standard case study format, Were -

djscussed in early October 1975 when the consultants met as a
4

- techn1ca] adv1sory panel tc ekp1aré’pass1b]e genera11zat1gﬁs

from their 1nd1y1dua] exper1en§es.

o, i
The five case studies, along with notes written by

the consultlnts ﬁhich update eveﬁts to spring. 1976, are appended

“to this report. The text and guiﬁe??nestaFE'dﬁawn from them

and fram;apiﬁicns-abaut'themi We, do not point out specific

. deficiencies in the proceeresg aﬁd this appagently uncriticaT

; ' . Pei . .
attitude was quéstioned by a FEV1EWEF Perhaps it suffices to

say that the systems arrd 1nst1tutians d15cussed were amaﬁg the

‘their mistakes, and ‘the positive gu1d§11ne$3§?awn from their

“har



A draft report was prepared after the Qctober 1975

Vmeeting, and in January 1976 a pa11cy review pane] met to

criticize this draft. The panéT\chSiste&:Df the original con-
5u1tants and five other senior higher education adm1n1stratarsi
_Both Fnr evaluation and for a braader range of exper1ence, ‘the
draft and a short quest1anna1re were sent tD state executive .

budgat foﬁzes in 311 50 states and tcﬂstate h1gher education

aQEncy heads in ‘the 42 states that.d1d not part1c1pate thraugh,

e

s

e the panels. Res Q,%g were received from 51 agencies logated

]
W
¥

in 39 states. In Té states both the state budget office and the

higher education agency responded. In 11 states, FEEPDHSES were

received only from the state budget @Ffice, and in 16 States
= only the higher educat1on agency responded. Differences among
vstate higher educat1nn agencies in their authar1ty to coord1nati/f‘

and sometimes govern institutions is discussed briefly later in

this report. Lo
i S

Comments from the adv1sary pane1 members and from
in 1ta11cs, and are identified by suurte . ”Pane1r" “State

higher education agengy,“ "State budget fo1ce "

.
—_‘\—g—)}s‘ . 5
B =

The report was iﬂ%tia11j'intendéd to be primarily

-descriptive, emphasizing current activity only in the states
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| )

represented on the twa'paneis. But as 'the experience>aﬁd
| - .

Dpiniéﬂ§ covered by the panels and reviewers broadened, it became
. o = -i‘ : ‘ ' * ’ :
apparent that prescription rather than d35§ript$an would ‘be more

usefu1 to the prospective audience. Whi1é some of thasé.whé
R
rev1ewed ear%?er drafts ware clearly 1nterested 1n "what works"

dur1ng the f1r5t years of FetFEﬁChment mast WEre gancerned W1th_:
id
%he- 1m@act over the longer term. .Both needs are rea1 b "what

4

w@rks in thé Shart term is Enmeshed aTmDSt beynnd usefuT gener=
aliza t1nn in the un1que and complex Structures and DﬁQCESSES of
o
E;“ staﬁe budgeting, EDDTd1nat1Gn, and g@vernance, der the lﬂngeri

M

it these  differences become Tess critical; the major objec-
B 'ig); = - . . ’ :

t1va‘ afihighér education and state buageting will survive chaﬂéég
in Struttﬁre and process. . MQréavEr, the real praof of “what
xi’fs‘; L H . L]

.\\;}gsﬂgrkl“ today is its 1mpact on the future.

Ciy b . .

S

' - i T oo .
. \ Because the future, unfortunately, canndt be predicted :
'by_éurféﬁt;budgéﬁéry and eduéafipné] theory,tfh;s rephft‘ré1ig§;

DﬂvtAE counsel of the experienced stdte and institutional admin-

“’y

,ifstféfbfs'withfWHam &Exgpnédjted and who responded to our ques- |

:ficnnaire. While ir some instances their opinions are tempered ;
with.aur awhg and by data &nd experience from our related studies
Gf,5t3t§ budgéting, these senior. administratoré-and ﬁudgét?p§é!-: )
fessionals are m@fe Tikély to be ﬁight than wrpﬂg'invaséessingr.-

';ﬁé longer-term impact -of higher Educatiéﬂ's_gurrentf%ES&DHSES

DA
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Response ta

A
L

iscal E%Fiﬂgenéy occurs over tipe-and in £§R
/the context of highly diverse state governments anﬂ sxgtéms c%irA
,égblic highef education. The cahtexi requires an attempt to
,definev“retrenghment;" fé pa{ﬁt out the 1mpgrtance.ﬂF time,i,%d
to indiﬁate'thé differences among governing and cg@rdinatingr‘

8

agencies.

DEFINITIONS,
Over the centuries lawyers-have developed "terms of

art" that allow them to communicate--at least among themselves--

with a precision nat-agﬁéssﬁbie to educational and budget pro-

fessionals.” Within states and among them, terms such as “studentgf'
J"instructional expehditures," and "budgetary savings" canﬁéy
widely differing meanings. “Retrenchment' is new to the fexiccn;

but it too lacks a precise definition. wIn this report, threhche

ment. can mean either of the following:

feo=
ind s




=
» ‘ LT N
%m‘year or midbiennium cutbacks required when
he state finds its revenues 1nsuff1c1&nt>tq
cover authorizad budget levels.
. - A
. --Major reductions in budget requests during the o
final stages of budget development, usually . o
after the governor's budget has -been submitted P
% .and during legislative con51derat1an of requests.
Even if such a reduct1on is not "absolute"” in.
terms of the prior year s appropriatian, a _
substantial reduction in expectations can have
almost as drasticd an -dmpact. .

) In these situat%énsg a particular year and évent'identify
a spec1f1c cr1515 to wh1ch h1gher educat1nﬁ must respond Our
discussion and recommendat1uns are equa11y #e]evant to states and

]nst1tutlan5 where the cumg?at1ve erosion of state financial

'Fuﬁpoﬁx over a period of years~is less dramatic. Indeed, a major
theme of this repgrt is that cri,és situations such s that
rEpcrted 1n the New Jersey case sftudy are not isolated events.

As Chance%:pr Dungan of the. New Jersey Baard hf Higher Education
states, "Many people in higher educat1an do not have any real A

sense of theﬁFiSEij thin icg=oh which they are skating."

b// --Figeal stringency is the cause of retrenchment
and itself has a var1ety of causes, e.g., in-
elastic tax structures in New Jersey and Florida,

- ‘changing state priorities in Wisconsin, or New
i\ York City's fiscal and cash flow crisis.
= .- -
Y 3
iy
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=sﬁealzégatzaﬁ is a budgetary Event 1ike retrench--
: ment, but it-is generally the immediate result
: of retrenchment. Cu11eges and universities have
reallocated resources in the past to adjust to
changing academic priorities, but retrenchment '
has an urgency that does not allow dependence on
gentle attrition and circumstance.

v .
Fiscal stringency,causes the state to institute retrench-
”%ent either in th§ form of a\Tifyear :Z%ggtk or ;ﬂ_untimeiy and
'Substantia1 reductiaﬁ in budge ﬁEéZests Retrenchment requires
reallocation GF negcurces, and s an event in the traqs1t1nnh¥rﬂm
a DEP1Dd of phenomenal gruwth in h1gher gducat1cn to one of
‘ re]§}1ve:stab1ﬂ1ty, whether measured by enrollment or financial
support. Of the 39 states that responded to aur"quest%énnaire in
: Sspr 1ng 19?6 20 FEpDPtEd neither a midyear cutback nor-an untimely
reduction 1n budget requests. At least at the statEW1de level,
‘the tran51t1un from growth to stability may take place in these

=

states without retrenchment. Dn the other hand, preaaraticﬁ for

,p]anned reallocation w111l§é requ1red even in. these states, far
“the period of cooling out after rapid growth . . . 15 fun¢t1cn-
ally similar to absolute retrenchment® (Balderston, 1974, p. 263).

-

x =1

Time is a critical dimension. Faculty and adm1n15trator5
*are Pa?ely psychologically preparéd for actual reduct1an in sup- .

port or even staé#%agatian, and Few are fuTTygawafe of the hard




_educational policy decisions that reduction entails. It is
¥ Vo * -
essential that the first sign of possible retrenchment--probably

)

a midyear cutback--be taken seriously. - A midyear cutback almost
“always has a dire;t 1mpa¢{ Gn‘subsequent'budgeté.A As'the‘Michigaﬁ
casé study C1E§?1X shows, a midyear Féductigﬁ can directly, even ; |
if tacitly, determine the budget Qase for the following year; the
impact w%iT usually extend even to the succeeding year's develop-

-

ing reqyest. ~d
. N \

E

- The fiscal results of a midyear cutback.can be traced

ipt@ the Eudgets of the next.two yearg; fDF‘thESEEbudQEtS are
being devéloped at the time éf retrenchment. The impact on
academ{c programs is u§u311y less clear. A studen£ who is a
freshman when 4 midyear cufﬁacklig made will be taking caggées
‘as a senidr three yeats later; while his courses ané progr%m may
dépEﬁd on how his ﬁamius responded to e§r1iér years' Fund%ﬁg;

the budget process alone will not reflect this continuity. - Aside
from the still teététivé prospect for four-year fiscal planning

. P b

S, o K 7 ; B
in Wisconsin, a biennial budget probably represents the Timit

c,-fisca1kp1§nniﬁg in most states. If budget.practice does not

u

_reac”ibeyand the cam%nb year, academic éTapninQ must.

Campuses and thenégencies that govern and coordinate -

them must take advantage *of all the lead time available to

e
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i11 prepared for Fetrenzhment:

(Bou

the next ygar 5 enrc]lment growth (Maier & Kolka, 1973, p.,434);

and institutions weresreluctant to. examine .priorities

- prepare for rea?1ﬂcatian of fesadrces.

5

P

existing programs (Lee & Bowen, 1975, p. 45)-

Far‘gaverning and coordinating higher education.

Empbasigé‘as a lesson to others that they
1

must think of retrenchment as being long-
term
==Panel
)

Prccedures and qtt1tudes
&

Budggt FarmuTaS assumed growth

eTT; 1973); one year' 5 budget1ng errors were ‘corrected by

second crucial dimension is the statewide organization

or tolerjted across the 47 states with such agencies’

tances and boundary conditions are
ly different among coordinating

; thst only when action must be taken
ort like this be noted, and then
nly For information.

-=~5tate }ughér education agency

: iﬁg board ¢

’ - ii ponding to retrenchment

than thiz coordipating agency--e.g., re-
ultt in thi

locating faculty across campuses In this
state would be very difficult ;
~=Panel
. & i
™
S 11
-

[

Imost endless
%

structure and authority are imposed on, devised for,

©

\

\"‘".



Three general types of agencies, oversimplified for this

. .. . . , 7
report, can -be identified by the eﬁgﬁnt of their formal.authority:

==5trong coordination is usually represented by
the single consolidated governing board that both
governs and coordinates all four-year dnstitutions -
in a state, for examp1e the University, of Wisconsin
System. But in other states-=perhaps Kansas or
P Migsissippi--agencies with relatively similar,
formal structures do not exercise sam1]ar1y strong
authority-. .
- -=Moderatelyystrong coordination is accomplished
by a régulkarﬁ; LQQY’d‘ZfZQt’LT?J agenty which has- :
. specific s®ututory authority over budgets, planning.
‘ : , academic programs, -or one or ‘gore of these. While
the strength of coordination obviously depends on
specifii statutes, it also dépends on the accep-

1eg1sTature and institutions. The Board af

- Higher Education in I11linois is an example of a
strong boatd. An example of a weak regulatory
bcard is that 1n Massachusetts..

--ReTative1y weak cnaﬁﬁ1nat1an is usua11y represepted
by an advisory coordinating %igency, which has only
the power to make recommendations and may lack any
budgetary responsibility. ~Here again, strength. .
depends on the credibility of the board H1th state
agencies and the institutions. An advisory agency
may be quite strong, as in Washington, or 1t may.
be weak, as 1n New Hampsh1re

A single §6n§o1idatéd géverning board has mére éﬁtionsx'
aiai?ab?e to meet the*shart=té?m“demaﬁds of retrenchment than dces
E1thET a regu1atgry or-an adv1sary caaﬁd1nat1ng agency. Respnnse;
ftu’nur quest1onna1re indicate that tthprnbab111ty of a state

budget office relying on a state higher Educat1aﬂ ageniy for

. 12
. o
e



v,

d1location of redugtions among campuses.and programs is debéndent

*

on the authority of the latter. . - T s

Probable ﬁ%??;nce;anEState Higher Education Agency for
Allocation of Reductions among Campuses and Academic . 55
‘Programs by State and by Type of Coordination e

*ggprajnatioﬁa Yes  No 7Dtﬁgfﬁ _Total

: & . : :
Single board - 84 8% 82 100%.
T © (1) (1) . () (13)

’ReguTatary_caardinatian ﬁ 56% 38%_>' 5%b . 100% - ..
- ' (9) (6) (1) (16)

Advisory coordination - 8% 624 - 100%
. JE) R () N (8)

Other o - - 1005 1007
: * R I )

Total o TS0 -3y - 10 100
. S @) G2 @) (39)

. . ~ L = %Y :
Classifications derived from The States and HighemsBducation
(Carnegie Foundation, 1976). A somewhat differ®ht classi-
fication appears in thé earlier descriptive report in this:
. present series (Glenny et al., 1975a).
QND response. ; -
CQu?stTGn not applicable.
The formal authority of a stfnng agency is an advantage
in the short run, but, over-the Tonger term, adjustments.must be
phased over a period of years, and effective response will depend -

at Teést as much upon- the credibiiity whiah the aéency has in ijts

13




paft‘¢“1ar state, as "Pﬂﬁ it estatutory ﬁawers (Berdah1 1975%

 When reductions have to be made, I think
s that a coordinating agency can .influence :
’ d;fferenf;a; decreases Just as much as'a

_Eﬂnsal;dafgﬁ board.
-=pPanel

i ot
2 ' . B . T .

Formal authority ig.impurtaﬁt;’buf it cannot substitute
far furés1ght and 1eadersh1p at thé statEW1de 1eve1 - The éummehtﬂ“
: af an inst1tut1una1 fo1cer on a draFt of the present repart

speaks af the need

L e - T ¥

The prab1em nf fisca1 5tr1ngency in ... L
'[this state] is-somewhat unique.  The state = =
executive office, the legislature, and the :
individual institutions deal with the:problem .
Jindependently without a visible :unneﬁting
: .link. Valid communication ameng- these three
B groups’ is sadly deficient.: There is, in my
opinion a pressing need for better thhEP
-education courd1nat1un and p1ann1ng
N
~ The term "state h1gher educat1an ‘agency" will be used
in th1s repnrt wherever 1t appears equally app11cab1e to the
differing structures. In other instances, the type of ceard1na-

. t]ﬁn--s1nﬁle board, . regu1atory caord1nat1ngs,adv1sarj cabrd1nat=

";\pg w111 be c]ear1y 1dent1f1ed o S




Six Questions¢About Retrenchment -
= "i'_
At least .six maJdr que5t1ans must -be answered in every -
. state where fiscal stri ng ncy 1mpnses retrenchment:' ' ;
I : 3 {. N
1. iwhat are the immediate respunses tn retrenchment?_
"How_selective -can they be? .
2. Who should participate in E5t§b11éhing prncédureﬁ
R and selecting priorities and cr1téria for
. etrenchment? . .
70 3] -What impediments there are on the f1€f1b111ty
required to r‘ésp?tn F151;a’l strmgenc Haw L
‘can these be ove e? - S 5 R
T D N Nhat spéc1a1 academ1¢ and support programs’ sﬁou1d

receive part1cuiar attent1mn-dur1ng retrenghment?~

5. -What-criteria and’ procedures shau?d be used fnr ; SR
layoff of personnel during retrenchment?” =~ % *

*Hvﬁg, What are the possible longer term 1mp11cat1nns
of retrehchment? :

- »*

. R '
| Most state,and'iéstitutiona1 administrators énd budget
7 prgfegsiana]s‘wi1<!agree with the imp@rtgﬁce of questions, but they
. may'fiﬁd the-answers IEss\than adeqdéte at firstrreadingi' The ;}E
answers afe éenera1 in terﬁs gﬁlﬁrinci§133; pérspegtives, and o

’15?




5§tﬁitu§es HaweVEﬁtd251rab1e, a compact set nf deta11ed ;
vv : guidéi%nés is nat-pass1b1e: The states, their QDTT eges )
;un1ver51ties, and budggt1ng pract1ces, are incredibly d1ver§§l
Sa, in more subt1e.way5§ are the varietie§ of financial d%é%}ess
_ §;Dng the states (U S Congress, 1 ,975)'353 institdtions_
(E-a]cjer'stco{‘f}F 1974, pp 178-198). ‘
8

THE §%éf£ion5'cannnt be'answered in.iséié ;

the other factnrs that suggest that retzﬁgﬁ_ 15 T1keTy ta ; ) v

'habé a 1ast1ng 1mpact beyund the current F15ca1 str1ngency that

\:”has given r1se to it. Current retrenﬁhment CDTHCTdES w1th

';%}1mpcftant although- ctherw1se unre1ated deveTapments F1rst'

i the pFDJEﬁtEd stabi 1 decline in absolute enra11ments

mj}e inforiied reallocation of existing -

-in the 1980s wﬂT reqmre

resources than 1in the pastr Fiscal sffingency has acce1érated

} the 1nst1tut1ona1 need to«examine a11acat1an prgcedures and, . !
1n-many 1n§tan§es, has bruughtithese to thg attention of statg-
ggenciés.i‘SEEDnd,\as a ?eé}gue,nf.pﬁégramlbudgeting effarts %ﬁﬁ

- egr@]iméntffﬁendsé 5#até—1§ve?f%ﬁ£erest in‘@utﬁutsi%fjéduéa%icn'

éa%df%n measures~Qf ﬁrngraﬁbquaHity is inﬂreagjngf; Réview«cf :

existing programs.may not have been initiated because of fiscal

pressire, Bui retrenchment gives Sbch review, added urgency. Thfig?

W
'eas1ng 1n<%oph1st1cat1un

iinqumatimn7systems have been: ind

giscape "Statewide. agenc1es may now- have access to information about

16
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' eeurses end progrems that was not reut1ne1y evai]eb?e to deene -

a

a few years ago. . Fourth) stete executﬂve end 1eg1s1at1ve steffs
have béeﬁ‘grbﬁiﬁg;jg number and Eempeteneet Governors and TEQ15='
lative committees who feel the need to te;igvu1ved'iﬁ budgetary |~

Eete11e will p ebeb1y heve the staff eepee1ty to g1ve‘depth to

the1r 1nve1vement (G1enny et el., 197SE, PP 1]s17)_ : , !

o The answers be1ew ettempt td eeeennmdete th1e eheng1ng
h

: tentext and ere,beeed an the experi;nee end Judgment of eenigr

budget profe351ene1e end h1gher edueet1en adMinistrators who have
. } - ¥ - .
had- te answer them. ' o 4 )

)

-

a0

' .l," WHAT . RREr THE IMMEDIATE REEPD ISES TO RETRENCHMEN'L‘?

. HOW SELECTIVE CAN THEY BE? - :

. Response to retrenchment will vary depending on when EEte

~are made. hithf§EEEﬁete WEr*m"ﬁgg réspeneeffﬂ?EEEnd 5heu1d!=be'

-

. ee1eet1ve when retrenchment eccurs at the m1dpe1nt of an eeadem1e

-

b ieari -an across- the board e11eeet1en ef reduetiens 15 usual. 1

. 1"Aereee the- beerd" reduet1ens e11e‘ete cutbacks prepérs
tionately across subordinate units; "selective" reductions allo-
cate reductions differentially. Cherecter -ion of reductions
may differ by organizdtional level, and be in’ part across-the=
board and in part selective at a particular Tevel,. Line-item
budgetary restrictions.may apply.in either type of redu:tien;;
Frederick Balderston (1974, pp. 222-227) has contrasted these
types of budgeteryﬁedjustments in the context of 1n5t1tut135e1

menegement

3

*



In the’ shDrt runi there are severe 11m1ts on h1gher L

. eﬂﬁeat1en 5 pess1b1e responses If the eutbaek comes in midyeer,

: es it did in Fler1de, Mieh1gaﬁ, and New York C1ty, academic
‘ i)

oL v ~
programs are in p1eee eurrent persenne1 are protected by pre—i;

v1s1ens ef tenure and ee11ect1ve berge1n1ng, and students rely !

;’ on the cnnt1nu1tyvnf-the1r courses. - Although vaeant pes1t1nns .

" can be alléwed to remei:éso, the bulk of the'reduetien must be

borne by nonpersonnel a¥eas. iai>;_¢'

The F1rst reactions to a m1dyeer cutbaek are ret1ene]

".yet open to er1t1e1sm Stete systems and eempuses ettempt to

msinte;n relative reseurce petterps by d1str1but1ng the pe;n of

budget reduct1en=aor mest of t—-acress the board to 5uberd1nate

units. Se 1 tive feduet1ens by sube?d1nete un1ts are usue11y
expected, end preeedures and gurde11nes usue11y speak of eeedem1e
goals and institutieﬁaf missions. Few d1rect1ves, however,

relate general goals and missions to specific academic programs.
" SRR , A . ;

iy

r " . C

During the first yeer of retrénchment, out-of-state

travel is eu'teiied; classrooms are less well heated, fewer library
4 ) . 4 o » DL .
‘books are acquired, some bui]dingxmeXQtenenee is neglected, and

" vacant positions are left opén. The Feeﬁ1ty,'vague1y aware of
: _ g

retrenchmgnt, continue.to instruct:the same classes in the same

way as before. A'e}itiea1 observer might well ask for evidence™

* - ’ \ e,
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that sumeane had made educat1ana1 decis1un5 based ‘an’ atademic

pr16r1t1ésp The ev1denc,

’ay be there 1f the adm1n1strat1an has

'canv1nc3d the. Facu1ty that t1mes have changed B* adTy based

T erisis" camm1tt3és or task forﬁes may we]] cunst1tuté suﬁh -

"+ evidence.’ Creat1ng facuTty awarenes )

of the 122;3;125 cf fiscal
str1ngenﬂy is prubab1y the maggr task during the first, traumatﬁt -

;_nmﬂ hs, but doing so must nat a11enate faculty tD the extent that

%

creative respa%ge over a 1Dngér term is 1mpass1b1é * g : :
& : o et
These initial retrenchment measures parallel those

¥ o . . - o

reported in'a re&ent survey/of 96 iﬁstitutiana1 members (247

Eamﬁuses) of the National / 'sqc1at1an af State Un1vers1t1 s and if;;
Co

Land-Grant Colleges (Fhf Tips, 1§35) Virtually a11 ‘had attempted

,tc reduce ut111ty cﬂstag' Abauf half Fépﬂrtéd that they had de-

ferred ma1ntenance in 1974~ 75 ‘and would continue thisfintg 1975-

76. . Reparted 11m1tat1ans on travel, on the purchase of suppiies

and equipment, and on telephone expense ;gnfirm other Fiﬁdiqgs
(Cheit 1971, 1973). ;gn our own sfudy, library books and services
appear to be early vi€tims of retrenﬁhment but ctherw1se the

survey f1nd1ngs are applicable to a wide spectrum of Jnst1tut1$ns

r
Sudden withdrawal of funds forces savings In
aresas such as plant maintenance and library
acgluisitions that become cestly when the
"eatch-up" perdiod arrives. '
—-State higher education agency

B
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)
)

- the state=su5u31]y by an ‘executive Grder‘pf’the QDVEEQQFE “In

[
[
o]

l

v f . .
In the ‘case Stud1é5, 1n1t1aT reduct1uns yére gekerally

s : ( : : - B \
e : ) )

some instancesg ECFGSS—thEszEPd redﬁﬁtians weéé made even though-
1t was knawn that the f15ta1 stringency wou]d cont1nue beyand the

current year--1n the C1ty Univer51ty of - New Ycrk in 1974 75, fnr

' Exampié» AEFDSS»theszaFd‘EUtS (as Dppnsed=to se1ect1ve and

1pragrammat1c DHES) are a practical and prQbﬂb]y more appr@pr1ate

V

'1n1t1a1 response for at. 1east faur reasuns » _ 5 L

s =--Only 11m1ted cho1ces are avai1ab1e within the,,
- narrow area of nonpersonnel expend1tures Campuses

should be in a better ‘position than a larger unit
would be to choose between, for example, the .
.deferral of maintenance and the delay of equ1pment
purchases. Differing campus responses in the
State Un1ver51ty System of Florida are cases in
pn1nt . :

- K ’"ﬁ'-

--An across-the-board. reduat?un is a pub11c*aff1r-
mation that afﬁ institutions and individuals are
sharing distress equally. An across-the-board
reduction buys time for adjustment--psychelogical
and nrgan1zat1nna1-at0 the new state of affa1rs

‘--Information on which to base immediate and
selective reductions may not be available. In
one state, an initial across-the-board reduction
was severely criticized by state officials who -
suggested that the higher education leaders were
"taking the easy way out."™ _In fact, because of
a recent reargan1zat1ﬂn, ﬁd\EthEP de¢ision was
possible since comparative information :on which

ta base selective cuts was 1ack1ng e .



:ﬂ,“’

--There is. aTways the possibility that ‘state
"~ support will return to previous levels. A
- hasty judgment that a particular program bear
. more than its proportionate share of the overall »

: ' reduct1gn might cause unnécessary harm.
. N ‘ :
. : : , . o B

) Across- tﬁe bnard cuts may be inevitable because of
" shortness of time, They may be. des1rab1e because af mcra1e.
UnFartunateTy, in mast instances they are the Qs1y a]ternat1ve

because of lack of fares1ght _Even where academic p]ans ex1st

, 1975,

R

greater maintenance'expenthuves in 1ater years (Phi1
. 7 . -
p. 25). And, if retrénchment:ccntinues,frestriitians on locally

» imposed: The University of

se]ected criteria may have ta'
H1ch1gandFequ1red central cnn5u1ta ion on cuts in nnnperscnne1_ ‘

accounts

-campuses to allrj::ate uffi:;ent furzds to- Fixerj
costs items such as u&illt;es aﬂd -other non-

personnel areas. ) o
T . ' ==Panel
‘If thete.is any state or statewide system
which has a procedure which will' prevent
_éampuéés?fEQm preserving personnel pokitions
+ il °

&.
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bg cutt;ng into, suppgrt costs suﬁh as
Egulpment replacément, I cértginlg da ﬁét .

knaw about it. o
: - ééPané;
3 _i

7 ' One or two institutifn® have “tried to save.

- tenured faculty by dropping support staff, ) . T

lab assistants, library personnel, and
supplies and egu;meﬂt They will be do ly

o in.the hole next year.
* . - =-State hlghér edu&atlan agency

L]

1
- Ly

Al thﬂugi*:‘ééécsssthe——baa‘rd reductfbns may at times appegr :

t@ be the most apprapr1ate ar the Gn]y ava11ab1e 1n1t1a] respcnse

equa}Ty a 1e_tn pear theirzshargi
th te’ﬁo1icyiccu1d require the continuing .

”But only by acciﬂent.wnuid'

"theicései S

1
support af a part1cu]ar

as in the Staté Un1ﬁer51ty System of F1ﬂr1dag
W1de enral Iment and suppgrt‘maySﬁﬁvegﬁéen grnw1ng, enrolIment

dec11nes at a partjcu1ar campus may have réqu1red earlier ecannmy

campus under a desegregat1on agreement,

measurés hat required_of others.
allocations in the University.of Wisconsin System. . -

&

[ =
¥

a

Acrass- the bnard reductions ﬂagnnt be used when a 4,

i
paft1cu1ar aspeqt of " adm1n15tratian is GQZer farma1 5tatew1dg or

systemwide cantTo1,qand they shau]d not be used when an- actfv1ty

is s0 v1s1b1e Gr 1mpnrtant that the goverﬁ1n§\baard or tentra1
3

- staff, or hnth mus

”'ssﬁTE)"a" or "the" major if]é

~

)
(]

Even thaugh 5tate= oF

An 1ﬁarease

i
o
&
H
M
H
i
A
A
)
A

v§qch:was the case jin the.]QYS-Zi .



: jnltu1t1nn is an examp1é DF the F1rst and reurgan1zat1on ar |
fcqnsa11dat1on of asadem1c Brngrams aErD§5 campuses ﬁr, 1n some -~
1nstances the 1mpas1t10n of h1gher Facu1ty wgrkTQad requ1réments,
are examples, of the second. Examp1es Qf these situations are
‘ , R

ufDUﬁa_fn'thE~1925s75 procedures éF the City Dniversity of New York.
A]thcugh an acrnss the board Jreduction may Teave sub-{».
] ard1nate unﬂts with relatively unfettered d1s¢ret1@n with1n t at
' :FédUCtTDn, directives usuai1y canta1n specific suggest1ens for
implementation. Although these may be merely "he]pfu?-h1ntsﬁ
from the policy level, they'caﬁ~serve two other purposes: _
--They may Tend‘neeged support to, the adm1n1stratcrs o
. or faculty commitlees who have the burden.of making
operational decisions”at the subardinate TEYET
~~-They alert all faculty and administrators to the
numerous implications of retrenchment and, as such,

-can be another method of creating rea11st1c atti-
tudes toward it. -
: I

=

P0551b1e criteria or bases for appgrt10n1ngvan across-
theaboard reduction are few, and the choice among them appears to-
be,determ1ned by current fund1ng procedures, Thé Farmulas used
to generate campus budgets in New Jersey and Florida wereithe same -

formulas used to reduce them Where farmu1as play a lesser ra1e,

. "

.as in the CTty Un1ver51ty of New Ycrk or the University of M1ch1gan,'

apprcpr1aticns or budgets are the b351s of appart1anment

5
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”ﬁhrﬁﬂia?bhégeting'prucedures traditionally assume

e support.

than possible savingé‘in marginai casts (Bautwe11,i1973).

theless, for an initiaieféduétiﬂﬁ-thé use of fofmuTas is probably: - -

inevi

R

e

They offer

redu¢tnaﬁs based on aver ge truﬁt1nna1 casts may be greater:

Nevet-

tab1e because of the 11m1ted t1me av31]abie and because of

a known measure of.equity among budgetary units;r"

T

Across= thé*bﬂéfd cuts bg formulas will not deal.
with the numerous detailed changes’ in the under=
lglng factors that make up FTE and -headcount’
flgurés--e g., imbalances will ‘result from the
greater number of headcount students per FTE
1n urhan as opposed to. rural areas.

--State budget office’

few gears ag@ in this staté, and it was a wise’

decision. - " ) : a
R ~=Panel

Fram my exper;en:é, I ?trsﬁqlg suggést that
prlétEHESS, aﬁd prébahle 1mpagt @f enrallment
driven formulas in the light of stable or
declining ressurzas‘and enrollment. .
’ : -=panel

More attention needs to be given in formulas
to the ";rrgduclble mlnlmum" or core budgeting
needs of campuses. ‘and to the factors (size, age
of programs, miX of students, size and nature of
fa Elllt;ég, etc.) that influemce mlnlmum needs.

: ==Panel

the orientation of available inform tion. Mcrenver, a Farmula is




;;Séme pzﬂgrams that wEre least able . té absg:b

personnel reductions were “forced to retrgncb

. PR the most becauss of iﬂsuffgﬁlent EﬁﬂSlﬁeratign’
. - of,existing -faculty/student ratios; shifts in

L enrallmEEt and wﬁrklaad iridices. .

. ‘==State budget affﬁce

Réiiaﬁte'én a forﬁuTa'Fnr %ﬁteﬁna1 aT1acat%un fhét'
-assumes cnntinUIng stéte support at apprnx1mate1y the furmuia-;
-;generated 1eve] shau]d not- extend beycnd the 1n1t1a1 response ta.'
retr;g;hqfqti thnafunds are re]ative]y pIEﬁtifuT, it may not

lecessary to distinguish, for example, among campuses that'

have gimilar Fu11 t1me equ1va?ent enra]]ments but. substant1a11y
'd1FFerent numbers Df actua1 (headcaunt) students, precision is

requ1red as funds become restriétedi

. - o ) !'j
Once“the st starts to cut, the timing . _—
is guch that'ithere is virtually no time to :

. plaﬁ a comprehensive :espanse.' EVEﬁ now, . -gg

. -iafte: almost two years, we sffill do not have
 a very good understanding of ‘the real impact
on the. educat;gnal v;ablllty of the campuses.
o E-Eanél

One m;staké which we made during fEthﬁEh—.
_ \ ment was to keep thinking of the short- tgrm
\ problems and not”finding time to analyze =
’ - the longer-term ;mpl;catlans of what we *
were doing. * N .
: ’ =—Panel

Most institutions made across-the-board
cuts to take care of cutbacks. I think this
was bad, but this agency had no authafltg
in the matter.

_1} : -=State h;gher éﬁgcatlﬂﬂ agency
25 -
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Acrnss thé=bnard ;uts mayghg Just1f1€d or. univa1¢abie

i when retrenchment gtr1kes w1thnut warn1ng anid must be 1mp1émenteg

1thout delay, but there sEems to be no excuse fer making across—

‘ the béard cuts when ample warnTng ha% been g1VEn A m1dyear

reduct1an is.a clear s1gna1 that add1t1ana1 cuts w111 be requ1red

In t1mes of re1at1ve stab111tyi the absence of - spe¢1f1c acadam1c

2

prngram pr1nr1ties 15 “to be dep]cred but 1t may not be- fata]

_t1m}5 cf fiscal str1ngency, such pr1ar1t1es must be deveﬁnped as

an uperat1cna1ﬂbas1s fqr 5&1ectqve reductions.
L R t 0

e

= ZserHD SHOULD PARTICIPATE IN- ESTAELISHING PRQCEDURES

AND SELECTING PRIDEJTIES AND CRITERIA FOR - -
RETRENCHMENT? -

. s
The key rescurce oF :3112955 and’ u‘1ver51tﬁes 15 people,

aﬁd’ﬂné of the ear11est efforts 1n~retrenchment must-be 0 1ﬁVD1VE

=

"as many of them as possible. Exteﬂsive“.’part‘ic*i;:mn by Facu]ty

iﬁ‘higher‘eﬂucatidn gaveriance is nat nEw; nor

the almost

binfinite var1ety ‘of adm1n15trat1Vé cﬂnm1ttees and cDunc11s

= |

Retrenchmént re1nfnrces trad1t1nna1 reasons far thESE extensive

cnnsuTtatlve prncessesé

* _~Wide participation is often the fzrzly means to _
keep people informed in a rapidly moving situation.
< As the case studies show, state_ executive and
1&9151at1vé directives. often follow one another
.in rapid succession, are usually writtén in haste,
.and require quick response. Those who must.
' 1mp1ement d1rect1ves can da S0 DnTy if they are



) privy to the1r 1nev1teb1e amb1gﬂities, the ikl
‘resolution of these on an. engning bae1s, ‘and-
their cumu13t1ve effects .

--Seleet:zeﬂ and eppleeetzerz of. ereteﬁl&m End pre= e
‘eedures are differvent dzu‘mg retrenchment than
éureng periods of growth. “During growth, new \gj

> . programs are proposed by subordinate units with

' campus epprove?, and -appear.in an orderly faeh1on,
"one at a time, ‘in accordance with establishe
criteria.. A state higher education agency gr multi-
campus. system, often with outside faculty dV1ee,, .
can judge whether adequate resources exist and
whether the program is appropriate for a particular
-unit. - In contrast; retrenchment imperils virtually
.all ex1st1ng -programs . at the same time. At the

<" ‘outset, prescribed or orderly procedures. for assess-

- ving existing programs may not exist, and, hot s : =
prisingly, subordinate units .are unlikely to:
volunteer theif own programs for .reduced support
An informed central®staff can bring a broader per-

_ ) spective to the evaluatien .of existing programs, "
S © but en]y campus faculty may have the knowledge to
" balance the quality of these programs against others
in the same unit. Evaluation must have the dirett.
" knowledge and concern of those most 1nt1mete1y
invoTved. .

e

-—Retreﬂehnent r‘equu"ee a mdez‘ Paﬂgé ef‘ peeple :
than usually participate in academic programming
, " and budgeting. Perhaps more accurately, retrench-
ST ment may reveal needs for representation that have -
N : not been met in the past. During growth, economists,
= ‘business.administrators, and professional educators
assume a leading role. During retrenchment, admin-
istrators and .particularly faculty representing the
less quantitative disciplines must have a voice,
"both to protect disciplines that may be currently
. out .of favor and to use their own professional
epec1e11zet1ene Careful. consideration of academic
.program priorities and educational policy ebgect1vee
* demands more than the ability to manipulate numbers.
- Retrenchment cuts to the heart ofsthe educational
enterprise, and dedication to less quantifiable -
objectives and to- individuals as individuals must
“continually be mede exp1ie1t (see Mosher, 1969,
pp. 161=162).

27
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At the state level, wide participation in - § g(
discussion of retrénchment procedures has '
enabled us to reach a general consensus /
which helps keep decisions within higher ;
education and out of the political arena.

: " ==Panel
,\ Not only will broadér participation '
increase the projability of yood decisions,
but it will alsd increase the probability
that fiscal stringency will be understood
and measures to respond to it accepted by
the participants. -

— ‘ ==Panel

o S :

4 ) 4
_The,ﬁ§Se studies reveal bothvthe vériety and* extent of
facaity'partigfgatiani At ‘the University of Michigan, an existing
= ”:Eansﬁltativérﬁody, a budget prigrifies committee chaired by a -~
| faculty member, was pressed into service during the 1974-75
. midyear cuthack. fnéthe Gity University af New Yérk the advice

of the governing board urging.wide consiltation wanF011cweﬁ; and

1

pparent success of initial economy measures jn'1§75!76;{5 -
attributed to this. | | |
r .
-Under procedures for faculty reassignment or layoff in .
; the City University of New York, campuses are_required.;a establish
- gpecial rettenchment committees to review’imp]ehéntationjgf cug;fﬁa@

backs. The regulations of the University of Wisconsin place

selection of faculty for layoff, reassignment, or relocation .
directly in the .hands of departmental faculty, who operate under
system and campus:guidelines. A campus in the State University

ERIC
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'Sysfém of F]Dtida éstab]ishéd_a broadly based task force to
;identiFy, review, and recaﬁmend specific policies and pﬁ@pasé1s
,far-a 1975-76 tontingéncy Eudgeti Agaim in Florida, an exception
to iﬁ%tﬁa1, systemwide frave] restrictions accommodated’ the ﬁéed

ﬁaﬁ‘ihterinstituticﬁaT ccunti]s}(eig.; the system Faéu]ty senate)

to meet as conditions changed.

 There are unavoidable risks to participation. In the™ .

=ﬁg%%%§tate University System of Florida, an adminiétrétﬁve council of

. . o ) T
: c;%pus executives may have delayed orderly implementation o¥

~_ retrenchment procedures for fear of unnecessarily aiarhing gé}
T fac&TE?jigiﬁﬁthé Univérsity of Wisconsin, faculty at a few = -

campusegrrqu§éd‘té participite in selecting faculty for 1ayDFf§;'

.An extreme example of recalcitrance is found at the State Univer-
sity-System of New York (Wakshull, 1975):

a T, .

The.British Commander in the film "Bridge
over the River Kwai" . . . ended up doing a
better job of building the bridge than his
enemy. He aided and abetted the enemy in .
time of war. [ . .-And we have faculty and .
staff members eager to serve on retrenchment
committees, ready to do the dirty work of
management. . . . Let management do its own®
~dirty work. Firing or layifg off people is
* - their.business and they areipaid to do it.
* Let them take the consequendes and not hide
behind faculty committees.




1)

Our study does not indicate that this point of view is’

a common one. Ladd and Lipset (1976) have found that faculty mem-

bers are willing to protect teaching "above all other aspect§ of

higher educat1an if cuts must be made" (p. 7), "F1r1ng or 1ay1ng

- off people" is indeed “dirty work," and magagement must bear

the ultimate responsibility. But faculty retain the major--almost

the sole=-responsibility for gﬂizétian, and they cannot be allowed -

to abdicate this responsibility. Deliberate and canscientious
!Effcrts must be madé to foster attitudes and perspect1ve& that

assure faculty part1c1pat1nn Structur1ng such a part1c1patury '

role must cﬂnfarm to the h1stﬂry and*arganizatiﬂn of inStitutiDns .

'1n part1cular states, and will raFETy be an easy task. As one
senior adm1n1stratar stated although facu]ty are in the best

pﬂSTtiﬂﬂ to know what should be d@ne, the; are in the worst

position to act on their knowledge.
& %7

3. WHAT IMPEDIMENTS ARE THERE ON THE FLEXIBILITY

H

REQUIRED TO RESPOND TO FISCAL STRINGENCY? 10W
CAN THESE BE OVERCOME?

Flexibility is essential-if the response to fiscal

fstringency is to be effective. If the principal actors can’

iSe1ect targets fur reduct1cn or red15tr1bute resources among

L]

prngrams or campuses, or both, higher education can remain a

v13b1e and dyﬂam1c enterpr1se The mere existence of flexibility -

Cwill not assure its creative use, but without flexibility the

30



éﬁterprise will -stagnate. We do nat agree=w1th James March

(7974 p. 133) thatih1gher EdUEEtTGn is-a "declining 1ndu5try"
character1zed by "1nd1fference, passivity, and stagnatian." This "
danger ‘does exist, however, if s;étewide and institutional *
iéadefs do natlhaﬁe the freedom to adjust'and rigrrange academic
programs to meet social and economic éhangesf If they do ngf,

higher educatidn‘sﬁresppnse to retrénchmEﬁt will be a cragy

égu11t of activity outlined by Standard budgetary categoriel and

f11led in by the happenstante of tenure and seniority.

£ ]
It is important to keep flexible by not
‘. permanently committing resources and by

keeping a pool of non-tenured appointiments.
) -=Panel

We da not 1nt:>HEtn add to the wea1th of ex15t1§g
- ‘1LIerature on the nature and va1ue of institutional autonomy.

' We are in ccmp1ete agreement w1th the gna1s DF institutional
independence and 1ccaT 1n1t1at1ve expressed by the National
Commission on the Financing of Postsecondary Edu¢at1% (1973,

p. 57) and by The Carnegie Foundation (1975, pp. 130-132). Our
3mcre'madest aim is the exploration of the spéc%fic major
gﬁ? 11m1tat1ans on hTQhEF educatian s flexibility dur1ng fiscal

crises.
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has n@é created them, .

o : v . .
For the most partf féw new 1imits on flexibility, arise

from retrenchment. DD11ars and state policy have always placed

an upper limit on acad2m1c asp1ra¥1ans State and StatEWTﬁgi o
agencies and multicampus systems have always imposed budgetary
controls. The academ1c establishment has imposed 1ts own rules
for tenure and campensation, Rhether ent1re1y sat15faﬁtory to thé,-

educat1gna1 community or not, these bgundar1es and conditions have

' been broad enough to permit higher education to prDsper when funds

were réTatiVE1y'plentifu1. Fiscal stringency highlights these

conditions and may create ‘a ‘case for their modification, but it

| \
. X

v

" The prcbieﬁé raised simply by not having enough money

‘were well summarized by an institutional budget DFF?EEFE_;

"Flexibility doesn't mean a thing, if you don't have anything

'“tB'F1§§ " We suspect that most cnmpTaints--juétif%ed or other-

w15e—-@f departments about schnn1s, of SChDD1S about campuses,

a

',of campuses about systems, of systems about state higher education

agencies, and of the latter about governors and legislatures,
are founded on lack of resources, not on limitations: of the use
of funds that remain available. In any case, shortage of funds

does require some.explicit restrictions on subordinate units.

32 @
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T e . %hesggexpiicit'festrictians are én immediate response
0 :atrenchment. They reach fntavareas where institutions have
the most @?Ecretidn in funding. Travel isbrestricted,Asabbatical
'1eavés are more stringentTy'geviewed; pufchases of guppfies and
equipment are delayed, and salaries may be frozen. -Restrictions
of this type limit flexibility and, if severe enough or continued
Tong enough, could have a disastrous éffect on educat%an; While
théSévémergenty measures é%g modified as the dust settles, their

* implications for the longer term are more subtle.

; ,
--Restrictions can broaden existing differences among .
organizational. levels--the campus, the multicampus
system, and the state higher education agency. "They"
failed to obtain proper support for "us," and now
 "they" are imposing restrictions on "us. If this
cannot be entirely avoided, substantial participation
by faculty and administrators from all Tevels can
keep it within reasonable bounds.

 --The widespread impact and high visibility.of~initial
- response-may distract attention from both the current
-and Tonger-term programmatic implications of fiscal
Str1ngency anterned 1nvest1gat1an of re1at1ve ,

no 1Dnger be funded at preex1st1ﬂg levels. N1thaut o
discounting the very real personal impact of these
immediate measures--a salary freeze, in particular--

- care should be taken to emphasize the longer-term
perspective. Unless this perspective is maintained,
small, weak, newly undertaken, or experimental
programs can be crippled, not by design but by
oversight, and institutional f]éx1b111ty may he
1rretr1evah1y Tost.

=
;-1
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‘La;k of funds also makes it more probable that program
iadjustment may be impeded by Fautine'ru1es and regulations--both
L]

those imposed by the state and by higherseducation itself.

State'age cies (at least those in the states in this

study) rarely take a direct hand in the internal reallocation of
" ~

higher education support. In orle instance, however, a state

budget office did propose detailed internal adjustments. After

- .the institution had accomplished the reductions in another

fashion, thé budget office revived its earlier proposal to
f : : o
justify an additional reduction.

‘It seems fortunate that in [this state]
specific retrenchment decisions are left to
the individual institutions. . . . I have
the feeling that program quality and
integrity will Be key criteria at the local
level. I think this is good.

