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Introduction r.

The need for the Cemission grew out
of the enorMity of 'the- CUNY problem.
The problems of *higher education had
begun to run away *from us-. We had
to reevaluate our position. Unlike.
previous carmissicos, Wessell was a
no-win situation.i

. 4

(

. This amber assessment of the condition of higher education in
New York praiides:instight into the magnitude of the pro4erns facing
lawmakers and educational leaders in the Ervire State. Where is a
tradition,of creating blue- ribbon groups in New York as a means of. .

studying major public policy issues and recarmending solutions to
existing problems. : In 1976, it appeared that-there was a critical
need for an impartialgroup to make a' cximprehensive study of the current
conditice and future directicn-for higher education in the State., .

The Temporary Ca:mission an' the Future of Postsecondary Educe--

tion in New York State, known as. the Wessell Ccnmissicn.gter its chair-
., V"; A

man, Nils, Y. wessell of the. Sloan Poundeition, was created in June., 1976
-*

and was reqUired to produce.a final report to the Governor and Legislature
. .

in March, 1977. Unlike previous temporary carndielions, the Wessell
Carmissics: was created during a crisis and given a near 'rpm sible charge.
The City University of NeW,York (CUNY) had clixed for lack of operating

funds, and the legislaticart101:Mitting LUNY to reopen contain' ed a provision

for the cmprehen:sive study of pOitsecondary educatiart-in the State by a

-teruporarx/carmissiOri.:

ff
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As legislators debated the p9ssible composition anpi charge

to the Commission, the number of commissioners-decreased in 'size

while the Commission objectives expanded beyond the ibmediacy pf

CUNY td the current status and future direction of postsecondary

education in the entire State. The Comnission repOrt provoked contra-

and condemnation front nearly alliparters of the education and

policy - ticking communities tbroughotit the State. The purposes of this

analysis are to view the Commission in the context of its formula-

tion and to assess fits immediate' and possible longer -term impact upon

public policy makingfor higher education in New York State.

A Watershed Year for Higher Education

The Bicentennial Yeir of 1976 in Nwe, York State was highlighted

with precipitous events in higher education. As we look back to that

year: it' is clear that i was a watershed year for higher education in

the State. Several of critical events will be discussed.cussed.

Enrollment Shift; Du0ng the 1969s, there was- a rapid expansion

of public higher, education 'New York, and enrollments incre4ded state-

wide. ,During the decade total enrollments increased 03 p&'cent.:from

306,000 in 1960 to 713,000 in 1970.2 The public sector expansion, however,

was accompanied-by a decline in the share of studepts attending.private

institutions. 'ire recently, the shinie of students'in private institu-

otians has increased while the share' in the public institutions has either

stabilized or declined,as shown in Table 1.

1.

1
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TABLE 1

Tom FULL THE B62UIVALENT ENROLIMENT
BY SECTOR, 1970-1976

'Sector. 1970* 1971 1972 1973.

SUNY 206,773 221,391 225,229 236,851

Sharea 35.36 35.77 35.47 35.62

CUNY 128,254 147,945 .160,146 167,661

Share 21.93 23.91 25.22 25.21

Private/249,708 249,543 249,622 251,400
Independent
Share 42.70 40.32 39.31 37.81

. New York
State

TOTAL 584,735 618,87.i634,9981 '664,975

R

1974 1975'

.249,985 273,511

35.87 36.95

175,499 175,540

25.18 23.58

r
261,653 279,014

37.55 37.69

696,869 740,223'

1976

264,795

37.11

147,935

10.73

285,365

39.99

713,530

a
Share refers to the enrollment share which is expressed as a
percentage of New York State Total enrollment. Differences
between sector ',enrollment and New York State Total enrollment
are accoonted fair by. enrollment in proprietary institutions
bat. shoat)

Source: The Report of the Temporary State Ccmmission on The Future
of PostsecEducation in New York State, Albany, New
York, marcb 31, 977, p. 43.

The reasons for enrollment shifts are complex but undoubtedly

would include the following: an increase in SUNY tuition in June, 1976;

the imposition of tuition in LUNY in the Fp11, 19744and a state student
6

1".
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aid program eruitionisiditance Program) with awards based upon net
. -

taxable family income and applicable toward tuition to a maxiimin of

$1500.

State Student Aid. During the 1976-77 academic year,. New

York's 11tition Assistance Program (TAP) was resporisible for 31 per

tent of the total dollars and nearly 39 per cent of the number

awards given to students naiionwide.3 The magnitude"of.this state-

funded, needTbased'program exceeds similar program; in all other states,

but. contemporary concerns in New York State were with, the escalating

costs of TAP, internal program management, and the quality control of

the program. Fran the inception of TAP in 1974 through the 1976-77

academic year, there was a 34'per cent increase in the number lofTAP

rAipients accompanied,by a 141 per cent increase inprogrameosts.4

Cost increases were due to the imposition of tuition within altY, a

greater number of students who ied for higher awards,`andincreases

in the number of emancipated stug is who. applied for higher awards. The

immediate crisis in 1976 and the substance -of the legislative interest

in774'...Jacwever, war i with the intern.l nianagementof theimmgrama
/

lators were besieged with complaiints from students and parents over lost

applications and delays in the processincTof TAP awards, and complaints

from institutions faced nth major cash flouiproblems because students

were unable to register for-:ibe'Spring-Sernesterdue to their not having
se.

received their TAP awards for the Fall Semester. while legislative

.
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hearings were held mid-year throughout the State andqpick action

enabled the problem to be solved through cash advances to institutions,

the entire TAP issue was one of major concern to lawmakers in 1976.

interagency Conflict. The Bicentennial Year in New York was

characterized, :also, by a number of contentious issues involving

different agencies and institutions. First, a number of events

coourr,duftiodh brought a generally latent conflict between public

ivate institutions into the foreground. Efforts by the State

baucation DePartment, the administrative agency of the Regents, to --

.continue with statewide review of doctoral programs were resisted by

the State University. The SUNY Trustees initi4ea a legal action

against the Regents over the Regents' apparent authority to deizegister,

i.e.. terminate, doctoral programs within SUNY. A State Supreme Justice

ruled that the ccemissicner's determination in refusing to register the

doctoral program in English (at SUNY-AIbany) was neither arbitrary nor

5capricious. . -In that case, an amicus curiae brief as filed Ly the ...,

Commission an Independent Colleges and Universities, representing private

collegesd universities, in support of the Regents' position, thereby

further staining the delicate relationship been the State University

and the private institutions.

