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PHow Do We: Get All Of Postsecondary Education.Together,

and llow Do We Get It To Work?"
Ar:ansas~--Louisiana--llississinpi
Drive-in Conference '

Monroe, Louisiana
Sept. 15, 1975.

title of this statement is taken as nearly verbatim as possible
from a comment made by Dr. Cook in our first discussion of this conference,

The question he asked was a critically important one. Planning for, or

coordinating the planning for, all of the postsecondary education in any
It gets more complex if there are multinle

state is a complex task.
acencies involved, no clear lines of responsibility, reluctance on the nart
re 1s fear that any

of some institutions or agencies to participate or there
involvenent' in a cocnperative enterprise will lead to consolidation and loss

nf autonnmy or identity.
Everv state is making an effort to coordinate planning in hicher or nost-
and the attendant

secondary cidncation, The event of the 1202 commissions
availa®ility of 326,000 in federal funds brought in most of the holdouts,

‘/’ - - » - .
a few ecxcentions, this situation has come about in the last 10-15 vears

With
and ﬁ}inarily for the fnllowing reasons:
To provide governors and législators with an chjective

of compet{ng requests and witﬁ ohjective recommendations.

i

(1)

i

anals

¥sis of
improve opnportunity for the states' citizens in higher or post-

f Y To

secondary education.
To secure a wmaximum return on the states' investment.

0

(3)
These are necessary -and worthwhile ohjectivas and deserve support from all

They ri.rely get it,

jconzernred.

/

—
¢
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In the time available 1o me, T would like to review how postsecondary

education is structurel, what statewide agencies are hoping to accomplish,

; A
/ . . . .
the problems that get in their way and what might be donw about it. I

*¢ ti:en hope, in the discussion period that follows, that we could dis-
uss the explicit problems faced invzggz_states and see if there is any
assiszznce for you in the experiences of others.

lFunctions ‘ "

There ars certain functions which must be performed by a statewide
/

/ o

~arency for highér education it the citizens of the ctates are to be appropri-
// ately served. In 1971, Glenny, et a1l indicated that certain powers rust
be invested in a central agency or ". . . public higher educaéion {would be)
ingested into the executive branch of state government.'" The five powers

enumerated were:

(1) to enzane in continuous planninz, both long-range and short-range;
(2) to acﬁuirc informatién from all postsccondary institutions and
arencies through the estab}ishment of statewide management
nnd data systems;/

(3) to review and approve new and existing degree programs, new

/

canpuses, extension centers, departments and centers of all

/
nublic institutions, and, wherc substantial state aid is
/. . .
iven, of 2ll private institutions;

(S ]
- ]

: /
{4} to review aqd nake recommendations on anv and all facets of
/

hoth onerating and capital budgets and, when reauested hy
- state authorities, present a consolidated hiidget for the whole
system; and
1Clcnny, Berddhl, Palola & Paltridge. Coordinatines Hirher Fducation
For the 70's., The Conter For Research and Develonment in Hisher Education,

Haiversity of California, Perkeley, 19715 n. 7.
!

|
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(5) to administer directly or hnve under its coorditative powers all
Etntc scholarship and grant .programs to studchté, grant programs
to nonpuhlic institutions, and all state-adninistered federal
arant and qid.programs.

Wﬁe: ~-is was written, there were no 1202 commissions but they werec clearly-
hein~ aznticipated. The reference in number 2 to "all postsecondar?-institu—
tions and agencies' is indicative of that fact.

he individuals who examine the record made two observations about the

agencies that were estahlished to carry out these activities.

2

(1) In October 1973;7an ECS task force“ recognized that states are

not alike asd that they must develop their own type of organization to
oot the joh\Hone". Nf two dozen finnl conclusions, the first was:
"The task force does not believe that there is a single
formula or approach for plaﬁﬂing, program reQiew or budgét
review at the state level, no£ does it believe that there is a
single approach in terms of statewide coordinating or govern-
ing structure for implementing these responsihilities. 1In view

of the uniqueness of the individual states, and because there

may be no single "best" approach, the responsihility rests with

ke

a

[#]

h state to develop appropriate forms for its statewide

=
yde

fJ

nianning and/or Joverning and evaluative structures.”

3 noted

!