' —-State higher education agency

[Where a coordinating board exists] . .
they should be given total dollars and
charged with allocation. )

--State budget office

I would think that a degree of centraliza-
tion is essential for prudent reallocation’
among campuses, even -though state level
allocations of internal campus budgets are
likely to be harmful. -

==Panel

-
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General parameters for reduction need to be

set at the statewide level, but implementation
v * of policy must remain in the hands of the

;nst;tutlan and its fétulty, adm;nl,ijggiaﬂ;

--State higher éducation ‘agency

Specific limitations imposed by the state (e.g., travel

expeénse, salary controls) are u state
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agencies, and do not restrict the flexibility of highér education
more -than that of other state'servi:esg And i Il1linois, higher

education was not subject to line=item reductions, as were other

3
agencies,
The most significant limitatien on our
ability to respond to retrenchment is the
. appropriation to specific SampﬂSéS§E§FE
: campus had $500,000 in excess funds Which
could not be used ta relieve another.
_ -=Paneal
\ . ) -=Panel

Despite des1gnat1an of state budget formats as "program

budgets," line 1tems continue as apprnpriat1ﬁn categories and

contrig points. The line-item format can Timit flexibility
i T . ' . 4 . .

particularly 17 a midyear cutback, since earlier expenditures

e
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e ;
have redﬁted the margin for discretion. L1ne item budgets were

used -in- severa1 states in the present study but were a pass1ble

: issue only in twoz, F}Qrida and New Jersey.” In the only example
. _.DF actual reéfﬁictinﬁ, the egécutivé budget foice in Florida »
denied a requested transfer of funds durmg the 1974-75 Cutback
The State Un1vers1ty System ﬁf Florida cau]d itself approve
transfers of up to 5 percent from one 11ne item to another, but
executive budget office approval was required for transfers in
excess nf that amount. 'The executive budget office refused a-
requested transfer Df funds from the salary appropriation line to
"Other Personal Services"; the;transferred funds yau]d havgﬂ%een_
used to pay teazhing assistants and the executive budget o6ffice-
did not believe this Qés ﬂEEESéa?y?té achieQE the needed redic-
tian Other transfers appear ta havé been appravad hcwever, and

the Tine-item apprcpr1at1cn farmat was abandaned fnr 1975 76 at

the urging of the State University System. The experiencé‘é@iﬂew

Jersey with the executive budget office was similar: For 19§S§76 ‘

‘the state higher education agency obtained advance agreement from

the executive budget office that: institutional response to fund-

ing reductions would not be inhibited by ]ine=;§€m controls.

R éf thé EémpUSéa f@: gréatér flExiblllty by

allowing inter-program traﬁsfér§
) -=Panel

=
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FESpDﬂSTb111ty-Fema1ﬂS, and it usual y\cannat be met simply by

._...adopting prior state bookkeeping procedures. Retrenchment
presents an Qppcrtunity for h1gher education to Fﬁee.itse1fffrum
the timeacansdming and samétimes rivial activities assaﬁ1ated
with trad1t1nna1 Tine-item budgefs But it also presents a
“cha11engerta devise adequate ijteduresi

, / | . ' ’.‘5‘

: VSaTary matters may be%f iTTﬁétrate how. the cnmbinatinh!

of inflatien and recessibn cah limit Fiexibi?ity' Fecessiﬁn and
consequent revenue shgrtfa1ys reduce the avera11 Fund within i

i

which - d15cret1gn can be exercised. Inflation g1ve5 PTSE to

reasgnabTe and vocal -demands that salary increases be across the

board to meet increased individual 11¥Jng casts. In some statessf

Wisconsin, for éxémp]e--z?prapriaf?bns may limit discretion by

K

earmarking a major pBFLJ n of saflary 1ncrements for across-the-

board adjustmaﬁt ff“
- P
N T _ !
,_,a-:”;! I .
" J
. Even if an institution can meet agtua] cost- Qf 11v1ng

1ngreases w1thnut h1ndrance by state budgetary or persénne]

|
/
1 : o
[ [
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restr1ctlans, the funds must c@me from other areas. a\g M1£h1gan,
1974-75 apprapr1at1an5 reflected the state pa11cy of prav1d1ng

higher education with about a & percent increase. The University
of Michigan distributed an average 7 percent increase'té academic

A

units, but could do so nnTy ét:the expense of other activities or

- adjustments in fund sources.

A

-
Ifbstate ccntré?s over pc%it?ﬂns are seen as necessary,'vv
they should be careFu11y administered to enhance ¥1ex1b1]1ty, not
inhibit it. Such controls should apply to aggragatians of

subnrd1nate un1t5 to permit the most effective use of personnel.

Y

For examp1e the University of Ca11farn1a cantroTs pas1t1ans

although 1t is not under state mandate to do so. .Using such

control, both the systemwide offices agg the campises maintain

N

centrally controlled funds for temporary faculty pgsitianskthat
are cansidered a majér.snurce of flexibility (University of

Galifornia, 1975, p. 35).

- ’ ,State-lmpﬂséd fagultg position or salary
controls tend to lock in hlft:::rla patterns -
when changes are usually needed to maximize
the use of available dgllarq. oy

&

“Panel '

i

In some states, "budgetary savings" or "salary savings"

reflect institutional inability to use all appropriated funds



because of de]eye in Fecruiting,jreeignetiene, or'ether factors.

ig%ntheny Morgan (1975, p.r43) found that "state offieiefg may raise

- the savings requirement during'tﬁe course of a fiscal year to
compensate for a d1fF1eu]t revenue s1tuet1en ATfheugh a

. recognized ecenemy meaeure during nanne1 timee, increased savings
requ1remenei§§9 not appear to be major state measures tukeeh1eve
the more deeetie reductions dictated byiretren;bmeﬁt; .This is

' Fertunete,'fer uhrealieti:e11y hfgh "budgetary eeviﬁge"fwou1d not’
only eevereTy 11m1t F1ex1b111ty but wequ also d1etert ex15t1ng
end ueue11y<gerd won egreemeﬂts, end a return to savings tergets o

raflecting acgtual exper1enee would be mere d1fF1cu1t

A
Expressiops of iegjé1a£iveiintent in-or in conjunction
with an epprepeietiene bi1l can fimit“f1exibf1ity éuring retrenehe
ment juet as at- other times. The1r use is sometimes questionable.
In. F1er1de six of the nine genera? campuses reependeﬂ to the
) 1974 Z? midyear cutbeck by ue1ng some que11f1ed edm1n1straters
.. for 1netﬁuet1on (At the City Un1vere1ty ef New Ycrk _the govern=
: ing beerd 1nc1uded such a device, among ethere, as a way for 1ts
campuses te _meet 1975 75 cutbacks. ) Hawever, Fer 1975 76 in
Florida, the epprepr1at1en contained the FD11ew1ng language

(Florida State Leg151ature, 1975):




The Baard of Regents sha11 thnfough1y examine
. the procedures being used to administer the.
universities and shall eFfect changes in thgse
'+ procedures to achieve .4. . the maximum
possible involvement of academically qualified
adm1n1straturs in.the teaching- pracess, even
if on a, part- t1me basis. .

&

y Administrators are always fair game for reductions. / A

_union lpader at the City University of New York pcinted to what
. |
he saw’ as the "pra11ferat1an of deans whn seem to be immune from

‘vibud et. cuts" (rCity Un1ver51ty Reth1nks Goals," 1975). But the (;

diffeyence between "adm1n1strat1VE deadwood" and "ana]yt1ﬁ and

'manageria1 fapagity" is DﬂE‘DF perspective. AQm1n1strat1ve

* manpower isﬂ%emaﬂded as %tatefand FéderaT‘intéfeSt'in “accéuntfib'

,-abﬁ1ity" impaées a -growing burden Df’repé;t%ﬁg on éffirmatfvg
action, equal emp1cyﬁen?fgg?cgﬁamkgqstsg and a nyriad of other™

vacﬁ'viﬁesi o A )

BN

Leg1siat1ve interest in adm1n15tr tive costs is reasnnab1e

-2 put it hardly -merits special méntion in dn apprcpr1at1nns b111
particularly when, as in Florida, the educational ;Gﬁnmnity

already had the matter under active cgnsideration. .

~Institutional Ruies,iﬂggyTéticnsj and ‘Procedures *

Statewide higher education agénzies and mu1ti§amggs'

systems impcge'their own jé§u1atigns on campuses , andrthe'Tattégl\;;
™~ _ 40
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impose additional rules for echeeTe endadepartmeﬁtegg;whi1e
institutions can modify these to cete with fiscal emetgeney,.they
" may beﬁte]uctant to do s0: |
A major Ttmitatian‘eﬁ ehengiﬁg ieternaT ru]ee ar1see
from the expettet1one of those to whom the rules apply. If, as
v1n F1ur1da or New Jersey, a budgetary fermu]a is accepted as an
equitable means of allocating reeeurceei it has legitimacy as a.
fremewerktfer budgetary decieiene This will be true even theugh
changed cend1t1gne--e g., ebendanment of the formula by state '
agencies--might - euggeet rev1e1ng e11ecat1en prneeduree The
§Stra1nt 1mpcsed by expectet1one i5 .very real and is one basis
for the almost univerea1 response to the initial impact of .
retrenchment of an across-the-board cut, or one determined by
fermu]a wh11e widely publicized, euch cutF are often adjusted

over - t1me to eceammedate the specific needs of suberdTnate un1ts--
!/' .

/

and wkth 11tt1e or no publicity. . -

,«"j
; ‘,i
oot
FQF samewhat similar reasons, there is reluctance to
alter ether praeeduree such as thase re1at1ng tu sabbetita1 Teaves,
research 1eaves, or released time far cnun5e11ng or pregram devédk- =
opment These praeeduree mey be fixed in 1ega11y biﬁd1ng emp1oy- =>
ment contracts. i But they e1eo represent faculty exﬁectat1ene .
%et1ene11y as well as in the pertﬁtu1ar state, Fiscal stringeney

% = .

N




has nat yet became s0 widespread that a.system or in5t1tut1nn

-  can endanger 1t5 1magé by 1gnaring these expectations. .

4. WHAT SPECIAL ACADEMIC AND. SUPPQFT PROGRAMS SHOULD.
RECEIVE PARTICULAR AT’I‘EHTICDI{ DURING RETRENCHMENTZ?

N'i1e retrenchment requ1res critical ESSESSmEnf of each

PO

. academif

program and supparting activity for its contribution ‘to
- institdtional objectives, three ‘pragramsmerit explicit cgﬁsidera-
tion both at the outset and thereafter: experimental and.
: innﬂvatiﬁe programs 3 affirmativeﬂaetiaﬁ and related programs; -

¢

‘and programs for adults..

Innﬂvat1ve and Exger1menta] Programs

 There appears to be no d1sagreement about the des1rab111ty

of sh151d1ng 1nnuvat1ve and expEF1menta1 programs from the fu11*-

impact of F1sca1 5tr1ngency

Although nost people agrgéiﬂ principle that -
inna@gtivg programs should be protected in

" bad times, the evidence from . .,. in this
state suggests that these programs are the.
first to be cut. Retrenchment seems to cause
a retreat to traditional departmental
‘groupings . . »

~--State budget office

-Alth.::ugﬁ; we are trylng to. protect innévat.iﬁe
and experimental prograns, - these have been

reduced considerably at’ the campus level- ;
. i ——Pangl
(.‘Fa . ¥
' : 42 )
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,fr%na?ai:;vé and experimental programs will = . o

receive some. brotection during retrenchment, s

bui‘; I hope they do hot escape ewaluat;én.

“'We need’ greatqr recognition and ar;‘EEPfEﬂEE : )

r;f the fact £hat some experiments Fail. S R
. : 7 . S —=Panel . :

- .
i 1
i 13

C ]

:Hnwever ﬁrntect1an will come abgut only thﬂough de11berate and

- pQSﬁtive act1nn, far, as une adm1nistrator said prngrams "outside

trad1t1nna] structures will be the First tn ga " §t111 another
A warned that if 1nnavat1ve p?ngrams are to surv1ve, they w111 have
rta pass tests nf eff1c15ncy as well as. of Educatianal effé¢t1ve-

ness. Neverth2155§, the reasnns for favnring exper1ménta1 programs

;:are both pratt1ca1 and eduzat1ana?

i

:SS" . B
.As a praetzezz matter many- 1nnnvative pragrams addﬁess
1mpartant energing 1ssues and quest1uns. It is prabab1e that
most of these programs will require Fund1ng thrath realiccat1cn o,

of existing support. 51@-1ar rea]1ocatinn will duubt1ess be = -

requ1red to support \an‘ingreasing. number of 1nterd15c1p11ﬁary

prngrams w1th1n campuses and’ Dther prngrams that cross: campus

‘11nes The slow deveTppmént of- the perscna1 and techn1ca1 bases

:

far these 1nnovat1ans" should not ba 1nterrupted by’ retreﬁghmént,
for eventua11y the EOStE of camputers, 1ibrar153; and spgéiaiizéd

%ac111t1é5 w111 be beynﬁd the means of individual 1nst1tut1ans

W
i

1n5t1tut1ona1 vitality--even SUFV]VE]-!GVEF the next tén yéars

x
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may depend un specTF1c attent16h to emerging programs dur1ng

retrenchm&nt. I S e ‘
I . . - . i ;.f - Loare
. . FE L _
o The educational reasnns for’ favnring exper1ménta1 e
programs are equa]1y cnmpe111ng, for many su ch prngrams address L

“at least three. serious current issuesy t:'

R _==Undergraduates appear to be disillusioned with --
' traditional instruction in the liberal artsi ’
” ﬁsEraduatE students are being trained For TﬁEPéaS-
' ingly scarce academic’ Jabs, yet their expertise
seems urgently needed 1n Dther sectars of a
complex society.

4

K /ﬁ --Institutions must create, mainfain, and Anprove <.
their ties to the cummunities in which they are -
TDEated . -

;:5 In fact,'e;perimEﬁtaI and innovative programs have .
receivéd specj§1 atéeq}jéniA In Newldersey, é Marine Science
PCcms'uf‘t;iuﬁ and a.éystemw%de:campu£Ef and information system wefer
ﬂmTttEd fram the 1975-76 apprnariataon, and are now supparted _¥§

é by aentra11y cantra]Ted funds; however, the Depaktment of Higher j

3 ucat1an s Fund f@r the 1n1t1atian of new prngrams waS [

,qéfﬁcﬁ11y feduced’ In the State Un1ver51 Systefn of F13r1da,_'p

o a-new solar Energy Center was estab11shed in the 1975-76. state _
budget “In the Un1vers1ty Df N1scnn51n, the 5y5temw1de office
continues aAgfant pr@gfam(fcr imprg:meﬁt of undergradua;e

44
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teaﬁh1ng, and innovational ca1éhdar feform effarts at Oshkash

;ampus were recugn1zed by redu¢1ng that campus 's pruﬁnrt1anate

X share of a- prnduct1V1ty" cutback Wisconsin also offered

1ncent1ve fgnd1ng" for deve10ﬁment of mu]tﬁgampus consOxrtia and

of programs FESanS]VE to current sosieta1 needs- The Un1ver51ty
QF M1Eh1gan 5 1nnnvat1ve pragram ta shorten the time for med1ca1
edu¢at1oﬁ has. been ma1nta1ned and attempts are bE1ng made to

pratect 1nterd1scip]ﬁnary and nantrad1t16n31 QFfer1ngs-

Don't be too a:ptlnust;é about the zeal with
which institutions and systems will protect
innovative and experimental programs. More
attention to development funding as frt:mtsend
investment is needed, but it should be on the
bagis of a four to eight year proving pér;;m"
with fiscal targets as the end game . Expérl-
ments, howsver salutory,, which ultimately
generate higher unit cos ts, are threateried.

e : . .. oo : ~=Panel

Dur study emphaS1zes act1v1ty of state higher educatiﬂn
agenc1es and mu1t1campus 1nst1tut1uns but prntectian is un-=
. doubtedly extended to innovative. programs at the campus , SEhQGT
and department 1eve157 We suspect however, that prate&tion ﬂf
>1nnovat1an during times af fiszaT crisis is best afForded by

he f1r1ng 11ne Strongi

=

wls is required ta=cauntérbaiaﬁce

' Engrmaus persnnaliand nrg atignai pfessures on 1nd1v1dual ¥
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facu1ty members. FécuTiy édiice-must'be'givéﬁ”substéﬂiia1
A
cnn51derat1nn, but facu]ty members cannot be: asked to we1gh the 7

job nF a cai1eague aga1nst continued support for a prugram

Eeduzat1una] te1evi51gn for exam&ig;=1n which théir personal and

prgf3551qna1 interest may be at best per1ﬁhera1i

Private and federal granting agencies can often provide

_the margin of suppoyt needed by institutions that, "facing severe
financial striﬁgéncy . . are also under ‘inmediate pressure to

adapt and - 1mprﬂve their pragrams to be more respans1ve to needs }:;

DF the 1earner and the economy" ( Tretter, 1975, p: 6). Eut,

such funds are few, w1d21y scaﬁtered; and adm1tted1y margina1!

5

The state funding base for innovation must be -protected.

Affiﬁnat1ve Act1nn .and Rélateﬁ Prugrams o

. A serigus prub]em is how to Extend speﬁ1a1 protection

“to-the variety

f programs_that deal w1th the éducatiana11y dis-
édvant?éed and with affirmative acéiaﬁ for minorities and women. .
The moral obligation is cIearg-but‘the diversity of programs,
campcﬁndéﬁ by the détai1s of federal and state laws, militates
‘agaiﬁgt easy answers. The-redefinitiﬂneapéséib1y;demiSEast

»"6pEﬂ édmissions in fa11 1976 at the Cjty Un1ver5ﬂty cf New Ygrk

is an. Extreme but pointed Example ‘?? o f’r*i
. . 46 ‘ .
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. - _ _ 4f
Cor . In this stat%:zgmediéi programs and those S
" for the educatiomally .disadvantaged.will be
protected and should be. :
' - : —-Panel
=L - The crunch between programs for the dis-. .
“advantaged and those for the well prepared, .
whether minority.or: Caucasian, 1s almost L
inevitable. - How can éné ultimately déﬁy
admission gt;l a student who_doesn't need
remediation and suppg:ti&e servit:es while
o admitting @ﬁé who does?
. . . - ==Panel-

- Academic programs. for the educat10n311y disadvantaged =

ifh ve a]sg rece1ved spec1a1 attentlan “In New Jersey, the

*{ 3

Educa;1unai Opportunity Fund pfn'”" ®as. held essent1a]1y harm1ess.

In- no instance were such pr@gram ‘singled nut for . redu¢tfons

although it 155prubable that-many bgre their pFopgrt1anate share .

of redugttans, as in ‘the C1ty Un1ver31ty of New Yurk Iﬁ

W e

C311farn1a, part1a] state Fund1ng af remed1a1 pragrams was w1th=

drawn in 1975-76, but apparently becausa of re1at1ve1y narrow
~issugs of program administration. ’ ]

Y

AS‘FE as emp1uyment 15 concerned directives require
that the TWPEEt of facu1ty and staFF d151acat1nn on aff1rmative
action p1an5 be considered, but as yet tenure -and seniority rutles

-prevail to l1imit discretion. Where discretion.does exist, central

. review of campus decisions--in Wisconsin, for example--shows

)

47

Lo

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



P - LT . . i
?- specific attention to this issue: Whether by central review, by
E detailed directives, or otherwise, moral as-well as 1éga1 ab]igé%

t1nns must be met. The exatt fcrm of such attent1ﬂn must be -

ta11gred to the needs Df the nrgan1z§t1gns and states cnncerned

Guidelines are needed in collective

bargaining agreements for reduction of

staff so that affirmative action p@l;cg .

iz not violated-. - : -
-~State higher Edusgtlﬂﬂ*agéﬁéy ) '

Prggrams for AduTts

Pragrams for adult students may be nFFered off campus,'
sAre usﬁai]y partat1me in most instances, are at 1eastrpa§p1y
_Selfssupparting, and may or may not ﬁe offered for degree credit.
| Se1fisupparting programs should beécareéu11y examined during -

fi5§31 stringency tDibé sure that5feé§féré approp;iafé; as was
the continuing edutation prégram in the hea{th sc{%ﬁcéé in New

Jersey.

Where the state does share costs, %ragrams for adults

" can be a gpecific target for reduction. The étate may simp1y )

‘ reduce suppcrt as the 1975 77 appropriation bill did for the =V§‘__:

Exten51cn program at the Un1vers1ty of N15§Dns1n In M1Eh1gan,
the 1egis]ature axpregggﬂ its intent that off- campus prggrams

- would not be ent1tied ‘to state support, a limitation that required"l

.
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-UﬁfUﬁdEié by the state. .

clarification to avoid unintended impact on regular instruction
In

in field ]ab@ratoriés and teécﬁer education. california, for

“the first time, the state Timited enrolimelks réccgni;ed for the

funding of community college adult programs; it also withdrew

A support of the University of California's external degree program.

5= E

"The University of N1sc:ons1n s exter‘na1 degrﬁg program a]sn remains

publlC 5uppar¢ fér tradltiénal EQﬁlEgE agé

stuﬁEﬁtsi,

:épts of educational planning.. The question
‘T see it: Can the state budget ‘people:

llfé lang Zearn ﬂg, drap-lﬂ and drap*aut con=

refralﬂ from émasculating continuing edu atian
long encugh for changing patterns of pﬂst—
secondary education to be reflected in changing
Eundlng;strategles?

==Panel

I would like to seé someone examine the shifts
in' higher education from traditional to non=
tradltlanal pr@g rams to boost enrollments. T

believe that this may. be as much a "budget
stratsgﬁ& as it is a response to educaticnal

- L
need.

=
~=State budget office

THe legislature is involved in setting some

program priorities. It eliminated funding for

off-campus programs and reduiea funds far .

public service activities. ‘
-=Pdnel
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Afoﬁcamﬁus instFucti5g=appearsftdrge a. specific térget . ;?
- for. stgtewjde»reduéfignsi Yet thoughtful (some suggest,aptimist{:)
pfedictinﬁs are ﬁhat the nUmgef of naﬁdegrée c?edi; studgﬂ;;bwi11
appigximate1y;d;ub1e in tﬁé next ten yeaﬁs (Carnegie Faundatiaﬁ;’-
"19%55 p. 4$)i Thére are at least twa passib1e*exp1anat1gns for-

'this éﬁparént paﬁadox' Fi rst naniredit cff campus 1n5truct1gn

has 1Dw préstige in the academ1c cgmmun1ty 1tse1f In the g1ve=

"f budgetary negnt1at1@n prngrams for adults may be

i y yie1ded v Secgnd,A1t is by no means c1ear=that
‘re has been taken in the past by h1gher eduzatian

. to manitcr and coard1nate fo-campus adt1v1t1es Shaqu scarcéuf

;state resuurces for h1gher eduﬁat1on be used to suppurt caurses

in macrame? ShQqu two ar threg Anstitutions offe

o

.;gprograms gompete far adu]t ‘students. w1th1n - Few m11es QF!

Jer wte

Dther? State execut1ve and 1eg1s1at?ve f15§a1 agen:1eg suspeét

that the h1gher education ccmmun1ty has’ not - rea11y attempted to _J"z
ahswer thesa questﬂggs “In any:s esﬁé, state h1gher educat1nn S
_agencies and multi:ampus Systems Ean no 1Qngar afford ta be with-
out detailed data about off-campus pragfamé* As in CG]aradé,

Oregan, and Wisconsin, an adequate 1nfarmaticn;b*s can be used.

bg regional and 5tatew1de planning gruugs ta‘e1imﬁn E unnecessary

dup?icat10n where it is found andltn dg#end aﬁ

L} § 1yt

if 1t is Just1$1ed on ﬁactua]?y based academic grounds.
. - 750 :
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5. WHAT CRITERIA AKD PRQCEDUREE SHOULD BE USED FOR
'LAYOFF OF PERSDNNEL DURING RE‘IRENCHMENT‘-‘ v

1
1]
‘b
i

Retrenchmént»is th1cket of -budgetary,. programmat1c,

‘ énd=pvﬂ,ﬁdur§1'i55uesf Pérsonne]-aand personal-- -issues PFESEﬁfv-
the thor,‘est prob]ems, bu? we can on1y Dut11ﬂe these 1n the
barest min'mum in this repdrt. He-cannot— for examp]ei exp]are
\thé 1mp11cit1gns of a ca11éct1ve barga1n1ng agreement that def1nes

’ retrench'ent" as "the term1nat1ﬂn of the emp1oymént QF any

aradem1c r prgfe551an31 emp]@yee" far’reasnns cf fiscal cutbacks;

" rasource reaT]acation Dr curta11ment GF an academic program

975 p. 8).- U'der our braader def1n1t1un Gf reirench-

_ rm1nat1an DF emp1ﬂyment is a 90351b111ty but 1téf5 not-’

""the lef n1ng Eharacter1st1z An a1ternat1ve~t9 staff r dﬁct%an'

Collective bargaining tends to ensure /

that all other suts are ‘made before faculty
rEdUQthHa

ﬁ—Panél

. /4’; T

n the ‘case studies, - exper13n§e varies w1dé1y: from




;d1vers1ty, Fcur aspects of ﬁriter1a and procedures for 1ayoff
appear re1evant acr@ss a11 states _ praaedura], programmatic,
at;1tud1na?, and budgetaryi. | :
. N The pﬁég&dﬂﬁ&i asﬂect‘dﬂmiﬁates the initié1 rgzpﬁnse' éﬂl
A'~:§§~;>trenchment, bénﬁe administrétérs are aware that fundsﬁma};
 be iﬁsuffiéient‘tﬂ cahtiﬁﬁé éxistihgiéﬁa%fing 1eve1s;'tﬁeir
§~ f1rst react1an is to freeze Facu1ty~and staff PEﬂru1tment ‘They

"'then d15cher that exi5t1ng statutes an¢ regu1?t1an5 either dﬂ

i

not cover the pass1b111ty of 1ay1ng of f- Fazu]ty or do so in-

1anguage too general to be useful. Of the systems and 1nst1tuP

“t1ﬂn5 in the case stud1es that had procedures far faculty ayofry.
'a'IT' adcpted them in haste.
These procedures are not, diSﬁUSSEd in detail ‘because

Df great variat1ans in gavern1ng p?ncedures, in state sﬁatutes,

and in the statu& Qf cc]]ect1ve barga1n1ng Fu1kersgn (19?3) —_

ED11EEtEd éxamp1es of representatqve layoff prDV151Dns and

. Furniss (1974) discusses the advaﬂtages<ggﬂ d1sadvantages Df
- d1ffer1ng pracedures a§ well as th51r legal 1mp]1tat1&ns .we
v can add Tittle to these Ear11er d1scuss1gns Qf procedures as

such Ne da strongTyfurge that procedures be Exam1ned and
. ¥
rev1sed or that new prucedurég be adnpted before the need for
oA o % .
‘1. stheir use arises.’ - - R

e




f‘

The programmatic aspest is a1way5 ment1nned 1n “the

ret#ghzhment r‘u*les;li In sume cases, the prnv1519n régard1ng

i

’academ?c prugrams may have been added 1ate at n1ght following

zpn$1derat1gﬁ of thg permutatians and combinations of ténUfe'
and senfority. At that peint, the administrative authors recall

’3‘thatithe:numbérs and.farma1 status'éf Facu]tj'reai1y represent _ i'{ B

1 Ty . s

past academic prcgram dem smns-;and that d'is'lm:ii:)g facu’lty

will a]sa d?STDCaté these programs. The. reiu?at1nns are then 7. ..

B

 FEV15Ed one Tast t1me “and exhausted staff- go home to bed Dn]y'“

after the initial trauma do ‘they sit down to resolve the 1DHQEF§

term 5ub5tant1ve 1mpa§t DF facu]ty layoff -on academ1c programsg;

g =

[Where faﬁultg rsdu:tlans did not fblléw.',_ S
_;fram enr@llment reduct%snéj " aor "

E?ﬂ
ﬂt
o
[
+
L]
T
-
Ly
m
o

T
. v

tasks,

. fa:tﬂ:g
MR : f;State higher education agency -ﬁ"

: ‘!'; o _' i * . S 3 L B ’ . N

No one ElSé EEES 3ng urgency- about this,

.- but we still do not have any procedures ) ‘.,
‘for laying off faculty in the event Qf L S
fls:al rétrgnchment. E

= o . -=Panel

koY A
A

If we scund cﬁ1t1ca1 we are=—nat Df particujar ;

. . r¥,ﬁ v

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



a . ot R . ) L

¥

and SEI’I'IGNt_Y are 1mpurtant b\s what h1gher edutatmn is and

where i) is. going are more so. A ch“eﬁ executwe afﬁtér in_one
'stva-te_ In e study commented, "ThE"E was no pmb{em more wm*iﬁﬁ-- R
_ »},ﬂt;e thought that we m1ght not be able £ mamtmn oro- ?
gram 1ntegr1ty in “the face of the gr'ave persgnne\] preggureg N L
1%ev1tab1y 1nvaivedg" Although thgpr31gt1nn52;§fbetwee$ tEnure_ {
rights and academm prngram demsmns is %ncj mea’nsvsett]ed .
(LEE & BQWET‘s : 975 PP%M? 143), th1s uncertamty is c@@gunded :

‘ when d1rer:t1ves fm‘ cans1derat1cn Q'F nprugrarrmatm ﬂecl Lns are

- 1nc1uded a]mast as an after‘thnught to de ailed rules abaut T

=

b personnel status ,
i * . * ) = N f - _
1] &
p:(:)tér:‘téd nange;sannel :1t§ms more tharz we : .
P - did. S@m@ ;:-ampusgs abused the;r flexibility. : e
R . . , ) ~=Panel g

W

pussﬂ:fhty that retrenehment wﬂ’l be EDnEﬂdEY‘Ed almost scﬂe’ly

in. terms r:rF per‘sanne] demsmns, higher educatmn systems and

th_e; eyﬂ‘ da,_y Df f1s§a-’l stringency comes. Maier and Kolka (1973),

L in "Retrenc,hmentgaA"ﬁfimer," _staté‘ emphatically that "it would -

Y

o

e

ca T e

O
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ﬁe trag1c tu let the mnment fnr se1feana1ysis pass by and pave j_f,»i

thé way for a hast11& and 1nd15dr1m1naté pub11c back]ash" (p. 433)

b o

"‘v ThEIr va1uab1e art1c1& urge% Gnge1ng operationa1 analysis n*

académ1c ﬁragrams and affers a fourapage check11st fur such

T

;? . analy515 tngicﬁnsﬁra1nts of SgFTDrlty or tenura, however, are

- =

not mentTﬂnedi g*__ TR o S

SR Y : = v T
. ’_ - ;‘ The attttudznaz aspect GF persann, ;ru}es and regu1gl1ﬂn§
'i is as ¢r1t1caT as the’ actuai pruv1515n5 themseTves Furn1ss (1974)'3
) suggests ¢hat a :ampus env1ronment "10w in anx1ety ‘and EDﬂf11Et ;f‘f.
rmay bé a-suitable’ goa1 Far retrén:hment pPDﬁEdUFES" (p 170) -
Ne1ther anx1gty nnr canf11ct can be ava1de§ but exper1en:e deesf,ﬁ
1nd1cate ways 1n which their Teve1 can be réduceﬂ RuIEs aﬁd
i

regulations can refer tn "1ayaff“ Rijher than yterminatinn,?;égi

tD emp]nyees who are. 1a1d nff as such, not as
Viempjayees.“ Tr1v1aT? Perhaps, but att1tude§ réfTect

“;:;.'éF suéﬁ m%ﬁar itemg Ereat'care must be taken ta avu1d un1ﬂténdgd*;;

cannatat1cns of Iack of EDﬁEEFﬂ Fnr 1qﬁ1v1dua1s whnse Jabsfare T e

at stake Such cancern 5hmu1d be exp11c1t 1n theggrucedures far St

re1acat1pn, retra1n1ng, and reasgignment of dislocated fﬁtu]fy
'
The mast 1mpartant faiet of attTtudes and' perspect1ves

has already been d15§ussed under the quest10n af who shuuldz

part1c1pate in deVele1ng gr1ter1a and, praceduves There daes

oy
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hot Appear te be a canet1tut1ene1‘

;‘pert1e1eete—1n dec1s1ens abeut whic Adepértment is"to be cut or

- “epet1f1cei1y whe within the department w111 be laid off" (Furn1es,
1974 pd 157l Neverthe1ess, we believe that faculty eheu1d do
They may weT] be the only ones qualified to make the ulti=
mate dee1e1ens abeut 1ﬂd1v1dua1s, and, without their pert1e1pat1en, 
- the motives .of the adm1n1stret1eﬂ 1nev1tab1y will be suspect.

%

8§ — R . =

#

The: budge%arj espeete of personnel prpcedures shea1d
’not be accepted as a inrst cause" of retrenchment and then given

no further eeneideret1en* In Wisconsin, the governor and the

=

legislatur- viere yesponsive to the un1vers1ty sggiem s need to_ g
honor its commitment to give laydff notice to tenured faculty and

other staff, ene‘mi11ien dollars in oneftime transitional funding

was apprepr1eted to fund such commitment. Mereever, if exiétiﬁg N
%udgetaty precedures do ‘not. permit, f1ex1b11‘ty'1n the form ef

' a11ewing trenefere of faculty among separately budgeted units

ehou1d be SDUght a faculty member who has been g

i

layoff sheu1d net be reta1ned as a "lame duck" in his department

¢

6. WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE LONGER-TERM. IMPLICATIDNS OF
RETRENCHMENT?

ie Until recently, retrenchment was a re1et1VE1y ehert term .

O
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of h1gh§r education or on educat1nna1 pD11cy éoﬁe yeari*agé

’1n Florida, when the state's économy was heaV11y dependent on the

¢citrus crop, a k1111ng frost caused a one- year cutback 1n all

state services. . H1gher educatign administrat@rs in Florida .
. “H . A » ’ g_i ’ ‘§

gained experience in reducing expenditures, but otherwise the

incident hadg'lﬁﬁie‘impactg ' ,

Now, however, even short-term retrenchment may have:.
S (A
long-term implications,  In the past, temporary fiscal Strjpgency

was usually an aberration in a context 6f otherwise settled values

and priorities. Taﬁéy; midyear cutbacks occur in the midst of

what Donald Percy chara:terizes as a "Heraclitian flux" of

,.

changmg 50(;131 aﬁd eduﬁat@na] values. The immediate rESpDnSeS
of the state and Gi;h1gﬁer education may 1ﬂd1cate directions of
change that are not yet clearly articulated. Threefpass1b1e :
changes are discussed here: state program pri@rétiesz §fudeni

acces s; and tu1t1an§ ’ VB

The case studies hint“of possible state ~. 381 prograg
. ogra,

prioritias. -Stafes appear more willing to tund academic programs

with professional Dféﬂiihpatiana1 objectives based on manpower:

v

considerations than {p recognize deneral énxollment increases:.
Exanples are.a recommenddtion for a new.law.school in Michigan

and legislative maintenance of planned enrolliment grawth in



[ B

+

medftaT education in Florida. On the other hand, genera1
enra]]ment 1ncreases ‘may be more favgred thaﬁ QFfscampgs, ExtenE

& sion, ar CDnt1nu1ng education pragrams Rg gar d]ess of our
part1cu1ar pérceptians af pDSS1bTE Staté 1eve1 pr1cr1t1&s every ;
higher educat1an system and campus must neet tetrenchment W1th
its own gan51dérad prngram pr1o#1t1es - X o

v L

rﬁiflﬁd & EUI‘le sing, bgt in rng state it

; agpeaf§ that cdreer édqr:atlf:m p;aq:.»smg are | w 4
e “the rm::st vulﬂérablg te, flsc.al stringency. ot

. : . g;- . . . .—=Panel

. , . U

= . . PRSI : B
S '

The historic commitment: to student access and choice

" may also be undergoing chamge. - Rare'in the past, two typés of

enr@11ment limits or ce1i1ngs wh1ch _may Hmit access are increas-

ingly common (Magatre]T 1975)

~=~Actual ceilings may’ 1imit the number of students
at a system or campus may enroll. . Such ceilings
were considered by the City Un1ver51ty of ‘New-York
. .and the State Universjty System of Florida, To
S meet tha issues of Tonger-term fiscal stringency,
a such' ceil . Js on enrollment were imposed for. the
F1rst time in Wisconsin fcr 1975-76.

Ll
L
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--Enroliment 11m1ts may ‘appear in appropriations
bills, not as actual ceilings but as 1limitations
‘on the envollment recognized in computations for
state funding. Although .these have been used in
the past, they can become a severe FUnd1ng
ldmitation during retrenchment--as in New Jersey
For camﬂun1ty col lege enra11ments

¥ L X
A 3 S D
It is clearly too early even to speculate on the’

implications for access thaf.tFESExSH@Ft;tEPﬁfFésﬁﬂﬁges might

have. In the'past capac1ty limitations were 1mpnsed betause i“%

of 1nsuFF1c1ént phys1ca1 fac17 ’; and qua]1F1ed féﬁu?ty Thege : 'f
‘111m1tat19n5 have been overrome, but health and wel fare areﬁnaw o
‘pBWEffuT campet1tgrs for state funds. Higher edUcat1ﬁn is néa»

1Qnger a high priority, and d1stwnct1nns among. app11§ants may be /?‘; .

{;requiredf The educationally d1sadvantagéd have ila1ms to p]§ces

that may be more costly. than those whu are better qual1f1ed and ‘

=y

adult app]1cants.are an mak1ng their needs EnGWﬂ as wel?‘

Current %hﬂrtﬂ; n retrenghment ereshadDWS eventuai order1ng X

_ DF the pr1ar1t1eg DF these diFferent claimants.

Tuition has been increased in several instances during

ushart=térm retrenchméﬁt and these increases have partially al-

. ,1§v1a%ed its impact, but, except in the C1ty Uxd ”rs%ty\af New . -

&

'York, it cannat be sa1d with certainty that the, were caused by

v uﬁrenihment The 1975-76 tuition 1n¢reasa at the UHQYEES*tjééﬁk‘ g

Jlichigan was based Dﬂ an- 1ﬂFDrmal pu]1cyféf ma1nta1n§§ﬁ@tu1t1oﬂ :

i

an



% . A

as a spec1f1g prcpmrt1on of EdUﬁat1ana1 casts. In¢reaseg in

" But tu1t1aﬁ increases are a 1ES3 CDntraver51a1 source of additiona T
,‘? ~ , # ¥ B
revenue for state government than a general tax increas desﬁqte
N B : : ' \

the publicity given to student demonstrations against ;hem. We &
- suspect that they may serve this purpose in some states, perhaps
- without adequate_cgnsidératian of their impact on access.

Campus administrators were very autspﬂk J¢]
against tul Jaﬁ 1HEFE§5§S until the ls

latafs 1in

thé;r m;ndg fagt.

. aldy,: théfé will be level funding
f@r‘l??é -77 . @ffgg in part by a portion
mounts that governing boards are able
aise by increa sgd tuition and fees.
-=State budget office

- J. | . There is a current legislative proposalf
s . to increase higher education budgets o

" by those amounts which can be.offset b

increases in tuition rates )

[
k™
»

& -
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W
'
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» _New" Styles af"@dminisfréﬁcﬁ o

S

D

ﬁ"’;}; - o - - “ o R ,. SRS . e L :
X7\ Although ratrenchment”brings:iitmediateé responses =5

L

éi that may or may not have implications Fgﬁ the future, the majar

% Tong-term resuTt we- believe, will. be systemat1§ ahange in the _

adm1n15trat1ve processes that support academic and budgetary 7ig
de;1s1onsi The acute d15tress af“a m1dy5ar cutback is a symptcm

of a chronic condition that w111 not be cured by hiring freezes,

'

enro]]ment 11m1taﬂ1nn;, or restr1c ions on trave1

THE IMﬁERATIVE OF RESO URCE REALLOCATIDN

* The chronic conditign in wh1¢h h1gher educat10n w1]1
find itself over the ﬁext decade is made _up GF many factﬁrS'
demagraph1c chaﬁges, grawth of. state tax-supported-health,

) lfare and env1rcnmentaT services; energy prab1em§, 1ﬁf1aﬁ1cn,

and thé sh1ft1ng va?ues ﬂDt Qn1y DF students but aTsn of sn§1ety
in geﬁera1f The 1mméd1ate Future may we]] bé charactér1zed by

_“éreeﬁing f15caltex1gency (E1enny, 1974-75; Maare, 1975)

-
mon




W' States may not discriminate’ aga;nst hi
education deliberately when fiscal
comes, but higher education may.  Jawe
priority than some other gr@gfams such as.
welfare. . In addition, some othe¥ stat: ser-
viEESiiK%lé for example--have rigid fuiding
'farmulas to protect them, and we do not.

i ==Pari. '

State revenues have been Euffisléﬂt for
k.Fanding, but we have bééﬁﬁgit bg
} n:priorities in allafstiﬁg

- state fe§Eng§ . . . [We are] getting less
. te do more. B

~-State higher education agency

Re]ative1y loose, uﬁstruétured and high?y subjective,,
adm1n15trat1ve sty]és of the past may have been well suited to
. a perjod of grawth Nhether beaause or.in 5p1te of them, h1gher

S

' 'd "tion thrived' But the new cand1t10ns require a new style,

as Earl Che1t (19753) suggestsi‘

A new style is emerging on campus. Unlike
the old one, which sought improved quality
. majnly by adding income, the new one relies -
*mainly on control, planning, evaluation,
and reallocation to promote institutional
strength within fiscal constraints. This
“new style means converting loose collections
of professionals into managed institutions,
. using more formal approaches to decision-
.mak1ng, rely1ng maré‘an systems- (p. 170)

_Cheit sees the new style as characterized by control’:

" planning, evaluation, and resource reallocation, and ye’égreeg

8
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- There is, in fact, little that is conEEptue11y new about the

irnew style of administration. Systems and 1net1tut1ene-of higher
education are being Ferced by the imperative of resource
reallocation to underteke realistic planning that has been urged
'1n the past (Glenny, 1959, pp. 73-82; Lee & Bowen, 1971; p. 233).
We ‘considered pouring old wine into a new boftle b&’eei]ieg’the
new sty?e;ef edminietretibn‘Tfﬁperetive planning,” but the ﬁeme

A is-ugjmpgrten£; Each Stete and each system and 1nst1tut1en W111
dev1se procedures te suft its own cireumetentes It is far tDQ
eerTy in the trenSTtTGn Frem grawth to steb111ty to predict the
exect eenFormet1en of theSe, but the respenses of higher educet1en?;f

B T

to retrenchment pe1nt out pDSSTbTE cemmen eherecter1et1es

(.

d

¢ Resource Allocation

~ Howard Bowen (1976) reflects that, ih his more cynical
 moments, it is easy te be]?eve that #ﬁnterneT e]ieeetienefere

. 1ncremente] ennueT edguetments based on external and inter-
nal ee17t1eaT preseures“ (p. 4Y 1nsteed ef on- eeuceeieneT
ngUﬁde whether cyn1ee11y er rea11et1ce11y we do not expeet
Ethet the new style of adm1n15trat10n will completely dispel the
preeeures of either state or aeedem1e politics. We.do be1ieve
’ t?et while fiscal stringency w111 increase these pressures,
higher,edueetiog wilT, peﬁeeexiceliyi beEIeee‘eubjeet to them--
at least in_the form of "incremental ennuelredjusemente,"

=g



~-State higher education agencies will project
source use beyond a single fiscal year, and
" executive and legislative fiscal agencies are

S likely to respect these projections. Although
PR ore-legislature cannot bind its successor, a
) ** ' one-on-one projection of fiscal expectations
and academic programs will be a favorable context
for realizing such expectations.

--In this context, necessary phasing-in and phasing-
out of acddemic programs will add emphasis to the
need for matching resources to planned ﬁhangeses
over time. - A

i% . --As_fiscal and enrollment ¢onditions stabilize,
- the options for unplanned, incremental change
will, decredse, Some play in the joints of the
annual bugpet must remain or the machine will not
run, but 19ttle scope will be allowed for re- ' v
allocations that are not justified by academic
. plans. . : ) :

LEC
b

wg“5é1ieve_that state budgeting will move toward muTti-
year fiscal p1annihé.’-§haﬂge will not be dramatic. Dayetqfééy
procedures andﬁguideTfﬁé% are volatile, but procedures for

deve1&ping state budgets--even the formal wording of appropriation

3 - & i

i bi11s~%Eépre5ent long-term political relationships. and are:
T b T :
powerful stabilizing factors in state government. In state

ractice, hjgﬁér education has traditiorially enjoyed

budge%gsj

greater flscal flexibility than other state agencies. As emphasis

higher education alone, and other}state agencies may gain

flexibility in a mdré.éﬁ%%@aa] context of planned change.

64
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,vv.Academ1§ P]ans and PTann1ng - ' ‘ ‘
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,1'

B i
o ;. : . ’f
Higher education can be more aeffective and |
< responsive to future flSCéljSltuatlQnS if’ !
higher education ;nét;tut;gné and their _
state executive and leq;siat;ve s@unterparts,

can develop réallqth plans |and adopt a
Th;s con-

* . eon ncept of f@rward fuﬂdiﬂ§ ’ .

ﬂ

In this state, collective barga;ﬁiﬂg ag}ees
ments require a two year: lead time in retrench-

[ng

o
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L ' ment and campuses; _have dome discretion in S
: A

closing revenue gags becausé of this.
-=Staté budget” ‘office
I ;
‘ £

: : . e

Under the new sty1e of adm1n1j ation, the substance

and Farmat of academic plans will ,r 5ubstant1a]1y Fram those

that genera11y formed part of h1gher E% jcation's parapherna1ﬁa

in the past ";;‘ o by
A . , L ’ - : ag
--Plans--as”in the n w I1T1nn15 p1an—-w111 exp11 t]y
consider the imp t of pussible fiscal str1ngency

®

: -=P1ans will be revised on an annual or: biennial basis,
and will no longer be assumed valid for fixed five-
or ten-year periods. More frequent revisions will
be based on current budgetary and enrollment
projections. . . .

--Plans will be more inclusive of other sectors of =~
education: independent institutions, secondary
schools, and vocational and technical schools. The
time has passed when the differing Sectars can be
a11owed to gD thETP separate ways.




L~
",

-=Plans will be more specific about short:range
objectives, particularly anticipated new pragrams.
On the other hand, they may be less specific
about long- range ngect1ves, to keep the fewer

available options open. . . .

’--Institutiana1 roles and missions are 1&55 Tikely

to be stated in general terms--e.g., “an urban
_univérsity”"--than by well defined academ1c prngrams o
. and can5t1tuenc1es .

]
L

--P1ans will stilil p?esent institutional. 1mages
to outside constituencies, but not in a lavishly
illustrated, slick paper format. ‘The properimage
of ‘the next decade will be one of frugality, even
if money were available fDr a more 1mpr2551ve
presentat1on
: Our new academic plan warns campuses that there.
'will be am enrollment bulge from 1977 through
. «1980, bt [a], decline thereafter. The plan
encourages 1ncreaséd produgtivity and the
reallocation of existing résaurges While not
. i specific, the plan does lay a broad framework .
R " for future resp@nses to fiscal strlngensg . e
; T ~=Panel " s

o %

g ademic plans have generally nat beéﬂ useful

15¢ they were not specific enpugh, but hard
pla ning durlng bard times can improve qualltg,
pzaduatlv;ty, and effectiveness.