Second, the Annuallleeting of the Association of Colleges and Uni-

versities of the-State of New York OCUSNY) in September, 1976, was marked

411h

by the inability of representatives of public and private institufore to

agree on certain provisions of the proposed Regents' Statewide M'-

for Postsecondary. Education dealing with the authority of the Regents to
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speak for all of higher.edudatiOn in the State. This singular event'

may not hinielikeen of major 'significance, but viewed- in another light

it repreiented the inability of the higher education Ozerouhi.ty to odMe

to agreement aver a basic issue of governance. This occurred as the

aeell Ccemissioxs. began_ its work, thus affirming a view that higher

education was unable ti* "speak with one voice,* and that an outside
d

WCUplowas,necessary to formulate a plan for the future of postsecondary

education in the State..

A third isle of contention among the major agencies in 1976 /

was over thelfCcmuiation'of the Regents' quadrennial Master Plan. A

SUNYZnalysis of the Tentative Plan (initial published draft), drew

attention to conceptual inaccuracies, internal inconsistencies; ,arm a

substantial amount of what the SUNY Chancellor' termed "blurring language."6

A SUNY Trustee commented upon the long-standing pubeic-private contention

in the State:
*

State University came into being in 1948. New York was the
last State in the union to have a State University. It came
into being over great opposition from the private colleges,-
and, of all sources, the Board of. Regents and the'Department
of Education (sic). Men it became inevitable that we would
lave a State University,- the line of attack chAn§ea. Now it
was, suggested by the opposition that State University be

.

just a supplement to the private colleges.7

A final issue of major importaAce in the State in 1976 was the firing

of the Cop,iss16ner of Education in NoVember, 1976, in an 8-7 vote by the"

Board of Re46nts.8 !This vote was a culmination' to a period of sevikal

years duri. pg which the Commissioner became more independent fr4ii the Board

51.of Regents bnd conservatives throughout the State reacted increasingly

s
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negatively to the Commissioner's straw stand in favor of bussing to

effect sclpesegregation.. During the 1970s, the members of the

Beard of Regents grew more conservative and politidized, according to

some obseryers., Each legislative session included introduction of

bills to curb the quasi- judicial powers of the Commissioner, and there

were rvocal attacks on the Ccemissioner. The final assault

.cn the Commissioner began when the CommiSsioner of Cameros, the day

before the ACUSNY meeting in September, 1976, levied an attack upon the

Ca:miss/anew and the state Education Department:

Our principal problem with thweconcmris taxes, the reason
for taxes is that we have to spend money, and the largest
expenditure is for schools...My complaint has been that.
Education has been run independent of the rest of the. -

world, or at least independent of the rest of state govern-
ment...(The Governor) has found( (the Crmadssioner) and the
Department unresponsive in the past. In fact, (the Commis-
sioner) has criticized the Governor on several occasions
for not supplying endless amounts of money into that ever-
growing, bureaucratic sinkhole...So we are already seeing
the first signs of the crumbling of the kingdam.9

Ttleexternal.atticks oneducat ion and on the.Connissioner continued, the

Regents met several times in closed door sessiot, and the decision to

terminate was made in November. 10

Leadership Void'. The 1976year ended .iri New York with a void in

Stateleadershi$ for higher edtation. The Catinissiccier of Educition was

fired, and was replaced in mid-1977 by the EXecutive Deputy Caredisimer

pi the State.EducationDepi.rtment. Thle chief official with direct responsi-

bility for higher education in the State Education Department, in mid-1977,

10
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left to .assume a position in New Jersey. Finally, the Chancellor of

the State University of Now York departed early in 1977 to head t4-

U. S. Office of Education. Taken together, these seemingly unrelated

events caused a major leedership void in higher education in Now York.

1O complete the analysis of the contextual conditions !rem which

the Wessell Commission arose, there is -401. to give attention to the
.

crisis of the City University and,tothe political environment in the

State.

City University Crisis

In large measure, the catalyst ,for the creatioh of a statewide

higher education commission was the fiscal crisis of the City University.
\

and the financing of CUM is linked to the financing of the City of New

York. TO focus screly upon the Wessell COmmission as one aspect of the

Which enabled Cugy to feopen 'would be to ignore the.larger

reality of the extended fiscal crisis Whith led to its incepticm New York

City financing will .undoubtedly occupy scholars for years. to came," end

virtually any treatment of the subject simply.is beyond the purview of

this study. Instead, we can begin with the major events leading to the

closing of the City-University in 1976.

In July, 1975, it:biCarte evident that the actual budget for the
.

City of New York would not meet the certified budget necessary to,sustain

the City at its then-current spending level for the remainder ofatbe

fiscal year. The Cityls finakial condition continued to worsen during the

AP.

11.

eV
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Fall of 1975 and in December, the City levied a $32 million taxlevy

redUcticntattamsibly in lieu of tuition. "11 Rather than meet this

budget cut by immediately imposing tuition or iitpIaMentlng.reductiartsin

d?at the Board of Higher Education instead perked upon a

series of short-temmdecisions designed to close the gap. In the miming

months, several proposals were advanced-by the Board, the CUNT adminis-

tration, City officials, and others. Score 'of these proposals included

the gradual phase-cut of the city's support to the senior colleges,'

reducing CUNY enrollment by imposing strict admissions standards or

temeinating failing,students, and varying college mergers and program

eliminations. Finally, in late May the City University exhausted its'

funds for the fiscal year and .theynivee'sity closed.

In the meantime, legislation was being considered in Albany which

would Permit the University to reopen. In what was called by one legisla-

tive fiscal staff member "the most difficult piece of legislation we have

dealt with in manylears,Ira complex bill we," passed in the legislature

which enabled the University to reopen. The major provigions of this

q" bill were as follows:

Tuiticm WEIS to be. ha beginning -Fall, 1976, thereby
endingOANY's 129-year old policy of free educaticrt for
City residents.

The Board of Higher Education was reconstituted to in-
clude seftral gubernatorial appointees.

-

Asystan bf accounting and managatent Informationtinassures
was to be implemented by the LUNY administration.



'The University advance3 $24 million tcwardsi
aPPropriatial for the c5cming fiscal: year

Two additidrial points need to'be mentiCned in+regai4 to
. . - .