(2) Two years later in 1975, an alliterative trio of authors

rt
)
et

the states did not settle all of the problems of reclationships:

2 NP
“The Task Force on Coordination, Governance & Structure of Postsecondary
FEducation. Coordination or Chaos? Report no. 43, Education Commission of the

States, Denver, Colorado. October 1973; p. 95. :
McGuinness, McKinney, Millard. The Changing Map of Postsecondary
Education. Report no. 66, Education Commission of the States, Denver,

Coleradn, April, 1975; p.xii.

i



"Some of the early expecctations that the commissions would lead
to overconing intersegmental rivalry and problems of turfdom
within the postsecondary education community, including a

aser reproachment between other segments of postsecondary
ziucation and staté.vocational cducation agencies, have not as

et heen fully realized although progress in this direction
iias taken place."
At the moment, in the 50 states and the District of Columbia, we
have five states with secretaries of education, none of which are‘
constitutional. Seveh'states have single boards for all public

education. 31 have coordinating agencies for some or all of postsécondary
‘ ; ‘

education. 22 have governing boards for some or all of postsecondary

education. 48 have 1202 commissions. The total of governing and coordina-

ting azencies add up to 53 because Pennsylvania and Oklahoma reported both.4

Problcns

BeférC'we identifyuprohlcms that are of concern to cach of us in our
own assignments, let's look at what our researchers have to say.

Glenny and his contcmporaries,S four vears ago, laid out a list of
problens that would be facing statewide planning agencies in the 70's and
were not far off the mark. Twelve problems were listed:

(1) increasing the arount of diversity in education programs

and tvpes of institutions; '
(2) caring fer and adapting to the wide spectrum of interests

and values of the new student bodies;

4Berve, N.M. Survey of the Structure of State Coordinating or Governing
Boards and Public Institutional and Multicampus Governing Boards of Postsccondary
as of Januarv 1,- 1975. Vol. 4, No. 10. Education Commission of the States,
. Denver, Colorado. 1975,
50n. cit.; n. 27.
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!
and experiences appronriate

/
(3) develoning new cdncntionpl means
/ K
for the society of the future;
cultivating the externﬁl degree, education on the job,

. . . / . . e e
internshin experience, and public service activity 1n

/

!

!

/

()
l/
~meeting new needs; !/
73Y  immroving the quality of undergraduate education;
: /
(6) nrovidin~t for ease of transfer between institutions and
: /
/
prograns and encouraging the in-and-out lifetime student 1in
pursuit of his goals; . , iy
; S
(7) establishing, maintaining, and discontinuing sraduate and P
professional programs to meet manpower and nersonal needs
undersupnlvine the market;

- / .
without oversunplyviing or
- 4 . - = - C -
it toward fundamental social problems and basic theoretica.

funding rcs?arch and public service activity and directing
/

(8)

concepts;

determining the neced for and type of physical facilities required
for the/ in-and-out student, the external degree, and the work-

study concept as well as the more traditional collegiate experiencies;

(9
(1n) nakiqé optimal usc of new media and technologies .for instruction;
(11} tcryﬁna‘ing unproductive, obsolete, or unnecessary duplicative
- '
nrograms; and o
(i2) sotting the financial obligations of the student as against the -
state an:d detetrmining the part that grants, schnlarships, and loans
‘must play in any changed financial arrangement.
"These nroblems and many others beset the states already, for example,
the size of campus student bodies, the line relationships of chancellors and
(€] -
ERIC P
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presidents in multicampus subsystems, the control of vocational-technical
funds for postsccondnry/purposes. The number and severity of problems arc
1iX21:» =0 increase rather than decrease and will be more difficult to deal
with ﬁsliticnlly‘rnther than less so. Planning, of necessity, must be far
more intense and more comprehensive than it has been in the past."

Four vears later, we could add performing as, or wbrking with, a 1202
commission, the.development of defenses against efforts to enact restrictive
legislation, coping with executive budget adjustments, funding new methods
for institutional cooperation with the state, or with other states.