~=Paneal

= 3

w0

s ¢

' . . ; L : &
Even if we cannot accurately predict the particular
characteristics of acadefic plans, we dre certain that these
‘plans will be more difficult to prepare: They will né Tonger K

3

be expans1ve1y bu17t tD have someth1ng good for ”everyane 'Butv

‘1t w111 be essentiaT th&%’ eVerane clearly understand the

B

) L g
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cadem1c ngbraﬁ Eva1uat1an ?“4

S1nce 1970 bath the scope’- and 1nten51ty Qf FEV1EW of

new and. ex1§;;ﬁg aﬁadémic programs has 1ncreased (G1Enny et al., ,

1975b p. 12¢' Lee & Bowen, 1975, pp 36- 57) Under the new style

of adm1n15trat1an, the trends w111 cantjnue L o

|

--The costs of existing programs and the projected.
costs of new ones will be ansincreasingly cr1t1ca1
factor-and a major (although ﬁevér the Qﬁiy) ’
criterion for evaluation.

--Quantitative data on costs, enra]]ments, and :
faculty and staff characteristics will be rDut1ne1y
“collected and analyzed. . These data will not sub-

- stitute for informed academ1c judgment, but they T s
= - will be major criteria for deciding when and where . -
g qua11tat1ve factors must be made exp11ﬁ1t : -

seExecut1ve and 1eg1s1at1ve F1$C31 agencies w111 ;fTafg .
- show greatér Ynterest in academic program eva1ué—. 5&
fon, But--as-in Caiifornia and N1scﬂns1n——the AN
%hau]d generally restrict their-attention -to’ thes /
procedures by which state higher education agencies .
undertake review. Unless the higher education |
agencies are derelict, state fiscal agencies .
sheuld not themselves assess the eFFectweness QF o
1nd1v1duaT academic prngrams i;: ﬁ .

= ;.

L
--5tate higher education ageng1es w111-aa5 in west 7
Virginia and Wisconsin--explore and develop criterid
for minimum size of academic programs and campuses.
Regardless of enrollment Timits, state interest in-
ma1nta1n1ng campus for a part1cuiar region must. =
- reflected by adequate funding. On all camﬁusesn
ffjh]gh cost pragrams that serve only a Few students

e
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. a0y o will be subject to scrut1ﬁy==part1cu1ar1y spec1a1~
- -7 lized programs that’ ‘are, ddpi’cated on ﬁther state
’ campuses - S

e : Wé recently terminated about 50 degree’ programs,
7 . about half of wh;r::h will result in substantial

- . . Eavings. We looked at trends in éﬂrﬁllm&nts and

) -degreeg, the 1mpartance of the’ program to the e

_ total campus mission, critical mass of fgsultg,

. and the general quality of the -progrdis in reach-"

’ ing the dEEJ,Sl@ﬁa- .

P . ; o L. i " ==Panel

= %

Academic program IEFJ'WS have been helpful in
responding to fiscal st gen&y, part;gularlq
b ‘. at the ins titut; onal Je "
' a=Panél

. ) .
The University's responses ta reduction so far
have been- essentially ad hoc, but 1976~77 -

H

reguests reflect rec ﬁt; very careful campus
T’ ) reviews of academic programs.
-=-State budget fol:é

¥

' Unti1,recent1y,'few'existiné academitééﬁograms weré_terminatquf
~ and many new ones were instituted, éimp1y because “every“'1ibera1

arts campus or every" -research- Driented un1ver51ty should offer .

them. The new sty]e of adm1n1strat1an w111 ]ﬂhEPit many such

prqgramsgzand,'1f campuses are to Feta1n their v1ta11ty, some-

thing like "zero-base" academic review will be required.

E"Infnrmat1mn and Informa tl n_Systems L -
Much more so than in the past, the new style of
administration will make usé of routinely §G1le§ted,”quantitativé

ERIC
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information. Within the higher education community, decisions
wii]géantinue.ta be based on informed academic judgment rather
than on numerical 1nd1EES, but the indices will be ava11able and

can d1reat attent1un tD possible prgbiem areas, An example is

£

prav:ded by the mDnTtDF1ﬂg of campus resources (the "CQmDG51tE
support index"”) in the University of w1s§ans1n System.” Yet

1nfurmat1an may create as maﬁy problems as it resolves:

I

--State and federal agencies demand reports of
increasing scope and .complexity. In early 1976, .

. .the New York StaT® Commissioner of Education was '
sufficiently dismayed by a federal survey that
he requested the Déartment of Health,. Education, -
and Welfare to withdraw it (Nyquist, 1976) The .
apparent assumption that unlimited information
can be: ea511y and: cheaply extracted from automated - .
data f1%§5 is one that all who labor in th]s
particu¥ar vineyard know to be false. ;

\
-—Although camp1latlans and analyse% Df gxisting
- statewide data usually explticitly warn of data
\ineonsistencies and ambiguity (see.McCoy, 1975),
, \ these compilations undoubtedly will be used or--
o even with the best 1ntent*ém15u52d by state - .
{ZZizgcal agencies Fgr comparative purposes.

- % " __Information systems are outside the ma1nstream

. of academic objectives, As both external and. .
Y internal-demands for quantitative data increase,
resourceés . for data collection and analysis will
usually be available only 1in competition with
equal]y valid demands of 1n5truct1an and research

-
B < H
;

We found that the pain @f rétrenchmént was
eased by good structures and prEESgEE for
consulting as many people as possible, by a
fairly comprehensive informatidn system -and

T, .

i



g.

_data- analysis, and by dé‘é;ding early just
what had to be done centrally ‘and what haa'

ta be done at ‘the campuses.. - . . IR

: . _ )
- . -==Pan§l*— -

P s .3 _ ‘ S g

"The analgs% of cost data for 23 ciplin-
'azg areas was. vergqareful in avaldlng a
\£lat across-the-board 6 percent reduction.
that was £Equ1feﬁ in fiscal 1976.. Analgszs
L Prav;ded a rational basis’ far selec"ve

- "'y, reductions.

- H

& o =-Panel - -~

We believe that retrenchmefft was implemented
morekeasily because of the cost information
- which. had been dévelaped about various
1nst1tut1cn5= :

.

" #<Panel
4 S S

;entra112at1un y o -?“?f{. . : g’
., T It appéars 1nev1tab1e thét some academic dec1s1oﬂs that

Q' were the ﬁrerogat1ve of departments, schools, or Eampuses in the

i

past w1]1 mnva tn a higher Qrgan1zat1una1 leve ' = Eighty= ~four

,o perEEnt of the state h1gher edﬁcat1éakkgenc1es respﬂnd1ng tu our

T quest1annaire agreed that state fiscal str1ngency had 1Ed DT wou]d

=

fbe ?1ke1y to- 1ead ta greater centra11zat1an nf atadem1c prngram

de¢1s1uns in the1r aff1ces A1;h9ugh ”centra11zat13n" ise ¥
R RS
. nutar1au51y amb1guaus term, 1t dues capture a percept1an uf the

- Future that 15 shared by seven Df eight cansolidated ga¥ern1ng

.r-" -

7 baarﬁs; by 10 of 12 reguTatary Eaard1nat1ng agenc1es and by -

' T three of. fcur adv1§§:; anard1mat1ng agenc1es DUF cnnsuTtants, _' -
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"who were d?ﬁwn Fram 311 three types of agenc1es, agreed thataa
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cent e1izat1en nf authority n te, solid ated boards.

Consolidated "

beerd repres e tatives egreed on the pess,b ity for greater

tentraﬂ1zet1en but net the prnbeb111ty

d1ver51ty et*geverhence and ceerd1nat1en éttees states-- nt]ud1ng

& R
I A state level higher education agency .
has. to be out front with positive recom- = -
mendations and a prograh to minimize the

a
impact of etrenchment on the students-
., B 6 *
Retrenchment has
to exercise the.s

T we already had. ]
”"'StétE }ughgr edu.:at;eixn agrem:g

N l You should emphas;gé the nee-d for aeﬁtrailg ST
. ’ developed retrenchment guédéllﬁé[ and set- .
‘ting-of pr;ar;t;es as oppased to um:antral— Lot PO
. led t:‘ampu autonomy. @ T
O S S v -=State budget office L]
@ o B . ‘ o : A |
. ) = . : . '§! *: - » -E _ E .

Th1e study Df the 1mmed1ete 1mpaet of retrenchment
= LI P azhs..;:l ar
tou1d nnt exp]ere*pees1b1e tnends teward eentre11zat1en ‘Some

¥,

ev1denee of eentre11e%£7en ma be present ﬁn states where greeter 5
ﬂ§§11ty af -

TﬂtéPEStE1S be1ng-ehawn 1n.the eeets and in the poss
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. prngram dup1 cation of fo—campusbefeFings ; P%ﬁpaéed strengthik
. . :
en1ng af‘¢gard1nat1ng agent1es--or their Estab1:shment Where nane
' éx15ts--may be s1m113r evidence in Stétés 11kéHMary]and Massachu-

&1setts, anqrMichi pThe gp1h1ons DF thuse whn are réSpDnS1b]E

E:_ for higher . Educat1oﬂ in the1r states that centra11zat1on will b

4 i’ si‘} X
: utcur Jg§E1ff§s concern that it bE 1nFPrmed de11berate and

g assur1n§‘ac&auntab11ﬁty and the ach1evement of

Such=assurance isbest prgv1ded ‘We - bé11EVE,:by .

.

.eve?s aé?ass states and ﬁften acrass 1nst1tut1un5SWithin the

oo &@ &

same State Our pr1n¢1p1e§ and gu1de?1nes must be read
% .

a

these d1fferences in m1nd
e i
. i s".a‘; tE

N

ngore _Retrenchment J,ﬂ

=

There are, we bETTEVE,'S /en fﬁrst principles of academ1§

aam1n15trat1an that app1y at‘a11 t1mE§ to a]] 1nst1tut1g§5 and \
L | e .

Stghes - The F1rst F1vé mandateg are we]T krown to everyone whD

- = '!z) ' ‘.__E;‘é_‘— ) , 8
i 4 ) ' 7 2 ¢ . /j T ‘ 9‘:5\ \
. L . — o , -
Y - R Y ' o - ) = \
i A . R ) l

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



'Ferences and reaﬁ the same bnoks Re;ter‘a:fan g
L w . e . g

as *Famrhar 'as t&gy are, these mandates are .not ref’lécted in 7 ' (/

3

S c:ur‘r'ent practmes% and reassessmént and r‘é’exammatwﬁ of s:ur‘r"en

4 o g L . r ‘ 3.
practl ces are U?‘Q@t HECESS t T owm -~
. " B :39. I - :’a c ! b g
. b & -?: . %
: x

s . A R . 6 - g . e i’
S 1. EstabTis%i:ampus rqias and missions m terms c:f' -
- existing¥®dnd ngnsed;-asadémc ﬁrng‘rams and campus .

- and _pmgrgm' ivess

- Faciil ty par‘t1t1- .
pah . both' imprqvemént -

.. +.. ¢ i®of offerings and i “weak or ﬁuph-
AT cative ones. / B Yo
b FRAEED As‘%ure v*gutme ccl?gctmn of basu: TnFarjnat‘ion —

A about-stidentsiyfacuTty, academic -programs, use ch
g & facilities, and costs. ﬁlf common’ statewide defini- . =
. R =t1_r=|s are lacking., agreement should b% reached on '

¢ édures t

2 ‘Will .assuré -reasonable® cgmparasa@’-’
ity of ma;lm*data E’Iements ' R

Woe T b
. : 4, Deterinrfe acadenuc pr‘pgr‘am priari"ﬁés -bégé’d'uh AT
campus missions, academic plans,  and data pro- .
jections s schedu’lmg proposed changes &in emstmg L

-, - Df’Fermgsfciver' a three tD 1“'1ve year pef:md )

deteden <o B AsStire fiscal” aﬁd pmgr‘am atn‘: ﬂembghty by ~ - %
' + ¥+ retaining or recapturing funds, facijlty positions,

) . or both, "to meet shifti student emands and to o,
T . support new and. experinental pm 7 o
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T Thesg Fﬂ-st f’wa pﬂnmp’les chj %\% cnntam ‘ar; exp11c1t

o mandate "to p]an %k Stand‘ing a]cme such’ta mandgte may be tm‘:x ot

broad tD have meanzng (see bhlﬁavsky, 1973) as He dD- knnw that’i- :

.. = ‘;r;f' .
masg'itms a‘re Expressiy bcun er‘ings and eXp&ta- :

f . B & . AL : \ ﬂ* x\
: Thénsuth pr1m:1p1e "is va&y 3pec1f1c T B
‘¢ : T

;6. Develg pméedurés for: theﬂaynf’f remcat'mn,
. rete mng, and fter‘minatmn of tenured, and nona
tenired faculty and staff, These procedures’ should . |
T ::’I‘ear’ly distingdish, amaqg_‘tt;e causes for- chan&é - ’
“in faculty status: .fiscal.'stringéency or retrench--
mgnt enro]?mﬂt dec\ﬁne, -and progr‘amatm ch’an?E A

¥ .
W

.f‘ﬂ‘l: 5 . |
Sy c l
S I' L State \hTQhE!‘ edu tmn aggnqp ES and exe::utwe R -
R ibcal’agehciies should mamtam g
. g o deﬁmng exphcat Féiatmnsmps ong~the Ho é
T elements of.- student‘ﬁc;:ess, aca ernn: qudlity.,
4 e pg.and budgetaﬁy suppm"t , 7 ; \ o

',é’_

= =, [ s B .
In times &F grgwth Pthe faq;or*% of Stﬁlt access, -
ﬂ . =
ort were re’lated by budgétary

; ,:ademc gquality, and budgetary stan
w

’Fm‘mulas and gu1de11rres Re’latwpm ,nus; enmﬂment ﬁgur‘es

v,

were re1ated tn state da]’lars, and--exphmt’ly or- 1mphc1t1y
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jé. . .‘_:.: . ; 5 ._J
%%;\qua11t¥ was représented by a Studént/facu1ty ratio

; /)
- -that was essentm’l’ly an artﬁact D’F the formula 1tse’lf, Eudgetary

i

ﬁ:rmu‘las wﬂ’l contmue as a1ds to ca’lcu1a§1cn, but they must be

w

. ,mnd1f1ed by mnre detaﬂed‘—zgnsmeﬁatmns of program type and cost,

#

“ student charactEﬂstws, and b_y the bést avaﬂab]e opinions ,en
4.
the ef*Fe::tweness af pmgrams in. meetmg student and state

:nge‘:twas F1ﬁn budget‘ary Tdéhnes in any state are un’hke]y 7
z1n the Faee ch substant1a1 <F15c31 uncertamgy but, should Fétl‘EnCh!/f

. -’l'ﬂEl'lt be reqmr‘ed bufﬁ state and 1nsf1tut1ona1 respunse will be

) f-frm§§:by pr‘iér— exp'l‘aratmrﬁaf cri-t1_::a Althoygh the:

w
i

them wﬂ1 be avaﬂab’le ot ’ X

. . Vs
s . .

‘ Fnﬂﬂwmg these f‘ﬂ'st pr1nc1p’lés wﬂ1 not of 1t5 1f 1ead

=3

E a'n ad%quate statemde p’lan fmﬂ *—herﬂ educ%ﬁcn& Ihéy’ say _ e

sa’ nathlng n’F the br'cbader 1551565

: L]
1

@br‘dmatann dTSCuSSEd at 1ength
o e1sewhere (G1enny & NEatherﬁ\‘lS?Tuﬁérdahi ]971 Carnegﬁe

¥,

4 !e': Q

Faundatmn, 197'5) These pr]ncmTes jgj!&t é@& ant1c1pate ‘F'i '1 .
—_— -,
stm‘ncy ofher than 1n the persanne’l prccedures . T;;ey are’

“critical gu1de11nes neverthe]ess If fol 1@wed théy “iﬂl’f prowde

“a firm basis f‘ar the demswns r‘eqmrad durmg retrent"ﬁ ent &€

T
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Public, h1ghér educatwn cannat c:cntr‘al an uncertam

future, eﬂ;her unﬂater‘a’l'ly or w1th the mast cummete canper"atmn -

D’F stat.e €15ca1 agenmes But if a system inshtutwn kn

dver‘mty than the a‘H too n ny c:csﬂages and un1ver51t1es whose
ureg

® -rgmast specific gaa’ls are;‘”"

[

in théT r ;atajlags-i-

. : 5":.,;—,, S . ' - 7 . v "'> e ) ,)
2 Py IR ).
 Dring. REtrenchmént S A

{ ) & R T
St Zb_y definition, re?énchrgent comes as a sur‘_ﬂ—"i

iF

ﬂ'--*A’Im

H

. - Voo

: not have acz{esgtc detaﬂeéi information abcrut students afid.
',.A

;e

ok of sur‘pﬂse wﬂ’l%ﬂmmate 11:5 respnnse

SPECTFTE ad\m;e wﬂ'l be of htt'le he'lp ' Nher‘e ther‘e jﬁas been

4preparatmrp ﬁ:n‘ p1anned change, thever and recagmtmn that
) '
ach1ev1ng 1t wnﬂ, reqmr‘e resource reaﬂo\:atmn,@mwe gonsidered |
= H

?.; t*a%sonse and’ qmda’nce are pGSS1b1e
W

Fa IR

< U F _ \g,e‘iec:tﬁe as QpPDSEd to ac:r*e:xss tﬁe board reductmns ’
T will usually bé the more appropriate.response; if.’

- time {s dvailable to implement “them. Da-]y by .acci-'"" -
dent will prapgrtmnate cutbacks recognize the o
d1fferent1a1 needs of campuses -and pr‘ograms " ;

» o Zi,/AJcrpss the board reduttmns may F’e the only alter-
't - native, if ‘time is not xaﬂatﬂe or if 1nst1tutmna1
cu . morale is_perceived to require them. If-useds
s # : - T - 8 ®
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§uc:h r‘edu«:t OFs -sRau @l be:based™
. budgets to the extent. pnss*ub‘l, - fu
, “bdlances at the time of the refl ctmn'i '
- ;happénsta of Expenmture timing shpuld rmt '
.. - replace &f¥lier; mere tgnsmered Judgments on
~ relative: rieeds.. o _ i o
= Fox- = oo : = i K
3. Fixed or relativgl ixed costs shaulci be c:’leaﬂ_y v
s\ identified, exarined, and widely publicizef. -
. "Utility costs and contractual salary commitments,
ox, for ‘example, reduce the #argin for programmatic
. ;.,ir‘espansé These - 1i~uts an fiemb'iht_y shau]d be

\7 ’ ’Exphmﬂ_y statéd ] ) .
B T4,

Emstmg fpcu:l ty and student consu’ltatwe grnups

. g should bE:brought. into discussions as early as ®
possible. ) ifaappropriate. greups do not exisf, ad

" hée advisory committees: ;..qum be Estabﬁshed and
kept fu "’QH'FDT‘mEd # ‘ .

5. ,‘Instiiti.:'ticma’l rules and Y‘EQUTEUDI‘IS 11m=ri£1ng

‘. Fiscal flexibility should be identified and ‘re- ¢

vised tn assure max’lmum ‘FTEX‘IE!ﬂIt_Y B

P

State ru]es and regu]atmns ]1m1t1ng fhsedl = . .
Quld be. identified and ‘apprbpriate Lo
Hd” to assur‘e mamn“g.:m f’le_i,’bﬂ_gty Tk

< Jb Lity by SﬁbDl‘dTﬁatE unifs should
‘ e analyzed énd, if necessary¥ confrd] points
Lﬂshau’ltfbe_' dished to assure that 'future needs
%ﬁf ifi- both; SRErs (s i and supmr’t areas” aré not ', -
;ac!ﬂﬁced & current t:mnvemence o
- & E . .
I F‘Fgcedurés for ’Facu'ity ]aynff or reiﬂﬁatinn
T uld. be reexarntified.. The actual or’ imminent = . o
LIS < mﬁe ,DF’ fhese proceduras Tikely to indicate .’ o

By . 1 tiong that had n . been eonsidered* ﬂéhen
o t S o pmfgdureg were c:r'hffha 3? deve’lapeﬂ . Vo
(:Qa \ e VSRR -
. ‘. -’H;A s Q_C)""_\ ek Xi; ; . ) J ; . )

B ’ Retf,enchmen.t ﬂs ng

" "Retrenchmen 55 g 1sg1§tebtur&b’lem that iéan be ..'7 i
\ g -t
’Dlved by 1mmed1ate “’respanse n a single year. A midyear* %

utbaak or an unt1meTy and drasgm reductié’m in-a budget request’
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1Qpet elwaye en ear1y symptom ef cent1nu1%g fiecel etringeney.

ﬁV-e:§?End 1mmed1ete1yfeve11ab1e redgct%bns—gtreve1 and pa%ehese

"restr1et1ene, for- exEmplee ere “firet a1d" meeeuree, not remedﬁee-
k4

ReTet1ve1y pa1n1e§g ene!t1me reductTene cannot be repeeted w1tha‘;’

¥

- E;Dut underm1n1ng rel f1ensh1pe between"”ent1a1 eupnﬁrt funet1one -

- Ne19ng° , | s
be d1eregerded 1;Ithe heste of 1mmed1ete respopse. ~Because = o
reed11y availab¥ reductiene are enTy pert1e1;ee1ut1ene,‘h1gher

educet1en end ‘the state must both eceepe reepcne1b111ty for the

1cmger term poligies and precedures thet eddr‘eee the ’Ienger‘ tgrrn
’ -

=

for retrenchment requ1ree a eent1nu1ng d1e1ngue on the relation-
- ships among etudent access, prngrem que11ty, end state euppert

The ‘general expectat1en thet state h1gher edueet1en ‘agencies w1th

Cote

7“.:gevern?Hstre$egu1a§BP€h

‘*ﬁémpueee and progr

%FHEr1ty will e11eeate reduet1ene to- ;:?!\

.qua]ety, and Fund1ng . 'te p011cy 1esue5 ee we]] as educet1ene1

g

enpe %e 1mp]EmEﬂfTﬂg sta H711ey, stite h1gher edueet1en - ig'

egenc#equeempusee and 1nd1v$ﬁue1 e&gre1e{retore and Fecu1ty
) "
membere ‘must eecept respeﬂ51b111ty fer diff1;th, ueua11y un=

pepuler, pregrawmat1e “d »er enne1 @ec151eﬁs Stafe geVernment v

éﬁi;ji;rxewﬁﬂr respene1b_T?ty ef afford1ng pe11cy guiddnce: . '




o

3

N\

Goye fnﬂf? and 1egisiatures must fndicate ex- |
plicitly what changes in state policy -they wish

to ‘haye implemented when fiscal stringency upsets
the expected and ‘traditional relationships among
student access, program qua]xty, and state suppart

.,}

“ . "a_

Regard1ng pr@eédurgs ancadequate 1ang tenn response to

retrenchmeﬂt W111 he pnss1b1e<on1y 1f budgetary deve]apmeﬁt and

&

adm1ﬁ15trat1ﬁn;are 1ﬁtégrated Dver time with academ1c prngram a

A:DbJEEtTVES

=7, .

, In our quest10nﬁa1re we asked if retrenchment "1ed

T to greatér 1ntegrat1an DF agadem1c prcgram ﬁ]ann1ng and budgeting .

, wf%h1n higher educat1on systems and-institutions.” Of the 24

* such integration had taken p1ace, and 5ix repﬂrtéd that it had .

statesrréport1ng some 1nc1dents of rEtPEﬂEhmént 12 agréed that

not.

Six bthers

u

ther did not rESpond to this part1cu1ar que5t1on

. ar:st{ged that ‘it was inapplicable. ,While these respgpses are nn;

-cutback pr a substantial and Unt1me1y Féduct1nn in a budget re-

dis&auraQTHQ, ne1ther do thayﬁ1nd1cate that académic pragrams~aﬁd

" budgets will be iﬁtegrated%

l‘,

10.

A

"State higher.education addntfes and institutions
must base budget requests on realistic mu]tiyearﬁmAu

fiscal projections that Tncnrpaﬁate specific
,academiﬁ prngfam pr1nr1t1esu .

':mp1y undér the pressure of a m1dyear

a

o H1gher educat1an shcuid take the 1ead in th15 1ntegrat1un

‘>'que§ .
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Highéﬁ'eddéatiﬂn cénnat sqlve its problems alone. ‘Mu1ti= e

me stab111ty, if nat in state fund1ng,

year budget1ng rEqu1rés 5

;Ed. State fiscal

. thEn in the pr

TR o . . A ¢ 8
‘_f .on very specialized personal services. The reasonable expectations.

“of students and the contractual conditions of faculty employment .
impose severe limits on rapid®institutional change: ! ’
11. Governors and 1eg1s1atures must reccgn125\ at 1east
in principle, the need for multiyear funding in =
“higher education so that reallocation of funds can
rbe phased over time. ) :

THE ROLE OF STATE*EUDGET AGENCIES

Genera11zat1ﬂns and prd1ct1Dns about new sty1es of

& i i

adm1n15trat1gn in h1gher educatTgn caﬁ?y 5ubstant1a1 risk, but

far 1555 than thgse dea]1ng i

¥

pract1ces K%rass a11 stat

: re]at1ve1y un1fgrm;}n accaun ln% 'y
.teachers, and facilities (Nat1anaffﬁs C1at1nn Df Eﬂ1Tage and» ST

Un1VErs1ty Eu51ness fo1ﬁers, 1974) At bhe state 1eve1 thever}'(
ther‘e ar‘é enormous vaﬁatmns in the furmat and CDntEﬂt of

gaverﬁérs'-budgets, apprapriation bills, and allotment practigesi

i; : : N é! . . V .v . . ] - V B & "
‘ o R - S PR S .
80
g . - . -
3y 7 . Lot
. % i}jg b
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¥
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n_y'et an 1975a, pp.. 8- 19)
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A

- show nat en]y ver1et1ens 1n s1ze but meny efhers reTéted ta the

structure ef 5ubstent1ve end f1see1 cemm1ttees Deep1te th15
kS sl

great d1ver51ty, fiscal f1ex1b111ty end acceunt&b111ty are twe

By

eepecte of state activity thet -are pert1cu1ar1y reTevant te S

T retrenchment .
arf_ fa‘

Fiscal Flexibility

The’géverner’e etfiee and his ft% S

&

L 3

te cope w1th fiscal str1ngeney They useeTTQX

) exegyt1ve hudgetaeff1ee eppreva1 s, reqU1red F:

2. hee ueee14y been;fnrthcem1ng, and statee have f ale

° ‘f ;:';;_;ﬁ “ ‘ o
‘:iéhen fiscal &tr1ngeﬁey cent1nuee 1ntc a eecend yi- i

o : o & . A , .3 ’-,
gyond , th1s awereneﬁg egﬁifje to eentlgge In Ne* Jerse ;ftﬁe k‘z
. R P

W ut1¥e‘bud§§E‘etggce g&ye advante aesur i {:
. \-‘ . .“', ) : ’7“
s ) N . s ) , . 2 N i - 75
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transfers wuu1d be approved In F1or1da, the 1eg1s1a§ﬂré

ﬁhanged the apprapr13tinﬁ bil1l frdm a -line- Ttem ta a 1?mp sum”.

fgrmat tnb, Fmit greater fTex1b111,y

w

. -.5is;b;;ifimeans the-only one with w,1ch h1gher educat1Dn must
. ;‘ﬁsg g,{ 1'; . ] N .

cope (LEE : Eoweﬁ
\ . . =~ .
R ;’sﬁ T '» R o B

anertainty of federa1 and extramura1 Funds
further redyces the necessary guarantee of
. fiscal F15x1b111ty,r2qu1red in times of resource . ¢
s '~ constraint. Funds such as indirect cost re- - ¥
, imbursement Frgm grants and contracts are less
availahle as a source of discretion, as they
are' diverted to activities previously :supported
by the state. Simitarly, facultygcollective
© bargaining.may make inroads on fiscal flexi-

: - bility as unallocated dollars-.are required.to . , A
- . . caulk the seams of neg@t1ated cantracts ( 13&} _

Ey

We urge that state fisca1 agenéﬁes EDﬂt1nﬂE tD recogn1ze R

.,nn*t 'i ‘

ta ma1nta1ngpragress teward“p1anned Db]ECt1V1V 15 an 1mperat1ve Y
- ;,5_ . I3

4o
but h1gher educat}cn must have the f1ex7b111;, ta réspond to it. =§ =3

.
X
3

. F1s;il;$1ex1b111ty dGES nmt mean the end cf e1ther-f1sca1 or .

,-prodrammatic acc:auritabfhty to the state W‘ith thé Cér‘negTe' - §
1 Commission on H1g’her Education. {IIS‘?} ﬁe-beheve thei‘.tate must
"exercise 1pf1uence and even c@ntraj" (p..105) ofer a V§T1€ty pf
) . - !5 . - - re® \H . .
. & {FE‘ B \< . . .
82 e o
# ( ~ ', o
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mafters,.Tnt]uding éFféct,jé,use of resources Gévernars:énﬂ i

1eg1s1ature§ can maintaﬂn cnntro? Bver the effect1ve use uf S

o

resaurces by9c1ear and exp1i§1t p011cy, by part1c1pat1ng in multi-

ié%staudltg

Restr1:t1ve liﬁgMIje@'

3
=

4

K

s - \ TG ach1eve prngram accauntab1%1fy there ds % graw1ng oo
re11ance Dn spec1a] pragraﬁ ailperfarménce audits Uﬂdertaken by
. 7
spéc1a1 stafF units (G1enny 'aﬂ . 19753 p 50) Th21r aét1v1ty

ay

1eg1s1aturesibath in dEtEhﬂin?ﬁg future pn11cy d1reat1gn§ and 1ﬁ

,rz N -

%ﬁ;evmmng h1gher‘ education's. Campham:e w1th past d1r‘ect1ves ~.

,:_ﬁ

‘ *Fgr higher educat1Dn such studies can substffute thnughiiu1 aﬁd

L

in- depth Analysis. of EEﬁfDﬁmaﬂCE Far mezhan1ca1 gu1dé11nes and - ',
. -
“Farmdags "and.'the then 5uperf1cla1 aud1t1ng GF ccmp1exfppérat1an5 |

3

,The Farm and cantent of these studies w111 vary wﬁth the issues,
¢ S sh

b-ﬁbut ét_the1r best.thErE 1§§thelrea1‘pnssibi11ty GF the true
. is v

B . s N - gz,
o “pn1icy ana]ysfs that Aaran w11davsky (1959) seeks to -rescue
. - “‘;"',\,.
;{14fram 93r1§er pTann1ﬁg pragramm1n§, and hudgeting pregedures _ 1?2
R . i E' | ,_-VI .“ p ) : * [ ﬁl ', & .
e 83:\ - i)f- . . - - .
: A :
. ' } R L b
:\_ ’ 5 .




‘g - Hnwever, the more dete11ed the nnfermat1nn ebcut the

- epenet1nns of higher educet1nn, the greater 15 the temptat1nn to

bf state executive and-legislative budget agencies 5 potentially

' benef1ciel, but the 1nmed1ete impact: is mixed. The need ‘gxists

ir_tn def1ne more exp11e1t1y the bnundery between leg1t1mete etete :

;e]icgheerne;end-edueetTS' M prerggatl :;?,EStete probes aften

seem unconstrainéd by an awafeness 0f the cost

"f,neepense to the
inetitutione:nn;ef'thg utility‘ef such probes to senior state v

_officials and budget officers. 'Steggened respnnse deadlines,
avoidance of dup1ieate inqﬁiniee pr1nr agreement on the precise

reason for 1nqu1ry end the re5u1t desired, and enete and priority

=ef requests - eheu1d be among the. m1n1ma1‘;qnd1t1ans'nf any state
;iianyjry. REEOgn1tTDﬂ of the expenee nF aeeounteb111ty in time *
“enﬁ money is growing (Cheitg ]975b); but costs ere ot the en?g
pnéb’lerni and eimnst'herﬁge se1fere§tra{nt on the part of governors,
Teg1e1atnre, and the1r staffs 1is eesant1e1 te ,avoid unneceeeery
and pnee1b1y hermfu1 1ntervent1en into 1nternaf eampue management
CéNCLG%IDN
Retrenchment is unfortunate eﬁen if unavoidable. It can
-CéUSE'DEFeeneJ £negeey, and- it ine&itab1yfentei1e inetitu@ienaT
- disruption and trauma, It ean;dnaeticaily alter an entire-g -

~educational system, as it has in the City University of New York.
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It may resu1t in cnnt1nuin 1§wer funding 1eveis w1th jar?y .
. ez
},dra5t1c Tmpact on 1nd1v1dua] pragrams or degartments-' Itm ér
':reduce educat1an&j uppgrtUﬁ1tiesi5} 1i ng enfu11mentAgr impos-

ing h1gherJfE1t7aﬂ But adver51ty has 1ts uses.’ Thase whaahave

exper1enced rEtFEﬂChmEﬁt are now Fu11y aware that 1nst1tﬂt1una1

‘N1ta11£y depends on the willingness ‘and ab111ty of FacuTtg and

o
"

adm i ist £ rs to staté specific. academic pﬁmgram ab;ect1ves, to - -

g “'arder these as ar1or1t1es, and to alTocate PESDUPEES agéord1n91y

& o

They are a15@ aware that the task requires the #nformed cooperation

M‘
&

3nF exezut1ve and 1eg131at1ve f15caJ agen

Better 1ntegr§,t1§n of; ae:adem?prag:am p_l.an—"
‘ning and budgeting iz mandatory+if we-’are to -
survive. This is, of ::r::ursgg a fze::éssafy

:reft::rm JFar all ins t;tﬂtlﬁms - . pot just’ ) ‘
_tho= ‘e fa::lng financial E.’flg’efli’gs The main. - N . R

“thing is to keep the ball in our hands by do-

m

R § , ing our jn:rbE, otherwise’ state 'hudget officers
: ‘and legislators (or lgil slative staff)@w;ll ) .
- . be fr:»rg:e;ﬁ te do_it feor us. 4 A . e ‘,
= . . ’-Stata h_tghE'I edur:atz.-:xn agency 4 i

s . . |
I dg not know of any serious or réal;st’lf: . ‘

- * lntegrat;gﬁ of program planning and budgeting.
But *under current Fiscal realities, such - N '
integration must occur or h;ghgf education's T
» relative pogition in the resource allocation ' !
pr@t:g 5 %is going to declipe. ' : i
--State bu udget office - L

52

IJ;.‘ B ._ . R . ) - ‘
" Many states have not experienced retrenchment, but the. o

=l

lessons of “those who have are applicable'to all: They are not

85 ‘

D
Un

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



i
*,

X ) LI
5 I

* .only lessons-in Petrenchment, but in the Basics of

£ sound admin-
istration of public high ' ' |

er education..’
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. ;éSpDHses to fiscal striné%ncy dqriﬁg tﬁg fiscal years 1974-75

7 € i
) &

_ Appendix: Case. Studiégz 7__ -

- _ I

[

The casé'studies in thisvappend%x’ﬁénerETIy cover

and 1975-76. . They Were prepared from extensive documentation

furn{shed by our institutional consultants and from carrespcndenCE; o

discussions;, and te1eﬁhcne_¢anversatiéné with them. Drafts of.

the é&se'stud%es:wErggfeviewed by them and also by a person in

Each %tateBsusugiiy-aﬂ execgtive or TEéiSTatiVe fiscal staff’”
mémbér—!not ca%nected with the institu£ipn during‘the ?etfénchmehti; .
The case;s$uqiesnrefiect most of the comments of these reviewers,

but in scﬁg instances, limitations of space may have preyéﬁted-;

extensive or detéi]edfgxp]anatian;: In others, we may have empha- ;i;k

sized a factor which we perceive as relevant to other states even

though it may not have been perceived as critical in the particular

- state. Moreover,)the re]ative]y.camﬁcﬁ format adopted for pre-

sentation may be/a procrustean bed distorting specific events.

. We do believe, of course, that the case studies accurately portray’

the major: features of retrenchment in the five states-as of early..

© fall 1975, 'Tc,thevextent'that they do, the credit belongs to Quf

L -3

v -9
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y)

prepared 'postscr1pts" whﬁéh upﬂate the case studies as Qf 1ate

Sprfng‘19§g Dur 1nde tedness tD them is n9v10us, and the tﬂme

taken by them to prepare thegé pastscr1pts 15 mure than aﬂaquate

ev1den¢e af the1r sincere 1nterest in th15 attempt to he]p others

E

meet the prnb1em5 of F1sca1 5tr1ngen¢y

. Ed = i
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4
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FLORIDA:
Stafa Uni g rsity Syslem ﬂf Flgﬂdc

©

OVERVIEW AND CAUSES OF RETRENCHMENT

" The State Un1vars1ty System of Florida adm1n1sters n1ne

genera] campuses which are fundéd by the—state as a 51ng1e budgét A

" _unit. In the middle of the 1974s75;f15c31;year; ‘the State Un1vers

sity System--along with a]T other state agenﬁies——was‘requirédfta
‘redu¢e expenditures from staté génera1 Funds by 3. 3 percent ZFﬁr
“the F&11nwing year 1975- 76 the overa11 apprapr1at1nns-exceeded
" that for 1974_=75i but state ggnéra] revenue fUﬁdzsuppart was.

reduced, the reduction being &ffset\byiaﬁ increase in tuitions:

E
., ~ .

1974- 75 -& 1975-76 State Fund1ng by Sources: Nine CampuSés
(1n $ m1111ah5) :

s
- 197875 - 1975-76
s e " 'Gover-
. 3.3% . - Board nor's

Appro- . .Reduc- -« .  recom-  recom- Appro-

Fund Source _ Qr1at1nn tion Net - mendation mendation priation’

- State ‘general

funds 193 " (6) 87~ 240 181 186
Tuition and o _ B | :
other income 49 -. 49 50 54 65
 Total . 22 . (6) 236 - 1290 235 261
B 93
2 . El{?éz



. 'S ' K
E Undef prev1ou51y ex1st1ng standards based on requests

generated by an Enrn11ment dr1ven fnrmu]a apprapr1at1ens for «

=

]974 75 wuu1d have accummadated a 2 5 percent enra]]ment 1ncrease ‘e

In fagt as percent 1ncreq§e GCEUTFEd Enro]]ment is expected

to 1ncréase an add1t1nna1 6 percent in 1975-76.
. v o \
“In addition to the $251 m1111an -appropriated fDE the nine. .

genera] camguses, the State University System received $114 m1111on
—-to fund uther budget entities which 1t adm1n1sters;—overa11 some
$17 m1]11qn'maré than the 1974-75 apprapriagigni These appropria-
tidﬂs to ﬁighEF education were part of an apﬁrnpfiatiﬂn of $i,5
‘biltion for all state services, ﬁf which SE b1111an was genera1 ’
‘>fvenué The genera] revenue apprupr1at1on was some $300 m1111on

] less than the 1974-75 appropr1at1en——repcrted1y, the first time in
over %D years thét state genera]xrevenue'spend1ng had decreased

P T , -
from one year to the next. o

_ ¢
Retrenchment in Florida clearly resulted from a decline
in state revenues. Thekrevenug.esti&ate which precipitated the

fiscal,1974=75 mid-year cutbaék was:

x

94
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.. Fiscal Year 1974-75 - ) ‘

~ “General revenue fund ' . ' .
R January 1974 estimate . * $2,322,100,000 .
©__ November 1974 estimate | 2,204,600,000 . . o ..
Total ' $. 117,500,000 .
*As adgusted for 1egis1at1ve changes . .
The decrease in the '1974- 75 General Fund estimate i
is broad-based, reflecting the generally poorer
economic activity in the Nation and the State of
the 20 major General Revenue tax sources, estimates
for ten were revised downward; only five were
leVISEd upward and f1ve were not changed. 3
For the State University System, the »1974-75 éutbéck ‘
was cnmpnunﬁéd by the need to absarb 1hterna11y snme $Z m11110n :
in- unexpected energy ccsts ' . /
HIGHER EDUCATION COORDINATION AND GO VERNANCE N
. C 5\
The State University System is a state ageyicy, subject
L o o s . 4 T -
' to all state regulations except as otherwise expfessly excepted. :
It 1s one of four divisions of the Department of Education whichs
under an elected commissioner, reports to an unusually constituted.
State Board of Education: The governor and six other elected .
affiﬂia1s-wha”are members of his cabinef There are'faur'majﬂr
divisions in the Department of Education: F]ementary and .

Seﬁendary Eduiat1on, Cnmmunity Cc1leges. Vacat1an31 Edm:atmni

‘and Un1ver51ties (i.e., the State Univers1ty System) T

v o _ | _j .. ﬁégi_ R
J 1928

K



R { 4
% Within the State ‘University System a nine-member
. ) - ¢ ,
g gavern1ngﬁbuard, ;he Bcard of Regents appg1nted by the gavernaﬁ,

is respaﬁsib1e faf‘seVén budgetary.uﬁits or “entities."” Emphas1sx
’ . .tm‘?' '
in this study is on the five™four-year Uﬂ1VEPS1t1E§ and fnur”

3un1ur gen1ar level 1nst1tut1ﬂn5 Wh1ch are funded as a 51nng uﬁit

; s, under the budgetary title of ' 'Educatjkna1 and Genera1 " The ather

l

six ent1t1es arg the genera1 ufF1ce af the gcvern1ng bcard adm:ﬁ-‘

istered by the chaﬁce11or for the system,qfnur centers or 1nst1tutes

' amenTStered by the University of Florida,’ and a med1ca1 center

i 1.

&

& i::x, S

Aadm1n1stered by the Un1ver51ty Df South F1mr1da

Twenty§e1ght Eémmun1ty cn11&ges within the CcmmunTty

Ca11EQe D1v1s1un are caard1nated by the D1v151nn of Cemmun1ty Col- .
leges within the Department of Education. The commuriity ca]leges |
:EQQVEgTDéai gcvefniﬁg boards Eu£ are Fu11; funded . by fhévstate on

a cost-per- student basis. ThEy are nct‘;ubjéct té‘the'séme cantr@1§:
as the State Un1vers1ty System but the 1mpact DF retrenchment
,wgs neverthe]ess qu1te severe, part1cu1ar1y for f1scs1 1975-76.
}tMany gcﬁmun1ty c@11eges have 1imi ted enra11ment rather than
adher1ng to the norma1 pract1ge ‘of adm1tt1ng all students dthers_

f:_:hay§'11m1ted specific progranms, E@g., vocational as opposed .to

academic programs.

96
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Apprcx1mate1y 83 percent of all students are enrolled in

= =

.thE pub11c sectur in F1Gr1da Between 1970 and 1974, bath pub11z

A Y

nt cﬂmpared ta 22 7

“than in the nat1gn as q wha1ei 36 7 pggh B ‘i;r

'n

. percent in the public SEEtGF, and SsE percent 2Dmpared to 4.4

‘percent 1? the fsrwate.E Headcaun nr011mEnt in n1ne E£1vers1t1es
(Educat1oAaT and. Genera1) grew by 48" percent over this perfod--
from 70, 960 to 105,23t The State Un1ver‘51ty System through the

Un1vers1ty of South F1er1da, is currently assuming the operation -

v

of . the furmer1y pr1vat§ New CDT]ege in Sarasatag

i

a®

_ _ H1stor1ca11y; ane of the nine un1VEFS1tTES in the system
has’ had a predam1nant1y black enrc?1ment%‘and the state’ has entered
1ntu a desegregat1an agreement w1th the Department nf Hea1th .
Education, and- we1iare;taigu1de systemw1@e planning in re1at1gn:tai -
its canpuses. The ‘%grezemernt has resulted in special allocations,
for e;&amp’le, to F’lﬁ_)ﬁdag Agricéitural and Mecha’n_ﬁ:a”l' University for

the “improvemeént Df spe¢1f1¢ prggrams " Some special. allocations

were reduced or deferred in :2§;4étrenchment process. e e

“ F .. i - -

s1aTE  BUDGETARY® PROCESS - o PR W

Florida has an annua1 budget with the F1sca1 ye ¥
July 1. The n1ne univers 1t1es ‘in the university sy,

through a 1ump;sum appropriation. Subject to ge§er§?_state Taws

e




Y

'and Tegislative d1rect1gn, the systgm can shift. funds and pcswt1an5'

amang them. For the past six years the system 5 budget request has

been h sed on & cgmpreh2n51ve budgetary formula, the major elements

of wh1ch are:

a3, Projected student credit hours are divided by a

: " productivity factor to determine full-time academic
;positions. -.The productivity factors apply to all
nine institutions and vary by four levels of
instruction and by 23 disciplinary ireas

b, Additional facu?ty positions. are geﬁérated by
applying systemwide ratjos to the number of
teaching positions to obtain support for research,
for public service, for academic caun3e71ng, and
for academic adm1n15trat1on

C. $a1ary dollars are computed by multiplying
- fult-time regular faculty positions by average
salaries. Average salaries are on a systemwide

L bakis and vary by the same 1ﬂstru¢t1on31 levels
- and disciplinary areas.

= The system provides a dollar and pa51t1nn target fDr
eachJ€;§§?§‘based on the farmu]a, on aﬂt1c1pated funding fcr new
act1V1ties, and on c@st and rgggnue projections. Individual
;ampus requests are not. c@mprehens1ve, but are narrative 11st1ngs
qf special issues, prab]emsg and priorities. =Campu5 requests are

reviewed and staff priorities set at heariNQS*bétwéen the chancellor

“and Systeﬁ Council of University Presidents. After Board of

Regents' approval and preliminary review by the governor's budget

office, the system request is foryarded through’ the Department of -



] . = R e,

Fducation for final submission to the state in November, prior to.

i .
.the_ beginning of the fiscal year. The State University System's

£

1975556 bﬁdget request had been completed before 1974-75 revenue
= ) = B x
© Shortfalls became apparent.