City University, First, the City University is strongly identi-fied with

al is an distegral iart of the cu.tture, .educirtion, and governmeh t.:.of, the

City. CUNIC dateS its lineage to 1'847 zhen the Free.licadeMy-was creed

by references,. Thee Free Xcademy became the City College of New Yorke

apd.D1 thie hem hundred year-s.;...three.other colleges and sthe Board of

ttigherTEduciltice were estab-lished." These "fOur old senior colleges'

gave TWard to iumigrTts wtyflocked 'to New Yeek-:areund the

vIrn.of the C,entury.- No tuitioni in Canbinatices. with limited space

trs=se eget resulted in high. eiltiane-stantlards .arsi* level of
: ,

academic exaeLlence unique. amcng publi3O: universities in the nation. Be-
- .

:tsseen 1950 and 1971, four additional sefsior Colleges and eight caraminity.

Polleget We.te:added to the City University. The- commitment of CONY to

ificreaF.ed, student acCess,was extersded furthers when-open admissions Was.
7.-

..ippietnented is 196'. Thus, one cannot undPi s UniVersity wi thout.'

giving attention to kground and oloserelationships with New Y.wl k

city and its people.

The second point to be mentioned is the fact that the City Uni-

versitY has roots deep within the political structure of both the City and

rrse Stated support for the. Unive#sity and its camponen t institutions has

I.
been a it part of bercugh politic, City-wide politia, and State politics.

O

em.

13
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The passage of the "CONY legislation" enablggg the University to reopen

as a case in point. -After "melts of careful study, the' Govern-nor

announced (May 20, 1976) that "the State wculd not increase its aid,
-* to the City University, for the tacting year .a-decision that in effect-

- - , ft.
leaves the imposititn Of tuition as the only.way the university can

raise the money to cohtinue oPerating." Prospects of imposing tuition
. .

in an election, . year made City ' legislators' .reactions predictable:"
4

This gets at the 'heart of ,what Will be an extremely
anal delicate political process (luring the next week. Even- :-for the city legislators who endured the fiscal crisis and
the austerity legislation witli equanimity, the prospect of
impcsing.tnition at .the City University halfway into an
election year is' alarming, and they want to be sure that
their cctinterparts realize that they are not to blame.13

As the Board of Higher' Education and,State legislature continued

to wrestle with the issue of CONY tuition, leadership'for the CUNL aid

package was undertaken by the Assembly Democratic leadership in. cooperation

satP:,tbe Got;ernr; The Majority, leader of the Republican-controlled Senate,
howeN;7er, had a different view:' .

I don't have anything to: do with reopening CONY. I feel
very-bad that CUNY got 4.tself in this posture, 'but, the
city 'knew about it for nine months Or a year before nog.It spit itself into this situation and didn't go to City
Hall fps help but came to the Legislature.14

Garnering. the necessary votes for paSsing the aid package was

fraught with political negot_iajions. 'On the Dane hand,. upstate Assembly

.Denbcra:tswere fearfu). that g4tring sup wart to CUNY would prcwoke negatiVe

reaction by their constituents who 'then might expect assistance for local,

upstate NY units in financial' difficultsyf Cn the other hand Republican

-v.

1 4
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Senatccs frond New York City were under severe political pressure to

suicort the-CUNY fiscal package. ...The bill was in the Demo-

cratioalli-coritrolled Assemblr. 'Finally, the bill passed in tkle

Onc:e the AssemlAy -acted, 'tie pressure an the Senate.became-.
nearly irresistable. The-Republan majority there
pends on holding the seats of Oleir seven.xnembets,fFcnr;-,
New York City, and :score of those seven had told Set,iatce ,/.;;
Anderson that their political survival depended -on-passacje

was, pr not only by the caatinuedclostire..of:..thell4:-
of saa: like the Assembly rescue plan. Time, pressure

._versity, bu also by next week's recess, during ihhiSh`4:egis..-
lators will be facing their constituents as they c.j.retliate
petitions for renomination. With the pressu'res mcunting,,'
Senator Ailderson is strategy owe to be s-eetit in the..words`.
of one leading' Democrat today_ as icarculate4 loadcfire.
He gave in yesterday at a meeting of the o 1.egisLatiVen`
leaders and the GOvernor.15

State Political Environment

. The state politics

generally! arid several. volumes

of education has/been' of illter4"t to .scholar

have focused upon New Ycck.16"!-.In this

analysis, it is *portant to give consicieration- to sever air aspects, especially

Since. the deparbire of Nelson Rockefeller, New york't Republican Governor

who had a 15-year tenure as the State's Chief Executi.ve..

After Rockefeller resigned, in December, 1973, the Lieutenant Clover-

served as Governor during the 1974 legislative 'session. In November of

that -year, New York followe/ the nationwide. shift toward DernocratiC control.
.

which was related to the .7iftermath of I%tergate. Beginning. with; the 1975
).legislative session, both the New York Governor and the Asserably'vJere Demo-
.

cratic and the te remained Republican Thus with a politially-split

legislature_wid an economic picture worsening in the State, Governor Hugh

Carey immediately encountered a variety of vexing problems not the, least of



vas treiintaining fieCai solvency for the State:

Recent studies of New York State's 011 behavior all
point to the same sorry facts: Idler: the enters a
recession, New York goes an ge in deeper.,
stays in longer. 'We all knew there an economic

cprbbflen, but none, of us ]anew how'd' Ling it was,' said
Dyson (Ccumisdianer of Ccainerce):.P

/
It would be well to keep in'

,
basic chardoteristics of

New York' State'politics and of State government. /First,

a trend tariard oent:ra*zaticn of power, -in the Executive Branch,
.

. -

there has been

not unique to New York biii related .in" the Empire State to the of

'Nelson Rockef4.er.18 Second,
.

Derborate outntmiter Republicans in voter
. .. .

regirtratiops but have theen irf.'a,weak: yosition at the State level, ,ontil

-recently, due primarily tio:AlaCk Of.inc*bency.1.-9 Third, there is a section

J.

r'

al.ism in New York State politics-.that is .more canPlex than a mere downstate

upstate fragmentation based,-up:1;ngeogr aphy.2° True, there is a downstate-

upstate split perhaps mOre..acOurately termed New York City versus the

rest of the State (including'ILngi.:Islancl). There is the rural Republican-

versus .urban Democratic 4614.t although sane upstate citiesr,are notable

-excektions. Since 1974, there has *been a politically-split legislature and

a Democratic Governo. there is a tradit4onal Executive-legislative

and Assembly-Senate contention.