Last June, J.G. Paltridge® ¢1icited‘the concerns, issues, and problems
confronting the members and cxecutives of the four types of statcwide boards.
Forty rqspondents offered 154 cémments that were comhined and edited into
34 discrete problem areas. These constitute a long list but are worthy of
full consideration:

(1) General problems of budgeting for an institution or for a

svsten of institutibns under conditions of level or decreasing
appropriations and inflateq costs, and changing educational
needs., Included are pro and con considcrations of various types

e

of formula budgetine,

Problen of defining and separating the roles and functions of

L
3
N

two or more hoards in-tﬁe same state, particularly as these
relate to the function of long-ternm higher educational planning.
Included is the search for methods of coordinating work of one
board or commission with that of another.

GPnltridgc, J.G. A Study of the Problems....Issues....Concerns of Statewide
Porrds for Coordination, Planning and Governance of Hisher Education. CGConducted

for the Association of (Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, vWashina-

ton, N, The Center for Research & Development in Hicher FEducation, The
tiniversity of California, Rerkeley, June 1975; pp. 8-12, :

. —
; 9 . .
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(10)

(11)

Problems related to formulation of a long-rangé state plan for

postsecondary cducation, and getting public institutional and

[

Jegislative acceptance of the plan.

General problems related to getting maximum appropriations

throuzh a state legislature, including problems brought on by

fiscal crises in the whole of the state government.

Orcanizaticn (or reorganization) of the board or commission and/or

of its staff functions.

Reviews and evaluations of institutional instructional programs

and determinations of future furiding levels for them.

Finding methods for providing equal opportunities to all

students and to improve the services of institutions to
students (particularly those who are cconomically and
educationally disadvantaged, to employers, and to those who

value the traditional liberal arts experience.

Provision of continuing education programs within a state

public system, or within the total (public, private, pro-
prietary, ctc.) facilities of the state.

Planning, coordinating, or organizing a .statcwide procram of
~ 3 P (<3

vocational cducation, so as to provide nceded and desired

sevvices, avoid unnecessary duplication and satisfy regional
differences.
Fazulty salary levels and issues related to tenure, work-loads,

measurcment of productivity, and reductions in total faculty,

Problems related to collective bargaining. Union-faculty-

administrative relations and role of the governing or coordinating

board in this matter.
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(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

Developing credibility, acceptance, status, apprépriate authority
for a new, or reorganized commission, or one that has been under
attack by the state ‘legislature, by the institutions, or by the

public.

Concerns related to increased role of state legislatures in
higher education decision making.

Pressures from coordinating board for tighter regulation of

institutions. Perceived loss of authority and autonomy to

the "super-board".

Issues related to provision of state aid to private institutions
under problems of church-state relations, institutional rivalries,
scarce resources or other restraints.

/
Issues related to the provision of health education

programs to meet the needs of the statg. Including problems
related to expanding facilities or establishing new medical
schools, coordinating existing schools, etc. ’

Articulation between four-year and two-year institutions, as

well as easier transfer among four-year institutions.

Determination of what information (for management, pro-

gram development, etc) should be requested and gathered,
who should collect it, and in what manner so that it
will be comparable between institutions and between states.

Perception of undue political influence on higher education

decisions such as appointments to boards, favoring of one

institution or system over others.

i
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(20) Problems related td declining enrollménts, or anticipation
of p0551b1e/probable deciine of enrollments.

(21) Determination of operatlonal policies related to student
fees and tuitions, and setting amounts.

r7=Y  Issues related to the formulation of a state student-

Le==

aid program, including policy on eligibility. /

(23) Concerns about the relevance of educat10na1 skills

(output) to job opportunities.

(24) Maintenance of quality in academic standards under pressures

of escalating costs, shrinking fiscal support, or brecadening
-student access.

(25) Out-of-state institutions offering extended programs,
short—courses etc. in comgetition with state institutions,
as well as other forms of intra—syate competition (of a destructive
sort) bétween institutions.

(26) Problems associated with inter-collegiate athlet?cs.

(27)’ Decreased public concern for higher education and

support of it, including lowering of the prlorlty of hlgher

educatlon in the polltlcal climate of the state-and nation.

Concerns of highef education's "public image''.

<

{(28) Cecncerns related to equal opportunity in employment practices.

(29)- Performance evaluation of students™ knowledge and skills
acquired in collegiate experience, including the problem of
grading, and problems of certification.