5 L

The university systenm req%ﬁgﬁsﬁs reviewed b} the goverhor's
_ : : . 2 s
budget office and by Tegislative fiscal staff in both houses. *

Review genera?Tgxcc%s%ders systeﬁmide;‘as opposed to inéividuaT,Jh!d
institutional issues. The governor's budget, submitéed in March,- 7:
is in program format disaggregatihgbthe total appropriations by
;the 13 elements of the wICHE/NCHEMS progran ciSSSiFicatian Systéﬁ
Fféﬂnat, but not. by individual .campus. |
. s -
The legisiature enacts an appropriation for higher'i

~edycation within the Eéﬂéfa1 A@prgﬁriatian Act. ._In 1974s?i:ihe
appropriation for the nihe uniVErsitﬁegj?i;égj "Educational and §:
General") was disaddreqated not by program but by four major items
,aFrex§Enditure: Salaries and EeneFitgé Other Persoﬁ31*52ﬁ;ices, |

. Expenses, and Operating Capital Dut1ay;

At the urging of the State University System;. objects ¥
‘Df expenditure Tines were eliminated in.the 1975-76 appropriations

E - o .
bill to allow greater fiscal flexibility. Legislative statements

attached to thefaﬁﬁfogriag?ans bi1l gave 6Véra11'po1icy direction.

Fﬂrsgxaﬁﬁfé; —~ . o ) 155




It is the intent of the Legislature that the Lr‘der
of priority for. providing resources for programs in

the“State University System shall be as follows: = - . * .

1. <Upper-leyel Uﬂdergraduate 1 .
2, Lewer=1ével undergraduate ) . R
3. Masters-level graduate : o ’
4, Doctoral-level graduaEg L
5. AN remaining programg., ' ‘

Overall, the budgetafylgﬁaﬁess {n F]gfidafa1iaws sub=
stantial discretion to the State University System %n resource
allocation among its Campﬁses, and to the.campuses for internal

T, . C
allocation .-

)

ETATE,LEVEL PRGCEDURES AND CRITERIA
. Immediate curta11ment in mid- year of Expenditures fram'
- 1974-75 appropriated funds was concurrent with r§v151nniaf.the
1975- 75 budget request. Rév%sioﬁ was, in Fatt,:initiatéd Slightiyv

ear11er than the need for 1mmed1ate ‘action bEcame knawn

f

"/

i " Fiscal 1974-75 \

t

! In Navembgr 1974 the, StafEKUniVErsity System was nctiFied
that expend1tures for the current year 1974 75 wau]d have tn be
reduced.” In1t1a11y, the cutback was annaunced by the governgr 5.

_afﬁicé w1thgut pec1f1catign Qf an exact amount:

N w
e 1
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Current economic events have reduced the expected .
‘Tevel of 1974-75 state revenues by $117.5 million. -
As a result of. this condition, Governor Askew has
directed me.to request that you review your spending
Plans for the balance of this fiscal year to reduce
‘ .7 Proposed expenditures. Please advise me by December 6,
- : 1974, of the reductions that can be made in the _ om
© - various programs in your agency. ,’ S »

k In mid-December 1974, aftér approval by the Board of

Regents, the university system requested that the nine universities

.

take immediate steps to reduce costs.> The major step was. to

freeze employment; un%%i each canpus Eéuidjguaraﬁfee:ﬂ 1) a reducti@ni
of the campus’ tctéﬁ Salary and Other ?ersanaT‘ServiEesrjineé byk

2 per&éﬂt; 2) a vécaﬁcy GF.E;S'pércent inIFaEuTtyamaﬁyéars at the

endjaf the fiscal je;r on’June 20, 1975; and 3) a reduction éf

"2 percent of ghe total annual rate of salary expenditure by ‘the
same date. In substance-and across the system as a whole, this

meant a reduction of at Teast 130 full-time academic positions

" from the 1974-75 authorized fotal of 5177.° C

University systém;ggiéeTinesrpaintea out other ways in

: whiéﬁ_énsts might “be redq;eﬁ: N L -

£

1. Review of the number of small-sized classes
and reduction of that number if possiblé: A,
2. Suspension Df‘adt!afastate travel except with
apprqvaT of the campus chief executive.

v 10l 1114




3. Estab11shmenﬁ!nf policies 11m1t1ng te]éphnnéﬁf
~ service, pr;nt1ng and duplicating costs, and th
" use of §u€;1de consultants.
4, Cance11a Aon by the campus chief executive officer .-
of ﬁanes ential intercampus council and cﬂmm1ttee
meet’l ngs . .

/,
1A

= e F' ,’ [ .

'St111 Bther ¢P1E;r1a 1nc1uded review of- state funded Drgan1zat1nna1
member5h1p§fang reexam1n§t1on of energy ccnservat1ﬂn pra:edures .w
'5pea1fic d1rect1on was g1ven@tc reduce thae 1974 75 11ne Far :
Dparat:ngﬁfaprtal Outlay by 15 percent. . ;é

The genéra11y stated neéd f@r'retreﬁchment became quite
'specifié_in mig%jaﬁuary when the governor ordered a 3.3 percent
Eéduct%anaaf state genera] revenue spendingg For the State Univer-'
- E%ty System, this>meaﬁt that it h%d‘§i§ %anths to reduce 1974-75 .
genera1 revenue fund apprapr1at1ﬂns from $265 million to $256

m‘i'lhuﬂ

h =

}y By mid- February the nine campuses had 1dent1f1ed the
'adj tments required under the un1var51ty system gu1de11nes qu:'
gain flexibility in meeting targetédﬂcutback§; Ehe campuses ‘
brequested transfers of funds among Dbject—aF;Expenditufe'tateggriesi .
and these were routinely approved by the un{iersity'system to the 's
éxt%pt of tﬁe;S percent discretion-allowed it'gnder general state
statutes. In éomé instances transfers‘cf greater than 5 percent

102 . .



- 11ne to the Dther Persuna1 SEFVTCES 11ne 1n excéss of 5 pertenta—

apparent1y because it did not believe that such transFers were

essential to achieve the mandated reductions.’

T, o R X;. : ’ . o s F
N = S 7’Fv ) B .
The State Un1ver51 Yy System gaingd some f]ex1b111ty in J

" new but unfilled budgeted positions. For examp]e the University
afgklar1da campus was able to "borrow" funds from a separately

bu geted Institute and a Health Center during 1974-75-=to be

repa1d hDWEVEF, in 19 75-76

. . R ¥ .
o ,'i‘ATthaugh tﬁe 1974-75 retrenchment was accamp”lﬁsiéd within
| ‘the uﬁiversity system by an across-the-board cutback in propor-
tion to the formula-generated budgets, the- campuses’ varied in
the estent‘%g which they interha1iy;a11o:§¥ed the' cutback to areas. ;-.
such‘ﬁs“]ibrafies==far example, as oppo;ed to deferral of equip- .

ment purchases. : 7 .

The role of .the budgetary F@rmula‘du;ing 1974-75 .
retrenchment was pervasive, but not explicit ét the state level,
It detéfmined the éxtent to which the Toss Df!§p5§ifi§!facu1ty'
positions at the campuses resulted in specific dollar féc;_luc:tfians;

103
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~ Each position lost reflected an average salary by level of

inétructian and by disciplinary “area.

-~ Fa

\ The timing of the 1974-75 retrgnchmant did not permity

i " the 3niversity system, had it_sa wished, to control or guide- the
ércgﬁammatié decisions which may havé DEEp‘{gquiﬁed;at the |
_campuses. ifhe 1974575 retrenchment did, hayever, give urgency
'and'Fea1ity to the need for fiééal‘f1exibiﬁity in meeting pr@graﬁ

" objectives in the revision Df‘thé 1975-76 budget request.

) 3
Fiscal 1975-76 SR
.. e . , S ’ - T
7 © -~ The State University System's 1975-76 budget request
}‘had'bEEnlapprDvéd by the ggverﬂing baard ih September 1574. In-
: October the .governor w&cte‘ta the chancellor of the system «~~~
advising him that 1975-76 revenues were-expected "to be somewhat

below the current Tong-range prajeéticns,"ﬁ Informal discussigps

supplemented the low-keyed letter and the chancellor-alerted the
ﬁamDUSEs;
[a g
"It is with reluctance that I wr{te this letter and
I hope its contents are treated with discretion. The
reluctance stems from the possibility of misinters
pretation and unwarranted alarm. However .
prudence dictates precautionary planning at this.
juncture. T v

I request, therefore, that you take the following %‘
steps: . : ’ .

104
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1. Prepare a cant1ngency p]an which w11 enable you

to operate with no add;éiana] persanne1 and no -additional

money. That p]an 'shou™ contemplate incredsed costs. in.

such areas as utilities and supp11es without a corres-

ponding increase in universdity income. . :

_ e Ei

2. Prepire.an;a?ternate contingency pian which would

visualize a ten percent reduction in number of personngl
~and operating funds. '

3. Prepare a Sequence‘af steps with timetables to
take those actions beginning 1 MEY«lEQS necessary ta
implement the p]ans on 1 July 1975.

His letter quuéStEdZEDﬁtiﬁQEﬁcy plans in Broad outline

‘ by.midaDecembér 1974. Campus chief exegut1veg were aisu EDHEEPﬁEd
about unnezessar1Ty aTarm1ng facu1ty and, for examp1é were un-
willing to agree that the campus contingency plans shqu]d be in

: avstangard budgetary format that weu1d overemphasize whatAmight
be just a planning exercise. By late November, hawever, current
revenue shDrtFaTis pointed up the seriousness of cont1ngency
planning for the following year. The same TEttEF from the

_%gcverngr's foiée that asked‘fcr'unspecifieﬂ cost reductions in
1974-75 also asked for revision of the 1975-76 request in quite

specific terms:

In view of the ecohomic' forecasts for the coming
fiscal year, Governor Askew also has directed me to
begin contingency planning to develop the information
necessary to reduce your 1975-76 budget request to -
‘the 1974-75 level of appropriation. To assist us

1n th1s effort, please provide me with a revised

105 N .
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summary Df your 1975-76 budget request, identifying .
areas where such redactions can best be accomplished- ~
in,order to allow you to carry on the essent1al-
respans1b111t1es of yaur department. -8

A

< .
The g@verncr's QFfice asked thaf the revised request

~list expenditure prapasa1s in priur1ty nrder and that 1t be
completed by mjdﬁDecember. Because of the cnmp1ex1ty aﬁd size’

,gsggiftﬁé university system and the number of Gpt10ns a§§ﬁ13b1axta

2

it, the gavernor's fo1ce agreed that its prcpnsed revision cou]d

4 be de1ayed unt1] a1ternat1ves were anaTyzed under 'the’ CDﬂt1nQEHEy

' planning a1ready underway. The governing board, after review of .

&

étaFf 5na1y5es, selected an alternative which inc1udéd an actual

- ' ' , o . ‘ . 9

; decrease in the number of positions funded in 1974-75.7 The
. . " !

majpr reductipns.which it approved were;“

F]

Gavern1ng Board Apprnved Magnr Reduct1cns, 1975 76 i

S = » - _ s Amnunt _
Ttemx". . ) (in_§ millions)
" Fliminate all workload “increases (except ; 515.8
,dentistry, USF Medical Center,: Teach1ng o
Hospital) SR (4.9)
E11m:'até all salary rate increases ' ' 30.7
inate all other inflationary increases P 14.0

Tranéﬁar of $8 million from operating. capital outTay .
to operating expense to.cover inflation L , -

- Eliminate all program improvements - o 11.4
. Eliminate all new programs - SR
: Except: Solar Energy Center L (1.0)
_ EEO Plan N (1.7)
'.,Ingrease average c]ass size by additional .5%. A\ o 5T

Total o . ’ $74 .1

O




Over $4 million in additional reductions were e
B oo - ‘
athieved by 'delaying the opening of the veterinary medicine

school, scaling down two special programs, and eliminating
‘equipment purchases. In addition, the staff was directed to
explore several other alternatives, inc1gding tha fa]1owing:

'dl iv‘ )

~ Alternagives for Reduction, 1975-76

_ . Amount -
Item (in_$ millions)

Reduce first-time-in-college ceilings :
by 15 percent fuab .
(Less loss-of matriculation fees) (.2) ™~
; Net A , - . A
Investigate three to five alternatives
for increasing student fees $1 to $6 million
Decredse number of out-of-state fee .
" waivers ~1.3
Eliminate summer operations at all
laboratory schools ' - ¢
Increase agricultural research h
productivity by 5 percent 1.0

The revigedv1975§75 request undér.the gaverning_bﬁé%d‘gg
recammendétians would have meant the loss of 288 faculty manyears
- (a "manyear" is one FfE academic position-on a four-quarter basis)
and the elimination of a number of specific iteﬁs across all.
nine campuses including outside consulting, Facu12y retraining,
- graduate fellowships, faculty rezru%ting, and travel allowances .

for teaching off-campus courses.




In January 1975,'and becausé'@f funding unéEPtaiﬁty;
. . i )
the governing board had suspended tha acceptance of new Freshmen

» enro11men% applications for 1975-76. This suspension was lifted

ain_March following revision of the budget reques%gand after the

rbaard approved increased tuition fees. A1th@ughvtuitian-

" increases had been under study for some time, tbé increase in

March aﬁpears attributable to the reduced budget expectatiqnsi

ﬁnder Florida 5£aﬁutes% tuition policy in the State Universify

System is aﬁn@uﬁce? by the governing board, and.the palicy

automatically goes into effeét unless the Tegislature acts to

the cant%aﬁyi_ » i | o | ﬂb )
}he’ééverﬁar a;cgpted the recamméﬁdatians.af the

revised system request without major exceptions. The requeét

reSpcnded to:hi; reqﬁest for reduction primarily by: 1)%@

5 péfcent increase in praductivity factors in the funding

f@rﬁu1a, 2) réséﬁictinns on saiéry increases, and 3) veﬁy‘Iit%TE

" recognition of inflation factors. ’ .
The legislature granted additional flexibility to the
StatefUniversity System by eliminating the. Tine-item Format;andv

by appropriating funds for 1975-76 as a lump sum. The appro-

_-priations were also ¥n accord with the State University Systém's ’
A . s

o Eal
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revised budget request. ATthcﬁgh the.1egi51§£uré=apprépriatéd
"funds over the governor's }ecammendatfnns sufficient tﬁ-é1imiha§e
‘the néed far the productivity 1ncrease, subéequent enru]1ment x
pragect1ans exceeded ear11er ones and fﬁe system ended up in -

E apprcx1mat21y the same p951t1ﬂn The 1eg151ature hawgver did
_appruprTate funds for the aﬂerat1an Df the farmer1y private New -
Callege-ennt an Dperat1on‘wh1ch the system‘CQnsTdered of high |

- priority.. x o
In avera11 duT1ar5 and p051t1on5i the!rea11otat1ans
required’ undgr ﬁ%e 1975-76 apprapr1at1ans bilt were distributed
-amang the- n1nE campuses in an essent1a11y across the=-board '
. fashion. The 1eg151aturé expressed 1ﬁtént in several instances
._'abaut the‘ways®in which funds shau1d be Expended but in generai

"the campuses were free to adjust ta the fund1ng prov1ded

accarding ta their' own program prigrities.
. S »

INSTITUTIONAL PROCEDURES AND CRITERIA :

Fiscal 1974- 75

In m1d -December 1974; the, Staté University System

froze employment at-the.campuses until major reductions in .

current persannei_exéenditure 1eve1s-cﬂﬁ1d be guaranteed as of. .
t;e ehd of -the fiscal year in June 1975, The 3;3 ﬁércent

: | o 109 -
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{_expend1tures Qf the state uﬂ1vers1ty

__; ”The E 6 percent cutback was a11dcatéd acruss the baard
tn the campuses based in prupgrt1nn ta their 1974 75 budgets, hut
the campuses had substant1a1 d1scret1@n 1n the1r 1ntérna1 ‘

- distribution’of the FEdUEt1Bn Same cut back 11brary expend1-
-tures, for examp1e while DthETS deferred;equ1pment QUFEhESESESfi;

One’ campus repnrted its 1nternaT a11a¢at1an as fa11gws,

" Physical Plant . - =

. Library - . - el

" Student & Adm1n1strat1VE.Serv1ces
Instructional and Research
EdUtat1nna1 Resnurces

- f*’

-

’ Tha planm wh1ch the University. adopted had v1rtua11y
unanifous support from all segments of the University

i ~:;€Eﬁmun1ty involved in its formulation and .implementa-
-~ tion. The net impact of. this decision was clearly
S in 'our best interests at USF--the Instruction and

Research function which represents apprnx1mate1y

70 percent of our total University budgef for, the

current, year was only required to contribute funding
equal 'to apprax1mate1y 30 percent of the overall

reducticﬁ

v
i

the Eampuses wou1d have been restr1ﬁted hy the 11ne 1tem budget

l

tateg§r1és! Hawever, the system chief -executive FECDmmEQdEdg

Norma11y, se1ect1ve and d1fferent1a1 aT?Dcat10n by




. : - ' B

S end the gnvern1ng bnard epprnved e11m1nat1ng thi errestnfetfon’
to meet the lcurrent year cutbetk

~ =
L

"Although the governing board approved this increase in
Fiexibi1ity; its d%eeretfon was Tfmited bywstetef1ew to trensfek
5 pereent nf the budget 1line w1thnut apprnve1 of the gavernnr H

budget oFf1ce

The pneit1nn of the nistnr1celly b1eek F1Qf1da

A
Agricultural and Mechan1ce1 Un1ver51ty was pant1eu1ar1y d1ff1eu]t

x

This un1vers1ty tred1t1nna11y has, had a low tunnover rate in-

persnnne1- Therefnne, it has ngt been able to depend upon

ettr1t1nn to e1tner reduce facylty or to increase the number of

J

non-black f‘acu’lt_y “The desegr getin?an for th15 un1ver;1ty

calls for new programs--e.g., a school of arch1teeture=etn v  ‘eﬂiif.

rev1ta11ze the-eampus A]thnugh some port1nns nf the desegreﬁAig,'EQ;

gation plan were delayed b%eeuee of retrenchment the current
'pr!mery effort--i.e., new prngremekat F1nn1de Agr1eu1tura1 and
rﬁeeheniceT-UnfveneityEﬁwee-nnt;;
. e * .
The time available for implementing the 1974-75
reduct1nn was so short thet the eempuees had few optinns fnr
ee]ect1nn of en1tenia. Althnugh variations existed, thev

criteria for 1nterne1 a]]ncat1on of the cutback genere11y

M .
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Fecused on nﬁnsalary items of expénd1ture, a1thaugh a few were

:ab1e ‘to _make use uf vagant pa§1t1uns for. savings

i
i F;s«:al 1975-76 -
N1th a 1onger t1me frame the campuses could have more
options for respand1ng to the pruaected 1Eve1 funding for

1975-76. But "evel fﬁhding~ had d1fferent 1mp11tat1ons for

different kinds of campuses. The héad of an a?derﬂcampus could.
deta11 possible redu:t1nn5 in

' "As d1ff1cu1t as it may be to absarb the increaséd cost of

:-add1t1ana1 enroliment and 1nf1at1cn, it may be pnss1b1e Hawever;‘

*:=there is no foreseeab]e way_we can offiset the 1ncreased cost of A

:vut111t1es ‘from within th

head of a newer gampus was "i 1tia11y 1nc11ned-ta respond with

fhe following sentence--'It, cannot be done.'" He did respond,
however, in 25 pages, clearly stating the problems of new
institutions during fetrénéﬁmeht in his opening:

= : . . .;l
. in my Dp1n1nn, it is 1mpa551b1e for this 1nst;tut1nn )
. to maintain the status quo which your instructions
< require. A "hold the 1ine" budget (which is a much
“reduced budget when inflation and other fixed costs
are. cans1dered) presents particular problems to a
.. young, only part1a11yﬁdevelaped institution in a
rapidly growing urban area. In\faCt, it presents
extraordinary prab1ems to & twodyear old urban
institution located in the s¥est growing community
« in the United States. . The fundamental problems are -

/,




’iE the lack ﬁf any reservoir Df resources or "any ,'ﬁ
* = in program and program support areas. This institution

f:1¥' . has not had ten years or even five.years, let alone the

100 years that many established institutions enjoy, to
- ‘have acquired a library collection, well-developed
Afac11it1es, an 1nventury of equ1pment -dnd .a cadre of
. senior facu?ty :

h

' St111 a third subm1tted a: cnnt1ngency pTan but emphas1zed
h15 ap1nlan that the fcnﬂu1a a11ucat1an did not aﬁcnunt for indi-
-
* v

y1duéﬁJtampus d1fferences

( " The 1eédersh1p of the State Un1ver51ty System should,
‘bear in m¥nd that the WICHE allocation model neither
penalizes inefficiency nor rewards economy, "in that
historical data (rather than standards of performance)
are used. In the current conditiom of total System

: -enroliment exceeding TEg1s1ated (and. thusly,.funded) -

- .enrollment, the next year's allocation model will not
provide add1t1nna1 funding. . . . Achievement of
standards, rather than thé ebb and flow of historical
‘data, should be the bases fnr cnmputing positions and .

prnduct1v1ty .

Mare 5pee1f1ca11y, he p01nted out- that his campus spent mare

thaniDDD each year. for travel tc) ‘the system 5 af‘ﬁces, an

expense nat 1ncurred by two ather campuses.

4 . V ;14 A
5%i11 a fourth campus head saw the exper1énce af ﬁurrent

year reduct1nns as be1ng benef1c131 to the cant1ngency pTann1ng

ca 3 ' \\
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2’ v § B R : . _'::_7_‘ . .
~In retrospect, I bé11éVé that ail of us_: . . hqye ;r—- S
" benefited from the painful but sgber1ng-exper1ence e

of defining and implementing specific solutions to.

the problem of reducing our.budget by approximately

$1 million even though it occurred . . . after the

" institution had progressed six mgnths intofthe current
year. Prospectively, I believe that we will.be better s
prepared to face.the finarcial realities of next year :
as a result of our-experience.

&

i

He went on to point out the need for program heeds to take

priority over the admitted 5ﬁcre,humanerandggechni§311y feasible ;

" _solution on attrition:

While it is possible’ tD meet the current praqected

budget reductions for mext year by using- pos1t1ans

that .become vacant through attrition and those

currently vacant, the impact.of such an alternative

would place -an uneven burden upon some.of the programs

and activities of the University. The reductions.

that waqu Dccur under th1s a1ternative wau1d'in no . -
-~ needs or pr1or1t1es In Faﬂt, 1t shou1d be understand

that such an alterpative may severely cripple some -

of our programs and will .significantly affect our

ability to support some of .our 1nstruct1ana1, research

and serv'u:e act1v1t1es in. thE upcoming year

3
'

Having given assurance that the révised target could be -

met by aytr1t1on if rEqu1red the campus head then set up a
" formal "Cuntingency Budget- P1ann1ng Process for 1975- 76" tn be S

\>. " coordinated by a broadly reprasentat1ve task fprce of la-membEFsz _
‘ : : ' : ' o=
ten faculty, four staff, and four students. The spadific
responsibilities of the task force were: -

- - =
v ¥ - . 12
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,r,} , -Ident1fy, review and recqmménd spec1fig pa11c1e5:and ’i% "
Esi " proposals to assist the University in déve1ap1ng ts -
ﬁﬂnt1ngency bqg?et plan for 1975-76. R i . K

Review college cﬂnt1nganéy budget p1ans, Cﬂunc11 and
- Committee” ‘recommendations, the Vice Presidential and

-.. » central administrative officers'-ptans—and prav1de S =
" appropriate recormendations. . % v

- . Raise issues nnt préviausjy addressed.
,Refér issues nut prév1gus1y addressed to the apprdﬁr1ate

. persor; Council, Camm1ttee or Wice Pres1dent fnr FEVTEW
. and cnns1der7§1on

7Rev1ew other \issues braught to it from sources, nDt
1dent1f1ed in th15 prgpgsa1 : . .. i 5
An intérna] méﬁbrandum of the State, Univer§ity Syétemﬁ

‘summar1zed the ﬁampus effnrts to p1an for the redu¢ed 1éve1 of

W
&
15,
<
-

fund1ng in 1975 76 along the fo11ﬂW1ng T1nes - . £

1. A un{vefsii%és ipdicated that they could meet the
_proposed reductions through attrition of current'émp10y525;‘if

combined with increaseé flexibility in budgeting.

2. SixruniversitiesjgﬁééiFi§a11y indicated that positions

current]y used for édministraticn would  assume instructianaW{

respﬂns1t111ties to" same degreg *
o

3. ;AT] piaﬁs (except twg)'sﬁggested;that curricular

offerings would be scrutinized-in-an ef‘f"gﬁtz to increase




productivity. PTEhs called for consolidation or e1iminatian of
sma11 c1asses, review of- cnurses mandated hy degrée requ1rements,
'and/ﬁnvest1gat10n of :Durse sequenc1ng which may be negat1ve1y

af‘Fecti ng prcduct1v1 ty. gy

4. Of those plans which were submitted in detail,"two
R in'pafticu1ar ind%catgd that considerable attention has been given
to reducing cnsis-in nonsalary areas. In general, the plans - .

. . ,

reflected a continuation_ of ~those actions undertaken at -the time

of revﬁéian:of the 1975-76 budget request.

ik

5. Three have .all expresséd -concern Dver'iﬁtﬁgésed
enrollment compounding the éiff%%ﬁ?ty of @ reduced hudget.

6. The most consistent theme contained in all submissians

was that effective aperatians would depend to a significant degreé

o

In gene}a1, éﬁﬁtingency p1anning and the time available
: 1
for it enabled the campuses to project and utilize personnel
N #Eductians in 1975-76, an option that was severely restricted in

vfﬁe;m{&—yeaf=1§74s75 retrenchment.
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POSTSCRIPT: SPRING'1976 .
' - Clarence C. Elebash

Office of Planning and Analysis'
§tate Un1ver51ty System of F]or1da

- ¢
In December- 1975 1t becamé ﬂEEESSEPy for the ggvernar
and the state cab1net to d1rezt a 2 percent redu:tlon 1ﬁ"thé’
genera1 revenua. part1ans of the f1sca1_year 1975 76 state agency
budgets The economic recavery of Florida had Tagged th%

"ta£%?5£e1pts in the f1rst moﬁ%ﬁs af f1s¢a1 year 1975- 76 were

~ less than had been farecast - The QEﬁeral revenue rgduct1nn
amounted to a 1.7 percent overall reduction Far the Educat1nna1
and General Budgét (E&E) of. the State Un1VErs1ty'System The
‘:Bbard of Regents app11ed th1s reduct1an unTFDrme among the ﬁ1ne
un1ver51t1e5. There has been some revival in tax receipts since
O:tﬁberr and no FurthE?zredu¢tigns are expected during the

current fiscal year.

In November, the chancellor of the State University

System éirected the formulation of plans ﬁéameetftﬁe contiﬁgencyw

© that revenues avajlable to the system in fiscal year-1975=7i
wcu1d “be no larger than the revenues ava11ab1e 1n fiscal year '
1§?5 76. This directive was prompted by the Tag in tax receipts
in the current year, a re;@gnftian thatithere‘is_1itt1§ |

13
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(Postscript: Spring 1976) T

11Ee1iﬁﬂnd éf‘;ﬂ:eariy increase in thgyéax basggvaﬁdAinfarméi
advice-from iegi51ét§rs‘that the unigﬁrsfty syégem ccuTétexpect
'1 ﬁq Eecéive aﬁaut'tﬁé;séme apprcpriaticn next yea% as it‘receiyed

for tﬁis'yéa?_ At ﬁﬁe same:time, it bé;ame clear that the

‘ legislature infended;tu provide a'pay inﬁréagé'fu'staté émpjcyegs?

~ inasmuch as go jncrease was allowed in fiscé}_year 1975-76. f

' Thus, the university system was faced with the Bhssibility of
ﬁ%ﬁiﬁg to provide pay increaseé’eut‘df a stable budget. As would
be éxpé;ted, university,adminiéifatars were reluctant to aﬂd;%ss;
}his pcés%bi]iﬁygs However, initial plans have,been prepared,"
and the abyicu§ cahgiuéign i§Tfhét sigﬁificanf saia%y iq;reésesk
wéuid have to bé financed in part by ﬁhe in§91Uﬂtary termination

" of employees, unless revenues are increased.

‘-Régaréiﬁg 1§§6Ff'pass{bi]ities, as the fiscal crisis R
deepened -a year ago, in the spring of 1975, the governing board :
askgd its staff _to prepare ru1és providing orderly procedurés
for terminating faangy in the eﬁent of retfggchmentl , Hearings
s, on prapo§ed rules were déferredg however, when it became apparent
in Tate sﬁrihg'that ft Qéuid_nat be necessary to use them. A
year ]atér, in the spriné of 197Esithe Board of Regents has not -
' deeﬁeq it nééessaryAtn_;stabiish such rules or to declare \\

tids

“financial exigency." i




A T
"f%aj,r'.é ’-; (Postscript: Spring 1976)

-An@ther outcome of thé Financia] stringency is .that the K

Board af ‘Regents, has Eons1dered the p3551b111ty Qf 11m1t1ng or
even ﬁeduclng enFD]1mEnt5; The bnard has d1rected that fiscal
yéar 13759?7 admissinné be Timited until the,appruprTat1on bill

-: has been pBSSEd y the 1eg151ature wh1ch usually DCEUFS in early

o June. . This move: has aroused cons1derab1e Dppus1t1gn, but there ,;_

is 15@ some sent1ment fnr the v1ew that adm1ss1nn and retent1nn

;DD1TETE5 in recent years have been tog Tiberal.

Dur1ng Nnvember and December 1975 and January 1976, the
“¢hancellor held Jﬁyﬁub11c "town ha]l" meetings thrnugh@ut the
.state entitled, "Report to the Penp1e " Hundreds Gf cit1zen5 T
: attended these and thraugh them the -unjversity system ga1ned
. valuable insights of pub]isvexpectatiénsg It was also able tn

exp1a1n and discuss its own position in a farum 1e55 cnntrn-

'vers1a1 than newspapér reparts on bhudget hear1ngs

© The Fis;ai year 1976-77 fiscal outlook for higher -
»educatianfiﬁ Florida is aggravated by t;e increasing needs of
the health related programs within the Stéte University System.
A récent]y estab?ished geccnd medical callege has not feacheé
its student capacﬂ:yi the dental cn]]ege is still grnw1ng, and

the Eo11ege DF vetérinary med1c1ne w111 be EnrDTTing 1ts f1rst

]



’ (Pogtscript: Sﬁring»]??ﬁ)

&

- students in the Fai1 nf 1976. wfth:a,,y’modest intfeasés in*

- g%neraT PEVE“UE Fnrécast under‘thé preesent tax StFUE%ﬁ(Fx the

-

F1nanc131 needs uf thE med1§a1 un1t5 w171 1mpatt Gn nther
: un1ver51ty aEt1V1tTES and on cther staté agen§1é5
' i ) : F BN
‘s,The governor released his budgét reédmmendatiﬁﬁs for =
1;%"5.’231 year 1975-77 in early March 1976. . The' recﬂmendedbvudget .
_115 based on an est1mated 9 percent increase in genera] revenue

for tbe state The E&G appropr1atian for the un1vers1ty system ;
?15 schedu1?d for a 10 5 pércent 1ncrease, hawever the genera]
’ révenue ﬂnrt1an of the E&G apprapr1at1nn is nnTy 5 percent
higher. ThuS, the un1vers1t1es wou]d receive Tess th » S
proportionate shafe of the 1n;rease,1n state genera] jé?enue and
wgd1d becorie iné;éasing1y dependent upon t;{tjan and miscellaneous
income. A $umma§y of the Fi5§a1 year 1975a76 E&G budget aﬁd-tﬁe

gnvernor 5 recummendat1nn for. f1sca1 year 1976 77 is as Fg11aws




" (Postseript: Spring 1976)

T 1975-76 & 1976-77 State. Funding by- Source
Lo ) Educat1nna1 and General (in $ m11119n51

107576 o 197677
S A e Board's Governor's

o o " Appro- Reduc- ‘ recom- . recom-=
Fund source  priation tion. Net  mendation _mendation

. General : . e w s
' revenue .. $186 $4  $182° - $260 $191

Tuiti@ﬂ,éﬂd T o SR s o
othér income = ° 65" " 0 65 74 82

s251 $4 $247° . $324 . $273

o The gnvernar s recommended bud - pWDVTdES for a7 percent

. Sa]ary adgustment for faculty and prafessignaljemp1ayees Th1$
‘modest increase will compensate. for anticipated inflation during
A the coming yearmbut wiﬂi»not be a step toward restoring %étﬁity
and adm1n1strat1ve salarjes tD the campet1t1ve pas1t1on they he1d
in 1972-73. ; |
_ Both houses of: the Tegiéigturé are actively partiéigatiﬁg
.Y in the budget process. Appropriation éammittéesrhave been meeting
' Siﬁce'January'aﬁd t}é formal Edédaylsessiah will be ;Dnvened in:

early April, and it is possible that the appropriation bill that




(Postscript: Spring 1976) - -
~is finally passed.will differ considerably from what the

: ' . : . . ) . L N .
‘gavgrﬁor‘has recommended. However, the legislature will be i

constrained by the total amount of geneial revenue available,
as was-the gbvefngr; ' -

=

N
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~ MICHIGAN: - ,
University of Michigan
:DVERVIEW AND CAUSES DF RETRENCHMENT
: Retrenchment in-Miehigan can be characterized by e
recent history ef»re1ative]y minor but eumu1etive1y significant’
'T m1tet1ens on expenditures. *-These were eempeunded by a sub- --
stantial reduet1en in the rate of grewth of epprepr1et1une FA

- 1974-75, by 1nf1efi53, by a state revenue shortfall, and f1ne11y

by a m1dsyeer 11m1tet1en on the expend1ture of appreprieted fUﬁdsg

the events in 1974- 75 and shape planning for 1976- 775 Frem the

pDTnt of view of the University of Michigan, retrenchment has

meant that 1nterne] across=the-board reductions whieh sufficed in -

the past have had to be replaced by selective and differeﬁtieT
“reductions. Four major difficulties are experienced in under- =
standing the situation in Mieﬁiéeﬁ. First, the executive budget
~ef%iee and an active ]egieieturevuee different budget formats ene
diFFerentiy organized inFoﬁﬁetien Seeend,»1n Tete 1974 and o
earTy 1975, retrenehment applied to three eeperete budget yeere,

and it is difficult to isolate specific procedures or criteria
e . .

for a particular year. Third, budgetary documentation is vague

%

i _ . 125
¢ - 1 Y

=y



- S . ' . } R
in specific do1iee impacts of eetrenehment. 'Fine11;, the
'~_censtitutgen31 status of the senior %netitueigne-eppears to. limit
the direct impact of statewide criteria--other, of eeuree,‘then
as a dollar reduction of support.
%effthe.eix years prior to 1§74ﬁ75, state eppréerieeianei -
. for Higher‘edueatien inereaeed by.ever 1Dvpereent eeeh year with
!en1y one exceptien (1971572), They inereaeed byfen1y'7 8 percent .
“in 1974-75, a time when-&uppert from tu1t1en and - ethek sources
was e1ee-pred1eted to be at a low pe1nt The 1ncreaee for 1975-76
was. 5.7 percent. The governor' e budqet meesage far 1974-75
preeeged retrenchment, noting the peé51b111ty Df energy shnrtfa11e,
genere1 economic uncerte1nty, ard’ the ex?ectetTDn of cen51derab1e
: 51DWing of economic and revenue growth, In April 1974 he noted
that state general purpnse'gperat1ng expend1tures for 1974 75
weu1d increase less than ene haif the average annual percentage
of such increases over the prior te? years. ‘In October 1974 the-
geverner asked a]] agencies to institute budgetary eav1nge tD
ave1d a 1974-75 def1c1t, and 1n~Deceﬁ§Er 1974 1mp1emented this
request by.an execut1ve order 11m1t1ng expend1turee In March
"+1975 the geverner neteg that the receseieffwee particularly
jeevefe»inrMiehigentwith a serious impact Cn revenues. In
1975-76 the'eppreprietien for four-year or mereeee11egee and

univereities {$447.4 million) was $25.6 million less than w@u]d

128 - .



" be réquired just,ta maintain the jeveT of upérations funded iﬁ ;

. 1974=75, aséuming the 12 percent inflation of the period. In
general, two-year campuses were subject to the same reductions
as. the seniér campuses. Although shortfalls in state révenﬁes'
are the primary factor in retrenchment, thése have béen cpmpﬂundgé

by ‘indications of stable enrollments since 1971=72, and by a

pervasive Féé]ing that céilgge graduates cannot find jobs in the

=

“current market.

k.

HIGHER EDﬁéATIDN GOVERNANCE AND COORDINATION
There are 13 separately governed state colleges and
P un1vers1t1es in M1ch1gan In- 1975 76 they are EXDEﬁtEd to enrc]T
;EBD,QDD_stuﬁenFs (headcount’). Three 1n5t1tut1gns are compTex,

s 2§§§§%chruni;ef5itiesé F{ve are largely undergraduate and, with
@ne-exceptimni were originally teacher eduzatianainstitut%nns and
é@ntihue to place significant emphasis on teacher education both
at the g%éduété and UndEPgraduate TEVETS. Two institutions hdve
specialized missions, one in engineering and 5c1ence and the other
in vocational- techn1ca1 prﬂgrams Three institutions (and two
branches of the Un1vers1ty of M1ch1gan) are SméTTE? developing

ra ¥
undergraduate colleges with a liberal arts emphasis.

v : . . .
- B

Ptanning and coordination of public higher education,
including advice to the'Tegislature on financial requirements, i§
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"a constitutional duty of the State Board of Education. It has
not, however, played a significant role in the state budgetary -

processes generally, nor in retrenchment in particular.

BetWEEn 1970 and 1974 public higher educat1ﬂﬁ in
M1¢h1gan grew at a rate of 16 9 pergent camparad tn a national
verage of 22.7 percent. 1 The .buTk Df this grawth however, was

in the two -year colleges, “and full-time- equ1va1ent enrollment

”1n tgé ‘senior 1nst1tut1cns ‘has remained v1rtua?1y ﬁnnstant

*

No other state has as maﬁy institutions with constitu-
tiana]EStatus, and in none has this status been-mgrexjealau51yv
guarded against state ggvernmenﬁa] intrus{on. In DEbeEF_TQ?S,
thevMichigaﬁ SUpreme-Couri\:Ehé1d, in Substance; the contention
of tﬁe three major universi
Michigan State Un1vers1ty, and Nayne State Un1ver51ty-=that
recent 1egTSTat1ve appropriation b1115 unconst1tut1ana11y Timit
and interfere w1th_their pawer to 5uperv1se and to control and
direct the expanditure of the institutions’ ignds. % .

B ifP- y
Private higher education, enrolling about 14 percent
of the students in 1974-75, grew 4.4 pEPCEﬁt.E Michigan is one

i of only eight states--including New Jersey.and New York in this

8
I
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studye7wiih genera]'pr@gﬁams of iﬁstitationa] aid to.all private

iﬁstitutians;a

STATE BL‘DGETAEY PROCESS

\ .

Michigan has an annual budget cycle with fiscal years ~:

beginning each Ju1§@1.: Institutions submit sepa;éte requests to
thé gn&ern@r?s office in October. Eﬁdget,héarings are held by
. the éxe&ytixg budget office in November for staff to questicﬁ ;ﬁd
//!iiar{fy reguestsg 1iﬁstitutiaﬁa1 heads ‘meet with-the governor in-
) Dégémber.ta féview preliminary recaﬁméndatinﬁs prepared by the
exécuti%é b;dgef office and tc_éuggesf changes, and the governpr;s[
, budget is submitted in mid-January. Legislative heafiﬁgs usually
begin in February, but the appropriation is farETy enacted befcfe
the beginning of the fiscal year. The 1975-76 apprgﬁfiatigns act
was sigﬁéd on September 10, 1975. In the paétj the gﬂvernar‘szﬁ
 office Has igvised the institﬁtiﬁﬂs of the total size Df,the:' !
. budget gnd of hﬁS’sa]aﬁy and other cost policies. In 1975, the -
'ggavergaf gave target'Figurgs fnf;éacﬁ insiit&tian for 1976-77
ubase on révenue estimates and percentages of his 1975-76 budget ’

recommendations. ] : .

The governor's budget is in program form, using a-
modified WICHE/NCHEMS Program -Classification Structure. Instruc-
;5 tion is grouped by the HEGIS discipline categories. However,
" .
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_recommendations for changes are summarized by the governor

to "Economic Changes" comprised of compensation in-

creases, casgggﬁjustments, and "Program Changes" thCh may include
enrollment changes as well as aﬁadem1c and adm1n1strat1ve programs.
The legislative budgét bi11 is in a Substantia11y similar format \
except that instrLctféﬁ appears by organization rather than by

"HEGIS d1SE1p11ﬁE categories. To support its DrganizatiénaT.

categgr1zat1an, the 1eg1s1ature requires institutions to subm1t
budget requests in line-item Furmat The ]eg1s1ature utilizes
the.@rgan1zat1ana1 farmat of the budge%‘bij1 as a suﬁhary'Far
Erégking instﬁtuti@n@1 expenditures. The executive budget office

has expressed serious concern over the duplication of effort:

B

Lack of acceptance on the part.of the Legislature
of established executive bill structures results-in
a requirement upon agencies to prépare the budget..
anew in legislative format. When both fiscal agencies
pursue their own end in this regard, the result is a
serious undermining of executive authority. Double .
budget systems, canf11ct1ng common informatidn bases,
conflicting apprﬂpr1at1un -organization--program
structures_all result in-mass ianus1Gn which makes .

X commun1cat1pn and understanding nearly impossible. 4

: . .

The "mass confusion" with which the budget office is

concerned has béenfﬁampounded in. the retrenchment” activity, as

institutions have been caTTéd’upan for mu1ti§1e reallocation

pTéns.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Although our major interest is in thé 1975-76 budget
year, both the prior year and the succeeding‘one must be discussed

because of the state's

—xp1iéit1y incremental budgetary process.
.. The 197557Eh§pdget wasfbuilt on adjustments to the 1974355 bg?get
base. In tunﬁ, itris the basis for 1976-77 budget planning. The
1975-76 budget was signéd‘by the governor in September,gpvervtwa
months after the beginning of thé f}§ca1 year. It édded $25.2
ﬁi]]ién to the 1974-75 base of $422.2 million. Under executive N
- office guidelines, hDQever,chmpensatign, other cost incfeases,.l
and'scme eﬁrai1ment growth would Fequifé $42.2 miiT%én,kfcrciﬁg
fhe in%titutidns'tc reallocate -about $17.1 miTTign_tDAcarry for-
ward essenfiai]y the same level of programs. The amauﬁf of the
Eequ%red a11§§atian grew sporadically as revenue ésfimé@es fell--
; éi probéb1y unavcidébie unCEftaintyg‘ However, this‘upcertainty was:
;cémpaunded by the unwi]1ingne§s§§pefhaps'inabiTity—!GF state

‘agencies to state clearly and expiicitTy the impaét of any one of

“the re&gnue estimates Dnithe budget.

1974-75 Budget Year

974-75 Governor's Budget

Explicitly incremental, the governor's budget recommended

increases over the 1973-74 base 'in two categories: "Economic

- Changes" to maintaﬁn the Tevel of current activity, aiib"?ragram

’ 131 4
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Changes, " ihciuding enrollment éhaﬁgesj to increase or reduce

“that lewel:

Economic changes
Compensation increases $26.2 million
Noncompensation adjustments 5.5 :

~ Utility costs 2.1

Program changes
Enrollment
-Operation of new facilities .
Medical pragrams/continued expansion 3.
- Academic programs T.
Travel decreases . ' (.
One=-time decreasé (2.

~
e

)
),

Total changes . _ . $36.9 million®

i
P

- N R oy x]

The recommended decrease in travel of $.7 million represented a

15 percent reduction in travel applicable to all state agencies.

~The recommended "one-time decrease".of $2.4 million reflected

executive ﬂFche acceptance of TégisTativé designation that the
priar year's level of funding for equipment and special mainte-
nance would not be needed in the gurrent year. It should be noted

that "Economic Changes" were both detailed and justified in theé

narrative.

1974-75 Legislative Appropriation

The Tegislative budget bill increased the governor's
budget recommendati@ns by some $2.8 million. In general, the



legislature increased program funding at the expense of the -
"economic factors" and by selective program reductions. Ina

memorandum from legislative fiscal agéncies,s funding policies

which supported these changes were stated as follows:

1. Funds are assigned to 5pe¢1f1c operat1ng units
A(T1ne items to schools and colleges);

'}// 2. Only on-campus enrollments are funded (off-campus
¥ activities are to be self- 5upp@rt1ng);

3. Out-of-state students are to be limited to
20 percent by school and college and to be
charged fees equal apprﬂx1mate1y to 75 percent
of the cost of instruction;

4. Maintenanﬁe projects in excess of $25,000 are to
be managed by referral to executive or 1eg151at1ve

5. A1umn1 pragrams are to be self-supporting;

6. New degreerprggéamsvare to be funded only after
authorization by the legislature;

-7. Funds with a one-time expense characteristic
are to.be deducted; and

1nF1at1Dn adJustments .
&
These legislative directions wére not directly EnfgrpéEDTE in
allocations in the budget bill, but constituted pa11cy d1rect1on
' to the 1ﬁ5t1tut1DnS which the legislature would take 1nto aicﬂunt

*
in reviewing expenditures.
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1974-£5j7edUction by Exezutivé Order

*%x ﬂ December 1974 the governor, by execut1va,arder, §a11ed

3

for a pércent reduct1on in-the aperat1ng apprapr1at1ans of all

ES

state agénﬁ1es except the Department: of Cﬂrr&ﬁtigns 7 For:
L1nst1tut1ans Df thhEP educatian, the redlction was stated to be
1.5 percent (about $6.4 million) rather than 2.0 percent in
recognition of their Tabor infensive Qperétians. The EXECU%iVE N
order transferred appropriated fundsifram eachminétituti@ﬁrtc the
fuhappropriateq balance of the state genéra] fund as aflduné 30,

- 2

1975. _ , o : :

. 1975-76 Budget Year - o p

1975-76 Gavernar s Budget

It is virtually impossible to simplify therprccedures by
which ‘the Michigan exe&utige office reéched its ultimate recommen=
dations for higher education. An attempt to explain these is
useful, however, fof they“EEitﬁmiée the complexity that can lie

- behind fhe pub]ié announcement’ of a "4 percent reduction." As

definitiaﬁs and computatians change rapid1y with the latest revenue

to explain state'act1an tD th&ir faculty and the pub11§. )
. i

1." In October 1974 the governor, by letter to each:

134
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. réductian_in the 1974-75 net state appropriation. Individual
“dollar targets were given.®
- 2. In December 1974 the gcvern@r; by éxecutive order,
reduced the 1974- 75 apprapr1at1an by apprcx1mate?y 1.5 percent or

$6.4 million, as noted above.