During the waning%Rockefeller years and sine, the legislature has

increased the power of itS position not only through strengthening the

traditional le2/614.tiver leadership but also by

especially those of the two fiscal canmittees.21
. ,

the daninance of the Governor anfl. the Division of

16

its staffs,,

In' fiscal matters, thus,

the Budget has been
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challenged by the expertise of the Assembly Ways and Means ma the

Senate Finance Committees: Clear evidence of ' the legislatatie I's growing

is provided by the passage of the Stavisky-Goodman Bill in 1976,

to aid New York City publicOschoo* The Governor was openly against the

Bill, but follcviing his veto, the legislature again passed the Bill. It

had been 104 years since a similar veto override occurred in New York

State politics.22

In recent years the polities of higher education in the State hag'

blgen described as being shaped by *strong personalities, bearing the

imprint of two activist (Republican)* gomernors. "23 Yet, the current

period in higher education's, developmcnt in the State has been, character-
. A4.

ized as 'problems searching for 'a solution with, the following ' issues bigh-
t

lighted:

Emphasis an realistic, quantified, and price-tagged master plans;
resource allocations that, follow enrollments; further cdtbacks in
bapi tal construction programs; priority Shifts to favor same graduate
and professional programs and, .to, eliminate, reduce Aor cociSolidate
others; higher tuition in pUblic universities; insistence on greater
productivity; tenure limitations; controlled growth of facultyA salaries; and joint use of -public and private facilities. The big,
question is who will take the lead in implqmenting these difficult
policies-the higher education establishment, the legislature, the
governor, or _the Board of Regents?24

.

As the midpoint .of the 1970s approached it was clear that higher

education enrollments in the State were doing to 'be in dif ficUlty, and the

series of fiscal crises canfranting the Governor made imperative the need

for responsible 'and rational decisions aboet the direction and future of

higher education. In December, 1974, the Governor appointed aaask
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"to identify the define the major qumastials and issues regarding post-_

.seccodary,educaman, to assemble the best judgments that have been made
9 . '-

an these issues, and to*".engage" in careful deliberations pointed at advising
the Governor an what he should do or rem to be done that is within
his paver and responsibility to do.w25

This Task Force of 26 individuals from institutions throughout the
State and a staff of four quickly organized into seven working cc:mit-tees. .

, .

which 'met frecilently, early in 1975. their final 178-page report was
a thorough assessment of the cxxxlition of hielier education at trot time , it
became apparent-as the. fiscal crisis began to worsen in 1975 and as the CUNY

fiscal situation became critic al beginning in july," 1975-, that any ihought.s

for expanding State support to higher education- were totally unreagstice
As its single reccmnehdaticn to ,the Governor, therefore, the' Task Force said:

In light of the fiscal crisis of 1975, we arrived at a new
conclusion, subsequently ratified in plenary session by the
Task Elsrce, that we rraiSt precede cur original" recauttandations
with the primary reccumendation that a. blue-rilDbon panel be
established to grapple-with the. hard problems related to the. allocation of decreasing resources.26 .1. A

The stage was set for the creation of the Wessell Cdnmissiorrin
1

1976.

Framework for Analysis

It .is assumed- that in order to assess the extent to which the
ClEnmissicn's objectives were 'attained and to evaluate the impact of this
Carmission upcz lublic ;policy for.higher, education, one must fix:a. understand
haw and 'why the- Commission ,c:ame into being. Scholars have shown that social,
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-economic, end political variable§ can be important factors in state

Po licy cutputs27 This paper began with a ccnsideratial of critical

issues in higher educaticn in New York in-1976, the fiscalotkisis of

the City University,. and t1 political context in which. higher education

must fUnction.

The analytic approach to coomining the Carraissicn was twofold.

First,ie Cal:mission was viewed according to the extent to which its
stated objectives were lisped. This type of surgoatiire evaiu*icn

relies upon the judgments of experts' as to whether the ,end products appeared

to meet the intended outcomes; thus establishing a measure of congruity be-

tuven objectives and perfccmance.28 Second, the policy impact of the

Carmi-ssion was assessed not in direct thation to, its objectives, but
raiher' to the More general impact which the Cannissicn appeared 'to have

.
421 State public policy for higher education: This. type of goal-free, ar

responsive evaluation may be a more meaningful type of evaluation when dealing
a

with the impact on state policy.29

This analysis was carried- ait by means of interviews held with the
ambers of 'both the and legislative staffs. Interview schedules

were prepared ands utilied in interviews with fourteen staff members early in

1978. TheSe staff members represented the Governcxr's Program Office, the
Divisicri of 'the Budget, the Assembly Higher Etilication Carrnittee, the Asseiribly

e Ways aii'd Means Carmittee, the Senate Higher Education Carmittee, and the
Seilate Finance Carmittee. One set of interview questions focused upon the

.objectives of the Carmissicn as stated in the enabling legislation:. The other

i.

19
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interview questions were based upon the more general area of the policy

impact of the Comtd.ssion. Each interview lasted at least one hour, arid

same interviews exceeded two hours in length. The Objectives of the

Caparissian and the questions immftaining to the policy impact are containe in

the Appendix to this report.

The design f.or this twofold evaluation rested upon several

asstimptions. First, it was assumed that the empirical portion of the

research should be targeted to the group of individuals most knowledgeable

-about the Commission and in a position to affect policy changes far higher

'education. The methodology of the positional approach enables a focus upon

those involved at key points in the. decisionmakibg or policy process.3°

impeurid, it was clear that this group wruld Consist of Executive and* legis-5

lative staff representing both fiscal and program elements of the . Executive

Branch, apd of each house. The increasing importance of legislative staff

has been documented recently. 31 Third, staff were chosen rather than the

major policy actors, such as the Governor and legislative leaders, because

staff Members may have more first-hand 'thawledge and access to data. This

researcher does not discount the evaluations of the Carrnission already

offered bdr same and obtainable froai others. Such "professional judgment

approaches are helpful, 32 but may involve individuals with limited first-hand

knowledge. / One such person of nationwide reputation offered the following

comment about the Wessell Cammssion:



(The report of the tikisel,1 Commission) was a poor report.
I do not think that it .bad been carefully thought through
and I did not think the staff work was uelldcne. The .
opportunity was there to have a really to report
because the problems exist and scmebody to be facingthem in their ictality.33.

.

In this research it was considered to- be more useful to assess the reaction
of State policy who were knowledg le. abagitathe Cannishion and wrso

are in a positicn to effect policy for
Assesareikt of Commission Cbj

. .

C

The assessment of the extent to which the amiss:tan net its stated
objectives beginS with the formulation of the Comissicn, the way in which
the objectives (ere deVelcped, and the eitaluaticn b kncwledgeable act= of
the ways in which the objectives wereattained. Each topic will be treated

41

separately.

Formulaticn of the Ccmission. The need for this Canmissian grew

out of the''variety of contextual elements. already disCussed in this report.
These elements included the declining eccnany' of the State, the uncertain
political, environment, the beginnings .of "enrollment decline in the publiC
Sector combined with a slight enrollinent increase -in the private 'sector,
and several critical issues in higher education in 1976. By far the most
important element, however, was the CUNY fiscal crisis and the closing of
that entiie University system. Of the fourteen staff who were interviewed,
all but one said that there was a ddfinite or at least a general nevi for
the Catmissicn.34 One staff member =vented:



There was a series of agonizing issues for higher edu-
caticn in he State. Cbvicusly,- CUNY %%vis the crisis. issue at the time, but we all realized that the broader
questions- weave bearing down .ax us. More important issues
of mission were involved than .merely bailing out CONY
with more State mora=y. "1,

- ,

Several staff umbers were about the potential. utitiiy of
, f

calmissitns. Oae eXperienced/sta. ffer noted "In genera]: temporary cpnais
0

aims are limited. In New York, we have the belief that. if we brill'g in
outside eztOits who are cbjectime, cur prcblerns will be solved. I' did

this both with Fleischuann and Wessell, and neither Ccx:nissian really Anis
successful: It's true that outsiders may not have.pireccnOeived notices,
but their solutions tend to be unreali.stic."46 By expanding upon this more

negative view of the potential utility of temporary study grizzps, it is
possible to posit a scenario abart the SO3ssell,Carmissicn. Taking a

narrow vieupoint,,, the need for a major blue-ribbai group in New York

State in 1976 may have been obviated by the short-terra legislative decision
do advare funds to the City university thus enabling it to reopen. If' one'
subscribes to the'point of view that the .UNY problem was one primarily of

internal managment, then the policy decisions affecting CUNY were within
the province of its Board and Central Admin.istration to be resolved by

negotiations with the City of New York and the Division of the Budget.. This

view, hc...ever does not give credence, to the larger ,issues affecting all of

higher education in the State. Despite its conceptual neatness, this vie.;

must be rejected in- favor of the position that indeed there was the need for

a blue-ribbon group to wrestle with the larger policy questions for all sectois

22



of highei education in the State.

same observers may be pessitaNtic about the potential' use-

fulness of Mach temporary groups, it nest be recognized that bigher edUca-

ticn =missions in New York State had enjoyedaa large measure of suooess.37

After_ weld War II, the State University of,liew York _was established following

the =Commendations of the Temporary Comi.ssian an the Need for a State

University. Governor Thomas Dewey appointed Owen_D. Young as Chairman of

the '21-Menber group whose recommendations set .he stage for the creation -

of SUZIY.13 Then in 1959; hGcnrernor Rookifeller and the Board of Regents

created the Cam ttee on Higher Bludation 'hose conmi-ssioners included

Marian FoLscra, John Gardner, and Henry Heald.39 The Heald Commissions

work was in the context of the anticipation of substantial student damand

for higher education, optimism about economic growth and manpower needs in

the State, and the passige of a 250 minion hcrrl issue in 1957 which served

as grass' roots support for the of the State University. The -

Heald Commission report in 1960, and the subsequent SUNY Master Plans of

1960, 1964, and 1968, enabled the University to grow over four -fold yin

number of degrees granted during the decade o the 1960s. 40 In 1967, the

Select Ctmmittee on the Future of Private and Independent.Bigher Education

was appointed jointly by the Governor and the Regents. Chaired.ATMCGearge
,

Bundy, this group is viewed as responsible for recommending increased

support to the private sector in'the-form of what is called "Bundid,"

which are institutional subsidies to private colleges and. niversities

23
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based on an award structure varying owith the level of degrees granted.

In 1972, the Governor created the Talk Force Fiiamcing Higher Edur

caticzt, chaired by Francis Koppel. el141 Koppel Commission led to

.
.

increased State aid to students througti\the TUition Assistance Program,

.

enacted in 1974. Inlet KOppel gra also ilelommended shortening ,the

terms of the Regents frau 15 to 7 years, flizi foresaw the need for vesting

operational responsibility for higher education planning in a new

Stadwide Planning Council for PostsWondaL7 fucat1an. The Planning

Ccuncil, separate from the Board of Regents yet to be emacted in

New York State, but the Keel Task Force re,ccmmerodatinn covering

selection of the Regents and planning .for higher education strongly

influenced the deliberaticei of the ,Wessel1 Commision.41

Commission Objectives: "lbd objectives of the e11 Carmission

may be taken from the(enabling legislation which included the charge to

"recommend a detailed plan of action embodying the findings of its...

comet study, of postsecondary education in 1New York State. 42 The

subjects for study includedr

Appropriate governance and financing, structures of the State
and City Universities and the CaTmunity Colleges; the -alloca-
tion of public resources to the indepmmlemt sector of
swami:my education through direct grants, contracts and
student tuition subsidies; the role of the Board of Regents
in postseccodary education; and the implications for public
policy of emerging trends in college attendance, manpower
requirements and other societal reeds

In its final report, the Commission aperationalized eleven

objectives, related to the above legis14tive charge but stated somewhat

24



more assertively. These objectives included to develop a statewide

governance stiruCture fdr effective planning and review of academic

prcgrams; resource allocation, and facilities; to Promote, at the same

time, more eitensive campus autoncery; to assure the caitinuing excellence

of the State's major national research univeriities,.public and private;

to maintainahealthy balance of enrollment between public and private

sectors ;" and other objectives."

Assessment of Cbjectives. Each staff member was asked the extent

to whickthe Camtissiat met each of the eleven objeCtives as specified.

in the enabling legiAlation. Analysis of staff responses indicates that

.few of the staff believed that the Commission's report either fully net

the objective or that the report did not meet the objective at all. The

staff reactions were mixed and ranged fram "generally: to "hardly" met the

objectives. Because of these mixed reactions, modal distribution patterns

will be reported.
get

In the area of governarice, the modal response of staff was that

the Carmission's report sanewhat met its objective regarding SUNYipand the

community colleges, and generally met its objective regarding CUNY. The

Commission's recommendations pertaining to the long-range structure for

the public sector had been the major focus of negative public reaction.

In fact, reactions to these governance recommendations were strongly and

consistently negative 'excepting by those few institutions which undoubtedly

saw the recommendations as favorable to their own situation.45 The Commis- .

sion envisioned a restructuring ctpublic sector governance along a two-tiered

25
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management problems" inherent in such a gigantic single system.