3. The governor's 1975-76 budget submitted in January

1975 recommended an increase over the 1974-75 base of 53],5Fmi11iaﬁ,
of which=51;§ million was explained in detajled program changes.
Unlike the prior y#ar's budget, however, "Economic Changes" of -
$30.5 m1111on§-c311ed "Ecannm1c, Enru11ment and F1scaT Ad justment
Changes"--were HETthEF deta11ed§naf Jjustified in the narrat1vé
The only mention of 4 perient reducticn was a single sentencez
“In addition, reductions af;aéprnximately 4 perﬁént have been
- reflected from the lTevel of the 1974-75 enacted‘budget." The \
introductory fiscaﬂ summary. by institution did not refer to the
eariier 1.5 percent réduﬁtign of the 1974-75 appropriation. The
1.5 percent feductiﬂn was; however, aiiccated both in a statewide

prugram}summaﬁy and in the campus program details as an additional

‘item among the usual modified PCS programs.

¥, . R S S N -
4. Earlier informal discussions with the executive

‘budget staff, and a worksheet from it in-February, advised each

i
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campus separate]y of the deta11s of the."economic factors' aathe
1né%§%sed costs of ma1nta1n1ng programs at the 1974-75 1eve1
These appeared to total $42.2 million based upon the warksheet

provided the University of Michigan:

A]j'iﬁSt{tutiong, U. of Mj;higaﬁ .

Compensation, a

5.6 percent increase B T $6.7
Noncompensation, a (Not L
= -5.0 percent increase de= . 1.5
Utilities ’ © tailed) .8
Enrollment ' A . .5
Total $42.2° . $9.5
’ v . million . mitlion
H
L ? 5. In the governar 5 budget therefore, the dollar amount

he 4 pertent reduct1nn was not exp11c1t1y stated either on a
statEWﬂde-bas1s or by 1n5t1tut1cng- 1t was derived from the
difference between the recomrended details of the "economic
Factars" which do not appea% in the budget énd the dollar amounts’

aétua1ly recommended, reduced by the earlier 1.5 p8rcent reduction.

A1l institutions U. of M1§h1gan
' Unstated economic factors’ $42.2 $9 5
Actual recommendation 31.5 7.1
2.5% difference 10.7 2.4.
1.5% difference , 6.4 ~ 1.5
4.0% reduction { ESP A $3.9
' . o million million °
I 136
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= FOr the University of Michigan, therefore, affhaugh $9.5 mildion
" would be required in 1975-76 to maintain prégram 1e%%i§§wéﬁiy
§7.1 mi11ion additional funding was recohmended. 0f this $7.1
million, $1.5 million simpij_repTaﬁed_the earlier 1.5 percent
reduction so that it ;auid be inéorpﬂraied into the § percent :
reduction. Théfbaiante of $5.6 million was new Siat%jfunding f9r '
programs which would in fact require $9.5 million. Reallocation

of $3.9 mil)ion would be required.

1975-76 Governor's April Revision

In April 1995, by letters to the legislative leadership'°
and to the institutigns,11Atée governor recommended a further

reduction. - The brief Tetters schedule by institution the dollar

amounts of the further*(but not the total) reductions proposed, -~

and refer to them in three different ways: q
. N | ©

1. As an additional reduction of approximately 2 percent
Of-thE 1974—75 net budget base for al7 institutions (e.g., state
funds but not tuition or other inéﬁfﬁ)i : ' '
. . - ;

i : -

. 2. In'canjqutien with the 4 percent reduction already
reflected in the governor's budget, as an approximate 6 percent
reduction of the 1974-75 net budget base for ai?%jnstituticns.

]
<~
)
~

!




Al
- e

3. 1In canjﬂncfi@n with the 4 percent reductiqﬁ on net
ajready ref1écted in the QGVEﬁﬁgr's_budget, as ‘an approximate
. ‘4Apercent redu§tiﬁn of the gross budget of gaéhiinstitutioni
_ Compufatian of fhe further reductian;Faf'each inst%tutimn»
did.qat in fact ré?ject any of these explanations; but rather was
detérminédrby'thg differénﬁe between 4 percent of the gross ,E
19%4575 budéet and.4 percent of the net 1974-75 budget. ATthcugh
the fFinal result was an overall 2 percent further reduction for
all institﬁtiuqii the impact was gfeater on institutions with
relatively highe# 2&venu§sifrcm sources other than state supporti'
A maj§¥ research university, for examp]ég/may charge highér ,
resident tuition than,éc the other s;hoa}g, and!even higher

tuition for a greater number of ﬁanesiaent students. It may.%'

3 ¥

also derive greater revenue from reimbursement for the indirect

costs of extramurally-funded research. The differential imbat;
"

can be ik]u@trated by an example:




: I Al -Univers1ty : NEStEFﬁ
1974-75 Budget institu= of * “ Michigan
(in $ mildions)- tions ,.7M1ch1gan University

1974-75 Gross - $634.6 $156.8 $47.3
Less:  Tuition (Not - (45@9;,' : 513182
Other revenue  detailed)  (14.2 (1.1

Subtotal 212.4 ©61.a 149
1974-75 Net $422.2 $95.7 $32.4
Apg;j EV1S10H -

4% Gross less 4% net $8.5 $2.4 $0.6
As percentage of ) : '
1974-75 net 2.0 2.5 1.8

These revised récﬁmméndafians of ﬁhe gavernaf reaﬂhe§“£he
rlegisiature'after institutioﬁé] hearings and did-nnt appear to in-
f1uénce:fina1'comm%ttee recgmmggdétians, It should be noted tﬁat -
in these revfsicns, as in the gavernér’s budget_itée?%; the dﬂj]ﬂf,

amount of total adjustments being made is not explicitly stated.

1975-76 Legislative Appropriations

= The legislature appropriated an;inzreﬁentaT %ﬁcréése of
$25.0 million, $6.5 million Tess than the ariginaI recommendation
in the governor's budget, but some $1.9 million more than in his
April 1975 rev1s1an The 1eg1s1ature added several items to

tighten.up appr@priat1nns,
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éudi? by the auditor general; and ’

1. F1n§nc1a1sa1d monies For med1cai and dental students

""were transFerrEd ta the 1anguage 5é:t1on of the apprnpr1at1ans b111

and made ccnd1tlana1 upﬂn '#hrmai agreements to practice med1ﬂ1ne

in the State of Michigan for F1ve years 1mmadiate1y-Fc11@w1ﬁg

completion of their medical or dental resident trainiﬁg";

2. A 10 percent reduction in énteringr§1aése5 of colleges
of-education was to be implemented beginning in - the 1976-77 fiscal B

year;

3. Institutions were divected to "Enaparati§e1y.devejup

‘a sel'f- insurance pool plan for the purpase‘af financing for direct”

Inss to real aﬁd?bersunairprﬂperty . .. and for medical

mal practice";

4. Appropriations increases for utilities were replaced
by an "intent" -language section-with allocation conditional upon ,

5. A ceiling was placed .on enrollments whigh'wauTé be
funded in 1975-76. |

%

The exact dollar authority for expenditures for 1975-76

was in‘daubtias the appropriations b411 emerged from conference
140
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committee. In the cTosing Eé'yé of the 1e‘gis1aﬁve Session in

mid= August and-at the urg1ng nf the‘g vernnr genera? revenue _
apprapr1at1ans were reduced by 1.00 pértent—=frgm 547E,3 m111lcn
1“;:! -

“to $471 5 mif1ion. (The DFDﬁDSed apprnpr1at1un aﬂtual1y amaunted
to $472.8 m1111on ﬁl 3 m1111ah appeared 1n‘“ba11erpiaté"
'apprnpr1at1ans in the ]anguage sect1nn of the b111 ha1f Fnr

‘ support af a sk1]1 center program in nﬂrthern MTCh]gan, and the
bajance ta 51x named 1nst1tut1gn§ for nffacampus 1n5tructign at

service 1nsta1lat1nns and DTTSGHS and for financial E]d tu med1ca1
. : 1

and dental students.)

_ Mdditiomally, as revenue prajéctinnS’cantinﬁéd to dim, .
o :

the legislatyre quallfled its appropriations with the FDT]QW1ng

Tanguage s

. 0f the genera1 fund amount contained in this act
i ’ each amount shall be reduced by the Department of
- N Management and Budget by .5 percent in order to
equaT the ‘amount of estimated revenue as reflected .
«In House Bi11 No. 4439 of the 1975 regular sess1on
-of the 199151ature P

-

V_‘g;,g In 1ata August and before the appropr1at1nns b11] was

:,; TQ ac é*‘tﬁe governar, the ExEEutTVE budget nff#;g natafied 311 -
7 state ~agencies nf its dntent "ta make an add1tlanal ane percent

£

reduction ta.estab11sh a contingency fund to meet Iater-revenue




_defieieneies;"jg‘ Ina ruling requeeted'by 1e§is1etive 1eedershipg
vthe atterney generaT 1nd1§ated that th15 edditiane] ene percent
‘:';reﬂuetwen wes an uneonet1tut1ene1 exere1se ef gubernatar1e1
.- authority. éut not until dfter the 1975=76 apprepr1at1ens bill
wes’sigﬁed by the gevernor'en“September TD, 1975, uver.twe menthe

af ter tﬁehbeginningfef the fiscal year. -

7 In signing the epprepfietiens ict, the gevérneﬁ'exereieed*
his power efA1ine—ifem veto to remove $1, 597 600 in program Funde;
: ;'1ét two institutions ($1 136, 600 may be restgred by supplemental '

£ Vapprepr1at1ens since enTy severeT hundred thousand to start a new

:ceﬂ1ege was the diseppreved item). He also vétoed Tanguage
seetiehenwhieﬁ weuid hevefpfnvided funds for fire_aqg peli:ev'
.eer;1eee on contract wieh local municipe1itiee’end for reimburees
ﬁe}e’ef %ﬁereeeed utiijtj'cesﬁs, fhi5‘1atter‘previeien ie-e- '
eneeesee}y expenditure and is erejected to require five to ten
:*A1theugh not vetoed, medical end{denta? edueapien were noted-ee

having received disproportionate increases in appropriations.

Ori September 25, 1975, within a few weeks after the

_epprepriatiene act was eignedr the executiVeJeuﬂﬁet 6Ff%ce “dssued |~ _
, &
a wern1ng 1etter say1ng further reductﬁens would be needed in
1975- -76, and urging discretion in expend1tueee s _ : .
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1976-77 :Budget Year

» . e . Lo
. s

. 197 77 Fahnulat1an

In,Dﬁtaber 1974, when’the’gdvefnﬂr crigfné]ij~pr§paséd )
ad perceﬁ% reduétidn of the 1974-75 staéé appropriétiﬁnxés a -
target for 1975-76,, he also prnpased a §E171ng for 1976=77 of .
103 percent a? his 197 76 réccmmendat1an In late Aprit 1975
(after his rev1sed ﬂ%cgmmendat1ans Far f975 76) thé governo
FEV1SEd ther 1976-77 targets from—]DB percent to 97 and 92 percent

of the 1975~76 recgmmended 1eve15

F

Consequently, my budget policy for 1976-77.
. specifies a target level of 97" percent of the
- ‘current operations portion of the fiscal year
'1975-76 recommendation for each department plus
an alternative target of 92 percent.: This
additional level is designed to identify the
.-sensitivity of program impact to vafying Tevels
" of support.and iidlate the program a nalicy
priorities. .The two target 1eve1s are;EXﬁ1u51ve
of economic factars 16 .F !

"srThereafter‘ in May 1975, the exetutive budget’ office
1

pruv1ded "Target Management Plans"*fcnms to 1mplement budgetary

p]ann1ng for 1976—77§, In substance these forms ial1ed for the -

allocation of the 97-92 percent target among the program sub-

1.

'éétegariés (i'er, the HEGIS-WICHE/NCHEMS program categories and

HEGIS d1sc1p]1ne subcategar1és) with 4ust1f1cat1nn in, terms of

C e

':"Need/Demaﬁd,” "Dutput’ " and "Resnurces" for. each subcategnry.



“Resources included fu11stiﬁg%§quiva1ent pDS%tiG%SVfo faculty,

administrative; and service personnel. An -examplé of the "Resource

and Performance Data" required was given in the memorandum:
. ; q g

© e

Social Sciences, etc. (SCU); Liberal Arts (CC/JCN

Need/Demand = COURSE DEMAND--i.e., number of students
desiring to enroll.in social sciences-or Tiberal arts
.courses, taught by qualified facuTiy, with spec1f1ed
" credit hours and cnntents

. Outputs = COURSE SUPFLYQEi,ei; number Df credit hours
of social sciences or.liberal arts courses with
= specified contents, taught by quaﬂlf1éd faculty,
R prav1ded to students,  *- e w

Note: Data may be braken dDwn by _glass 1eve1s 1F v
v ... desired. At institutions whes€ recordi.do not in¢lude
e _.students turned away at registration, past need/demand
Crde “and ‘outputs will tend to match.. For target budget .. .
e .management  plans in whith the’ 1n3t1tut1ana1 responses
include cutbacks'in outputs (quant1ty, or spe:1f1ed o
quality aspects) shortfalls then will appear in o
FTation to given need/demand. 17 LI .

- The "Target Management Plans" were to, be submitted Ey
July 31, 1975, w1th the intent that all part1es to the budgetarv
pracess would have. a’ greater ﬂppnrtun1ty to ré&1ew programmatic

,lfgrior1ties without ‘being diverted Eyvthe attention to minute
fiscal details. In his April 1étter; the governor étated the

rationale behind the ménagemEﬁt plans, as follows: - ~—
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Last fa?]‘s Exper1eﬂté in aeve1op1ng my. f1sca1 .

year 1975-76 budget convinced me that the develap-

ment of agency requests in the context of target
¥ levels of-available resources leads to more

: relevant analysis and discussion than the mqre ’

\*—,.apen—ended request policy of.the past several .

2 years. The target process allowed us to- concen- .
trate our efforts on the major concerns facing
each of you 1n the context of feasible funding
lévels and heightened the real.nature of the. _

- tradeoffs that face decisionmakers in the budget
process.. It is my belief that the criticisms of
the fiscal year 1975-76 budget development' process
acknowledged earlier in this statement are .con-
structively dealt with by a-policy and process
that provides sufficient lead-time to anaTyze the”
programmatic implications of: méeting vary1ng '
target 1eve1s 18 : : :

 INSTITUTIONAL PROCEDURES AND CRITERIA . B

¢

x 1975 76 Budget Year

In early 1972 the Un1ver51ty of M1ch1gan estab]ished

n three cbmm1ttees to extend planning and budget1ng T)Vgagg—Ranée- v

=~ Planning, E) Program Eva1uat1cn and 3) BﬁdggE Pf1nrifie§;1§; Each |
- had key adm1n15tFat1VE, substantial facu?ty, and some student .

representat1an. The comm1ttee5 were subsumed under the title

j "DfF1ce of Budget and P]ann1ng,“ but by 1975 it had not yet been
1ntegrated 1nta the formal adm1n1strat1ve structure. A notable '
cantr1but1on of this structure was made by the Budget Pr1ow1ties
Comﬂ1ttees 1; adv1s1ng on thE rea11acatian of the & percent )
TEQU§t1Dﬁ?‘EbDUt 54;0“mi]]j6§iin the- 1974-75 budget base for.
1975-76. I | |

S o

o,
L“J




v ThE'reggénsibiiity for budgeé c&tt%ng %911 ‘to the viéé E
president for academic affa1rs, wha serves as éha1rman of the
~rComm1tteE on Budget Adm1n15trat1on The;prpdlss began in December
' 974 after the gﬂverncr s office outlined the 4 ﬁercent reflalloca-

tion.”" ‘ . . ’

For severa] -years the un1vers1ty ha ‘E}“n *faced w1th

annual one. ta three percent rea11ocat1nn5 1n‘thé form of cutbacks,
recummended productivity 1ncreases, and the nec5251ty ta achieve
a ba]anced quget wjth a rgasgﬁab1e ﬁnmpensaxggn prggrami These
,-iﬁterna1 reaTTqéétjgnSYWé?g écfégséthe§boérd, for the most part,
and cut hénpéréﬁﬁné1'éxﬁenditﬁfes to a bare m%himum; cannibalized

/7bnfi11éd positions, and de1ayed_§pgcin?mgﬁtsg ’Byziateé1974,

e

{

EEUN

./these techniques were inadequate and unpopular, and 4"process -

7 Yesigned to ﬁrqd?cesdifférentia1 cuts was required.

P

. . )
5 v 3 .
* B

L *f,‘ : : o . s
" The genera1 cr1ter1a estab11shéd by the CDmm1ttee on
Budget Adm1n15trat1§3 were to: 1) preserve the central mission
programs 2) weigh. heav11y the budget unit prupg§a15 for cuts;
'3) seek\eqﬁ1;¥, 4) malnta1n Enrollments, m1nﬂr1ty pragramsi and

FiﬁénciaT aid; 5) nnnpersnnne1 expenditures cuts to be proposed

’ Dn1y by prior-consultation in except1gna1 cases; - and 6) maintain

-quaqltyg

146

s
Y
o




a

Each dean and major budget-unit head’ was scﬁéduTed for
a hearlﬁg w1th the V1CEka251dent At the héar1ng5 propasa1s
were to be made far three 1n¢reaS1ngTy severe types of reductio%ﬁ
T) 1 percent of the 1974-75 gross base; 2) 1 percent of reduced

1974-75 bézei and 3) further cuts of 0.5 perzent 1.0 percent,

1.5 pgrcent, and 2. O percent

L
- staff. Ana1 Hicadt 1nfnrmat1nn was. prov1ded by the fo1ce éf

a:A Aﬁadem1c PTann1ng and AnaTys1s (the farmer fo1se of Inst1tut1ona] ;

Research) e - Lo TS
. ‘ ) : : S o o &1

§ o . ' A
.The more. Spec1¥1s cr1ter1a Estab11shed by the. CDmm1ttEE A

g

on Budget Adm1n1strat1ﬂn were:

a.. Un1t5 whose m1551nn is most" 51re¢t1y Tinked to the
overall combined instructiondl-résearch :-role of the
University will receive a higher priority than
others less tlgsely identified with that rn1e

b. The fal1aw1ng re1at1an5h1p5 will., be c]c el'w

... examined for each teaching unit:

- . N 7 E
« 1. Instructional workload per . FTE £ a Tty member

in comparison with peer 1nst1tut1ans, and -
relative distribution of teaghjng b' Bvel
+(e.g., freshman, graduate;-ete, }-

A

2. Number szsgﬁpart staff per FTE faculty.

e rE
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3. “Nnnsa]ary suppart for. Faﬁu]ty

A The pattern of Extension and. Term III teaching, -

- Units perfnrm1ng a magur “function in the pragram
of other academic units will receive a higher

9- and .12-month appointments, and teach1ng
compensation arrangements

5. ‘Number of graduate students in relation ta

: what are regarded as opt imum enra11ments

6. Dther 51gn1f1ﬁant information wh1¢h each

unit may w1sh to provide.

Comparable data on casteeffezt1veness w111 be required

nfnr all noninstructional units.

Units’ w1th effective 1gng range plans and review -
procedures will ‘be given fuller consideration in
proposed budget’ redugt]pns than those with no such

plans. Where possible, "loans" may be made to

units with long-range p1ans to facilitate significant

~;budget reduﬁt1nns

priority than ether un1ts

:'New programs or program 1mpFDVEments requ1r1ng new L‘
) dollars will be deferred. and/or given low priority”
' unless there are compelling reasons %nr their earTy

1mp12mentat1an

Units should con51der the following pass1b1e persanne?

Aaﬁt1ans

1. Selective Freez1ng of unf11led ‘positions. and ¢
pcs1t1uns rep]acements :

2. Making faculty rep]acements DnTy at the A5515tant

- Professor level. -

" Review will include consideration of earlier budget

reductions in units and also ‘the. contr1but1an af each
unit in genérat1ng funds from external SDUFEES, )

Particular’ attent1ﬂn will be given to areas af .
pg551b1e duplication of effort. 20" . PR .
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- By early February 1975 the procedure had been completed
~_and differential cuts ErEﬁaréd for about 140 budget units under
_appr@ximateiy 25 deans or ‘major unit heads. Units were éiassifigq .

roughly-as minimum cyt (2 percent), moderate cut (3 pérgent), and

"

(4 percent), . B

‘maximum cut

. B ;lfMinimum ceidiaenaneaa B units
- Moderate ..............50 upits: -

y s . i .. . 33 = =
Administrative support areas were-generally given maximum

' . oo oy
cuts except, for example, utiTities accounts.  Minimum and moderate

= e

cuts tended to be in. the academic,uﬁ?tseéthE-IEfSchécis and col-

(TegesiA In making these dif%erentjai aTIDcéticns, tﬁeiﬂng;éréiﬁy;iél@7
of Michigan thenzﬁeijed'uppn cémpa?isans with sim}Té;‘fnéfruc;r,
_tidﬁa1.uﬁ%£§éin @tﬁérrmajér universities as indicated in the SR
pafééhfaséd quotation from an internai méméfanduﬁs 7

¥

%

~On the basis of .an.analysis (admittedly several years

old) of schools of at five, named major . s
universities, the school at the University of Michigan® - iy
is in a relatively good positionsto absefb maximum o T

- budget reduction. . Its student-faculty ratio and

teaching Toads were 1ight compared to.other schools, ., -

and its funding per student better than all’other 1
peers.exc%pt two. ' B
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. Yof ‘units to absnrb curregt’ cuts‘%hraugh the use of ﬂther than‘
T sta’te Furfnds

ations prevailed:’ . e

| "Dpe?‘a Fion base be preserved to

In cher 1nstances, the un1ver51ty regagn1zed the ab111ty

£

- N
In the short run, the school.could absorb a maximim:
cut by shifting a greater share of expenses to non-
General Fund.soureces. However, the stability
thase sources. is. questignable, @nd retir ment - }
“iakes 1t Tmperat1ve t‘at the, Genena] Fund
ttract. the best
possible 1eadersh1p and prgv1de it with maximum
suppcrt :

&

By 1ate February 1975 the apparent severity QF state
C e

apprapriat1ens cutbacks was such that the Baard Df Regents

. 'pr&cedﬂ%r

£

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v gndarsed a frgeze ﬂn expend1tures

d"feren'ia1 reduct10ns

I

' by the Camm1tfee Gﬂ;Budg ﬁdm1n1stﬁat1an “This.

w

continue. - oL : o

15‘?5 77 Budget Y@ar

I3

Reques&s far excep{jnns WEre

iwasgeffect1ve-andvyet@aljgwéd essential operations :to -

Y

In one such 1nstance hcwever, 1unger-term can51der--

T

1S

The Uﬁ1VEF51ty respanded to the FequTPEmEHtS For cutbacks f

for: 1975 75 thrcugh pracedures resulting in Se1ect1ve and .

o0
o et

Dn the: other hand, the unﬁversity 535‘%



. wh1ch wauid require staff Tayoffs and enro11ment reduct1ons In

The managément plans we are submittipg "deliberately
avoid fiscal detail." We have tried to create an
overall picture of the implications of each pla 8
upon ‘our programs. We ask that you regard it ak, at
.best, a fairly accurate illustration of:.a pnsag le
Qutcgme of the 97 ﬁerceﬁf and-92 percent budget
Vtarge?s“ ‘Were such ‘reductions to becomé a reality, .
. " the actual process would invdlve muchmore input
50 from the university community and €onsider more
o alternat1ves and speclfic courses Df act1un than can

& ' fafmat A serious prnb]em in any a§t1an is the

7 lead time Fequ1red in making personnel changes,
especially -in units that would be fnrted to reduce - .
Vtenured Facu&ty 21 - Con . -

. e
e
. . . ) ' .,;L“’ -
S ' 151 '
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e . ! L * "R
AR g S F L =
_ PGSTSERI‘PT* SPﬁING 1975 R
f,f:'f“,‘: F’f"_;ﬂ‘"iA‘ A Lawrence Fﬁncher : f_>£K o
Lot oe 0 T Assistant Vice President R .
ST . for State Relations o
R Un1vers1ty of Mith1gan R : .
f;-f ) Th15 pastscr%pt adds deve?ﬁﬁﬂgnts of the pér1ud Dctober =
1975 through March 1975 to the case study. L f _=“'}47>’
vFlsca] 1975 76 A ;;,_t__-v ;5i5{;vj,;:'*; T T eyt

" The SEptember 25, 1975 warning 1etter fram the execut1ve o
' budget DFf1cE became 5ubstant1ve when the guvernnr 1ssued fﬂ . ;
Executlve Qrder 1975 11 on Dctaﬁer 29 1975 Snme $7 471,86@
was prnpased for. nperat1nna1 zuts Frum SETEcted h1gher educat1anﬂf
“in 5t1tutians and prﬂgrams The Un1vers1fy DF M1Ehlgan was A "

R

asg1gned a reduct1on af $1 523 350 or 1 5 perceﬁt gf" g . &

“priation. The reccmmended reduct1gns were seLE§ti~$:_'x; ing<, oo

from .zero- to’ eight percent by 1nst1tut1nn Dr’pragramg

g ' =

; Th1s execut1ve Qrder was regected by the 1ég1STat1vg e
apprnpr1at1nns committees and a pPQEESS GF négnt1at1o hega 25

' ~ between the executive and 1eg tive braﬁches A~chit1c'_Ty .

'.pa1atab1e GFdEF then- Fo]1uwed on December 9 1975’>Executive
Order 1975 12. The amount- Df reduct1gns was essent1a11y fﬁe J'

'same ($7 510, 250), but the distribution amang 1nst1tut1@ns and J,

' e
&‘) l. - - V &
152 - ,



(Postscript: Spridfg 1976) /

programs had” been changed 51gn1f1cant1y ag'the tab1e o ﬁhe

FGT1DW1ng page shows.

The extent of selective reductions recommended by the

*executive budget office departed from prior practice withwrespect

to both higher education and other state services. Criterid. for

“the final differential reductions were not made explicit and

#

appear. to be the result of political negotiation. -

F15C31 1975 =717 o B

o
Annual Ieet1n§s w1th the executive budget D§§1ce staff %

‘ and the governor, ‘as outlined in the case study, were held in ¢

'chember and December 1975, respect1ve1y, The tenor of these

discussions was "times are hard" and*"it looks 1%kﬁ§*Q§tandstiJ1

Ty

budget for 1976-77." Executive Euﬁget‘reccmmEﬂdatioﬁé were late:
They were not known in general-until February; details were not

publ ished until-early March.



(Postscript: Spf%ﬁg;§976)

‘ Vi
‘ Cgmpar1san of Fiséal 1975 75 Executive Order Reduct fons ~
_ B - October ~ December -
Lnstjjutjgnﬁgglproqrgm o recommendation  recommendation
Central Michigan University. ¢ 363,38 § 400,000
Eastern Michigan. Umver“mt_y 700,000 300,000
Ferris State C311Ege o 248,241 0
Grand Valley State College R 160,000 . .
Institute of Gerontology ‘47 840 50,000 i
Lake Superior State College 45 200,000 50,000
Lake Superior Institute ]49 250 149,250
Michigan State University 0 1,230,000
Agricultural Experiment Statjon » 0 200,000
Cooperative Extension*Service 0 100,000
Michigan Technological University 500,000 - 175,000
Northern Michigan University . 700, 000 175,000
“0akTand University 5 248,551 250,000
Saginaw Valley State C311dge ° 300,000 50,000
The University of Michigan- o
~ Ann Arbor 1,623,360 1,600,000
The University of Michigan- ' L
Dearborn 108,838 g_§1]D;ODQ
The University of Michigan- o ' O
- Flint ) 79,937 100,000 -
Upper Penirsula Health Planning e 6,93° 48,000 .
Wayne State University 1,341,816 1,350,000
' western Michigan Un1vers1ty 750,707 EDD,DDOl
Grants for Michigan Res1dent -
Allied Health Professiod Graduates 53,000 , 53,000+
Grants for Michigan Resident | AL
Dental Graduates 50,000 . 0
Grants for State Competitive -7 o S
Scholarships 0 500,000
Tota) $7,471,860 7,510,250
2 156

1
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- :(Pcstscript: Spring 1976) o
{ : .

! ) & . =

. The ‘executive recommendations were essentially "sianéi
# o
§t111" in terms of institutional apprgpr1at1ons a1thaugh the tgta1

inzreaSEd $7, 078 218.. Exam1na§1gn of the "increase" shows

apprﬂx1mat21y: _ _(
- ;: : v ; o !
s , L e e
) © State’ adm1n15tered financial aid “ . '$4,000,000
0pera‘té§1ew fagjlities.. , . . - 2,000,000
Restar5¢ etaed ﬁFb ra"fdﬁds‘? o 1,000,0C0~ .
‘DedUEt me i - (1,000,007)
;*SDBDM
'fgi 500, 000
“ $7,000,000

4

The

}.
have been schedu1ed Fnr hearangs in Mar;h 1976

]eg1s1ature has passed a FEFD1Ut1Qn ca111ng far all wgrk ta be °
compieted on budget b111, by June 18 1976. In§t1tut1aﬂa1
héar1ngg are bE1ﬂg chduttEd béfﬁrg,3a1nt House-Senate appré-a

Y pr1at1an5 Subc@mm1tt39f on Higher Education. AS noted above,

,f:thj ‘election year’ Fact&r is5 prcm1nent Leg13]ators Speak of -

a

the need to raise taxes Tater, the need” tDSpPDJECt and 5tab1lize

revenues fnr h 5 ~edutation in the future, and the need to

develop a‘iarmulagfoﬁ funding. Of necessity, the focus is on
principles and procedures s there is no money to carry forward™

the process at the present time,
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(Postscript: Séfing 1976)
. The University of M%ch&gaﬂ'isvprepariﬂg for the 1976-77
' f15ca? year with budget CﬂnfeTEﬂLES cmndugted by the Vice. President
fur Academ1c Affairs a1Dng the same lines as were followed in

ear]y 1975. He has asked UHits to explain how they would accom-

mcdate a 3 and 5 percent redu¢t1nﬂ 1a‘Ba5é budgets

¥ . Key components in the instituzional budget equation have

been 1dent1f1ed—=state appr@pﬁlgt1urs, tu1t1an baze. budget

-

reductlnns. €DmPEﬁsat1Gﬂ pr@gram, and unazo1dab1e new. expenditures

Each component contains muth uncerta1nty Appr@pﬁ1at1nns appear : )
A
el .
. t@ be fnr a standst111 Tevel, but th1s is uncertain due tE TumeS ;gé;

,:@f Further reducti@ns in 1975-76 and p1ans to extepd- the f1sca?
yearij Tu1t1an is re1at1ve1y high.in genéra1 Eompargsans, and
although it seems reasanab1e that a 5-10 pErCEﬂt increase is in 1;-*?L':
keep1ng N]th statééﬁnd national trends, the po11ty pus1t1an of .
the Board-of Rggents/ls undetermined. Base budget reductions for
uhits'aré being evaluated, but it i; c1e§r:that qua]iﬁyfprograﬁs \
wi11 be damaged ﬁy 3-5 percent cuts. Five union contracts are to

be negotiated irr 19768; several negotiations are-in process .and

will resutt in a system mipimum for gompénsatia(

= F

s 1fi,

iz




(Faétscript: Spring 1976)

> Although not direct1y'relatéd-to retréﬁghmeﬁt, another’

uhknawn at the present time is the g@vernur's reccmmendaticﬁ faf"

N
a can5t1tut1nna1 amendment to create a new State Board of Hﬂgher
Educat1an H15 State of the State message 1n January 1976 -
1nd1cated a bel1ef that such ‘an agenﬁy wauid result in “1mproved

L

p1ann1ng and cgard1nat1on
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1., The Carnegie Foundation forthe Teaching.
1 More than swrvival. San Francisco: Jﬂssey Bass, 1975, 78 79
- 2. The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. ’
More than survival.- S5an Franciscn’ Jnssey Bass, 1975, 78- 79
3. The Carneg1e Caunc11 on P311cy Studies in H1gher Edusat1an.v?:
Low or no tuition. ' San Franc1§cm Jossey Bass, 1975, ,‘34‘E :
R C I
LA State of M1ch1gan, Department of Manaﬁement and Budget e
Memarandum: Director to legislative ZE“Qd{’I’g . Lansing, -
September 18, 1974.: - e .

5. State of Michigan. Ewecutive budgtt 1974-75. Lansing, 1974.
6. ~State of Michigan, '1974-75 Senate. a?pr@przatiaﬂv c@mmittg&
operating flmdzrza policies. Lansmg, 1974 : :

7. State of Michigan. Ezecutive or ié 1974~11. fLansing,‘
v December 1974. ST

8. State of Michigan; 0Office of the Governor,. Memorandwn:
(Governor to %ﬂssltytzﬂﬁﬂz ‘presidents. Lans1ng, Ostaber 1,
]934 : W T s aree e B0 T . S0

‘?tate'af‘Michigang Ezecutive budget 1975-76.- Lansing,.
1975‘ o

M@marﬁﬁdum DLFSEtEF:tﬂ Ehazrmgn §f Z?gLQZEtIB& appr@przatzéns
sub-committees on higher education. Lansing, April 7, 1975.

."‘i . . i e
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MLm@Paﬂdam DZP&LZ@P to preﬂLdentu; A
institutions. Lansing, April 7, ]975

12. State Df M1ch1gan “Enrolled Senate Elzzrﬁéa 7. Lansin~,
1975. .

13. State af M1ch1gan, Department of Management and Buu rat.
- Mpum:  Assistant director to directors of state
rtmbrts and prléqzdénté of state colléges, universitics,
: and Lgmmunatq ao Lan51ng, August 26, T975 ' T

"State of M1ch1g§m, fo1ﬁe of the Governor. Mgmarandum
Governdr to senate members. Lansmg, September 10, 1975.

15. State of M1ch1gan, Department of Management and Budget.

. Memorandum: Dirsector to direetors of state dgpafﬁmentq and
pI’Egld?Tlfm of state colleges, universities, and eomminity
colleges.- Lansing, September 25, 1975, L e

16. State of Michigan, Office of the Governor. Memorandum:

- " Govermor to directors .and commissioners of. state departments
and presidents and members of governing:bogrds of control of
Lglingafa znutitufzﬂﬁLé Lans1ng, April 25 1975. :

17. -State of Michigan, Department: of Management and Budget.
Memorandwn: - Assistant diredtor to diredtors of state .
d@paftments -and prngitntﬂ Qf Qtﬁte éﬂlleg?g, uhzusraztzgg, .

~and commmity and JZ(?’ZLS'F aolleges. Lansmg, May 12, 7!975

18. State of M1¢h1gan, Office of the Gaverncr Mgmarandum

iﬁwwmpﬁdw&mpmdmmzﬂm@aﬁgmmd@@mﬁmi
and presidents and members of governing boards of control 7
of eollegiate imstitutions. Lansing, April 25, 1975.

19, Uﬁivérsity of Michigan, Office of the Pregident Mém@raﬂdum
President to implementation committee. Ann Arbor,
February 14, .1972. -

20. Un1vers1ty of Michigan, Office of the V1ce Pre51dént for
... - Academic Affa1r5 ;' Memorandion:’ - Viee president to dé&ﬁﬂ
and directors.: Ann Arbor, December 4, 1974 ' e

2l University of Michigan. Mbmﬁﬁandum Vice president fbr
state relations to operdtions section, office of the budggt
. Ann. Arbar July 30, 1975. : o

‘4, 2
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DVER’VIEW AND CAUSES OF RETRENCHMENT i v
' During fiscal 1974-75, ’pu?’li«; hiéher education in

New Jersey aés@rﬁed appraximafe}y»$7i1'mi]1icn in 1ncrea$edfenergy
costs and salary iqgréases 1argé1y through delaying Equipment'and
pook purchases, deferring maiﬁténance, and 1eavin§ positions ‘
“vacant. Iﬁ:gahuary 1975;hmoreaqeré the exeéutive budéet office .
required that’the cénrdinétiné aéeﬁty§ the. De partment of. Higher
Eduzation. plan for a SE 1T million reduction in the expEnd1ture

of funds appropr1ated for 1974 75. This reduction-was not 1n

f§§¥ 1mp19mented but thé reserve of $6. 1 m1111Dn esfab115hed to
meet it was q@t—re1eased until June 1%?5, and state gurchasing
procedures precluded full uti1izéti@n,gf thg fuﬁdég The Emergiﬁé
- fiscal crisis in fiscal ]§f5a76‘Fauﬁd higher education operations
already cahétfained by the évents;jn fiscal 1975.

The g@vanar‘s 1975-76 budget %ﬁ'FebFuaﬁy 1975 caTTEd';
for a Sma]1 1ncrease in tﬂta1 state Qperat1ng expend1tures and a

substant1a] increase in state a1d to public schools But-

projected 1975-76 state revenues fell short of pr@p@éed:;

CE ! RPN




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"‘-a

ol

31“ -

' égﬁéﬁd?ﬁhﬁés which inc1uded"bcth impiéméﬁtatian af a State

O Supre e Eaurt mandate régard1ng funding of -elementary and

_Jecandary szhan]g and proposals for property tax reform.. The

T =

. 5har€fa11 was .approximately $900 million. To meet this gap, the

gavernor pr@p@sed the 1mp@s1t1an of a graduated personal income

tax. - The higher eﬂu¢§£imnApperating budget, along with those of

other state agencies, became a pawn in the broader dispugéf

-between the governor and the legislature over the imposition of

ﬂgké'incame taR, Théffinai result was an appropriation for higher
2 percent below the Board of Higher ‘ '7
gt = ) . \j‘l

!Educatﬁaﬁ 5 rechWEﬂdat1cn and five percent below the fiscal

1974-75 base. -Allocation of specific reductions was negct1ated

:{bEthEﬁ the Treasury DEDQthEﬂt s D1V151Dﬂ of the Eudqpt and the

Department “of H1gher Educat1cn, a statewide ﬁaard1nat1ng agency

with budgétary-ﬁgspan51b111tyi Department policy was to a11ﬂw ;

* maximum discretion to the campuses in their internal allocation

iﬁ—‘\ f,,' L= o o K )
.of reductipns. It did monitor their plans, however, and provided

fsﬁatewidéfguideiiﬁeg’far faculty Tayoff procedures.

o .

*

HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE AND COORDINATION

There are 12 senior public institutions in New Jersey,
each of which has a éeparate governing board.. Rutgers,'fhe state
university, is a large, formerly private, research-orienteqd

university. There are eight state colleges which share similar . . f




missions. Six of these deve]aﬁéd frem_téaﬁherieducafién

institutiiﬁs and two--~Stockton and Ramapo--were established in
1969, ThEFE is a]sc an exterpal degree institution: Thomas A.

Ed1san Ca11ege of New Jersey, wh1ch 15 arganized as a state

QD]1EQE. The New dersey Tnstitute of Jechnology;. formerly the -

Newark College of Eﬂéiﬂeeringi offers primarily engineering and.

architecture programs. In addition, the New dersey College of
Med1c1ne and Dentistry includes two pub11c medical SEhﬂnls,réﬁé

dental school, and 5Dme allied health programs.

fTheré are 17 jwé2year-ﬁcmmunity colleges jointly funded
by the state and the counties. State funding is on the statutory
basis DF $600 per FTE student.. Prior to FiscaI 1975-76, the

excess of actua1 enra11ment over projected enro11ment used far

comput1ng the prior year apprapr1at1@n was FEtEGﬁCthE]y'fuﬂdEd;

s gt

The Dépaftmeﬁt of Higher Education considered this after-the-fact’
funding as an essential Fa:tgr in providing substant1a1 open’ V
dccess. Retr@act1ve fund1ng was ﬂDt prav1ded in fiscal 1975- 76, e
however. A1thaugh~actua1 f1sca1 1974-75"enrol Iment totaled

66,400-FTE students, the appropriation provided for only the

budgeted 53,129, and legislative intent was explicit:

&

A},a-_vs




T

‘Opportunity Fund Baard the Educationa

g 0"
It ig the intent of this appropriation to
fund a total enrollment during the 1975-76
fiscal year of 53,129 equated full- time students
and no adjustment shall be payable in future
fiscal years to compensate any County College
for enroliment in excess of its proportionate
share of the .said amount., S

s-.‘

The Department of Higher

\I’TI\

dc 1Dn, a gtatew1de cagrd1=

nat1ng agency with budgetary authDr1ty, is Gne Qf the 18 pr1nC1pa1

o ;departments nf state’ guvernmént As a cnord1nat1ng agency, the

department appears unlque in that its adm1n1strat1ve head the

chancellor, not cn1y Sits as a member of the goverﬁar s cabinet

. and serves as'a merber and secretary of the Board of Higher

Edﬁcétiani but also is a statutory member of other boards or
groups including the guvern1ng bmards of Rutgers and the med1ca1—

dental schcg1 the. COuﬂC11 of State Cu1ieges and the Caunc11 DF

County Ca1leges, the State Schu]ar5h1ﬂ§CDmmissiDn, ‘the Edud3t1aﬁaj;

the State Board d% Med1ca1 Exam1ner5 The complexity ofr the
Chance]]uﬁss proFESS10na1 rolé 151campuunded by the d1fferent1a]
authar1ty DF the board over institutions. It ﬁas Timited .
statutcry authnr1ty in the case Df the- un1vers1ty,?the technical®
1nst1tute, -and the community c011eges, but Substant1a1

administrative,écntra1 over the nine state §p11egesg

Cotn the Fall /071974 thifiénrolIments of the various -

instituti@ﬁs d%FFEfed markedly.

! I : 154 ‘i ’ ‘ -

Facilities Agtﬁarit}, and

)



}

,eadcaunt N

Graﬂuate

; o ‘ ‘?{ : R : .Fu!1a ‘ePartfl
tdtidna] sector - - time t1me time time
. Y e L.
e Unfver51ty - . 23,856 - S,BDT 3,566*% 7,021%
Stfte Technical Institute | .- 2,647 1,491 .. 134 . 88]
ight state colleges  ° .. 47,596 21,306 684 9,351
- Twolyear pubVic colleges 36,017 .0 40,823 - o na na
Foun-year private colleges 32,918 12,481 : 3,295 . 8,419
Two-year private” ca11eges 918 . - 423 = . na . na
o Total public. - 110,116 73,353 4,448 17,275 -
Total private : 33;836 12,904 3,295 - 8,419
’ . 7 : B N ‘ ‘ T N ) " -
Togal 143,952 86,257, 7,743 25,694

[

*Does’ ngt include students at twu ]aw schrEDTSi e

) Pween 197@ and 1974 enrgllment in pub11¢ h1gher
edycatiof 1nst1tut1nn5 in New Jersey grew by 42 3 percent*-a1mast : é,ﬁ
_ C;fi the . rate of national growth. In sharp ﬁantrast enrol Iment. - S

in the private sector deg?lned by 4.7 peréent in NEw Jersey asfﬁt§;

grew by 4. 4 pgﬁﬁent nat1gnai1y ‘; i f  ' . iif;,
' STATE BUDGETARY ﬁRGCESq ,; . . _,i”‘ et

New Jersey has an annua] F15ca1¢year b§g1ng1ng ﬁn July. 1.
Some 15 manths pr1ar &0 the budget year--that is, in March 1974 far‘
’y the 1975-76 Fasca? yearsﬁthe Department of Higher Education

furnishes "quq?gng Dollar Benchmarks" or target Figures taﬁgacﬁé
A T oo . S

. Lo < ce
&
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 within this target f1gure Abaut 51 percent of the tﬁta1 h1gher‘

A Rl

LTy

'pubiiéfcampusr Each_"Benchmark" represeﬁts an amaunt wh1th the

department‘%hen be11eves f?SEﬁle reasnnabﬂe, and“campuses prepare
'ﬁ-nf'

and sumet requests based on enra11ment and program pragect;bns

educ§tian budget fs;ggﬂerated by formula. {pst1tut1@ns may a]sa
suﬁmit “abave formula” requests. In the fa11,=aftér staff éva1uas‘

t10n, the board reviews programs*and pr1gr1t1es and PECDmmEndS a
.f)r “#

) con§a11dated budgét for h1gher educat1ﬂn to the guvernar- The. -

T

‘»

5

governor, with the adv1§e'af the D1v§s1anfaf,5udget quthe Treasury
De%é%tment; prepares h%sjbudget-;hichifé gubmitteé to tHéJ
legislature in'February; “The fafmét of tﬁe gavernqr's budget is -
eéseﬁtffiTy programmatic (e.g., instructién, Spcﬁsaréd research,
academic support, etc.) with 1ine-item ianrmafiDnﬁshawﬁ'aﬁ a
subsidiary basis. . - | .

g’j .

Leg151at1v2 héar1ngs beg1n in March and genera11y Fetus on
both spec1fL£ pragrams and Spei1f1c 11n§ items in the 1nst1tut1an5
budgets The gavernar s budget recommendat1cn5 are defended 1n
thgfaeg1513ture by the chance1lar of thegDepartment gf Higher

Eéugat1an and his staff and by the D1v1§1Dn of the Budget. Dn ‘the

‘._f— 3 R

whole s the Board of Higher Eduiaf1an recommendations -ds mad1fledz

M ! _ A
by the governor's DFF1§E have set the boundaries of discussion and

negat1at1an dur1ﬁq executive and legislative hear1ﬁgs apd

neqat1at1mn5==and this was the case in 1975- 76 The 1egislature

T
= L]
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!

1* ’ .apprapriates funds tQAhighEFVEduiatiDn instituticns_in four
Indifferéntzfarmsim For the state colleges, thewe.}s a gross
appropriation to each inéfi%uti@n for each of six programé, -For
the statéfuniversity; there is a single, Tqmp{sum apprgpriatiah;
- of net state tax -funds (i.e., excluding institutional income from .

tuition and other sources). . The medical college receives net

appropriations for each of nine component units, and the Institute

of Technology receives a gimi?ar appr@priatian which represents;

net state tax funds under a gDntractuaI agreement between the

Institute and the Bgard_DF.ngher Education. .
- ; = T L A

A?thﬂugh!on1y QnE‘apﬁerriatiﬂns bi11-is‘u5u317 for

s

. 1975 76 a supplemen§a1 budget b111 was passed after a,ﬁubstant1a1

&

exercise Qf veto authnr1ty by the governor. ndé ‘”he New Jersey

cnnst1tut10n, e could not apprgye the Qr1glna1 appropr1at1ans b111
since it propased expend1tures in excess DF expected revenues ‘

r

_ The suppleménta1 budget b1]1 restorad some vetged 1tem5 because

iadd1t1ﬁnal revenues were prav1ded by a Supplementa1 tax- b111

' STATE-LEVEL PROCEDURES AND GRITERIA °
2 oa :

Sthte-Tevel retrenchment activity for 1975;76‘D§éurﬁed_at
Fivefmaﬁbr stages;x 1) the initiailrécdmmehdatién of the Board of -
‘Higher Edgcati@n,az) the géverncr's budgét3%3).thé‘FiF§t apgro-
priatién% bill, 4) the g@verncr{s vetﬁ whfih féquiréd very .