In the area of finance; the responses of the staff who were

interviewed were very' mixed. On the financing of SUNY; anequal,

number-of staff 'responded. that Commission objectii;es were generally,
. .

sanewhat, or hardly met; and there was a bimodal distribution regarding
the cabjectives an community college finance having been met genera.1.4

_to sanewhat: In regard to CUNY finance, the modal. response, pa

thai staff..believed that the Camnission's objective's generally

had been met. This *Xfuse pattern of resiOnses is related to the ways

i to which the On treated financing in the report. There were
finaildial.ttsiderations throughout the report. Specifically, recatmenda-

.

tions on finance pertained. to a short=raiage CUNY,recarmendation of in-.

creased support for fiscal year 1978, a like--range set of recamendations
on the controversial issue of parity between and SUNY a secatmenda-.

ticn regarding an irxxcease in Bundy Aid, and reoatmendatians can

There were three large issues concerning the financing of "the
City Un.i.versity. The first issue was to assess the extent of support for

r.

the Univertity, and in short there was never any guestial about support

for LUNY. second issue was the level of support needed by CUNY in the

next fiscal year. -The third a more complicated issue 'was the longer--term
financing Of -the City University. Although the` Canmission devoted corr-:

siderable time and staff effort to ,the first two issues; these essential ly
may have been non-issues at least "for a blue-ribbon Commission. It was

27.
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'patently clear that support for CUNY was stung and broadly-based.

25

The level of support for CUNY as an imnediate issue, was a political
question, which the legislature resolved. The longer-range questions

"are more complex and warranted more study than the Carsaissicn was able
to provide. Wriese long-term questions included the sources of funding .

for CUNY and the nature of State suliplort to. CONY and to SUNY. The

threat by the City to terminate its fiscal support to CUNY began early

in 1976and still continues. -To some obsepers, it.is inevitable t*at
. rthe City will cease its fiscal support to SUNY; the cnly question is the

date of termination. Sane. de facto State takeover of CUNY *funding would

seem to be a realitY tien this occurs, there will be the problem of -
I ,

the way in which the State will support CUNY SUNY, and that

question is subsurth, under the notion of parity.
4 Even before the Coamissitn was created, parity/equity became an

47important topic in the State Capitol. Some referred to this issue as
equity and- sane termed it parity. The intent waS similar, thaseVas

to devise a means by whidh the City, and State Universities ld be
corparably discussed and equitably- financed. On a techni leyelarity
takes cost differentials among institutions ana programs into account and

itofunding fornulae are weighted accorcigingly. The,material on parity in the
Camiission es report is not conceptually different frcia the direction in
which the Division of the Budget already has moved. But in less technical
terms, the issue of parity provided an opportunity to discuss and caripare

N.
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two rather different systems. It was in this area of oak:arability

that the Commission could have made great progress. The Ccumissian

had the opportunity to make a substgiltial contribution in the area

of parity/equity," in the word of one fiscal expeh, but it was unable
to do so. In fact, there was evidenre tb suggest that the parity issue

was the predominant. issue for examination .by- the Cat-mission.

(The Governor) pledged at that time (May 20). to secure
equityain funding, the City University and, the
StateMniversity for comparable prqgrams, levels of
se.rvice and scope of mission. That goal' rernails firm
and will be a prindipal subject of attention for the
new Temporary State Caunission.48

The topics of access ind'the private sector were other major cam-
.

ponents of the final Camissicn repOrt. The staff ho were interviewed

rest:ceded that they believed the Commission had generally met its objectiveve

regarding private sector reccmndaticns. In the cover 'letter to the
final report, the Counisaon said that it would not treat fully the issues
of .tuitian pric.ing and the private sector. Yet, its recaniendaticns ccn-

.

4:::ei-ning increasing the rhaximum TAP award (approved by the 1978 legislature)

and raising the Bundy Aid award at the Ph.D. level cb;riously 'would benefit;
_... the vote sector. This +=curs at a. time *est. there- is beginning evidence

of enrollment shift frcim the public to the poivate sector.
The final topic irr the Commission's report was the role of. the

Board of Regenti. More than the other objectives, the staff Jaho were inter-
viewed said this particalar objective had been fully or generally achieved.

The Commission's" recommendations were reacted to predictably by the Regenti

141
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mWV,znsupperce or-k? arganent. If implemented,

the ticns would have far-reaching changes for the Board of

Bits. First, the Regents uct.1.),4 ,be gubernatorially-naninated, rather

than legislatively elected. Second, seven of the -15' Regents would be

,designated as Higher Educatial Regents. Third,. sate of the Regents' vast

responsibilities would be vested in other State agencies. 'Finally, the
,

Regents would be given budget review over the budgets of publid instituti'ons

as well as the respcnsiqlity for reviewing all capital planning throughout

the State. In what was termed "politically naive" by one legislative

staffer, the CanniSsicn repOrt noted:

If the Legislature rejeCts these proposals which the Carinis-
sicn considers s crucial to revering the Regents an.
effective policy- making group, we then recommend the
creation of a Council on Postseccndary Educaticn. This
Ccuncil sfiduld" be nanirateddisthe Governor.and approved
by the,Senate- or Legislature: 'It should be charged with
the higher education Apicticns presently e:cercised by
the Board of Regents:4w

The Policy Impact of The Cczmission

Examinaticn Jif the general impact of the Wessell Carmission begins

with a ccsisideration of the resources and time frame available to the

Cangissicn, and an assessment.,of the ,influenceand impact of the report

`. upon Stall lawmakers.
..

Resources and Time Frame. The perscnnel resources included 'five

carmissicners,; twelve part and full-tine staff based in two Cities, and

al consultants. then the idea of a temporary ccmmission first

was initiated in State government, one .proposal advanced in the legislature

p
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inclurle a study o f a+1 of postsecondary education in the State. In the .

enacted legislaticnethe size of tie Ccanisiicn was reduced to 5 neuters,

the time frame wasshartaleWfrom 2 years to 9 months, and the scope of

the Conmilisicn's charge"expanded greatly. The actual charge to the Cconis-
.

film is represented by'cell IV in Figure 1.

It is of interest to note that lawmakers might have assigned two

types of charges to 'tie Commission, and either may have had greater potential

for success/than did the actual commission. The charge might have been

expansive, i.e. study all of postsecondary education in the State, with a

study group of large size having a longer time frame, represented by cell

III in Figure Another option would, have be a limited charge with a

small Commission having a short-range time frame, represented by cell II.

in Figure 1. Unfortunately, both the initial and the actual legislation,

aiVshown in Figure 1, amounted to the least satisfactory of the fair options.

In the initial legislation, the size of the boamissicn was too large and its

time frame was perhaps too long. In the actual legislation, the size of the

Commission was too small and its tiro, frame was too brief. Amember of the
,

legislative staff ccmmented,"TheCcumission.was faced with an inappropriate

time element and a huge charge; in fact, ccamission could have initially

said that what was asked simply cold not be done in that time frame. An
.14P

alternative .would have been to focus -cnly upon a feu, critical is-Sues, such

as parity," sector governance and relaticnships, aria the Regents."

Given this enormous task, the Commission brganized itself in two

*3 .
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location...Nem York City and Albany. 211.1) of the five..Carmissirs .
4

were located the City along with a staff of five. Three commis-

sioners at of State. The Albany staff had seven members. %bile

fiscal resources to the CanYtiltSial appeared Ito be adequate, problems

with personnel =sources were ericaintered. First, the legislation
establishing ,the Carmisaion was signal by the Governor on June 12, but

the oxgrenissioners on= not appointed until late August. Second, the'

Staff Director was hired in September, and the Associate Director was

hired in`Wtober. The New York City staff was operationell in October,

but the Albany staff was not fully Sri place until December. Third, the
commissioners' had other time-caisurning and deniartling commitments, making

the scheduling of working sessions difficult. One cartnissioner was on-call

because of federal-level matters in another country; three other caimis-
sioners. hofk demanding schedules and traveled frequently. Thken together,

these po?riormiel ands administrative constraints placed .a severe burden upon

the'ocarni.ision leaderihit4 If the Cannission had nine full months after it

was fully operational, its efforts might have been no= pcooductive. .fn view

of these-constraints, th4 amenants of one legislative StaffimeMber seem.-

.piophetic,- "% en the legislation was passed, -there was a -sincere desire

to see the Cammission work out successfully. Then we waited all Sumer' for

the appointment of the cannissioners.. After 'the cannissionerS were

appointed, we never saw them, and the ,credibility of the Cannission really
dec.lined."

32
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It* staff who were interviewed ware

'sicefers -awl the Cofroission staff. TM =dal patterns of respcitses
.

indicated that the staff believed that
the..asanissioners

were'."sonewhat"

aPProicste. for --trier Cbjeictives Of the Cormissicn. Yore positively,

staff re144Forled that the Vision Siaff seeded to be generally
_

aiiceoctriste'for -the tasks of this'. C.csaiisiian.
.. -

ct Several questicns were directed ° the
.

Executive and legislative stAff freshers regarding ways in which the

C..ctunissice toicffit have had an iiciPact r-vutaic pawl? for PeetseccciaarY
edcatica. FirStt act actual outccae of the Calsoissicn was in preoipitaiing

debate -an the issues. The staff who -were intorviewed respcx-ded that the
.

Cansissicn generally helped. focus attenticn and 'precipitate debate on the
isms. Next, staff were asked but is cans wade by the Cconis-

sicn in genexating data and analytic fxsco4orks.----Over half -of the staff
were interie.vd.. elt strcngly that .the..antsisSice ,had neither _provided

rOeclati, itbr cmtributel analytiP fiaregevicks....'Then, "staff asked abaft
.

the depth ani detail of the Ccelaission's final: report; two-thirds' of the
..... staff believed that the final report was barelY of sufficiqnt depth-end

...detail. . .

The taff were as abaft:the Inflvence or inpactthat the report

. .

sole on legiilation; on legislators and st af f , co the Executive -staff , and
0

upon educators. Only in the area of inflfience .1..licx1 tieucatorS dad the' staff"

vr..re interviewea believe that the report made any isopact at all. Yet.,

.
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the staff judged that the report made hardly any impact even upon

the higher education community. As to the impact upon lawmakers,

the Comnissian was assessed as having made no impact at all. Cne

member of the legislative fiscal staff remarked, %be measure of the

impact of a commission is the number of calls Which I'get'from legis-

lators cn the commission's report. In case of Wleseell, I got no

calls from legislators. At this point, ,few people can even remember

what was in the final repert.eu5°.

The staff were questioned about any contribution which the

Camels-4cm

education.

indicated

might have made toward creating new ,leadership in higher

A recent evaluation of commissions at the natirdlIevel

that in the case of-the Carnegie connissicii on Higher Edens-

catkin, its leadership was astute at such things as attracting news

coverage and maintaining opeit lines of comma icetion with the press .51

Unlike .Carnegie, the Wessell Commissicn was deemed. to'bempt.at all

influential; in. creating new leadership for Iligher.:ediscaticn in -the .

State. One fiscal staff 'nether said that the Wesserl.cartnissicnmis-

handled the'wayjin which. its final report was communicated' to the press..

"It apreared that the ccmmissiOners. were not supportiveof

recamendaticau;.-----in fact, they seemed to be relieved that it was

finished. They wasted no time in getting out of town. "52

Imieunmary, ..the research shi:wed that in the views phese

teen Executive and legislative staff, there had been a definite need for
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4
the'Wessell. Cquaission. The final report apPesred 'to reasonelaY meet .1.. . ,i 4,
most of the stated objectives of the Cceibisatal, especially those

,.
dealing with.tie Board of Regents, allocation of rescurces. to the

'private' institutions, and public sector governrce. Bit s to the ...
impact of the ccmnissicn upon policy makers and up= higher eduCaticn,

.. the views of staff were much less favorible: In fact, the 'Wessell
.. ,

Canaismial had very little influence upon higOer educational policy..
t

1Analysis of Staff Rimes
'The nnsans for the Cannissicn's lack of impact are linked to a

variety of factors and conditions. First, the final report of
N,

the

CatUtiliSial contained insuificient evidence abort the apparent 'necessity
, 1for major policy came.. Theie was ogle ccraextual informaticn lohich

$ 4' ,.

described the nature of the difficulties in the City University;. the
decline in the State's ecortany, 4 the fixture enrollment decline. :there
was not enough evidence 'in the final report.- hcyever, as to why the. current

stractnre for higher eciudaticn r 'inadequate or. ineffective, especially in
. -x.egard to the two major public, systems. Wile sane' staff who were intei-

viewed appeared to be sympathetic to the nod& that vatic. centially-, - ,
'.,, .sepacial higher educatiam syiten way havesignificant gloms, they were

(disappointed that the final report did not offer convincing evidence as to the

*- need fcr.change. 'Indeed, the literature has sivgested some fundamentk w

problems with highly centralized, public higher .education systems and the
- .,

ocntroVitt these systems by what ace author has termed "the anonymous leaders.

of higher educatio1.'"53 In the abtexx:e of hard data, the call .for reform' by
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the Wessell CoMMission of:erild inadequate rationale for 'mimc change.
.