L .

&

167, e

1975 .-
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substant1a1 dawnward adjustment Df 1nst1tut1gna1 and other h1ghér

2

. educat1qn budgets, and 5) the 5upp1ementa? appropriatigng;anﬂ

g

“/
{:.‘secand semester cf 1975- TE but the anrd uf Higher Educat1gn

=,

' eiected toMlive W1th“ budgetary cuts tD aVD1d ra151ng tu1t1cn

. n? ‘;‘\ . gg . . . : . ) g_;ii o v :.
S enerat, desp1te the ebb and flow of a tirbulent .

-TEgis1ative sess1on, thh the Einut1VE office and the legislature
. ¢
'were concerned with 1ump sum amcunts and re]1ed on tﬁ% Departm;ﬂt '

.

4
af Higher Educat1on fcr advice on a11ucat1on5 ta ins tut1an5 and

Y

academic programs. : : . ; ‘ Y

Z

1975 75 Buard Recam fiendations

In F1sca1 ]974 75 the budgetary g.qu1a had nGt been

L }

e vffuiiy funded, and in its re;ammendat1ons to the gGVEFﬂGr for

975 76 the‘buard Saught b@th a Pestarat1on GF the prior jear 's

EduCt n and fu11 fDrmuTa fund1nq It also FECDmmEﬂdEd Enrn17=

f'_ment 1ncreases avarag1ng abnut six.percent at the state un1vers1ty,

Z" Dne)percent at Ehe state ca11eqes, 1D,7 percent at the community
1 fl rn

. cﬁﬁleges,,and tha malntenance of student aid. Thus, at Ehe t1me-

L.

©,of its recammpndat1nn )ﬁﬂNﬁVEmbEF 1974 the board «contemplated

both 1ncrea ed fund1ng and 1ncreased enro}Iments ‘over 1974-75;

*

O
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7ye1siurged'§y the campuses. - For the ten’

: : : N ..::_., ,3
. 1ts recommendations’ were:

1978-75- Board 1975-76
Apprnpr1at1n

:j§139ns)

N Rutgers~ o ' , $ 81 D i
* 'Eight state cu11eges e 113.8 . .
New Jersey Iﬁst1tuté '

" $204.4

* 1975-76 Governor's Budget
, y !

The governor's budget. included the following reductions .
" ! yoek. The » . : v

;fin'the Board of Education's Qggrating-budgétwr3§nmméndatinh;4f”

Timinated for #HL

—Ea—

--.a) "Merit increaseé increments" were

state agenciés inciuding higher education institutions. These

“.increments had previously beeﬁ;yirtua1]y ggtamatii within ¢he ?

- state agencies and.the higher education institutions..,The.

4 D S . . ) ST CE
gavéknar n@ted-1n hTS éhdget massage that this was an ecanamg

cn11ect1ve1y with the gﬁ1ts re%ggsent1ng state Emplnyees Aa’

Subsequent1yi“the 1eg151ature apprnpr1ated fUHﬂs which w111

¥

EDVEF gn]y 75 percent Df.ihggﬁnaremgﬁts Gu1de11nes for the \_:

recgnmqugglggk~

= #3



R d’1str1butmn D*F fhe 1ncrement ﬁlnds were nat yet pmmulgated 1n

K3 = 2 m

Qctaber 1975 hawever, and 1ncréments have not. been d1sfr1buted

[y

= diffe roit bcard re::crrmendatmns as *Fcuﬂnws . '_
. N - it_‘ fo

F1sc:a1 1975 76 (m $ fﬂﬂHt‘J‘FlSir o _ et

iﬁ & '_' w e !a‘ — - ‘v‘ |

ca Ad;usted board Envernar s Differ-. . r
reconmendation* budgetd. . ence . ‘a.
-‘.5:59-5 ' E 0= .-

P
In5t1tut1Dn .

Butgevs University%, = 9.4
Eight state-colleges -« Y1264
New Jersey Institute . o

.+ pf Technolpgy '

“ . Total : L 53?1

B - i
- *axcluding merTt salary increases. j




Fwst Appmpr
p Appmpﬂaﬁ

ns 'E‘ijjﬁ; Eog?ég Drjs, Veto, argj Supplemental . -

prapmatmns bﬂ] passed b_y the 1eg1s1ature

agg ” n the gfggerﬁnr s recamendatmns It chfi

o

o, n part by ma:reased t’§1t1on révenue pmmarﬂy ﬁ:r ncnfr"esfdent

studénts The 1eg1s1ature chd ehmmate some "spemaT pmgr‘*ams,

, name]y funds f‘or th;eﬁéamissmn cm Fmanmﬁg Pnstse::andary . ' v

u:m H1gher Edu;atmn in Newark The
‘ 5 -i‘

: 1Edu::atmn’énd th& Counci
i f‘n-st appr&pm atn:ms bflTl gnvwded same 32?9 4 mﬂ’hnn n*Ft:n“ the - . &3

pt.i aPpFDprTEtTEﬂ of T

" the advérrory b weto, ©

¥z

re\ienue) restm‘ed $268 mﬂhnn ‘Fcn]' the kswtat% budgg as a whcﬂe :

pr -
;“',gThe 1mp11ca¥19n5 of the veto ‘and; the*sggpp1ementa1 budget 'bﬂ’l ) . :aﬂ
gar‘ the t‘@n gener‘a] campu;es and Dther H‘ﬁher‘ educ:atmn'pﬁdgr‘ams N
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[r—. . v! - - S e R

S  ”"» Co F1s::a1 1975—76 (1n $ thuus@ds) ‘-‘d
ey e - " Restored. .. Ne.% 1955 bver,
e o ’;,i % Reduced by under‘supp]ej gnvev‘narls R
) CE gaver‘har 5 .mental appro- . original. :

CL TEn genera’l campuses s vetﬁ =3 . priation * . . budget .. S

Cgr 8,604 $10,011 ) -
2 e - 81088

. #

State ca’l]eges . 18 615
Rutgers.Untfversity - -13,840
 Ned-Jersey Institute = . 'y - .4

of . Ter:hnoj;:gy . ' : -’L 1,018;1 .
A R 1 - kS

Dther‘ hi;t‘mr educatmn_prggrams - -,
State aid to mdependent . ﬁ;', 4

e %gegad . . L‘ R A CL
' uni rsities . . - 4, UDD -ek +:2,000,0. ... = 2,000

. State aid to hospital’ A~ N -
s schools of nursing . - {8600 "\ + 17500 v - P~ - 360
Statewide specfal ' e L
programs < 625 . . - 625" .
AgricuTtural Exper‘;;ﬁt ’ S s :
Station "= - ’_7,304 . ¥ +7,000 = V- 3(34‘
~ College of Medicine&™ ' -~ 7. oon SN
" Dentistry opevating ~- T
budget appropriation -1,893 . |
. State aid to two-year ) .
» cnﬁ@umty c:cn’l’leges _ L L0-5 -
S Tota1 //. L $-24,299 J
B s = p = = ’ B
.i . . & ﬂ- ; s R - . ) . 3% _-;
R State executwe’ and 1 s"lat’ive at:tmq a pears to have
-9 'been chc:tated Qﬁmarﬂy by tact1c5 in what one wr‘1ter‘ has «ia'l’lgd

&

, 'nDther‘ Skﬂ“m}gh ‘fﬂ a h}nq, 1asmg campa1gn by tljfgdvernar to

e /sta‘ge;programs 5 FCH“\“!'IQHEF educatw #g 2 gn,,tc; dESENbE? Lo

,f i ) e i -
the Qutg;ﬂmez L - . , R oo ¢
- . e L X . 1 ..
, ¥ ] . =L C
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-] reasnnal:ﬂé tn ask whether too much has. beén

. ,,made ‘of the effect of the political impasses on -
-~ higher educatmq in Néw: Jérsey Some knowledgeable
N penp’le deny that there :is a crisis--they say that .
. - New Jersey is a wealthy state, that h§gher educatjon . -
.+~ .is popular, and that thé wrangie in Trenton is only °
a temporary per‘turbatmn ger all, most" of ‘the - 3

. doHar cuts were reétored, nD hefty tuition increase

was 1mpcnsed‘ and ther‘e havg been no mass F1r1ﬁg§

c ¥

was dohe if you are a to ege or umvgrmty adminis-
" tratér. who'was ordered td'fire 4 lot of. pegple, or
L a faculty member who got.a letter infoiy ing ynu that -
) - you migh; be. fired, as occurred in | '
July. . WhiTe things never quite ‘eacr ied the pann:
stage, the atmosphere. was hard
= pﬂannmg for a new term that wids 111;1:1

a mnﬁth awa_y (pp 521 622 ‘7

'E‘.,Eut it is difﬁcu]t to ? the view tha%ha harm

A]thnug‘p. 'mast c\f the daﬁar cuts ware r‘estnred " the Bnard (:rF

. H1gher- Educatmn was still ]eft w1th a $17 mﬂ‘]mn reductmﬁ Frc:m

g-

the prior year's state, suppart “and-:a $44 7 m1’l11cm reductmn

r1=

from 1t5 nr‘;gma] remmmendatmn in November 1974 for. 1975- 5 '

h* ¢ B
Thruughaut thé apprnpmaﬁi pr‘cu:e&ure the Bcard of L e
v ol
* ,,H1gher Educat‘mn was genera’l]y successfu?‘ %I&B]n 1n1ng its - - ’
;;‘ authar'it!t: estabhsh pragram prmr‘1t1es in h1gher educatﬂnﬁ .
'ﬁ:‘ ¢ .
Dnce executwe and 1eg15]at1ve agenmes had determmed -DVEI“ H '_ .
4 ﬁsjﬁ
€

1ncrements or decrements at a partn:u]ar t1me the board was ab]e

. to Spec1Fy theirampiemént‘atmn nghg Whe perm‘q ﬁjf budgetﬁ
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furmu]at1oh anq 1n_a11ncat1an af the F1nai apprﬂprﬁat1an the

-

- baard was guided by thFEE‘maJDF DbJEEtTVéS

» o . : .

1. The maintenance of accesS'to PﬂbjiE;Q%QhEF éducationji‘ '

maintenance of student financial:aid resorces.

x0T T . *: 7 %V
;S,ﬁ‘iy- 2. The maihtéﬁé%céj : e uity among- the var1qus sectors
E' of h1?her Educat1an at aéy part1dh1ar fuq §?1ev51 TH15 ;
ébncerned re]at1anﬁp ¥S ‘between both the 56211c and pr1vate "
sectﬂrs *and amon ' ‘_i

d1fferent types of 1nst1tutiun5 w1th1n the

o, o N I )
pubjit;52§tar§ _ e ’ .
: ) : - J % }*:“——‘ v . d .
o R g ST I .
O . : . ¥ o

;\ LA e 3, The &ni}1nued V1ab§ﬁ1ty of 2;1 M§JDF E1ements cf

h1gher educat1 ""A1thaugh aware QF longer- term Fzscal unﬁerta1n¥zﬁ .

t&, the "board ten51déred the 1975 76 budget yéar a spec1§f
e.. s1tgatwcn It endeavered tn cht1nue 311' xcept a few 1Dw-
ﬁriarmty programs w1th the expecta;1nn that the- reé&nt gc@wth af

T pqﬁ 1§ h1gher edu:at1bn in New Jersey was DD]x,tEmDDrarily 1"tEf"

rupte& the 1975 75 tur‘mm’l

. . e
g v - . -

e * . R =

S Anather maJDF“DbJECt1VE of the bpard perhaps a¥1ented o
prchdural]y ra;her than' Substant1ve1y: was the ma1ntenance af.
cant1nued f1¥§f§111ty wfth:n whatevar Dvera11 F{sca1 canstra1nts

e _were, 1mpused JIn its: negat1at1ans w1th state uff1c1a1s thj
174 ’ '




x AT w4 )

in 1n5t1tut1ang].; bvudggtsi

. i’succeésfuﬂ'githéugh mindr- Liagram réeductmns were madi by the.
i

a iS’Iégi’s[at}ur;e, '- - R - -

N S

R In reach‘iﬁg its proposed 1975 76 pudget the bnard

. tTvEs. thrgugh its narma’l pnpu:a,ss which involves: T’) department’a]

rav*tew G'F 1nsﬁtutmna’l req?%’tg, E) départmegtai dis

J ’Zf .
pr1or1f1es estab11shed wgrg 8. F-”.';‘;,

1 —

af an mtegrated higher educatmn sysfem budget *chr the ‘
. ; "g

ubmgsmn tD the gDVEan‘ Eﬁ

‘ma11 11‘1%!‘@5E m enrolim?nt (3 percent) at the 5tate t;c:’l]eges ‘-

% X ; T
unWersj;y, b).font ue‘, gerth in Enmﬂments at the

i

1 S(‘:hmﬁ% g ‘E’u 1 access tD thE EDmmumt_y

T

9511'293 Syﬂ%tefﬂ, Q}Fuﬂgfundmg of the. 1nstructmna’l ﬁ:ﬁnu’la tD B

resmré thé‘ﬁ: tr ugtayiéd in ﬁ15c’a1 1974<75, aﬂd g) ma-qntenance

Cof st‘t ﬁt "Fﬂ(lam:‘la‘ aid. ; g N : ggi L L
- J§ - '\j # . 7 I.. g ‘,‘j' |
o W 4’ : i:)“‘ A ‘ J 1- T

(J & As nate%g the tma%d - i,raﬂ%y gicassfu? in m#ihtain-
mi th se prmr1t1es thmughauf: the permd 7bud’g'ét fcr*mtﬁaftian '
. » L 4
appm@mat’lﬁn The ma]m‘ pr‘mrﬁy of aCiES:S was 1n Derﬂ v
& . = ’ *
o VIR
.- G
" e, - L oo -
S H‘IJ d 3 4 - “ ‘lff’g Do ! .
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i . = a .ﬁ.

L

, %?
Fﬂthe -governor' 5. budget) becaméma Eastage in tﬁ% ¥

’r_pDT1t1§a1 batt]e over a State income tax. The Agr1cu1turaL

aquxper1ment Stat1an at“iptgers was a1sg a targqfrin thevgoveﬁﬁor‘s'%? ?
;-.‘vetg‘,message ! He e’hmsateé total- state supo‘St for the’q: :
t-Exper1ment Statioy ($7. 3 m1111an) hDWEV A;$7 0 m11]1Dﬁ§—3DPFﬂx1— P
. A_mafé1y $1.7 million -below. 1974-75 suppnrt-:Qaé restored in the 4
: Asupp1ement31 apprnpr1§i1nns 6511 Because Qf thég ~{ca1 51tuat1on

Fac1ng New Jersey in f1sca1 1975- 76, the department and Board. af

- H1gher Education d1d ques;1an whethér the fuT] range af Experiment

-Stat1an prcgramsiihau1d be maﬁnt 1ned %&? §5 expense nf what they

§§Y funct1nns - .Thé guvernor s veto
e
" message veduced F1nanc1a1 aid fﬁ the private sector from $8 mi1lion
H
to 34 m1111an, of wh1th £2 m1T11an was restared by'the Supp1ement31

e

apprgpr1at1cns bill--final fund1ng W§5_$5 m1T1ﬁDn.

perce1ved as mgre vital uniy

a . - R
= = R =

r-\] o Hawe\ a ﬂa.;l " % - -

S In genera1, the f1na1 blgget LUtS ﬂf 544 7 m1111an Fram

_the Qr1g1na1 Bnard of HTQhEF'EQUGat1Dﬂ re?uests were aT?Gcaféd

EF PdUCdt1uﬁ in perDrt1Dn ta the

&‘ .
, ther pr1@P1t1é5 Df*the bnard " The.
* ! S&i :

u‘
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

maqar mughﬁcatwp wasim the ’Ieg1s1at1ve refusal to cﬁntmue

* the pr‘actice of funding. the pregeding year s enroliment - DVEI‘T‘U

. at the _comm -0l leges.

: = : . ~
The budg E ry formula determmeﬁ tha aHotatmn amang

the ten genera1 EEITIPUSES of the $26. 2 million reductmn apphcatﬂe 3

#
to f{lim and m actm:dance with board policy the aﬂm:atmns C\qere
4 U
) essenﬁaﬂy 'lump sum -d15tr1burmns The departmient did review™
o L =
*‘campus p1ans for mterna1 dhtﬂbutmn of the reductmns to

determme then‘% 1mpact The budgetar_y farmula was des1gned by
<
«  the ‘board to ensure the Equrtable d1str‘ibut1on ch funds during an

ant‘;cmated period ch growth, It is descr‘zbed here hcwever,

because it Ser‘ved -as the majgr‘ criterion for allocation of the )

reductions, ?/ , ! =

v 3

By C Prmr to 1973- 74 the exectttive hudget pf’FH:E had used

o
1

* thrée separate. Student facu]ty ratms to determme the 1evel of .

Suppart ‘FI the three types (}F senior 1n5t1tutmns—-the resear‘ch—

Dr‘léntéd Wég’fSTty,- the E1ght state colleges, am:l the N@ Jersey

# ."Insti.tu',te of Technology. For 1973-74 the bo‘g‘}j w1th the appr‘ova’l

2‘.

ﬂ’r’ thé Treasury's s Division af Budget adcpted a Furmu‘la apphcab’le

.r’
&0 aH 'tEi‘l fnis
o all ten T
institutions wi

u’mﬁs ut1hzmg ane teach‘mg r‘atm fm all

add an Factm‘s *Fcnr‘ gach t_ype ﬂ/f 1n§t1tutian.'

=53

Y
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épplﬁéabie to aii fnétitutiang-ifdr'exampTe,_nymbers of -full- or

x

, and the like,
in- identical

re.determined

by boatd policy. ar®e value

'fbf a]l_:a]]eges,_ahd :
7é}amp1e of these. ﬁﬁith the ;xcéﬁtignsraf enéiﬁeering, pharmacy,
féﬁd nursing, identiia? Qndergraduate stﬁﬂént~fa;u1ty ratios ap%?y
;_azrass'ali tén institutions. Foit graduate iﬁstructigﬁ andlfor én,.
the éxzeptigﬁs noted, studentsfiéﬁjt§ ratios différ by dfscipiinéry
§g, group, aﬁdbthéir app]icabi]it§ to mérerthajjgne jgétigyti@ﬁ

depends on thé-%atggaries of students enrolled. Dther-“system .

- B (

» 3 P - . . .
parameters" vary with campus mission and board policy. For )
example, the research university has a formula allowance for

*state-supported research suEétangﬁéiTy larger than have the state

‘coteges. The formuia also allows.for funds. for the development

W
acddemic

- of new educational instructionagmethods. and f

-

. ddministration.

e ) B ks N R R G .
The formula generates twottypés of recommendations: The
o - . e _ e L S ot

'Firstiﬁs.an overall dollar figure to which are added nonformula

' items;ta cgnstitufe an institutional budget.. The SéCQﬁd is the .
" number of. full- and part-time (FTE) faculty.. Institutions can. -
employ.more partftfmeiFacu1ty than the -number -generated by the . )

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



» %partmentai i

acrass cgmpuses i5 ent'lre]y Expia'ned by farmufa

""vaﬂabies 7 Dﬁferentja’l Fundmg crf" "gerreral suppart" (11brar=y,

g_‘

. gstudent ser‘vwes, computers, and admm tratmﬁ) is ‘iarge]y S

fg’l]cws; .
e . ' ' T < .
. - . y e
FTSCET 1975- 75 Net State Apprcpﬂatmn
(ﬂn $ millions) - ..
. FY74-75-
5 . L .} .

. R S *Apm‘ai
4 o -.-‘;Erﬂatmn .
- . State colleges " " $69'6 -

Rutgers University = ~ = .,,81.0,
few Jersey Institute. . | ]
of Teghnology _ 9!’25

Totad | h S 5156% | $188.0 o S1615
"j'[udesﬁtudent tu1"*\on/fees ‘and Dth"E-F*""lm‘:DmE o T T
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The a11acat1cn amon the Eight sté;e cD]1egés nfsthe N

d1fference f 515 2 million ($84 4 m1111an Tess $EQ 2 m1111cn)

' between thepw ,rd 5 Fnrmu1a based récammendat1nn Thd the eventua1

apprﬂpr1at1an was rnggh]y in prnpﬂrt1aﬁ tg eanT1ment
. i " .- o o
s In July 1975, when it became apparent:that the financial

'situat’aﬁ might res 'i’a Feductian'in ﬁUmber of Faiu?fy and
A“x

# .
GthEF prafegs1ona1 emp ,yeaﬁ the Department of H1gher Education -
=

deve1aped and d1str1bﬂfed a sti%ement of 1ay off pracedures to.
the staté c011egesJ1G "The prq;edures, wh1ch bécame effect1ve
Gﬂ]y after review by the attcrney gené?a? s office and cansu1ta-a

t1an w1%h the emp1oxee ca]iéct1v -barga1n1ng regiesentat1ve,$ 4
; .
requ1red the caT1ege§ to cuns1der a num o« Df factgrs 1nedeter- .

8 m1n1ng Wwhich. Emp]GyEES wou]d be laid aff Fur examp1e ca11eges

. were requ1red tc keep 1n m1nd the- requ1rements of the1r %karmative

;..s{, o

E

,jjact1aﬁﬁphagrgm5 and the*need to cansuTt with tgi var1eus campus i”

‘ﬁénstitueﬁéiesi Thg pr1mary facfer, huwéver ‘was the need tn
B . g«n\,

_ protect pngrams Df maJor aﬁademic 5 gniﬁig@ﬂc at the Go11ege 4‘

F s,

£ = ”i‘ o "!, &
“After cﬂnsigering the needﬁ Df the c011ege; the campuis - §

adm1n1st"t1un was rEqu1red to 1dent1fy the. "TayDFf un1t":-1 e. 3

thnserclaESes af adm1n1§trat1ve pcs1t1gns¢and teach1ng areas, DFF

Ak

_\bath tD be reduced hhth’ln the ,”1aynf"f umtsi,"!wh‘ich DLﬂd not N

. : . o
\ 4 " P .
’ ’ : g o B =

LI



gi%iadem1c dEpaftment or

o aﬁm1n1strat1ve area; a1] ug;enur Emp?oyees wou?d be Ta1d‘aff

= 1

‘quevéf, amang untenured.emp?nyees

' and the Emplﬂyee reprESEﬂtat1ve=ﬁﬁ% spec1f1c reaSS1gnment and P\ f,-

L

XFEﬁnstatement r1ghts, F1na]1y, the departmént re1terated its .

“r

’ pDSTt1Dn that tenhure perta1ned on1y to the part1cu1ar cc11ege atj v

._Wh1Eh 1t was aWarded s , "

%
& =

H

. L Gda SR - . 4
. . s 0 . . AP i .
. o R FP : ) o

i by . =

iNSTTTUTIQNAL PRGCEDURES ANé'%ﬁITERiA vos

N

ﬁ.
A ] L" _ o :L;;
- 1 Wh1;h the CD1]EgES made 1nterna1 aTTacatTQns The b f_”f_i "
- the Departmenﬁ of H1gher EducatTDnurea1TzEd that 1n meeting tﬁ% v
. raﬁgg;rans the CG]]EQE§ would have to use 1ﬁstruat1gn and . 725
depahﬁmenta? research funds tD meet minimum caT?egew1de apg£§$1ng :
wg, : . o : . '
needs.” ©. . . .7 ’ o
A ¥ - = .
Lo w
J ) ,’ 7’5.‘ . . E & A- ) o x g 7 .
f;“ is" ] . Aa;'
w To ease the 1mpa;t of the 1975 76 reduct1an QT the
E% t:(:\]“legegfl the haard*and dePartment tha1ned the assurance cf the

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



St,te D1v1§1en of the Budget that\§ransfers cau1d be made free1y

amcmg ‘all accounts throu.ghnut the year.: Iﬁ additmn F

*

* a. Formula "add-ons" for educational development,”
research, public sarv1ce, and academic admintistratdion
:;“were d1verted§

_b: buth facu1ty and. support staFf pDS1t1ﬂﬂS were
YEft vacant :

K érsonne] redu¢t 0
and- dm1n1strat1ve support areas,

d. purthases ﬁf Edugat1ana1 equ1pment and supp11es
and 11brary acquﬂs1t1ans were cut bagk

e. overall facu1ty=sta§gut ratios were increased;
f. the. number of fa:u?ty teaching overloads increased,

" along with an 1n§rease 1n the number -of part-tine and
ad;unct facu1ty and- :

e HDespit%-budget stringencies, hswevér,'inﬂovafivéAprugréhs—a
e.g., Marine Science Cﬂnsartium; Thomas A. Edﬁsaﬂ»C§1129é; and éﬁe
'-Hﬁégén:Cbun€y Community:College Cﬂmmisgicnaewere méjﬂtaineﬁ ;
although sometimes on a reduced basts. Similarly, Rutgers and

the Inst{tutéﬁﬂf TEEﬁnQ1égy ﬁe%é bGthvébieftg ac¢ammmdate'thé |
graﬁth n% maéar new p%égrams and uniﬁs e.g.,.the Gradg;te Schoo
of App11ed and Professional Psychn1ggy, and the School of N

Arch1tecture

pa—
feca]
(]

Tt
- N
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;fs En¢o11ment5 were nnt neduced when the. 1975 76 budget

o

’ reduct1nns were made, and the New Jersey ngher Edunat1gn—§ystem

15 educatﬂng mgre stuﬂents than in 1974175 w1th Fewer dn11§rs e

. : ’ . ;
s In fhe case of the privaté SEEtar nf h1gher éducat1nn, L
the departmént nnn5u1ted thh the execut1ve cnmm1ttee of the

gr

Assnc1at1cn of Independent Cn]legeg anden1ver51t1es of New Jersey
5pr1nr to the a11nﬁat1nn DF the apprgx1matély $2 m11110n reduct1nn

. The salient jeature§ of the private sectqr-aidvprngram are: *
o= : ot 7 .j e, ~ ,7’,i

”ThéfC@%tﬁnF Edutatiin Pnngram (COE) prnv1des up tn SBDD ST

" for each fyll-time Newidenseyxres1dent enrolled in a part1q1p§;1ng

A .

independent institution who was thE;réc1p1ent of some Furm of . .
f‘f need-based aid in the preceding geangr SR o 53§~;f
The State Pnngram to Ut1112e Regnurceg (SPDR) 1owers /f

. e
the éfféct1ve cost of. educat10n to New Jersey students by Fund1ng

" jnstitutions on a per cap1ta basis of up to $175 for each Tower-"

division New. Jersey student and up to $225 .for each upper-division

. New-Jersey student enrolled in the previous year.

Qf” . The Gradiiate and Professional Prdgrams employ special

resources of the independent-insgitutinnsj and reduce or eliminate

C A
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The Céqsuter Library, and Dther Serv1ces Program

1

_perm1t5 1ndep9ndeQ:hinst1tu1nns to. share certa1n spec1a11zed

serv1ces rnow availahle to public 1nst1tut1@n5@

A
- Forfiscal 197576, the $6 million aid to.independent

colleges was allocated gs\follows: COG, $2.1 million; SPUR,

$3.9 million. The'deﬁa—tm: t and the association decided that
the best means of util zﬂng 975- 76 funds would be to fund Qniy .
the COG and SPUR prug,ams Th $5 million will provide

W approximately 85 percent of full\funding.
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POSTSCRIPT: SPRING 1976

. s N James M. Rosser

PR . .+ Vice Chancellor
Do - New Jersey Department
K o o of-Higher Educatign

_ As the time for %%5231 1976-77 apprbpriatinns dr'awsl
yﬁﬁéai, higher ESGiafign in New Jersey faces an even more difficult -
"~ situation than that reported in the case study for fiscal 1975i76,f
"Asishﬂﬁn‘in,tﬁe table below, the net state apérépriati@n for the
. state cé]iéges; Rutgers, and the New Jersay Iﬁstitufe of -
~Technology for Fiscai 1975-76 amnunted,té $151;§ million. The

’ gofernar's budget now-under legislative consideration is drasti-
Ealiy 16wer: | ) ‘ -
|

Fiscal 1975-76 Net State Appropriation, and Fisca] 1976-77 Board .
__Recommendations and Governor's Budget (in § millions)*

FY 76 N A
BHE Recom- Governor's
mendation budget
$ 87.3 $ 52.0
106.7 - 66.3

<l

‘StatE'céj1e§és

Rutgers
New Jersey TﬁStitutﬁ- R :
of Technology 9.9 13.0 9.2
Tota] S TS161.5 $207.0 $127.5

\

*Source: State of New Jersey: Budget, Fiscal Year !

~
2y

¥
e
~d
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(Postscript: Spring 1976)

In fiscal 1§75§76; the gpve#ﬁ%r‘s_gfigina1‘gross'%pprc='
h priatiéns budget FD?ANéw Jersey's entire systém df‘ﬁighEF education
was some $19 7 m1111nﬂ below the recommendation Df the Board of
HTQhET EdUEa’&?n (BHE), but in that budget hE had excluded .
. :EXDEEtEd revenues from a new sta£é income tax which he was pro-
L pa51ng._iAs related in theﬁ&aselstudy, the proposed income tax
twas naﬁ a&aptéd by thé legislature. The governor's 1976-77 budget,
_%%niike that of the pfinr year, does not assume additional revenues
from a revised tax stru&turé; and the difference between the
b@ard's'ﬁezmﬁmendatiaﬂ and the governor's budget amounts to

$80.5 million.

.Tﬁé>baard is recommending that the reduction be allocated
, among institutions- and pragfams 50 that essential educational
services w111 be preserved " But*in so doing, 1t recognizes that
" academic staﬁdaﬁdgvian be'maiﬂtained only at the expense of *

i

budgeted enra11ment Under the reduced Funding proposed by the

g@vernaﬁ' Enra11ment é; the senior.. 1nst%;utions w111ﬂ§e£réase by

sgme 13, 504 FTE studengs:

186

. B
Syt
L .



- I . . . -

. - (Pﬁsfscript: Sﬁriﬁg 1976)
: " R 1

P _ - - FY 77, Based
o FY 76 on estimated o
Actual - funding - - * - . Difference

___Fiscal 1975-76 and 1976-77 Full-Time Equated Students

State colleges 63,637 54,525 - 9,112
Rutgers =~ . = 38,037 .. 33,659 L ='4,378
New Jersey Institute - 1
‘of Technology = . 3,924 . 3,810 na

Total 105,588 91,99 “ 13,604

However, in building the BHE proposed FY 1877 budget,
there were included funds to restore the quai%ty of the basic

formula 1eveTTprnvided in the Board of Higher Education budget

"request for-FY 1976, adjusted Ffor inflation, and this improved

#

= : . . v
base was included in the governor's budget request for FY 1977.

Thus, maintenance of program quality in the face of reduced ~
funding resulted in an actual increase in the average dollars

pe? stuaent for instructional support and general support:

Fiscal 1975-76 and 1976-77 Dollars per FTE
. Student Instruction and General Support - .

Appropriated nor's budget
$1,420 °
2,202

- . “FY 76 FY 77 Gover-

I~
)
oy

-
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' (Pﬂstscﬁpt: Spring "'1975)i ,
Should the 1976—77 apprnpr1at1nn apprnx1mate the 1eve1
Ef the QQVEFHDF 3 recann@ndatlnns, the 1mpact on h1gher educat1an

in New Jersey w111 be prufguad and- trag1c Se 1e¢t1ve, rather

‘than acrnssithe=baard, a11ocat1an n% enroliment réduct1nns>amangs

the state ca11eges is now under study Tu1t1an w111 r1se ‘sub-

_ stant1a11y, and fund1ng suppnrt FDr released time for ﬁesearéy

and cher non- 1n5truct1gna1 act1v:

}iﬁw111 be reduced sharpTy at

the state co11eges, Rutgers, and NJIT - - f

‘
“The chancellor ddes not see New Jerséy‘s_pmbiems'aj

un1que He warns that, . "Many peapTe in higher .education do not

have &ny real sense of the f1sca]fth1n 1ce on.which they are ’

skatlng “~ Although the absence uf a state income tax 15 the most

. va1cu§ factor in retrenchment the tmpact of state supparted

social programs also looms 1§FQE. Of the $2.7 billion proposed
A} = i . s .

1

in thé‘gavernar's budget:, some $637 million is for state support

bnth DF wh1th are grnw1ng*and %1ed to federal a1d

. . o L Y
At the present t1meg ?gi Board of Higher Education and

;!-

,the department are mak1ng a str@ng case tn the 1eg1s1ature fcr

'Fu11 Fund1n§ of the BHE s recommended $388 million net state

apprapriat1nns budget v The chancellor and ‘the, chairman of the

b 188



> (Postscript: Spring 1976) -

BHE $Udget»Cmmmittée;prESEﬁﬁééitheiﬁas§ for restarét?nﬁ be%aﬁg
the Joint Aﬁprcpriét%@ﬁs Committee on March 19, 1976. The com-
ﬁitteevhas_identified éppraximaté1y $§4‘m111%§n in add%ti@né?
funds to be used to support restorat1nn to -the gavernar 's budgét
These add1t1nna1 Funds are based pr1mar11y on 1ncreased reverue

';> est1matés: reduct1cns by the Eonm1ttee 1n the gnvernﬂr budgét,
-and aﬁt1c1pated federal révgnue shar1ng¥ To date, %62 m1111an
haéfbeeﬁ restored .to the QDVETHDTIS'5UdQEt;ﬂDF Qh?ch $22 million -
has been restored. to h1gher edusat1an to restore enrt|Iments t@ :

H P

- appfﬁximately the current1y budgeted 1evel at Rutgers, the state *
ca11eges, and NJIT, to, reduce facu]ty work1gadj and to restnre

;research funds to. the Agr1cu¢§ura1 Exper1ment 5tat1ﬂn, amt to fund

" research at Rutgers and the state ﬁDl]eges Furthet prnpased
higher éducatio?xrestgrati@hs pending before the committee total-
ing appraximate]& $28 million include additional county college

“enrollment suppart, ‘a reduzt1an ins the gmvernor s propgsed tuition

“incrgase, and funds for the cu11ege of Medicine ang~Dgnt stry-éf

New Jersey.
B : : v -
whether the Tegislature will pass taﬁ‘measures to make
new revenues a reality 15 st111 an open quest1an The New Jersey
GeneraT Assemb1y haggfassed an income tax packaqe that pruv1d%
Q




V(PaStserip;; Spring 1976) -

;i -

three Einds-af feiiefT’ Tocal praperty tax.FeduEtién' revenue- )

aharing grants to 1uca11t1es, and increased state school aid. "
UnfartunateTy, none of the revenues: to be generated from the
income tax would be ava11abie to restnre cuts in the state gavern-

ment s operating budgét, but wau1d fund only the abave three

=kitem§. The New Jersey Senate defeated the Assemb]y's 1ncame tax

éaékage*in late May.
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" NEW YORK: |
,City University of New York ..

- Lo ! : * H]

.*DVERVIEW AND CAUSES OF RETRENC‘HMENT “E
RetrenchﬁﬁLt act1v1ty in the C1ty Un1ver51ty spans two

_budget cycTes, and had not been completed 1n mi d- September 1975.

- Appropriated funds fcr 1974 75 were reduced in mid- year by '
apprax1mate1y $20.5 m1111an As this reduction was being absarbgdrs
wgrsen1ng revenue prage¢t1ans Far New York C1ty were. reflected 1n
the 1975 76 apbrnpr1at1an, some $104 million below the Dr1g1na1

V City Un1vers1ty budget request The actuaT Toss of net Fuﬁds was .
greater because the-enacted budget assumed increases in tu1t1nn

-'_whn:h the City University has not 1mposed. L'im'iting' cansidérati‘@ns
to events 'as‘c;»f’ Septenber 1, 1975, the budget ﬁgures for the two

a a.&l

years may be 5ummar1zed as follows:

s

4 Selected 1974-75, 1975-7€ Budget Figures (in § millions)

SNt opaers o 1975-76

‘ Mid-year - @ -
Appro- Debt reduge. ... - Appro- Debt Tuition
priation service tion  Net - ‘priation service ‘deficit Net
C T — T — —
585.2 (15 1) -~ (20.5) 548.6 “597.9 (37.6) (10.5) (549.8)

’ e . ; & . .

SR . - TSP ——
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The histdry'df'redudfildAid'the'i9?5=76‘budget'frdh__ .

‘the time of the inftial request is shown in the following table:

Se1ected 1975 76 Eudget Figures (1n $ m1]110ne)

‘November ™  December, February }February © June.

- 1974 1974 - 1975 - 1975 1975

, : o Mayor's
Cuny . _Mayor's Goverrior's . ‘erisis Adopted

request; certification .- budget -~ ~ budget budget

702.0 662.6 © 651.8.  579.1 579.9

1

‘Subsequent to September 1, 1975, the mayor. has sought an
additional reduction of $36.5 million in city funds which, with

=

state matching, would increase to $60 million.
Eine -
3

The City Uﬁiveraity edntedde w%tu a uhidUe Fungéng
situation in ad3uet1ng to retrenchment, fdr 11552355 roughly
47 :percent of its revenue fr;y/ehe City df New York, 37 percent °
Frdm the state, 14 percent firom graduate and ndnreeident and
ndnmatrieu1ated undergraduate tuition and fees,-and 2 percent
frdm m1ece11anedue sources. It does not Eﬁdfgéituitiﬂﬂ to
undergraduate matr1eu1ategh_;udent residents- of New York C1ty,
d]thﬂugheanEﬂEEal_fEE,LﬂnCQYEEQFEQiStfatiDﬂ and other eervidea

élié required d% aTT students ine1udiﬂg graduate. \ThiS'Fee'rangea
from $14D a year to-$60 a year, dependlng upon the student’s

d]dss1f1eat1un
w

g’t’)»

“ w



The cause‘:\ of r‘etreﬂchﬁlent in the C*lty Und ver-smy 15 the
gsermus wide‘ly pubin:‘x Zed » afm sti1l urresolved financi ﬂ plight
’Df'the ‘C1 ty Df—NEEW‘YOFE- State agen C1e§- d-d ‘n ot PTEJ a d%%g&cti
. roleé“in retrenchment. pr0cedure§s prior to Se%pternber T, 1975 In

£

, mid- September ; hQ\vEVEri, the Commi ssi-0ner of -Ed UCa tmn the é:xect,r
tive head of the state pEDDTd‘Iﬂat‘l ng ager;cy, adsded his vo ice .
" those pErSDnS Dut;S‘ldE ’the C1ty Ummfhtzy who, wer‘é urgin g th at
undergraduate tuj tion be 1rﬂD@§Ed at the same f*étés a?;-“m the Sta te -

Un‘ivers1t_y DF New YGr‘k

*

HIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNANCE AND CQDEﬁIEATjDE

Pubht; higher educatioh in New York is cDFﬂDT"ESed of =tm3
large rnu"ltmarﬂpus systerms: the State Un iversity of Ney ‘ﬂ’ﬂt‘k
(SUNY) and the City Un%ver,gity QF .‘New YoTk. The coordinating
agency . the Regents’;_ of the Uni Ver‘ﬁi.f;y of the S"E:atéf Hew ‘!Dﬁk
("Regents" ) have statutory mastef plaming author?ify which
includes tﬁg reviey e:ﬁf new a;nj existing academic¢ programs of
both public and private campyses. The régents, however, d ot
ha ve budge tary regpaﬂsil:ii‘;i ties for either ﬁuIt;icafﬁpg_s system.

Until the 1960's, the Etate gf New York rehed pr“mar”‘ﬂy
on _private rather than public rngher education to ser've i ts

residents, The public sector has nov}r grown tg enrall app roxi

mately 60 percent of all students. In1975 thetre are 74 publ ic.

195 - | 3
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canpuses--19 in New York City goverhed by City University, and -
55 e1sewhere in the state gaverned by the state un1vers1ty In
fall 1974 enrollment at City Un1ver51ty alnost.reached 270 DDD
SUNY reparted enrq}}ment Bf 325, DDD
& 5

Prior tu July 1; 19;5;'the state univérsity exercised
supervisory ﬁuntra1 ovér Cﬂty UnivgrSﬁtyis eight twé-yeaf cammuﬂ?tjr
colleges.in New YDrk_Eity, as it did and still does over thé-é%hgr
30 community g?iieges, a1l Qf which'a1gg haﬁe.ié¢a1 governing
boards. Theéégvernihg'bcard of the City Univeréity has been' the
"Jocal board" for the two-year campuses inbNew York City. Because
of the substantial-support pfévided to City Uniﬁersity4;50'percént
. 0f the operat1ng budget of the FGUF -year colleges--the’ State has
'per1ad1ca11y attempted to éxerc1se greater control over it; To
date, these attempts have had limited success. In 1973, however, _°*
the law was changed %D aliow the gévern@r as well as the mayd%‘té'

appoint members to the City University governing board.

Two educational policy positions of City University are
particularly relevant to its responses.to fiscal stringency: = -
First, an "open.admissions” policy was implemented in {97@ to

provide a place at one of the ijy University caméuses;f@r every

New York' City high school gré&uéﬁ%;‘ In part beéausE;ﬁf'this

policy, headcount enrollment grew from 170,000 in fall 1969 to
° : )
* . Q = r
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a]mast 2%0 000 in fall 1974. In 1974-75 appmx‘imately 1 percent |
of C1ty Un1ver51ty 5 phy51ca1 fa§111ties were leased at an annua]
cost of %15.4 miiii@n to accommodate  the increased enviol Iment.
- o,

(f o fhe second policy, aTsé Fe1ated to acceés, is {he long-
.stand1ﬁg position that rESﬁdents QF New Ycrk shouid not be required
k0 pay tu1t1Dn for undergraduate 1nstruct1an As the f1naﬂc1a1
problems of New quk City deepened in 1975; reversal Df‘this_§@1fcy

. was pe%ceived in some quarters aé a significant solution to the
city's fiscal crisis. The City uﬁfversity responded that the
sav1ng in dollars would be small 1n\re1at1an to the city 5 budget

' gap and fhat the imposition of tuition wcu1d be a 5t1mu1us ‘to the
further F11ght of m1d¢1e 1ncame Fam11!es from the c1ty- x

. The SaTaryisiaie faf fatuity'in the City University is

5 higher 1n the var1ou5 academ1£ raﬂks than for those 1n th% state
univer31ty and in institutions in other states. Higher salary
‘SEalesanFfo]]itimé faculty are offset by two factaré:' A high
VPFDEdFtiéﬁ of instruction is performed by paitstime adjunct ,
faculty; the recent rapid fﬁéfeasé‘iﬁ EﬁraTTment has resulted in

rla high proportion of fu11 t1me Fa;uTty in the- 1awer ranks. As'a
resu]t, total. average facu1ty compensation (fnr both full and

-part-time) appears iompaPEETE to that of SUNY and other institu-

tions even though the cost.of living in New Yétkfifty isvhigheF

197
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P
;higher) Cast per student f1gures refﬁect part1cu1ar1y 1

than eTSE\JhE,re (City University estimates 1t at about. 15 gce’nt‘

u

- suppart staFf iTGwdEd facilities, and Tow 11brary and equ1pm§:t

costs., For exampie, the average cost fDT senfor ‘college and
graduate students (FTE's) was about $2900 in 1974-75 and for all
students was $2500 (exc]udiné'aebt-Servﬁce cost). -
JTATE AND cITY BUDCET PROCESSES

Both the: state and -the c1ty of New York have annual,

budget cyc]esi the state s fiscal year runs from Apr11 1 to

‘March 31, the city's from Ju1y 1 to June 30.' The budget regquest

of the C1ty Un1vers1ty 15 subm1tted to the Budget Bureau of the
City gf New Ygrk in November. The request is in pragram fﬂﬂﬂ;%;
shortly after subm1ss1cn the 1ump sums are placed in line-item
schedules. After staff review 1t becgmes part of the maynr s
exétutivé budgeté§§155 in line-item format. Before thisg thévéF,
and by December 1,,the mayor is raqu1red by state law to "certify"
to the gove#n@r his “intended city support. of the senior and

community colleges in order to enable the state. to determine its

“funding in the gavernaﬁ's Budget (issued in January). City -

] Un1vers1ty ieﬁtral staff nEth1atE with {;e s%gte executive

budget fo1¢e and 1eg1513ture as the gGVEﬁngr 5 budqet 15
>
prepared. The mayar usua11y prepares his budget in Apr11 after

the state budget is passed although his budqet is often de1ayed

o . 198 X



by a ﬁthh DF;SD! The final city budget must be adopted before
" the end of June.

~~-~Under general statutes state support fof the sentor
colleges is DnEEhaTF of the operating budget, Tess tuition and
:fee income. State support far-caémunity colleges s set by
ététute at'ﬂD percent of the budget but a uniform statewide
per- student funding fbrmuia est§AT15hed in 1971 has kept aid
beiow that level. As a resu1t state aid has dec11ned each year, |
reach1ng 33 percent dn 1974- 75 These' 5hortfa115 constitute a
11m1tat1d% on. expenditures and are chs1deredia form of retrench—
ment. Although the eight community colleges were severeg from |
-'the state university system as .of July 1, 19?5; the per-student
;guFa?Hg formula continues tapapp1y to them,
Within the C1ty Un1ver31ty, campus FEQUésts are based
“on campus perceptions of the1r needs , fee TﬁCDmE projections, and
WCGmPEHSEt1Dn determined by ﬁD]]ECtTVE bargaining. These requests
are integrated‘intn a tﬂtaT university'bﬁdgét<request_! C1ty
Un1ver51ty ientrai staff negct1ate the budget of each campu%
' separate]y within the Frame&érk of a Farmu]a or model hased on
§ystemwide average §05t$ by instructional level. Average caéts

.appear to have been’ art1f1c1a11y Tow in the recent past because

< the fund1ng mode 1 (baseé on limited new apprgpfiat1qns) did nﬂt,,-v

I_‘_}L



recagn1ze the adg1t1ona1 expense of remed1a1 edycation required
' Fcr many students enra11ed under the open adm1551ons policy. When
‘requests for 5upp1§m§nta1 fund1ng to meet this additional expense

dere grantéd; the funds had ta-be_asplied t0 qngéing programs to
offset the;pe;;é{ved inadéquégy of regular ?undiﬁg? eépe¢ia11y
!FGF thé*cammgnity ;aTTéges. : . g

‘ Ve Vo ER : ﬁi

.The State aﬁﬁropristfcn:ta the City‘Unfversity‘is in a

1ump- sum format,’ aﬂd state FiscaT agenc1es ne1ther analyze nor .:
*quest1an the 1nterna1 a11n¢at1nﬁs The City Un1ver51ty is Subgect
to a large measure of control by the C1ty Budget Bureau. Although
the university may Fi]Tavaiant lines, c1ty budget appr@va?lis
necessary to establish new 1ings_¥§r'new;p§5itfiﬁs,.gﬁant merit
increases, transFef.fJnds frﬂm'bﬁe ﬁr@gram talanathEr, and trans-
‘Fér Tines. In times of crisis Tike trfe present, the City Budget!