1 . #

Second, the Commission spe6t. too usx:h tima and devotirl .tco many

of its resources to the revolution a short-term budgetary issues. Nearly

lf of the staff were assigned to studying. the City University ofoneha

New Y. and the imatoome of this effort was a series of recommendations

peitaining to the short-term situation of MM.' Instead, much mote ef fort

Should have been committed to inter-sector relationships and to langer-teon

issues af fectim both of the rad= public systems.

Thrd, the Commission did not adequately treat the broad policy
.

questions reeding longer-term solutions. :Same of tfiese questions would

him bed the following:

4 What shaild be the-role of .the Regents in academic planning
for all of higher education?

.

In What ways Should the Regents be accountable to State%1p

government? ).-

taut are the options for public 4ector ,alcuerrailice, both
in the Short-term and in the lang-term?

How should parity be defined and aperationalized?
.

What Should be the role of State-level agencies
as well as individuals institutions im 'quality
control of academic programs?

,

. .12 )

What should be the iolan'ice between Public ad
-private Sector enrollments?

One experienced staff Fester commentad that "in a use, the 021171iS-

.

lion bought time for all of us,' but during this period- same of the iftediate
i

disaPpeared The Commission ahould have gone =eh farther inproblems .

helping lowek. 'level of rhetoric ,betwein pdblic and primate sectors, and

......--,
..... ,

. ,
. .

N.
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they should have provided sore options for long-range governence."54.

Fourth, the Casa...ion should have focused more of its rescoto.°

od the qusatiron of. parity of. binding CONY and SUM. This issue proiridd

the moons to give a noir canceptualiiation to visible problems which J."
Unableto resolve. 'II/Ponly could Parity have bean trest10,

._,., it
a technical issue as, in fact". the' ssicin attempted to do, but s.low

.
,

''N r
cod he been a catalyst for an investigation of longer -tee taws in

the two public syStems could be funded by the State.
.. .. Finally, there was the issue of' inpletrentaiion. Just as the C4S44

mica was created mit of a nexus of issues having eccoomicr educatiopalo ilk\

. political dimensional, so its implementation would have to take into -salIII
the relatiOnship betbeen education and the political process. For Omar'

no attention was given to..thet-packaging of bills far legislative cosisi691t4\

, tic= and to bill 'drafting. In the absence Cif these consideraticrus. Is, 14'
: '. *

.

the Cormissicn's think g retrained in the abstract.;

Concluding Observations

This analysis of the outcomes of the.Wessell.Conmis* sic= leads

several concluding observations.

In New -York State :-the.. far der education-is
interrelated with the State's emu:tic and political envirorment.

-.4 ON
has a large number Of private.institutions, a gecgraphically-disperr.--

University of multiple-purpose institutions, and a New York City -b, oed #7\14

A
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)aliCht be a PerVgjkhe fcragatica of future policy altarnatives far
bight* educeticet. Thera is a delicate balance between the objectivity
of outside eotparte and the knOwledge of those inside the system. Saar

caltdnation of the tb13 aticuld be ccneidered.

M.,Mtwari° for the fug of ahlcaticn in New
York State must takomiunt both an enrollment declineobable

seductions. 'nal; rain's the most writ and iensitive questio'
fat: the highei education ccarunity. Haw Mach enrollment decline ten be

sustained without in pr rame and perhaps in the nu?tber of

iPatitutions? ciVen needs, how such duplic.atics currently
eclat* in specific fields 'and in -academic Program in New York /nail-.

tutions7 Nhat should be the criteria for the elimination of programs

of inftitutigs? Who should be involved in decisions abaft coltracti5n.
and reduction?, The. current doctoral review efforts of the State bducation
Department cannot be cceiducted in isolation from institutitms and faculty.
tut attaian91441ancedinvolvement of both State and institutional
rePrelientatives will ccntinue to be a =et difficult jeey.

sectors and institutions iiaist. be reduced a
a

renemici far int er and inter-inititutional_ ation.
in a sante %,here higher eck3catiOn is such a large enterprise. -there will
he *tent oonteiatico aevng instituticns. In the face of 8o:elevating%
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enrollment decline. wen conflict can am* easily over ocagetition

for students. Such conflict at be resisted by institutions and

winched carefully by S agencies. State-level agencies have a *-

critical role in the ficexitoring of inter- institutional relaticauthipi.

Increase State funding of the City UrLiversitYdoes not

feeclude =re tification with the special needs and circuit-

stances. of Curing the CUNY crisis, a great deal of press

coverage tea devoted to a perceived loss in autonczay for the City Uni-

versity in the face of increased State funding. It may be tire in the

Exi.re State for a new visicn4of higher ack3catAan. where iiistitutions

are viand in relation to the Ilducational noels and ities of the

entire State. Such a vision' does not preclude specific institutions

meeting local neap, at ill the way in which cammity colleges have

unique linkages with local sponsors.. It saY bee pcesible for the City

University, using thi ccanastity collage model, to cperationalize a State-

local partnership based upon spared costs.

gew York State has a unique opportunity .to create cooperative

relationships in die formulation of policy alters Lives for the future.

A new leadership configuration is now in place in the State with a newly-

appOinted Commissioner of Education, aoeputy'Commissioner for Higher

Edo=tion in the State laducatiOn Department, and a new 9)NY Chancellor.

ti
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February, 1978. -- ,
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4 -
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6
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8
In New iork State, the Ccrnmissicner of Education is the administrative
head.of'the State Education. Department and Prehident of the Univer-
sity:Of the State of New York. °

9
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See Stephen K. Bailey, Richard R. Frost, Paul E. fitirsh and Robert
C. Wood, Schoolmen and Politics:: A Study of State Aid:to Education
in the-Northeast, Syracuse: Syracuse University PresSe 1962; Mike
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Eleven west:ions were,asked about the'extent ta.Jszhich the Carmis-
slam met its stated-objectives; respondents :fie asked to judge
each ;objective as hakikag been met fully, generany, samewhati
hardly, or not at all. Fourt:een questicns were asked about
the mews in which the -Ccminissioa had an impact an Etta te higher
erkicAtiOn pokiest-those' 'interviewed were asked to respond either
definitely, generally yes, somewhat; hardly, or not at all. The
=fall ample size precluded a mope detailed:statistical analysis.

responte patternS Sere utilized.
35

Interview with a. neuter of the,--Executive staf
Fet?ruary, 1978. r
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