®

Bureau may even Freeze vacant lines tD;ﬂﬁEVEﬁt additions to the

¥

Staff ) VV . R oA

. . . = . oo
s ) ) \ o . a .
i ] . . . ' 5

_ ‘Except for “the two-year college funding formula, the

\\ formal budgetary procedures of the'state ané the city did not
play major roles in the retrenchment-of 1§74 75 For 1975-76, \
the situation looks'different--the:impact Df the cgmmunity . R
tgl1ége formula will be minimal but the statutory senior cu1lega>

matching formula is a?mastﬁdaubjing the reduction imposed’ by the




SYSTEMWIDE PROCEDURES AND CRfTERIA
B - iFiScal 1974-75 .
%th@ug’ﬁ the City University began the year'with an

appropriatiog of $585.2 mi]iianj'this amount was’bagéd on

statJEE}y state aidl@?r4D percent: for the community colleges. .

ThE:EﬁPG]1mEﬁtfﬂFfveﬂ state aid formula discussed above reduced:

the state abprépriati%§5t5}33 percent, and meant ,hét $5.7”mi11ian

of the $585.2 mi?iian!tcta1 appropriation for thé university

could not be used. - * . ’

. N
In mid-November 1974uthe mayor notified-ald city

agencies and affi1iate%‘institutigns tha? declining revenues and

underestimated'expend%tureé would resu]t"%n a deficit for thg

- .city of over $400 mi11ianifqﬁ the 1974-75 fiscal year, ;He‘asked

the university to analyze the %ﬁpaét of a possible CUtbackaaf

8.5 percent ih the city's support of C{iy Un%éersity from city

taxA1evy Funds--apprﬁximateiy %35 miTTiDnAwithAmatﬁhing state

funds; ThEVCity UniversiEy.immedjatéTy called dttention to its
existing Coﬁmitments to faculty and students;‘but shortly
thereafter the mayor ordered -in two succeséivé actions a total -
reduction in current exﬁenditu%es of $14.8 million (including
matching siaterfuﬁds), Together with fhé community college state

aid shortfall, the total reduction was- $20.5 million:

+ 201
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11974-75 Reductions in Operating Budget (in $ millions)

. City  State - - o
B .funds  funds- Fees Other . Total

. 1974-75=Appropriation ! 28070 . 242.5. 50.4 12.3 585.2
. Debt service (1.1 -~ - . = =7 (16.1).
Gross operating budget 263.9 242.5 50.4 12.3 569.1 ,

Reductions : : B :
City emergéncy reduction (9.6), (5.2).~ ~ = (14.8)
e A 1 1 (5.7) - - (-5.7)

Stat§§a1d shortfall -
Spendable operating budget ~ 254.3 231.6 50.4 12.3  548.6

In meeting the $20.5 million redﬁctioﬁ (see table on
ﬁage 193) the City University utilized appraximate]y'$10ﬂ8 mi!]fon
in technical adjustments and $1.6 million in unéntiéﬁpated'addgf '
t1cna1 Fee income from h1gher than est1mated enrc?1ment To meet
*'the ba1ance of $8.1 m11]1nn, the ggvern1ng "board gn Januaryﬁ31
1975, ‘issued a policy statement requ1r1ng the centra1 qff1ce and
Eééh campus to take certain immediate steps to meet their share -

of the reduction as determined by across-the-board computations:

—

Freeze the filling of any administrative full- t1me
lines that are presently vacant. When Spec1a1
emergency situations develop, the chancellor 1is

“ ‘authorized to grant except1an§ upon written
gdust1f1§at1un

2. Overtime for additional compensation, except .in
exceptional gircumstances, sha]l nﬂt be authorized.

3. Reduce faculty released time by a minimum Qf
: .20 percent:

N
[
e

"

it
= Fout

2?;5:: o _ -



4, Reduce Other than Personal Services by 25 perﬁent
in accordance with the f911gw1ng e

- ‘Defer supply,~equipment, and service pracurement
which does not immediately limit teacking or

=

S o adm1n1strat1ve Effect1veness

- Defer nonessential repairs and maintenance.

B

"~ - Reduce contractual and office services.'
--Reduce out-of-state travel.

¥ ,
. - Where feasible during periods when classes are
not in session, including Christmas recess,
close selected buildings not in substantial use
. by students, faculty, or administrators. 1

. S . S
“In addition, the governing board specified other proce-
dures diFEEtIy'felated to instruction which the campuses could use:

e F ; .

-Combine class sections with low enrollments.
- Increase average class size.

= Offer more courses on a staggered semester basis
“(i.e., not every course every semester).

- Increase average number of class contact hours '
of [teachers. .

- Haws qualified admfnistrators teach at least one
cou SE.E

The governing board emphasized the discretionary author-

ity of the heads of the campuses, and urged consultation with

faculty and students:
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. Cc11ege presidents shall have d1scretqan w1th1n the
: Jimitations outlined above, to determine for each
J institution what actions shall’be taken to achieve
-the mecessary budget reductions. Consultations with
appropriate faculty and sﬁégent’ﬁepresentatives
""" should be. encouraged as plans are deveiﬂpedié

=+

The iampas .chief execut1ve3 were requlred to FEpDPt the1r'
plans to meet the reduct$qps w1th1n two weeks of the issuance Df,
the pq11;y directive. The p]ans, including those of tﬂe,ﬁentral
office, inqiéated ﬁhat esﬁimateg]savings of $8.1 million WGU1d.be

effected in the following manner: -

o 1,977;;;775;;1151 University Reductions (in $ millions)

Estimated
Full-time positions N ) Number - savings
Administrative - o 100 1.1
. Teaching - 35 6
Other (student services, etc. ) 49 .3
- Subtotal 184 2.0
Part-time\positions L
Administrative 320 : .8
Teaching . 890 1.5
.Other (Tibrary, etc.) - 490 7
Subtotal : 1700 3.0
Other reductions \ ' P
Deferral of equ1ment & supply '%
purchases 173 .
Deferral of 11brary baak purchases .3
Out-of-city travel .2
Deferral of maintenance .5
Reduction of contract services L
(guards, etc.) .4
Other (postage, te1ephanes, etc. ) - .4
. Subtotal : . - 3.1
Total . B.1
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- « « Fiscal 1975-76 |

In-mid;Seﬁtember 1975 the City University remains
uncertain dfrits funding for the_Fi5631 yéér which. began Dh74g1371i'
This §ase.§tud} deals Dn1y with events prior to §eptemﬁer 1,'1975—ﬁ’
that is, wjth the adjustment of the City University to an apbras
priétipn of $597.9 million, estimated as $87.2 million less than,
would be Fequired for inflation, for salary inﬁreases requihed by*iil
ca11ect1ve bargaining agreeménts and for a’ prgjected 9500 enra11—

e ment TﬂiFEBSE

City University 1975;?§i5udget7£§p (in $ millions) -
Estimate of budget needs (base budget .
plus estimated costs due to inflation,
enrollment, space rentals) $607.0
Executive budget - 597.9 -
Less: Fee income included " $40.5
Debt service C 37.6 78.1
Net budget : ’ $519.8
Difference between Est1mated needs ‘ )
, and net budget. ‘ . - $87.2

By 1HCPE351HQ fees . to y1e]d an estimated SBD million,

the university effect1ve1y cut the budget gap to $57 2 m11]1an

TWo aspects of the $597.9 million appropriation are

critical:

i




1. . The F1na] approprlat10n ncluded sofie $18.8 m1111an
in add1t1cn§1 funds. Gfor two special programs for the d1sadvantaged
(SEEK in the senior cc]Teges and College Discovery 1néthe g?
community colleges) which the mayor had specifically e1iminatéd
a in hisigrigiﬁa1 bﬁdget. These Fdnds were vestéged by the city
-council afﬁer strong pressure by the City University and by
" students in baih programs. '
2. The appropriation wags Eased on a directive to the®
City University to increase tuigion and fee income bybsgmé $40.5
miTTién,which did not, however, raise the issue of imposing -
fuitian-aﬂ undergraduate matri§u13téd student residents of the
city. The Board of Higﬁer Fducation authorized increases in fees
other than tuition for all students, and a1sa increased tuition
for students already in tu1t1an*pay1ng clagsifications. THESE

increases were projected to yield $30 million of additional fee

incame.
Early in the sprmgi when the City Un1vers1ty learned
“that its full needs w@u1d not be met, it began éxp1prat1an of
© alternatives for reductions. -Because of the 1974-75 reduction,
and because of the size of the 1975-76 reduction, it became
apparent that the ﬁampuseg could not be asked to absgrb ancther )

.substant131 across= the huard cut. ;

LT
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Among severa] mare drastic a1terﬂat1ves‘rh1th were
given chsTderat1Gn, ana1yzed but d1sca%ded were the c1n51ﬂg of

- F

some o. the campuses and drast1ca11y reduc1ng the 1975-76. freshman

[

class. The Tatter wou]d have -invoived w1thdraw1ng EECEDtaﬁEES

. a]ready sent out to apprux1mate1y 11 DDD students (some 9500 1n

full-time- equ1va]ents) who had been accepted after the regu1ar
édead11ne. Mgregver, it was also apparent that two add1t1cnal
faitDrS requ1red more systemwide concern with the 19?5 76 Feduct1an

than w1th that in the prior year:

1. 'The single largest factor in the 1975-76 reduction
was the 549;5 million assumed‘EthiDﬁ increase which was beyond

“the jurisdiction of the individual campuses.

El

2. Numerous other possible a1ternat1ves for abéarbing:
the reduction--e.g., an!1ncrease in faculty w@rkTaad, academic
program reductions, and the Tikéa—wereiéf a magnitude or v
importance to require pb?icy=decisians on a-universityw%de basis.
- The governing board, in May 1975, acted to preserve
F]ex1bq11ty in the face of the uncertain 19?5 76" fund1ng by

initiating a temporary freeze on new appo:ntments, pramat1ﬂns,'

and reappa1ntments cher than thase requ1red by ca11&ct1ve

)
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‘governed its decision:

barga1n1ng agreements In add1t1an the beasd prGh1b1ted the

jn1t1ation Qf new atadem1t and ather prngrams as we11 as: tnntratts e

1 - i
and purchases not prev1ous1y approwed )

K

T Thé board SE1ECted from aTternat1ves prasented tD 1t and

- ordered action to meet the 387 million reduction-on Ju]y 28 1975.

Tts statement emphas1zed the three overall policy positions which |

E

Free tu1t1nn for matrqzu1ated res1dent undergraduates, .

Dpen Admissions, which foers the Dppnrtun1ty fpr
meaningful higher education to all New YDrk City”
* high schGDT graduates, and

High- qua]1ty education befitting the greatest urban
Un1vers1ty in the wcr1d g LB B

e
W

It is not easy to put a dollar cost Dh hi§h¥quaiity R

edutat1an On the othey hand, fairly prec1se “dollar f1gures could
be attached to free tu1t1an and the apen adm35510n5 pa11cy, bath
major controversial issuegs on which the board took a. f1rm stand.
~The board's policy statement specified reductions which’
would be accomplished by-systemwide action to save $54.3 million.

& -

Then’ Sm elmmapy - 6
These, in surmary, were: . .
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"”rogréms> g At T +6
Increases in stﬂdant fees and tu1t1on o 30.0
Reduction of administration and support o _
. staff: : JE 10.0 -
*Increase in facu]ty»c]assrogm teach1ng t1me v - 11.0
- Limitations.on sabbat1ﬁal JEEVES’ _ 1.7
~ Total-. T . 7. $54.3

prcgrams, the gnvern1ng bnard 5 dec1sion benefited Fram the
university's ongoing review Df 1ts_masters' programs .at the.

9291129252

In a number of areas the Board has nated a redundanzy
of .Mastér's programs. be1ng offered at different ca11eges
of our University system’.” The chancellor—is requested
N * to implement a minimum reduction of 25 percent of the
. 278 Master!s programs for Septemberi1975 semester.and
7 and additional 15 percent of the Master's programs for
 the February 1976 semester. This should be done after
immediate -consultation with the college and faculty.

» Such pragram consolidation should not only economize
but strive to improve their*quality by can§o11dat1hg
small Master's programs into a-single or fewer proges
Students in the programs that are eliminated Wil1 be-

. .. assigned to comparable programs elsewhere in the _
#* " University so that their academ1c training will not”
t 4 be 1nterruptéd

‘é. .

In Septemberiing the governing board took the first |
"steps in program reduétian-by e]?ﬁinat%ng 14 masters’ degree

' P -
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i

—:;#
.; Enl--". g‘ < . i
cnnsni1dat1ng these pragrams at the geagraph1cg11y separate L

graduate school. . .l '~Lffﬂ f

. : N 7119 . i

R At thé system Tdé 1eve1‘the tu1t1an and Fee Tncréases of

. an St1mated $30 m1111nn werea: essent1a11y adjustments based on ‘the

. . TR -

1nf1atigﬁ~wh1§h Gcsufred “since. the pr1arwad3ustments weré made

: /1970 and'ééain infigjé FDr exampie, the fee for reg1strat1nn’aﬂd
_. student services was 1nzréased frnm $35 tD $55 for New Yark C1ty
Pes1dent sen1or EG11EQE students }n ad§1t1an tu1t1ﬂn fnr non-
reS1dent graduate Students was 1ntréased to 3 1EVE1 camparab?e to
that charged by pr1vate campuses in the C1ty

S D

C ATthaugh not prnduct1ve ‘of dg11ar sav1ngs; but w1th

Yoo state and city w1th1n the Timits Gf FESDUFCES; fhé ?quF"1"9

board banned_the adm1551gn_af.new,gutsmfsstate undgrgraduate -

T

$tudents ‘during 1975-76. | o B T

R : o -
. Te L . L]

Ay
3 . . : ’

AFter the required systemw1de act1v1ty ?educed the 587 \-
; m1111an deficit by $54 3 m11119n, the .governing board d1rected the
X lsystem 5 ch1eF execut1ve aff1cer to a11ﬂcate the’ ba1ance of the

reduct*an—s$32 7 m1111gn--ta campuses on an across= the =board bas1s

I . . - 5 -
. - s % ' lf
. i B
. 5 . . .




Thé Baard requests the Chanca11ar to distr1bute the

remaining $32.7 million by reducing the budgets of

each of the dplleges, SEEK, College Discovery, and"

- the Central Office. These reductions are to be made

" in proportion to, budgets which reflect mandatory cost..
1ncneases and ng&éssary adjustments to compensate for
Substantial oven-enrollment or under-enrollment or .

“other unique factors. - The reductions in the Centra]
Office and. other programs are in addition to the

: reductmn tﬂ‘" adm1n1strat1ve staff reqmr‘ed above. ‘8

—

~The gavern1ng board. adV1sed the campuses af pn551b111t1es

E]

#
'b1§ Reductions in Other than Personal Services cétegofiesf'

»Z;T:A reduct1nn in thé number of execut1ve 1eve1 admfn1s—~
itive pQS1t1GnS to meet the needs of “the cg11eges

,eexam1nat1an of course’ affer1ngs to e11mﬂnate or
consolidate those that are least re1ated to the
mission ﬁ? the ca]]eqe ;

4. Consolidation of smaller departménts 1nta generic
. groupings. . : _ -

*5{;>Increas1ng c1§ss size and cnmb1n1ng GF £1ass sect1gn5
) -, with small enra11ment . -

5; _Increas1ng the use Qf’ﬁecture c]asses in apprapr1até
- disciplines and where necessary facilities are
" . availahle. .

7. Cémputﬁng class loads an;thé basis af-thcse,whé will .
- prabab1yrremain rather than on initial regiét?at%an,

8." Hav1ﬂg q,a11F1ed adm1n1§trataF5 teach at Weast one

A : t
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N . N
The gaverning board. expfessed concern abnut the

1ma1ntenan¢e of the strength DF the university's’ academlc prﬂgrams,

i
and asked the campus chief execut1ve officers in ch51der1ng

personne] reductions to reduce SUD?DPE Serv1§55’befﬂre_1nstruq—
tional services. It asked each to make Eeductinns byié%ﬁhasiziﬁg

: the particuTaf‘missinﬁ of hjs own campus. Regarding personnel

- ast1ons. the bgard noted: . .

patterns in h1gher education)- the elimination of
thnse p051t1ons shou]d be cans1dered ND 1éga1 or
espec1a11y in the T1ght uf the F1nanciéiféﬁr1ngency
required. ]D“ o k v ,

I

_HDwever the cn]le:t1ve bargaininq agent fnr the
vafacu1ty initiated 11t1gatinn 1n August 1975 c1a1m1ng that the’

1ncreased téacthg hcursi increased class size, reduaed-reTeaseq_ *

t1me for researth, and. cher rétrenchment measures were in .

--‘V1o1at1nn of the exp1red cn1lett1ve barga1n1ng agreement which

&

remalned in effect dur1ngggegotlat1ons, In early Séptembér%a

+lower court ruled in fayor.of the union, and appeal of the -

lower'-court decision, by the*titykunngrsiﬁy is expected. -

R Twoeweeks after the July 1975 poliey statement of
the governing board, the Council nf.Pfesigkpts. a systemvide =
g .
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adm1n1strat1ve greup eene15t1ng DF e11 19 eampus eh1ef exeeut1ve‘

eff1eers and the pre51dent of the aff111eted med1ee] echee1

approved emergency precedures and guidelines fer pereenne1

dec151ene required by the retrenchment n. Shnrt?y thereafter, e

. _on August 15, 1975 the gevern1ng beerd dee]ered the City
Un1vere1ty te be in-a state of finane1e1'ex1geneyi’ It edepteﬁ
the emeggeney procedures eppreved earlier by the eampus chief_

‘executive K, "stating thatﬁtheee would remain in effect until the

i

end of fiscal 1975-76. “The authority to initiate personnel
"discontinuances nn.fﬁe beeie ef f1nenc1e1 ex1geney" wes

delegated. to the campus ch1ef execut1vee ‘for- campus pereenne]

and to the system chief EXECUtTVE for eentre1 office staff. 12

E]

The emergency preeeduree 12 pages in 1ength ere '

dete11ed and efferd 5pec1f1e 111uetral1ene of. peee1b1e prebiems

wh1ch m1ght be preeented by een1er1ty and tenure. 13 With

regerd te theee meger dndicia of facu]ty etetus, the preeeduree

prev1de, in summary:
. . . 'l
- 1. The basic unit for retrenchment purposes in the_L
- 4 il o v T .
City University is the academic department of the particular

¢ampus. - . o

e

W




e

2. The sen1ar1ty of tenured persans is by the date
cf appo1ntment (not cf tenure) w1th the department State
_fustatutes have been 1nterpreted t& the effect that. prev1aus

: serv1ce in- another department 15 nnt 1n:1udedf1n the sen1nr1ty

TR

camputatlonsa" 3uf.alw

3. In the absence of coripelling educational reasons, 5
(;he paéiti@n‘QF a tenured persan'Will ﬁat be abaiiéh%d before
that of a nontenured one.

e .

The.eﬁergénéy procedures call atténtion to the complex

~impact of budgetary decisions on a campus and its academic .

. programs:

%ﬁere may be more than a single variable which
precipitates campus-retrenchment decisions. A
budget reduction per se may force retrenchmept but
more 1ikely it will be the need for a campus to.
reallocate its resources in order to provide the
optimal 1evel of ‘sgrvice within a given budget that

)wﬂ’l br1ng about personnel changes. Financial

exigencies ‘notwithstanding, a redyction in the
number: of instructional staff personnel may bef:
warranted by abu11t1an of programs, insufficient
student reg1strat1an, red1§tr1but1an of ‘staff,
reassessmént of programs and priorities or other
campUs decisions affectingallocation of its fiscal,
r . personnel, or phygical resources. Retrenchment -
takes place at tHe department or program level,
and the actual cutback in pg51t1ans praceeds frnm
program and waﬁk1cad decisions. 14 S




The emergency pradgggi;s prcvfde for ndtice to- the é';:?

- d1sfgzated facu?ty mémber but do:not require a héar1hg_griar )

. to d15@unt1nuance The aFfetted facu1ty member can. abpéa1 the

e

L dec1s1nn of the campus ch1$F execut1ve however, to a spec1a]

retrenzhment FEVTEW camm1ttee“ znn515t1ng nf at 1east three
members ofs the instructional staff the maJDr1ty af wham are to

be tenured. Th; procedures prov1de,

P ] ’
Dn appea1 the affected 1nd1v1dua1 has the burden .
of Estab115h1ng ' _ .

a. Where the detenﬂ1nat1an was made on tﬁe
basis of length of service, that the . . , Committee - :
or party making the decision did not correctly compute
) ~the length of se€rvice in acsurdance with thege T
. » gu1de]1nes . )

b. where the determ1nat1un was made on the .
basis of special educational reasons, that the reason
given was a pretext for action based on cunst?tut1ana11y
prah1b1ted grounds.

No uther 1ssues may be raised by the appe11ant or
considered by such committee on such review.’ In
comsidering the -appeal, the committee shall be
prohibited=~from considering the need for retrenchment
in the Un1ver51ty, the College, the department,
d1v1s1on or Dther retrenchment unit. 15

The Fetrenchmént review-cnmmitteéS at the campuSés are
advisory to the campus ch1ef Exétut1VES, f1na] authority far

Spec1f1§ d1scant1nuance5¥5ests with these execut1ves

1




INSTITUTTONAL PROCEDURES:AND CRIEERIA‘
| . Fistal 1974-75 A
" The m%dsjéar Féduﬁtiﬂﬁ-bf thé 19?& ?S-appﬁaﬁriatian by
$ED 5 m1111ﬂn, tngether W1th the free;e on new appuintments and
prnmatinns, had 1ts pf1mary effect on adm1n1§trat1ve persanne1
o and partatjme teach1ng‘staff?%séﬁam October 30,-1974.to June SD,H
1975 the averaii staff of the City Univéréity was. reduced byZ :v§?
r’s'.577 full- t1me emp]ayees and 870 part- t1me adjunct teachers. 'Thegi
| rreduct1ﬂn did not- requ1re d151acat1nn of tenured 1nstruct1on31
© staff, hgwever, oo ;A'%;g;
] Néfﬁ%ﬁhstanding their varying academic emphases,
iﬁﬁ%Q?duaT colleges were severe1y;restri§ted by éxisting tﬁmmi;e
ments in their. chnice DF areas to make cuts. With few eiceptiaﬂs,
attr1t1gn, vacant pas1t1nns, anﬁ part-time emp]nyees were the
_ DnTy areas in wh1ch cuts cau1d be made w1th1n the time allowed.

B

©Fiscal 1975-76°

uﬁijge the appPoach taken in 1974=753'the uniyer;itj?
adcpﬁéd bath prqﬁatian and se]eativity.fﬁ effecting the much”
more drastic retrénchmenﬁ required in 1975-76. Some cuts were
;méde on a systemwide basis, e,g;g the elimination of paid -
facu1ty-§abbatica1s’and tﬁE»iﬁC?EaSE in faculty chkTDad to a

13 e
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’_spééifié-§tandard The ca11eg‘s were-ﬁgt given the’ apt1nn nf
trad1ng aff these requiréments aga1nst cuts in. cther areas _jn
i ~other cases ca1iegé pres1den¢s were given the ﬂppnrtun1ty ta be
SE1ECt1VE on the bas15 nf the¥r own pr1ar1t1es wh11e adher1ng Jdoo

the un1vers1ty 5 retrenthment guidelines. S s

1975 75 Budggt A11Qtat1an5

Dn August 4, the chancellor informed each~ 2911393 of )

its 1975 76 budget Th1s budget was ca]tu?ated in acccrdance

with the Statement of policy adopted by the board at its Ju1y 28
1975 meeting. ° Fc1TDW1ng is a.brief summary of the way in wh1§h

each ¢o 11 g budget was deve1aped

- The 1974-75 base budget, exc]ud1ng two special
programs, SEEK and €ollege Discovery, was taken
as the starting point.

.- Mandatory increases (annua11zat1an of 1874= 75
collective bargaining increases, fringe benefit
cost increases, fuel, energy, and inflationary
increase for supplies and equ1pment) were added
to. the base budget. ..

- Each budget was then reduced to reflect

£
. eiiminatf@n Df sabbaticals.

- increase in perU£t1V1ty of full-time Facu1ty
(through decrease in adjunct costs).

. reduction in administrative and other
noninstructional cost. \\\\

7.
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’ - The to]]egé" budget was cut further by 7 4 percgnt

- Cn1]eges w1th enro]1ment grﬁwth were g1ven Fund1ng
- at a speeific deTar amount per FTE studeht

S . ) ¥
The net reéu1t cf’thééé‘éteas*was the 19?5i?6:speﬁqabiev
\\ budget. The ﬂifféféﬂﬁe betﬁeenfthisﬁfiéuré and thé 1974-75 bése : tj
- budget represents thé saVTngs required of the cgl1ege in 1975-76:" '
It was FECDQHTZEd that theré were some 1nequ1t1§§.1n this apprnach
| Cast per student differed in the 1nd1v1dua] caiieges fur a var1ety !E
uF reasons: One such ‘reason was the greater add1t1anaT expensa
incurred when a 1arget number ﬂf students at Qne ﬁﬂ]]égeacampared
j;fic aﬁother_requ1fed remed1at1cn. It was not BD551b1E tn treat
this kind of situation selectively within the retrenchment_t1m3s

2

frame, - - e
- Two aspects of the budget reductions impgsed.oh the
colleges are worth close inspection, namely, faculty productivity
and the reduction in administrative and other noninstructional

costs. - -

Facu1ty Prcduct1v1ty

Data on faculty wcrk]aad 1nd1cated that fu11 time
faculty §1assrgam hours in the senior colleges (exc1ud1ng,

doctoral faculty) ranged from 8.8 hours to-10.3 hours; in the

'Y T
\2% o




cnmmun1ty ca1leges the range was frnm 11 4 hdUrs to 13 6 hcurs

The board determ1n’, that the faculty wnrkIGad 1n each af the

;senior coTTegesﬂ(,"c1ud1ng the gradyate s:han1) should be 12

'c1assrnam hours and in each Df the cammun1ty college 15 hours ,

':_j;in buth cases Tess nne haur of re]eased time. Doctoral Fatuity

wéré=requ1red to increase classroom hnurssby ]5 percent.
P P s . o . Lot

Dn the whn1e Facu]ty wnrk1nad 1n the cnmmun1ty ca]]eges
-had been closer ta the new norm than in the senjor ch1eges ! On
a percentage basxs the required 1ncreases 1n Facu]ty wark1oad
ranged frnm 2.9% to 22 8% in the commun1ty colleges as compared
w1th 5;8% to ESiD% 1n§the sen1ar;;a1]eg§5;

rRedu;ﬁinhsrinﬂAﬂministrative CastsK‘s B vi;Qﬂj o .

In the é;ea of adm1n1strat1on, college base budgets were -
>f;adju5tedf9ﬂ\a differential bas1s Cgst center data were used to
correlate adm1n15trat1ve cost per FTE and tnta1 FTE enrc11ment for
all co11eges, each-coilege was located in re1at1nn to this
correlation curve. “TheifurthéF away the tgiTege_was from the
cur%ei*the Tarﬁer ﬁhe required pgrcentaﬁe cuf in administrative

costs, and base budget cuts ranged from 5.7 percent to 6.8 percent.
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POSTSCRIPT:. SPRENG 1976

Anthony D. Knerr
Vice Chancellor for Budget
.. and Planning
~ City University of New York:

o . ) . . R

The budgetary s1tuat1an ‘of City University warsened
stead11y between mid- September 1975 and May 1976, reach1ng 50

1 Cr1t1€31 a pc1nt that the un1ver51ty was fighting for its very

5.

'surv1v31 The city ardered succe551ve cuts th15 year, and each

v such cut autumat1ca1]y carried w1th it a reduct1an in state a1d

.-The city announced that i _waqu fuP—her reduce its suppgrt for.

1976-77, and that it Tid w1thdray 11 financial support for

City University's four-year college: in 1977-78 and finance only

the community colleges. fgven though tuition for undergraduate

matriculated rEsidEnt students was imposed and a major fgstructur%
-ing of the university was adcﬁted; considerable uncertainty exists

concerning the future structure and financial stab1]1ty of the

uﬁiVEFSTtygv The h1story of fetrenchment since mid= SeptembeF 1975
is summarized briefly below. )
™ . . ¥ -

1.

DevelﬁpméntsrAffect1ng the 1975-76 Budgﬁt

In August ‘the city annnunced a reduct1an of $32 mi]]1nn
- "in Tjeu of tuitipn" and in,the early fall set a further Expend1=

ture cut to balance unénticipated;city revenue shortfalls.. Both



S i'<ﬁ,(Pgst5cfipt:kSpring 1976) " - 7«

;uf-%hese.tuts_were‘in addition ‘to the‘$87 million reduz;iﬁn'ﬂ e

' f;aiready'abgcrbédg AFtEF’mﬁﬁthS'ﬂF negntiafiﬁn Qith'the city, in
’ wh1ch tentat1ve agreements were. reachad on cuts rang1ng frDm a
tatal of $25 m1111nn tD $ED m1111gn the c]ty anale ardered a

tntal $55 million cut for the second semester. This cut tagether .

w1th a réduct1on in debt service payments and several tachnical
adjustments, brought the un1ver51ty § spendable budget ’ 558254
m1111on at the beg1nn1ng nf the year - The Board of Higher
Educat1an dEETdEd at \fs D§Egmber 1975 meeting to effectvéhe

reduction in'the fol?nwi?g manner:

# . &
("; ‘ ~ 7 » ' ."’1:“'

. Shut down all university bu11d1ngs dur1ng ; '] L g
‘Christmas and spring recess periogs to :
save energy and maintepagce cos \$a3 million-

"+ Distribute budget reduct{ilgs imgng an

the college units to be effectuated by

‘ﬁanscl1dat1ﬁn of programs and retrenchment

of administrative, support and instruc- T
tional staff to save . .". . . .. .. .. . $13 million

. ' : &
- * Ro11 back summer session fees and charQES A\
= to June 1976 to increase income for 1975-76

and consolidate sumner session foer1ngs

- tosave . .. LT L Lo Lo L L 89 million

* Schedule -payless furiaughs of *four weeks‘ A o

fgr all staff to save . L L. $32million
Estimited total savings . . . . .. ... $§5 millién .




]Fdstécﬁipt;ASﬁring 1976) Vi ﬂ‘

~The proposed furlough was’ the subject of 1ég31‘attf§;

x _ﬁfﬂught by the instructiﬁna]IStaFF unjon, the'P"F"siﬁhaT Staff o

: Cungress (PSC), and by the union represent1ng custnd1a1 staff

-

‘Case, the Eity was concerned abaut the

A1thﬂugh the ﬁourt ruled in Favcr of . the un1ver51ty in the PSC

impact of a furlqugﬁ.on

a

Dther mun1§1pa1 labor unions. The university; the citj, and the

.=

'::-Stgte engaged for weeks in extens1ve discussions about a]terﬁat1VEq

arraﬂgements without cgm1ng to a final 5@1ué4nn ) The PSC, hgwever, :

agreed to a sa1ary deferra1 p1an to ease. the univers1ty s tash

;f1ow prnb1em as part gf an agreement wh1ch pFDV1dEd fnr a technical

adgustment in the university's budget to penm1t it to take advan- .

= i

‘tage Gf unused fringe benefit allocations and $24 m1111cnraf
veéergency state ?id above anﬂ=béyénd the éméunt prﬂvidédhﬁnder

matchﬁng formulas.

Meanwh11e the univers1ty ‘was Farced into a cri tj’ 1_A

’FJcash flow pasitimn~ While agreements were reached with the un1Dn

3

regard‘mg the sa1ar'y def’er‘ra] plan, the city (1) reduc’:éd the .~
un1ver51ty s budget by an add1t1ana1 $8 m1411gn fcr cn11ect1ve
bargaining costs for wh1ch no funds had ever beeu pruv1ded* and

(2) ﬁiaced the un1vers1ty on a new mnnthTy cash a11ctment system .

- which did not recagn1ze its ful]_spendab]e budgét. Flrther, the

22 - R



- (Postscript: Spring 1976) .

-ﬂiegislature refused tD prnvide the emewgency aid separately from
a major. restruatur1ng of dtate suppcrt for 1976-77, and th1s action

in turn depended upon the board 1mpns1ng tu1t1cn By the last

week41ﬂ May‘*thE*EﬁTVETFTtY;ﬁEd‘béen anabTe to persuade the c¢ity

 to amend the cash allotment for that month, and the city held up
“the May payche&ks. Declaring é state of emergency, the ﬁhanEengxa
ordered the ent1re un1vers1ty to shut down as: of May 29, and ai}
“faculty and staff werEBff the payroll. The un1versjty reopened -

Fon June 14 after the state 1egislature enacted g comprehensive
'biki~(tﬂ bevdestribed later) which made. enough funés;avai1ab1é to

‘ carry the unive%sity’ta the end of the fiscal year. Thraugh
d15cu551nns w1th the union and DthEP officials, the un1vers1ty 1%
seeking to have facu1ty and staff_wark tormake up for the two- -
week shut-down but to have;payment of salaries for that period

-

‘deferred until 1978-79.

&

Developments Affecting the 1976-77 Budget

Recggniziﬁg:that the fiscal situation of the city and
the-state would prevent the return to previously prevai]ing"
budéetary levels, the Board of Pigher Edqcatign 1nstructgd the
QhénceTTDr,in late winter to prepare a plan for resfructufing '

the un1vers1ty on a basis wh1ch would ma1nta1n educational




O
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(Postseript: Spring 1976)

qua11ty and yet would be responsive to the reduced- fund1ng in

prDspect for 1976 77. The Ehance11ar estab]1shed task forces
\ ¥ . .
campr1sed nf pres1dents, senior adm1n1stratars, and facu1ty R%d

‘ 1ng p1an pfbv1ded for the FD11nw1ng

student representat1ves to prepare reccmmendat1ans which the %%*%¥£'

P

' bDard acted upon following extensive discussion; ana1ys15, and a .

Jengthy pub11c hear1ng As .a result the beard- agapted restructur-

* Reduction in the number of institutions through

- merger and elimination from 19 to 17, comprising
the graduate school, six university colleges, and
nine. community colleges. .

+ Adoption of new criteria for admission. '

* Establishment of universitywide standards and
progress towards a.degree based on a specified
satisfactory record of course completion and
maintenance of specific grade point averages.

i

. Adherenge to f1xed ratios of administrative and .

staff support costs with total pérsanne1 costs
*—rang1ng frﬂm 22 perﬁent to 28 percent in inverse

- Institution of a tr1mester caiendar over a two-
. !year period to replacé the semester ca]endar '

* Consolidation and centralization of certain
administrative -and support services.

’



o

‘ | (Postscript: Spring 1976)°

) }i : . , o , -
The board made some modifications which left the total . .
_number Df EGTTéges at 1/ instead of 16. The_p]an_és apprnvéﬂ is
estimated to ﬁravide saviﬁgé égpr@ximatfng $60»m%11i@n over a
thféeéyear péﬁiﬂdi The.proposal also called for avsiéﬂificant
increase 1in ététe*séppﬂrt for the SEﬂiarxcéiiEges énd ccntinued 
city sﬁpppét for the senior colleges. ' It did not call for undef—,

graduate tuition.

The Pé]itj;a]jzéii@n'@f'the Decision-Making Process

V " Throughout the winiem'the board énd the university
dédministration helt numerous ﬁcnferEHQES with the city in an
effort fé'stﬂp the .onslaught on the universityig budget, At the |

same -time, negotiations were conducted with the state with a view

“to increasing the state's ﬁrapgrtiaﬂ of senior cp11&gezfunding
“ from 50 perce;t to 75 percent in a three-year period. The State'%
own fiscal difficulties forced the tuition issue to:the fore.

The Sta%e Board of Regents recommended>a pTan for restructuring
the university which included a ﬁuiti@n charge for traditionally

tuition-free matriculated students from New_York City.

*

Ea =
! .

Gradually during the course of the spring, with signifi-
cant pressuré. from the state, the question of ‘tuition was widely

diétussed within the university as well as within the city and

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



(Postscript: Spring 1976)

state governments. The central concerns regarding the tuition
"question were _the social, economic, and educational implications
. ’ -

éf_impﬂéing tuition, the public pa1izy’cén$id5faticns of who

should actually make the decisiaq§ and the praoblem of potential

either directly Dﬁiindirectiy réqufred the ’mpgsitianﬁgf tﬁ%tiani

~When the university's cash flow problems foy’1975-76 became so

acute as to require temporary ciasings'thééfﬁairman of the Board

= r

of Higher Education and three other members resdigned in protest.
Three new members were prampt1y,ap§ainted by the mayor and tuition

‘was finally voted the evening of June 1. .

ﬁg‘ggs;?ﬂibgénsing of the Uﬁiversity’had immediate impact on fhe =
gDvérnafrand the state legislature. Héving gained the objective
. of tﬁition and unﬁi]]ing to bear the onus of the disruption caused
| by the c1cs{ng of -the university during the critical examination
period, thebstate legislature enacted a measure whichxgavé the
university $24 million in additipnal funds and enabled it to

reopen on June 14,

226
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- An additjonal $3 million to preserve the bilingual
progranm RF a. community college. ;

Increased state support for the senior tn]]egeé in
1976-77, thereby changing the ex}§;1ng dollar-for-
dollar c1ty/5tate funding pattern.

Establishment.of new prucedures for preparing the
university's budget request and for adm1nT5ter1ng
the budget.’ _ o .

_Reconstitution of the gcverning'BDard of Higher '
Education by increasing its size, altering the
ratio of state and city member appa1ntments, and

1eadersh1p

=

. Establishment of a "blué ribbon" pane\ to study
~the future of -City Univeysity within the context.
of higher education in Ne Yark State.

While enactment DF-thi371egi$13tiqn}solyed'the,immed%até

"cash prabiemr the:TQng-term autTaak'rémains unfavorable. The

f13ca1 ﬁompcnents of the legislation’ pr0v1de an operating budget

'far 1976 77 of $470 m11110n, $35 m1111@n below the est1matéd ﬂﬂSt

of the baard adopted restructuring p]an and 555 m1111an below the

,effegt1ve base 11ne budget of 1975 76. This gap will increase if
the “impact of tuition causes greater attriti h in enrollment than
had. been estimatéd.r Since there is virtuallyno likelihood that-
either the cit;\ég;the state wild increase its §Dntri%uticn in.
the course of the }ear;‘and the city may again have.an imbaianéed

budget, there is a high 1ikelihood of additional substantial

e
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retrenchment in the months ahead. Further, the questions of the .

~magnitude of state support, the continuation of city support, the

relationship of. CUNY and SUNY, and the future Drgénizatiana1 .

structure of the university have yet to be worked out.

N



. City University of New York, foard of Higher Education.
Guidelines for 1974-75 budget reductions of 83.1 milliom,
New York, January 31, 1975, - ' . '
City University of New York, Board of Higher Education
Guidelines for 1974-75 budget reductions of 89.1 miZZi%%
New York, January 31, 7975. . o ’

City University of New York, Board of Higher Education.
Guidelines for 1974-75 budget ‘eductions of $9.1 million.
New York, January, 31, 1975. i

City Universityzaf:Néw York. Memorandum: 1975-76 cuny
budget requirement. New York, July 1975.

City University of New York, Bgard of Higher Education.

_ Statement of policy regarding 1975-76 academic programs

. within limitations of reduced operating budget. New York,
July 28, 1975, .

City University of New York, Board of Higher Education.
Statement of policy regarding 1975-76 academic programs
within limitations of reduced operating budget. New York,
July 28, 1975. :

City University of New York, Board of Higher Eddcatjon,
Statement of policy regarding 1975-76 academic programs
within limitations of reduced operating budget. New York,
July 28, 1975. '

City University of ‘New York, Boardcof Higher Education.
‘Statement of policy regarding 1975-76 academic programs
within limitations-of reduced operating budget. New York,
-July 28, 1975. ’

-
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9, City University of New York, Board of Higher Education.
' Statement of policy regarding 1975-76 academic programs
within limitations af reduced operating budqat New York,
July 28, 1975,

10. City University.of New York, Board Df H1gher Education.

' Statement of poliéy rsgardzng 1975-76 academic programs
within limitations Lj reduced opérating budget. NEw York,
du]y 28, 1975 1*

AL _ .

11. Cjty Un1v2f51ty of New York, Council of Pres1dents

F§S@Zut1@ﬂﬁ New York IAugust 11, 1975.

© 2. CTty Un1vers1ty of New Vurk Board of Higher Educat1gng
" Resplutions. New York, August 15,. .1975.

13. C1ty University of New York, Eaard of Higher Educationg
Emergency guidelines and procedures for Pétt§HEHMFﬂt ’
New York, August 15, 1975. ;

14. City University of New’ Ygrk anrd of Higher Educat1en.
Emergency guidelines and précéduﬁﬁs for retréenchment.
New York, August 15, 1975.

15. City University of New York, Board of Higher EducatTQn.
Emergency guidelines and pr@asdursg for P&tréﬂéhm?ﬂt
New YDrk August 15, 1975. )




| WISCONSIN: -
University of Wisconsin System

OVERVIEW AND CAUSE.‘S QF RETRENCHMENT

in Wisconsin, retrenchment has been severe and pqn]anggd
for two biennial budget cycles, 1973-75 and 1é?5577. Hundreds of
probatiangry employees have'naf been renewed and 88 tenured
fécu?ty meEbers were gi&en 1ay6Ff notices effective iﬁ 1973-74,
another 32 in the 1974-75 academic year. Under a cénrdinated
"RRR" effort, all bu% five of the first graub were subseﬁueni]y
‘ Relocated, Retrained, or Rehifed. Over a period of three years,
increasingly sophisticated procedures have béén éeﬁe1@ped by the
‘statEW{de muTticampus syétemi the University‘of Wiscansing In
- 1975, in respanse to an unprecedented gnvernar 5 FéqUESt for a
pian for "phasing out" and "phasing down" campuses and prngrams
in light of his est1mate of’ 1ang term financial and enrollment
prospects, the university 1dent1F¥§d the quai1ty versus access
dilemma and countered with a praggsa] which the 1eg151ature
approved.called the "2+2" plan. The uniVersity projects both
expenditures and targeted enrollments for two biennia rather phan
one--e.g., for 1979-81 along™with the 1977-79 budget--based on

academic plans and ongoing program evaluation. ' The legislature



) 2 , )
will review he proposal and will, it is hoped, approve "in -

principle” a fuxding level for the additional biennium at the
time it appropriates funds for the current biennium, thus
facilitating longer-range and mere éfféﬁtivé planning.

- Retrenchment in Wisconsin was caused by a inmb1nat1an

7 of factors. In 1973 75, the governor and the 1eg1s1ature p1aced

high priority on using revenue grawth to provide Tocal praperty
tax relief in a variety of farms The state assuméd many we1fare

and ‘social services costs formerly borne by counties, 1ncreased

aids to local elementary and secondary school ‘districts, aﬁd
provided direct property tax re1ief‘thr@ughzaﬁ expan&ed "homestead

credit" praaram, for- exampT . State serv n general, and-

higher education in part1cu1ar had restra1ned budgets In 1975-

. 77, faced with continued rapid inflation and a lesser rate of

revenue growth than previously éxperigncedi support for many

state services was actually reduced-to continue supporting local

prograﬁs and to finance inflating welfare programs.

3

Some campuses were- faced with!'ﬁusua1 retrenchment

—_—

requirements because of enra?imen% reductions that occurred in
this period. A statutory enrollment funding formula reduced

state support to those :émpusEs Experieﬁﬁing enrol 1ment declines.

O
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(The system as a whole continued to grow in every year except

,1972, which is discussed in the next section.)

Retrenchment policies which were applied to the éystem
as a whé‘le_ ‘included a "productivity savings” policy adopted in the
11973-75 biennial budget and continued in 1975-77.  In essence
the: govérnor attempted to increase "public sector" productivity’
‘at a rate cohparab?evtg the Buréau of Labor Statistics' repoﬁted
ratgFFQr the “private economic sector" byffarcing public ageﬁcies
and the universitﬁ system to cut base budgets first and then |
‘report "_prc:ductivity é’inc’r‘eases" to cover the loss. .It was a

. _ .
requirements imposed g state government (e.g., the system was

. budget cuty - In additlun, there wé'rfe increasing mid-year au%

£

~ directed in December 1974 to return $3 million of funds already

~ appropriated).

'HIGHER EDUCATION COORDINATION AND GOVERNANCE

The.University of Wisconsin is a statewide multicampus




In 1975 the un}versity'system consists c% 13 four-year
cDTTeées and universities, 14 two-year centers, and extension and
other outreach activities. For gavernanié and budgefary.practicei .
campuses are divided intg—threé-iiustersz the:d&gtﬁﬁaz eluster |
consisting qf two campuses, Madis@n and Milwaukee; the university
eluster édnsisting of 11 FOuriyEEFsPIDSﬁmagtEFSJTEV21:CémDUSéS;

‘and the outreach eluster consisting of the 14 two-year campuses ¢

and the statewide extension system.

1

Théxpub1ﬁC!SECtDF also includes 16 two-year vocational-

v technical inst%futes with.Tocal ngerniégAbDardS which are
+ caardinateé(by asseparate statewigé‘bmafd. Vocational-technical

institutes receive:ibprcximateTy 32 percent of thefr support fér .
v §Eﬁera1 operations from the stété on a formula basis. - In some )
ways, retrenchment has béEﬂ less severe on the technical. institutes
than Dn,universiﬁy system gampuseé bééausa state ?unding for them
is categorized in the state apprapfiationgras "local assistance"”
and, as sughi is exempt from productivity and special auéterity ~
Fequifeméntsi Haweve%, in’1975a77‘$tate support for vocational-

~ .
technical institutes was substantially reduced in conjunction

" with a mandatory academic fee policy. - .
: _ AR
[ :

/f" ' : 234

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Qpéﬁing fall enroliment Df the campuses, which now

IS

which the.Q =

F

comprise the merged un1ver51ty system, grew Frnm,127 l47 in
to 139,897 in 1974!!substant1a11y shart of ﬁhe 160,18

Cpard1nat1ng Counc11 for H1gher ‘Education gCHE had prngected 1n
1969, (The 1971 merger bill term1nated the CCHE ) Absolute y
enroliment declines occurred at SEVEFET campﬁses in 1973=74 aﬁd‘
aga{n fn 1§74575. The 1ang term prugect1ans have been subseguent]y
re?ised‘downwardi The 1959 prngect1cn of 177, 981 for 1980 was
reduced ta 149,653 in 1975. Enroliment 15 expect@d to peak in
1980 and dec11né afterwards at. aZZ campuses unless the present

rate ‘of increase 1n older student enrolTment ccnt1nues For the

1975 77 b1enn1um it is expected to increase by abﬂut 6, QDD

i

= —

1970 to 3974, this was below the national.average of 18.1 percent.
In the private sector, enﬁ311kents‘ﬂec1ined by 6. f percent,
: ;ubstant1a11y below national grcwth of 4. 4 percent EﬁF;71meﬁt

in the pr1vate g%ctar in 1974 75 was approx1mate1y 9 3 percent

of the tot§1 university enr@]1ments.1

-
Thé state has furnished support to the Medical Collége

- of Wisconsin in Mijwaukee_épre_joﬁs1y part of Marquette Universiiy) -

1

{

%]

o
oo
-
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since 1969%7d and the Marquette School of Dentistry since 1973-74.:
Private higher education institutions have also beén,ﬁndiréctiy.-

5?'3ided through a tuition grant program for undergraduates attending

e

iw1§chs1n pr1vate cc11eges and -universities. B
STATE "BUDGETARY PRBCEEE
Wisconsin has a bi%nﬁ%a1jbudget beginning on" July T of
@dd-numbe;ed years, Q}%h,aﬁnual review %essiané in evéﬁﬁnumbéred
ones. The budgetary. process is characterized by: 12 the act1ve
. fiseal and Educatmna’l policy T‘D]E of the, systéﬁ governing board

‘and its central staff' 2) the extens1ve and structuged dacumenta—

tion of budgetary is at the state ]eveT, and 3? the free’

-

exchange af data and policy stud1es among thie exegutive, legis=
lative, and system fjscai-sEaFF;
: . %

Biennial Eudget instruit{ans are issued_by thelcentré1
édministfatiap-of the university systgm‘iﬁ Eebrﬁaﬁy'af evens:kaﬁ
numbered yearé“after,infcrma1 ¢9n5u1ta%}ans w%ﬁh the campuses
and the executive budget éF?igé! The Tatter issues procedural
guide1inés in Harchﬁand a-sfatemEﬁt cf.thé'gcvernaf‘s budget

_ p011cy Expéﬁtat1gng in May After staff rev1ew¥5f campus pro-

posals dur1ng the summer months, the gnvern1ng board hn1ds'

¥ ﬁfgfma1 rev1ews on the system budget request. Executive and-

*
—_— 5
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1Egisiafive,fis¢31 staff attend these hearings‘but dﬂ—nﬂi
Earfi:ipéte in them. In the system request 5ubm1tted to the

state in Segtember, campuses are: identified and govern1ng board.

’*’ act1un On_canpus requests is Sfatéd The_reguest ig in pr@gram
format, and changes in sugpﬁagrams by campus are dacumenfed in |

1

detail.

The gnvefnar‘s Fecéﬁméndéd budgéi bi]f and supporting
. mater1ais are 155ued in 1até January, in pragr;m Farmat with
arrat1ve just1F1cat1ons 1nc1ud1ng reasons for major executive
?foiﬁe changes in thé systgm s request. Legis]ative review of
the g@vernar'é retammendaticns typi¢a11y takes appﬁniimaté]y 5ix
~months , af wh1§h three months are spent in review by a Ju1nt g
’aDﬁmTttee on finance.
The Tegisiatixs budget bil1 is ESEEﬁfigliy in a 1um§a5um ,'.
format: . "General Prcgfamﬁbpératigns" is a siﬁgle ]ine.émﬂpri§iﬁg
"the major appripriationé for the university system as a whole,
This major tategory is disaggregated byﬂthe three campus glustérsi
a‘;%nt'by %ndividual campuses. It is also ﬂisaggrégatéd into Ffve
.NICHE/NCHEMS prﬂgram C18551f1tat1ﬂﬂ structure ;rograms and faculty
campensat1nn acrbss all clusters. The un1ver51ty system can
b

transfer funds among ﬂamDuEEE within a particular campus cluster,

but transfers between clusters reqﬁi%e executive budget office
237"
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~approval. I zaﬁ transfef»funds amang'tﬁe program qiassifﬁzatians,
without such prior approval but must report such transfers

: quarter1y¥; i._ _ - D

’ThE=GEnEFET Efgéram-operatiéhs'éppr@priatiuﬁ %Q bﬁijt
through the aﬁdit?o%'nr deiet%gh af d@11a¥s.fa the base budget-
levels. giecut1ve and 1egis1at1ve déC1S1DnS mod1Fy1ng the g
" existing budgét Tevel are ard1nar11y associated W1th spec1F1c
1ntent1ﬂns that particular pragrams w111 be redugedg_expanded,
arnétherwisé modi fied. . Dccagigna11y control Ting Tanguagé is
added to the budget to mandate these changes... The-governor may
veta part1cuiar words or lines, but cann@t;}édUEé'd@11ar améunts

w1th1n apprupr1at1ﬁn 11nes

STATE LEVEL PRDCED%JRE'S AND CRITERIA

_ Re;rehéhment criteria and procedures at the state

level in Wisconsin are 1ar991yfthése developed by‘fhe ﬁniversity
syétem ‘Dolar réﬂuctinns ha ve beeh 5peg1f1éd by the stateg
sgmet1mes in general terms Tike “product1v1ty savings" and
scmet1me§ 1n_£ampusﬁspec1f1c “(e.g., enrollment .funding) or. | ,f :
pﬁagréhsspecific Ways. In gross terms, the impact of retrench-
 %ent:—éttua1 and p}ajected-ecan be portrayed bj'se1ected

_finanﬁia1'and eﬁrn11mentiéata for the past tenwyearssg

DO
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Uﬁiveﬁgifyznf Hiseﬂﬁsin Heé&iCﬂunt Eﬁrai}mgﬁté and General
Purpose Revenue Appropriations (in 1 953 dollars). 1965-1975*% -
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*Stidents in thousands, dollars im mi1lions. Anpfapﬁiatfions
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.- exclude fringe benefits.
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Surmarizing the cr1ter1a and procedures déveToﬁed GVEP
the past three years and app]1zab12 to the next three or. four is
diff1au1t Rather than attemptiﬂg a deta11ed :hrnnn1ogy,
dTScuss1ﬂn here centers on three c10521y 1nterréiated aspects DF
‘retrenchment.’ Schemat1ca11yg thgse ‘three aspects arg; .

~ ACADEMIC PLANNING

Merger - Mission - Program Scope *
concerns - statements review study:
. I)2+EII

RESDURCE ALLDCATIDN FRDCEDURES

N Clugter Economy Targeteda

1973 ‘ concept. of scale capacity
: S FUﬂding

1979

—

FISCAL EMERGENCY PROCEDURES .

Procedures & process Rea551gnment
: : & layoff
T + ﬁ: i '
Con
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Merger Concerns. The 1971 merger 1eg151at1§n camb1ned s

the campuses of two mu1ti;ampus systems: = o
) Co o Un1VEﬁS1ty of Wisconsin State -
_ Campus Types H1scan51n (UH) Un1vers1ty (WSU) Total
e Doctoral - T2 ?istﬁsh Nune - 2
" Four-year - o2 ' N D
. Two-year 10 S 4 e 14
Tptal campuses 14 ”13 o 27
‘. Statewide Univer-~ _
) 1 - 1

sity Extension

That 1971 1egisiation was not finalr haweverii It
. requ1red that, pending a ana1 "merger b111," the two systems

would initially be adm1n1s%ered separate]y sunder then ex1st1ng

'istatutes, albeit under a unif: d governing board and centra1

¥
AstafF In EfFEEt the system began un1f1ed adm1n1strat1ve

Dperat1an immediately. Final merger,legislation was not enacted

ﬁﬁti? 1974;§iin tbeziﬁtérim—sduring the initial phases of
rétren:hment—éphe university system wasAfaced with &oth historical .
and statutory differences among its campuses. Six differénces

/ .
: appear must relevant here 1) Enrollment shcrtfa11$ caus1ng

A‘@% =g
ﬁeduced state Fund1ng accurred on1y at five farmer WSU campuses,

2) Statutnry tenure prav1s1ans in the far?er Wsu campuses had .

_been reTat1ve1y 11bera1, and after thE"grnwth of the 1960's a
{- M : ; .




e N

number ¢ deﬁartments were 1DD percent tenured 3) Statutory

tenure in thé fGPmEP WSUl system was systemWIdé rather than at a
part1cu1ar‘campus* 4) T 0 re]ativeTy néwicampuses of the former
UN 5y5tem=-Green anrand Parks1de=awere fundéd at a higher level.

_campusesS in part ‘Eécause nf "startzup cnsts; )

“than the former W5
5) The active faculty 6rganization in the former NSU system was
a4systemwige *acu1ty'é§sn¢iatien with considerable variation in

the formal campus faculty, governance structure and level of

activity--in contrast, the former UW system had a systemwide

facuity sénate ith sﬁfiﬁg’campu§»b§5%§w§ndra'traQit%én;af faculty

Tagtt Tra-

. et

Mission Staﬁementgﬁ The first major resuit of academ1c

planning in the new]y—merged system was the 1974 MLE&LSﬁ tatgmgntrg

Deve]aped thraugh extens1ve pub11c hear1ngs throughaut the state,‘

~campus. Two qﬂmpuses Madiscn ‘and M11waukee wereg des1gnated as
doctoral and research 1n5t1tut1ons Dther campuses were given
more limited program entitlements. Two campuses were:gfvEﬁTr
"special missions" whiih_permgéﬁerthé tﬂté! undergradyate

curriculum--Gréen“Bay in environmental studies, and Stout
R S ,
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(Menomonie) in -technology. -Two other campuses--Eau Claire and
. Oshkéshe-were'ﬁesignéted as regiuna1'gqaduate'centéPs_fGF

v,cancentrat1ng more éxtended masters’ progr&# offerings’rather

e » B

_ than allow all un1v2f51ty'c1uster campuses an apén—eﬁded entitle-
. mént For graduate pragramming 7 (Furthér deve1npment af academfc
p1ann1ng me¢han1sms 5u€h as fegiﬁnaT Ennsurt1a may lead to ;
modification of the regional graduate center concept.)

- o Pragram Rev1ew Canturrent1y with the deve?apment af

the Mlsulﬂﬂ, a systemw1de rev1ew ‘of masters’ pragrams resuited in -
the term1nat1an QF 51 such pragrams and th dec s1on-tq haVE ;
subsequent reviews on a FEQ]GDE] basis of 60 others: in additicﬁ

- and slightly ]atér; nine system task forces undertook .in-depth
studies of specific disc%pTinary'areészacrgss all campuses and
levels of instruction (e.g., agriculture, business administration,

ete.).

~ _ ..
L Scope Study and the "2+2" 'Plan. By early 1975, program

eva1uétian and campus acaéem{c planning were abaut to.culminate
in.é'sysiemwide Tong-range p1aﬁf In January 13?5;‘ﬁ§wever; the -
governor, noting the fiscal stringency Fat%ng fha'stsﬁe as a+*
wh@ie asked thg gavern1ng board to address "fDrthr1qht]y the

E guest1qﬁgof ‘how the university system can best reduce the scope

of” 1t5 1ﬂst1tut1nn5 and prngrams He requestedi ’} L ¥
. ’ 243 © ‘ B
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By April 15, 1975, 1 ask that the Board of Regents
“bring: to my GFF1§E argl "the Legislature a plan for
phasing out, phasing down, or consolidating insti-
tutions and programg including a statement of.
Tanguage to be inseMed into the 1975-77 biennial
budget which would authorize implementation of

the p1an 4 )

N i
- E

The Fres1dent 5 Rep;§>rgf April 18, 1975?'respﬂndin§

'sed on an. a]méét unprecedented.

v effort by over 50 Facu]ty members, amenistratnrs, buard members,

and students Drgan1zed 1nta fuur cnmm1ttees 1n the primary taSk

force aﬁﬂ a separate subtasksforte dea11ng w1th the F1sca1 and
j:_etcnam1z 1mpa§t gf “phas1ng Gut ph351ng dawn or cansa11dat1ng

hdditional facu1§y, Staff,,and students were involved in Eampuszui

liaison groups.. . . - . '

" The report and its voluminous back -up papers ccnta1ned . 51;
("**f.

detailed &?bcedures and cr1ter1a for retrenchment. Far ExaTb1e,

as. summarized in the Pres1dent 5 Report the cr1ter1a fnr phase— q

'dGWP or phase-out reducing tge scupe of campuses ‘in thﬁ///
! ! B -

"university cluster" are: . T ,
e : IR o/ -
. N

S

1. Effect on access to educational Qppé?tuﬁitj for. s
Wisconsin residents. Phase down or pHase out is... 7
1&55 undes1rab1e fmr 1nst1tut1cns serv1ng fewer ‘

the 1nst1tut1ans

o
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e “commuter -demand.

" Relationship to projected enrollments based on -
. demographic trends. Phase down or phase out is
- less undesirable for institutions faced with -
- dec11n1ng commuter-based demand, than for
~institutions in areas of prnjec%&d éxpand1ng

]
J

- 3. (Cost-gize Pglatmnshz;ps and projected relatmrza
ships. Phase down or phase out is less undesirable
for institutions whdse costs or projected costs
are more than 20- percent abnve the Cluster average.

4, Fglatmngth ta zrzthZéstuaZ‘, cultural, cmd S

" economic uztﬂZLty of the region. Phase down-or .
phasé out is less undesirable for institutions
‘whose loss would least affect the intellectual,
Eu]turET, and economic vitality of the region.

5. RgzZﬂtzQﬂsth ts Statewide System Planning. '
- Phase down’ oy, "phase, out would.be less undesirable
: Fnr 1nst1tut1ans with fewer. educatio ly unique
program elements, services, and innovations '
responsive to System 'and s ;1atal 1ang range
needs‘g : : : 'g* :

A6, R;%Zczﬁmmth to nééés of spgeml pc::pulirztmﬂs. o
. Phase down or phdse-out decisions weuld: be. less .
: " “undesirable for ‘institutions whose Toss would" S
_affect less the nppnrtun1t1es of popu]at1ons
“previously disadvantaged in their search for..
educat1ona1 Dppgrtun1ty (e g., mnaﬂués3 -
wgmen) §, : _ '

1 g = N N B *

The report a]su prﬂposed a."2+2 PTann1ng/Budget cy 1

under wh1ch the un1VETsity system

budget proposal cover1ng a',,

program mix. a,é Teg1s1ature would dea1 w1th the
- budgét request by 1dent1fy1ng two years certais: and an add1t1una1

- | 245 - | ;



enre11ment increases.. The report stated: - . . . .

“The Un1vers1ty System understende thet no Teg1e1eture
can comit Fund1ng for more than two .years, nor can .
the state any more than the University. Syst@ﬁ be free
from such fiscal erises as may flow from an event
such as the current recession. . . . Neverthe1ese,
it is possible to normalize the Basis for resource
expectations on the part of the System by prajecting

+ the.policy bases for eueh expectations - on a four- yeer
front /p. 15/ 6 ) -

=

-

: Theaeepért epbeered to be well-accepted by the legis-

1eture Hewever, the un1ver51ty syetem is 5t111 Feeed w1th
1mmed1ete f1ecal problems, end,1t is net e1eer whether the- stete .
will change 1te fiscal pr1oe1t1ee Theee may be reee1ved in a

.. more pred1eteb]e eantext than is ava11eb1e in other stetes,

beeeuse et pe11e1es edepted by the system

. Reeeurce Allocation Procedures

Cluster Ceneept, The merger in 197{ breught w1th 1t _
the need Fer'e'eencept to QU1deAequ1ﬁ3b1e treatment of eempueee f

,w%th dtveree'histeriee}'mieeiene,”endieepiretfene;"fhe initial
eeneeet of “ergen%eetienei clusters” .adopted by the ge{erning .

. board- in 1972 has remaiﬁedethe eveeeetﬁTngiretienele As noted

above, eempueee are greuped by funet1ene1 type end ﬂtedemic

. gLt
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' pa11cy and Fund1ng are génera11y app11cab1e éa thE graup
In i'1311y, it served tn cnnta1n the st11] 11nger1ng doctoral
'aspjrafﬁﬂn% of sevgra] f@ur=ggar campuses. within the universf
'véiustet 9fk15 fauw%year éampuses .hawever, 1t begamé qu1¢E1y
_ apparerit tﬁgiuﬁeqﬁity‘ required campus- by- campus adjustments

#

Etbnamy of ScaTé In prepar1ng fer the 1973-75

: b1enn1umi the canceptﬁ af ecanamy of scaTe curves" and “var1ab1&
suppnrt zZone" - wereideve1gped and utilized to establish a,suppgrt

range within the'uniVErSity cluster.. Existiﬁg'cnsts of

instruction and ‘academic support were separate]y pictted aga1nst ’

enro11ment for the 11 campuses, and a curve A
. * .
. average was drawn The' "variab1e suppnrt zcneP was p1atted as ;1;fﬁ .

,oxwmatlﬁg th&%ﬁ

’;=Gn a range $50 either side of the curve, The s1mp11f1ed graph
ibe1nw 111u5trates the curve and zone with the p10t5 GF only” twn

of the 11 cgmpuses shown.
- ¥ : L .




’ ,%;Qnamy 9f7§§§137¢UPYEj,vafié;iérﬁgpapf Zone . v

N .
’ . . ;.?
Ty - ~
T " %$30000
: © asoo| N\ |
. -~ o ;'Q{;& X (Campus A)
~ Instruction: 2000 AN E
o= | NN conomy: of
?255 P%T : 1500 xﬂ$‘& scale curve
| SHEERE o000 : .
- o w(%m *%gzkmmﬁzm&
12345678 970N12
Thousand students
p

* E sed on these fﬁncefts, fuhdﬁhg far.cﬁmpus AL wauld;be

fcurayear per1ad unt11 1t was, w1th1n the :

E eoa

reduced bver a threg-}
ST i Rt

e Iétbﬂént'géFvices from academic supéﬂrt by reducing'the range of
- ‘tha var1ab1e suppart zones, and by deny1ng add1t1una1 enrn11ment
5 s !

-, Fund1ng ta campuses- above the var1ab1e suppcrt zcnes Hh1le nct

used additional refinements based on magar d15:1p11nary groups _3 

were Exp1grgd The ecqnamy=of=§cﬁﬁe curve~proﬁédures were con-.

STdETEd 1nter1m and deve]cpmental with f1na1 pTDCEdUFES awa1t1ng
‘on the ref1nements in tﬁe 5uppart1ng centraT 1nfnnnat1nn system




Targeted Capac1ty Fund1ng A second prncedure,

: app11cab1e*tg all zampuses ‘was developed in early 1975 when _‘

't?the gavernar s 1975 77 budget prapasais (a) de\1ed fund1ng-fur o

l add1t1gna1 enroliment, (b)*?equ1red produ§t1v1ty'sav1ng,sf,3'”

;than had been initially 1nQ1catéd and (c) den1ed any inflation- -

jary eros1un affsets These three facters ﬂequ1red further
base—budget retrenchment and the new aT1ncat1on prc:edures Far
%*':"dastr1but1ng the pa1n" Was - guﬁded by a cnmpos1te suppart 1Hdex
) (CSI; wh1ch ref1ected the relative enr&TTmEﬁt support zapac1ty
. of- EaCh fes1dent1a1 campus * Campus differences in pngramang,
-'leve1 .and d1s¢1p11ne were recngn1zed in campns1te by w91ght1ng
iz_étﬁdent credit hours. Enrn??ment targets, dermved FﬁDm

.xevaluatTGns DF th1s composite index, were set for,, 1975 76 and

1976 77 and served ta ‘guide new students away from campuses e

whcse GSI was Tow. (1 e., mure saturated) to thase E?mpuses wh1ch ¥

1

EnijEd a re1at1ve]y h1gher CSI A sfmp11f1ed extr'ctf¥an ar
'system pc11cy paper7 111ustra%es the cancepts and th;1r
apphq:atmn 1n the case ch thr‘ e ﬁampuses ‘for the fn‘st year

. of the bfenﬂ1um ’




“f“Campﬁsite Suppurt Iﬂdex" (NSQH* in thausands)

A . ;- . .
s f e 1974-75 (AituaT) ’ 1975 76 (Targeted)
S Cost/WSCH ° ‘Cast/wSCH
- Ifgtftutian WSCH (CSI1) . WSCH (cs1) |
i 360 0 $41.75 366 $39.70 -
;Eau C131re ﬁs, ~'338 - 36.36 © 334 37.62
“parkside - Pl 128 0 5449 - 137 48.44

|
.wfié;i:
|
:
L]
I
|

Agsum1ng level funding, the targeted enra11ments for »
; 1975-76°would resu1t 1n 1awer suppart For PaPkSTdE and 511ght1y Sy
-thgher support at Eau CIETFE In fact,,the cast praJEct1on5 S
(i.es, Cast/NSCH) 1n;1uded the difFerent1aT a11n:at10n pF an 1

L

Dvera11 51 6 m1111on "prnduct1v1ty" cut recﬂmmended 1n tﬁ%

VQDVEFHQP [ budget Th15 15 11iu5tﬁiiedvby the same three
campuses: ifjj*;' ;'&u » DR
; viﬁcj:-a '%f ‘

1975 75 Differential A]]D:at1an (;ﬂﬁih&ugaﬁdéi'; $
) ) _ PFDPatEds3 . Adjusta LooNet Y
. Institution = 1.5% cut @ ments

Oshkosh' . -228. -
: Eau Claire 1 =210
<+ - Parkside - -13

Balance of . L .o
University Cluster -1078 -* = -100

Tota Coaeee . o- ] -ie29

Py ) 8y




tp%odUﬁt1v1ty" cut was a]1acated

' The 516 nillion

'selett1veiy upon the basfs of explicitly Stated academ1c plarming
,pr1n§1p1esg Larger than average redu;tmons were allocated to -

fgur'ﬁaﬁpu%es 1nclud1nq Park51de From- these funds., substantial

U relief was g1ven to Eau Claire and the effect of the cut was

¥ -~

mitigated.far Oshkosh andfane other campus! Extraéts fram more

detailed justifications explain differential cuts for the three:
campuses : " , -
. ahkosh: UM-0s hk@sh mu t Eantr1bute ‘a substantia]
portion of its share of the productivity forced.savings
» but not be asked to trim further its composite support
o index, second highest among the larger Institutions
. in the University Cluster. . . . The faculty and
5 students are looking Fnﬁétang1b1é EV1deﬁce that the
’ System is backing their very considerablée efforts. to
mgve to.a new university model. 'To give substance
to Academic Affairs endorsement of the Oshkosh' plan,
the reqommendation is made that the University
. receive reltef in the form.of a $70,000 adjustment
- to the proportionate productivity cut for the express
purpose of aiding 1mpieﬁ§ntat1on of the all Un1ver51ty
academic calendar plan. 8

i (ZNZPE' The need to 5UQp1y some re11ef for UW- Eau
s ‘Claire was ‘based on the fact that this Un1vprs1ty now
) has the Towest composite support dndex in the Univefsity
S Clustér; .has maintained an effective proaram with wide
student appeal despite ‘extraordinary budgetary pressyre;
but clearly cannet absorb further retrenchment w1thﬂut
TPFFpaFaD]é damage to its quality. 9

.’[\

Farksiieo: UW-Parkside presents a camp1ex situation.’
= Operating in essentially & traditional Tiberal arts
curricular mode, with direct instructional costs
, -, comparable.to other smaller-Institutions in the
szgjg ~ Cluster, it is only theigigﬁrcp@rti@nate high costs
' L h .

L : 4
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, re&u rd. .

"o " . ’ &
€ ic and student serv1ces, and genera1 operations:
at UN-Parkside, which drive up its composite support
index to a prgb1emat1¢ level. The University has
achieved notable success in its library, media and
- computer center supporting Bperatians It 45 to be
" hoped that these achievements, due in part to start-up
fundingand in which the University takes justifiable
pride, will remain as qua11ty supporting programs
given the limitations of a decreased ongoing support
budget. The University is assigned its share of the
productivity cut based on its 1974-75 base Dudgét and
an additional amount to realign dcwnward its composite
support index. 10 . .

R A e ‘ -
A more recent’ refinement of the composite support index

takes intofaccount situations like that at the Parkside campus
wﬁafé headcount enrolIment ds substahfiaT]y greater thaﬁ full-

t1me équ1vaTent Eﬁro11ment, and’ 1t aFFards a form of weighting

t&erEagn1ze the add1t1ana] ‘processing and counsel ing wnrk1cad

L

FISCAL. EMERGENCY PROCEDURES ot

"Productivity' cnis furé%ﬁe 1973$75 biennium resu1ted

in the Tay of f or term1nat1@n of a mast 500 ncntEﬂured empl oyées,

fa§u1tyi€and staff; and £3 tenureL~facu1ty memberg under “fiscal
emergenc}“ prEEdQFEEg Addicional Facu]ty d1s1@cat1un5 may be
reqU1reg in the 1975-77 b1enﬁ1um. Two aspécts of Facu]ty
retrenihment pFoiedures andq§r1ter1a are br1eF1y d15cussed

1) the prccedures and process for determ1n1ng and operating

under a fiscal emEfgénéy3 and 2) the.options possible for

~dislocated fgcu]ty. O - » ‘



.7

2

Procedures and Précgssj A fiscal emergency ét;é cémpus
will exisf when the governing board, upanﬁthg‘recnmméndétigns of -
the campus aﬁd-system chief e%ecutive officers, detérﬁines Eithéﬁ: i
1)&that a'éampué cannot achie;e ité mission within p}ajected :“f
‘resources without reass1gnment or ]ayaff ;f tenured facu1ty, or » 7

) 2) fhéﬁ a subunit qf a gampus cannnt ma1éta1n a defensible

, wgrk&aad because af enro11menﬁ dez11nés A written report Df

ﬁf‘EHE apprapr1ate fasu1ty comnittee at the iampu: is required

w\— i . * . E

An excerpt ;Tﬂr a ‘request for
5

EJ“ =

The UﬁiU§Psity of Wisconsin-Stevens Point findg it e "
necEssary to decilare a fiscal ?ﬂ?F‘I’gEHi‘J for 1875-76. .+
Even thnugh the total base budget at Stevens Point \
/shnws an 1n3rease of $34 000 for 1975-76 compared L
. i . to 1974-75, the.loss of the expected '1974-75 fiscal
7 religf in the amount of $197,000 heightens the budget’
problem facing the University in 1975-76. This.
coupled with the disproportionate reduction in the
;. hon-teaching -faculty areas in 1974-75, the general
~decline in enrollnment and the chang1na student demand
. for courses will cause the Department: of History =
, to be overstaffed by sZz teaching tenured faculty .-
and the Department of Geography and Geology to be By
Dverstaffed*by five teaching tenured faculty. Due " %
to changes dAn course demand, the Departments of ‘
" English, quit1ca] Science, Mathematics, and. Computer
Science, Physics and Astroromy, Chem1stry, Fdreian
Language and Comparative Literature, and School of _ .
Education, and the School of Communicative Disorders, -
face possible reductions of tenured teaching faculty.
In each of "these instances, applying current workload
tandards, an overstaffing situation w111 result. 12

ERIC
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Upon governing board approval, the campus chief.
executive officer issues a formal nétice to affected campus
constituencies, iﬂ§1udiﬁ§ the basic inéormatian'éuppagting the
. fiscal emergency ahd the board's approval. He advises each”

campus subunit of its projected resources and af the process

s:zfv"

for.:determining the individuals to be affected by the emengﬁdg"

University rejulations place the burdén of designating

4nce the board has declared’ a state of financial — . .
emergency it shall be the primary® respopsibility “ =
of the tenured members of the affected department(s s)

to recommend which 1nd1v1duals are to be ]a1d of f. 13 L

Faculty at each campus, are to determiné:

OF Examp1es

.

for the campys as 3 whole whether 1ayof¥ or. ﬁeass1gnment of R

tenured faculty shall be by sen1ar1ty w1thuut regard tﬁ F&ﬂkgﬂr Lo

igaCCQrd1ng to it, and, if aﬁcnrd1ng tn rank then whather by years

of service at that rank or total years of service w1th1ﬂ:the . ;f?;&a

¥ sl

institution. .

¥

nut1ce to the affected 1nd1v1dua1§, hearmgq “ﬁ'

.’ ;g#“ '7&)

A . L
including review by a QGyern1ng nggngDmm1ttEEi Current

=

=

i ’ ) e
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procedures are built upon system Exper1ence in 1973- 74 whEn

less-refined prncedures W1th5tacd the challenge of ]1tfgat1an

- -

Reassignment and Layoff. At the onset ‘of ‘the 1973-74
P '7,777 = : : ,_s“‘ 2 ’

“retrenchinent , procedures spoke of the "termination" of faculty--

_in large part begauseithi; was the Tanguage of the app]{cabig

statute. Acting within ité Dwn.authaﬁity, the gavernihg board

'qu1gk1y changed the term to “1ayaff" to avoid pegarat1ve ccnngta=f f g
tions and to indicate more accuraté1y the statis of the 1nd1v1dua1s |

P

Currentgprazt1te generalTy uses reass1gnment aﬂd 1ayQFf" tn en-

igmpass the Dpt1nn5 ava1Tab1e ta d1s1uﬁated faculty In sumﬂ’aj*yf

‘-i there are four Gptlnns

f_‘;x -

o

s Layoff status is the required. designation if n1
of the others are elected. The individyal rem&fm%
in his current position, and if continuing fundify
is not available is Taid off after one year.

¥
Reloegtion leave may be elected tp a1low the
opportunity for relocation or reﬁpa1n1ng outside
the system. Salary is continued for one year, but _
a res1gnat1an eFFect1ve after one year is requ1red:

- _'Ff’di‘i‘lr*ﬂfﬂ??lf!ﬁ.tjy@fﬁ'S‘si;ltML may be E1écted to allow
‘ - the opportunity for *reassignment’, re]ngat1an, or
retraining within the systen. If ceptinuing funding
is not available, thé individual fg Tiégigff at the
“- end of the year. :

= Reassignment status 15 available i? the §ampus can
assure two years' funding for the 1nd1v1dua1 It
is similar to reaSS1gnmént/7aynff status, and if
continuing funding is not available after the first
. yeary the individual's statug is changed to . ..
reass1gnment/1ayoff . ’
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" The current options were ﬂe@e]ﬁped to avoid the
individual and institutional difficuities encountered in 1973-74

='ffrr T " In 1§£

~when dis1aiated Faﬁuity members were ccnt1nued "in place, ..

part these d1ff1cu1t1es_were unava1dab1e because of a late

- budget but they were: aiso attr1butab1e to Tatk GF experience.

s . 4

' i'The hape that 1nd1v1dua1s in ope or the other. form of reas sign-

. ment status wcu1d‘achTEVE cantfnu1ng pus1t1mns hgﬁ faltered'as

fiscal stringency t1ghtened However, there are examples af
:guccessful relocation and. reaSS1gﬁmEﬁt such as two mathemat1ﬁ1an5
» who moved. frgm one campus to another, an Eng1155 £éacher who was
reassigned to tﬁ§%11brary on'the same campus, or the h15tarl§n
yhé is téaﬁhing his secondary speciaity after re1écatin§ to .
another in;titutiaﬁ in the system. V
iNSTIvTUTIQNAL PROCEDURES AND CRITERIA
‘ At»tﬁé iﬁ;eptign of thEi1S73?75 retrenchment, the -
" "productivity" cut assigned tg;tﬁe_éystem was é]i@c%ﬁed‘to the

Zﬁampuges Dﬂ‘an.agréss?thézbaard basﬁs. 'Infarmaticn pr@cedures

;
=

’ in the newly merged system were not suffﬂC1ent to Ju3t1fy ' } —
a]1D§at1Dn on any other basis, The a11Dcation was aF a 1ump Sum,
! arid the campuses .were exp11c1t1y advised that the system di
"not snught to define ientra11y the cr1ter1a and pracedurez ﬁ"
swhich muSt_bétpseq in de;is1§n34 s1nce‘th15 15 praper]y a mattef 5
-~ for" campus deiéfmfﬁatian.14 Some campuses aTiacatéd cuts
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evenly across-the-board. Others .uncentra ad reductions.in

& :
l*r‘ll,"eﬂ plant, -upp

" nonpersonnel areas- such a: 55 and dxpense,

and libraries. In part, campuse: in the lat-er category were
forced into such concentration because of the lack of time to

éf@yide appropriate layoff notices.

The policy of the University. of Wisconsin System ‘to

protect the diversity and.,autonomy of its constituent campuses ,f
T € - !

continues. A 1975 policy paper states: . ; -

R 3

The Systefi will aiways have some differerices based - .
an mission differentiation; should strive to avoid .
", the destrdction of. planned. differentials achieved;
dnd"'should avoid erosion of the established mission
. capab111ty ‘of any Institution by formulary budget
. !_vcuts 15, 4

Do
Y
LI
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POSTSCRIPT: -S5PRING 1976
. Donald E. Percy
7 ‘Senior Vice President '
. . University of Wisconsin System Office

4

i » In late summer 1975 the state auditor, head of the‘ %
- Legislative Audit Bureaﬁ (LAB) de&1ared’his-inteﬁtian fg
initiate an ' academ?c pragram audit" within the un1vers1ty
:system. fhe LAB_1n1tiat1ve was a new manifestation of the
'retrgp;hment/aczauntabi1ity/perfcrmanie syndrome in Wisconsin.
It éaﬁé, however, at the very‘time legislators were publicly :

acknaw]edglng the fact that state retrenchment efforts had

part1cu1ar1y 1nten51ve for the un1ver51ty system, aﬁa
the time had come to allow the system to come to terms Wit
new budgetary d1et without 1mpas1ng addnti@n 1 retrenchment and
C - more Stud1esi requlations, and requ1rement§
,‘g |
In November the étata auditor %ssﬁedfa memorandum to,
" the university system sétting forth his pTans Far-a survey" of

'tD an aud1t Df one or more academ1c prngrams The system pased

&
no Dbgect1an to an inspection of 7t: academ1§ planning and pragram
review procedures or-of zgslongo1ng program audit and review.

procedure. The Tine was drawn most clearly.by the Board of *

Regents® in February when. they asked the state additqr to appear
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e ,7
(Postscript: Spring 1976)

" pefore them to explain the purpose of the survey and his
intention regarding subse quent audits of 1nd1v1dua1 acaéem1c
ﬁﬁgmm& o ‘ - o N

. There is no way to capture the ésggnce of thé exchange
that tc@k place at the. February meet1ng (the transcript went

thraugh several printings'). Perhaps it will suffice to say

I

individual academic programe.. This occlrred three days pFidr ‘

to the time when the 1Eg]slature Joint F1nance Commi ttee was

due ta také test1mcny on a speﬁ1a1 un1ver51ty system anﬁuai
rev1ew budget request The newspapers had the préd1ctab1e
field day.. Snme Teg151at@rs read1ng early media accounts

Suggest1ng that the regents had refused g7 future aud1ts

”nc1ud1ng the normal F]sca1 var1ety) by LAB, started 155u1ng
press releases and statements with dire predictions as to the

" system's budget. prospects.

E

A meeting was hurr1ed1y arranqeﬂ between’kéy regents

and key ﬁag1;1atarf just 30 minutes prior to the budget hear1ng

- 259 -
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(Postscript: Spring 1976)

When it became clear that the regents were not objecting to

_normal fiscal audit activities of LAB and 'that the "survey" ‘of

sjjstem-level academic management procedures was continuing, the

- LA : &

“tempest subsided. The Joint Finance Committee and full

. legislature subsequently voted favorably on a variety of

university requests including an additiondl énézéercent faculty

. salary incregse, additional staff-pasition authorizations,

2

.7 $7.2 million for utilities cost increases, a mini;sabbati§a1_l

=

program and funding for a few other special needs. e

leé of this writing, the LAB "survey" is praceeding

'_ u1t§ full involvement of a faculty- adm1n1strat@r camm1ttee every

Step of the way, clear pratagg15 have been estab11shed for regent

and 1eglsf%t1ve discussions before any audit of Fh academxc
prcgra% is considered. The abaveémentianed annua1 review budget
b]}T 1nc1udez an amendment-which exp11c1t1y ﬁﬁea?udéz the

Leg1s1at1ve Audit Bureau frDm

. .°. examining issues related to academii Fréedﬂm
w1th1n the Un1ver51ty of Wisconsin System. A post !g
audit shall not examime into or comment upon the
content of various academic programs, including
degree requirements, majors, curriculum or courses
within the University of Wisconsin System, nor shall

- any sych post audit examine into the manner .in which
individual faculty or groups of faculty members
canduct their instructiana1, research, or publics

,ir.
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F (Posfsgript: Spring 1976)

In the budget pTénn1ng arené the un1ver51ty system
maved in the 1ate fall and ear1y W1nter of 1975 (1n keep1ng with
the Scope Repart ment1oned in the case study and with statutgry
ﬁanguage §a111ng fDr enro11ment targets and 2+2 p1ann1ng) to.
" have each campus Spéc1fy the number nf students it :DUTd _, :5:g

reputab]y teaﬁh" w1th the budget resources ava11ab1e to 1t
far Fa11 1976
*

o ’The'énd-praduct’GF this complex undertaking took the.

- g

fafm of AnnuaT Budget Policy Paper #4.0 approved by the regents

- ‘in Marﬁh 1976 Papér #4.0 confirmed campus-specified figures -

under the head1ngs ifarget capacity", and;*tfansitiaﬁaT targets."”

ﬁ¥*gThe 1atter were necessary where time was needed to phase down

tD the u1t1mata-target AlT of th15 churred at a time when

| -

' the Tequests for admissions tc uW Eamp?ses were running 100- ESD

pérﬁent ahead nf the prior, year's raté/ _ o o > ;;
- 1 . ' - :
d

,,

LA === e,

i

"Shoré1y'aftef'tﬁé announcement of fh§ targets, the
129151ature 3 Jn1nt F1nance Committee acted to reTease a modest
EnFQTTment Fund1ng escrow account held back for 1976-77 wh11e ’

. a spec1a1 1eg151at1ve Study Committee tnck angthE? look at thé

H

pereﬂn1a1 g§é5t1on of intercampus program support d1FFerences




i resaurce a]]acat1an pc11é and pract1ces of the U, System

v~; and cr1t1§a11y assessing the Cgmpgsate Support’ ‘Index methad@1cgy

;3 DF detevm1n1ng relative budgetary Support amnng campusés The
R committee Endgrsed the CSI ‘as a more adequate methnéaiagy than o
had Existed prev1aus]y, urged Further ref1nement, and recammendéd
that the parent Joint Finanze Cﬂmm1ttee reTease some 5550 000°
in escrcwéd_enr@TTment %unds_' The fundqng will be used ED; o F i _
"ijnarease 19?6;77 éérget'égﬁaczt%é§%ﬁn tWo Gr,thtée %aﬁpQSESj-?
‘In faT{ 19%5 the fegents a15o'preseﬁt§éga‘é¥2 p1anﬁiﬁg i .Q

prasgectus to the governor indicating the k1nds ﬂfypT@nn1ng

umpt1Dns State gavernment must prnv1de 1F the systém was te

accamp1ash the 242 p}ann1ng effort’ requived %i‘the;'
. The gﬁvernor feferred the dQEUﬂEﬂt tQ h15§§£%f$ ajg
are still q01ng on on - the gve . DF the 1977 79"

development prncess 1n w1scan51n N There are 1nd
® the assumpt1aﬂs w111!bevpsav1ged and that a beg1nn1ng mave
G- i e .
foward a moré stab111zed pTannTng and pragramming env1r0nment )

-

can be made. The Baard of Regeﬁts, in March 1976, adnpted the e

B

“first in.a series of 2+2 (four-year) agq‘emjc/f1sgai guide1ines - e

262 .
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Ref1nement af Enr@T]ment Target Capac1ty Prﬁcess

T The must 51gn1f1cant deve1apment t0 occur in preparat1an

for the 1976~ 77 System ipnua1 budget was the regent apprcved

4

pDht‘;_y paper, 1976-77 Em’@Zanérzt Tszf’_;et Capa&itisa arzd .;i‘abzh zed
Rgséuréglfﬁttgfn (Marc‘zhi 1976). Un11ke the preced:ng year (the '

* first of the 1575+77 bienﬁium) thé state fiscal pn11c1es were

i

‘known 1in advance and perm1tted a degree of .lead time in plann1ng
for the annua1 budqet In February 1975 the regents appfaved an
1nter1m budget pa]icy for 1975-76 whﬂch established env1 -onment

targets fnr all dinstitutions ‘and enroiTment ce111ngs fnr Fuur -;;
campuses, . . . Wh]Ch by CSI calculations were Teast ab1e ta
aCCEpt add1t1ana1 students and. still 5u5ta1n a-quality safeguarded

‘
“level of 1n5truct1gn )

D | ‘ ,
_ The 1975 77 annual budget preparatian was gu1ded by a
serids Df budgét p1aﬁn1ng mémcranda\dESTQned tD 1n1t1ate enroll-

ment target Sett1ng Effcrts .at the institutional 1éve1
. i;

An October 1975 memo, entitled Developing the Annual

' Budget in Tranaition to ﬁh§;FiPé%AF§HPEf§Q£ (8+2) PZaﬁniﬁq/Budgef

Fy§1§ asked eéch chancellor, in Caaperat1nn with faﬂu1ty and

staff tn condugt an 1nst1tut1gnaT ssessment tD. :

nE . .
R 4

cat

B



(Postsﬁfipté Spring 1976) -

\
' 1

Determ1ﬂe the number of students that could be .
reputably taught), taking.into account all aspec

. / of 1nstru;t1an and academic support programs, w1th
" the projected 1976-77 budget resources.

Examine possible enr311ment sh1ft5 ahd retated
personnel actions.

=4

Examine workload patterhs and;f1éiibi1ity of faculty

VESGUTEES
=

Examine transfer exper1ence and the need to ma1nta1n
- access for Center System transfers and maintain
N trapsfer access to unique 1nst1tut1ana1 programs,

"Evalyate the 1mpact QF 1nf13tinnary erosion (1Dfpefgént
DEF£§EET) o

- Determ1ne the need ta redréss the effects of reeent _
base budget reductions and fiscal emergencies (e.g.,
deferred plant maintenance, Tow stocks of cr1t1¢a1
supp11es etc.). .

. Upan camp]et1an of the assessment the 1nst1tut1ans were

i

asked to pﬁgpase a 1976-77 enra11ment targetﬂ 1n terms of student
.credit houts (SCH), and be preParedétD document the qu311ty
thresha1d Judgment and’ Qr1ter1a suppcrt1ng the1r praposa]s, tak1ng
. 1ntﬂ accgunt 1n5truct10n31 costs, class size, student/FaCU1ty
'; ratios, SCH per FTE facu1ty member, etc ,-and’ the adjusted

) Comp951te Suppart Index;

264




s (Pnstscr1pt Spr1ng 1976) ) - R

o
o
",

&

. !. ' In December 1975 the campuses were askedgﬁa subm1t ;

E e o

the fc11aw1ng praject1anf on the bas1s QF 1nst1tut1cna1 piann1ng

. Eff@rtsg- s ) . . -

: —~r§putab75 ?HI‘QZZWéHt tarqgt dEfinEd in terms
.~ of student Yevel and mix and budget resourc '
.- This projeckion is to become the 1nst1tut1u§§s"
s - - target capac1ty and represents a workload
' consistent with quality-safeguarded teaching j

thraugh time.in a11 ‘programs. - k

=1

- trangitional gnrﬂ?méﬁtﬁgfq«?t th1s 'F1gur‘e .

- tnnst1tutes a rEcDgn1t1%n that a transitional )
target w711 be necessary where institutions are

" not able to shape the 1876-77 workload to the
targeted level and mix Yiven the profile of
students’ ‘turrently enrolled or other factDrS
which will require phased adjustments.

v the number and mix of stugents ant1c1pated in
B a "free marisé“ with no fiscal constraints:
v ?L‘ﬁThe esfab1iéhment of target capacities is an EFFDrf

ta aEhTEVE a chimate of relative resaurce stuL.11ty fof the 1n5t1— Ot

‘

fut1aﬁ5 of the Un1ver51ty Df Wisconsin System. T

P - .
it
o

“While buliget pressures Have tnnstrained‘the resaurcés

‘,Qf“gﬂgwsygtem, hamagen1zat10n Df programs .and un1t casts was
+ rejected as a}de51rab1e(cr tenable gGaTZ The board reaff1rmed
2 S 7 hg '
,its declaration of 1975-76: "
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(Postscript:- Spring, 1976) '.%'\"

; N N . ] ?' p’
" The charter Statute and the System aA Institu-'
tigns’' mission statements-mandate diversity and
d’iffer‘gntﬁtmn The System will always have

= seek to avoid erosion of estab11shed mission
.capability and

LI ~formulary budg,,
R - always be ready tn'maj( ,

programs with high: .ﬁn“[tafas’ts, but wh1ch are cast
gﬁ effectiveé in the sénsé of ‘prodicing 1ncrements

' “to' the achievements of the System wh?ch more than
’ Justlfy the 1nvestments : .
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