(30) Policy determination of'whetﬁer, in a period of financial
stress, to clese down sohe institutions or campuses in a

state system,zreduce programs, or give maximum possible support

to others.
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S
(1) Problems related to attempts of two-year public ing%%tutioqi

to become four-Yéar degree-granting colleges.

(32) Problems related to establishing inter-state cooperation

(exchanges of students and credits) in certain gradvate i

and professional programs.

33Y Development of new delivery systems of higher education.

(54) Issues of state relationships with the federal government on

development of national policies related to higher education.

Thgse are extensive lists of problems, to say the least, Onevmight
expect that they were sufficiently important to command the immediate
attention of statewide'agency personnel. ‘It is inferesting that Paltridge7
did not find this to be the case. Réfher than giving highest priority to
these concerns, ". . . nearly all statewide boards, in each of the cate-
gories arid t;pes identified, devote a considerﬁble amount of their time
and éttentidh to concerns over their role in the state higher educational
"system', to organizational methodg'of acquiring strength, and to their
political stature vis-a-vis the state legislatures. Yet these are not
the concerns for which these boards were formed." o~

These may not be the concerns for which these boards were formed but
they are concerns nevertheless--real concerns, Concerns that must be dealt
with 1I the agency is to survive 6{;have any degree of influence. There
is litﬁle point in an agency allowing itself, by default, to be terminated
or 50 hamstrung that it has no valid function. Surely statewide agenéies

in higher education must carry out the responsibilities assigned them and

7Op. cit; p. 5.

[



search for solutions to the problems attendant to those responsibilities,
but they must also, particularly in their formative years, be alert for

the z2¢ mms or ambushes that could '"do them in".

It is apparsnt that the maximum returns thaf can be realized by a state
when its higher education and postsecondary institutions and agencies, its
legislative and executive branches are all .planning and working together will
not jusF automatically occur.. Someone has to take the lead: Ifiresponéibility
is tqo fragmented, the situation will not beACOfrected;unléss.someone initiates
action. If there are 'holdouts" who afe not cooperating, they will never
become involved until someone makes it desirable for them to do so. (You
may have to '"make them an offer théy can't refuse"!) If the go?efnor and the
members of the legislature are not awére of the benefits that can be bbgained
for the state through effective coordiﬁation of effort, someone has to make
the ceffort to see that they are informed. My c&mment goes ‘to the'statewide
coordinating agencies; that someone 1is you: .

Governors and member of the legislature have many agendas. Thei: primary
résponsibility is not higher or postsecondary education.  Yours is. Thef took
actizn when they established a structure for the system. It may be the EISE&
étructure_but you are expected to make it work and it won't be changed until
you have demonstratgd that-yoﬁ have accomplished everything possible under the
present arrangement.. These are diffiéult days around most state capitals.
Attention and support tend to go to those.who are clearly going the éxtra

mile and who are exhibiting success rather than presenting problems.




What would I have state agencies do, besides working 20 hour days?
As I work with men and women in the various states and interpret what they
are doing in terms of my own experience and understanding, I keep coming
back :;;a list of fairly simple mandates. I share them witﬁ you not in
thz 32052 that they are a complete list, or presented in any order of
riorizy. My hope is that they may interest YOu as you review your present
situazion and also that they may serve as the basis for a revised list,
drawn from our discussion at this meeting.
(1) Identify the players. In a democratic society, there are few
'one man shows'", in government, almost none. .For each activity
or issue, find out who's involved, who's interested and who has
what part of the final responsibility.
(2) Get the involved parties fogether{' Those reluctant to participate
will do so if: | |
a) you make the matter public and
b) you issue an invitation to'participate that is fied to
kfhe publiq interest. |
Just suppose, for a moment thaf the issue was identified publicly.
as related to '"the need to plan togethér in order to obtain
maximum opportunity for the state'scitizens and to obtain a maximum
return on theVState'Si£vestment." |
Secondly, just suppose that the governor or the media applauded
the activity and u;ged full partiﬁipation. Under those circumstances,
wouldn't it be.difficult to not be thefe whgn everyone gathereé
aroundlthe table?
(3) ‘Stay off the front pages. Visibility is one thing, seﬁsationalism

another. Stories rarely make the front page unless they sell

14
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newspapers. Let the world know the value of the good things
you're proposing but be very chary of attacking the motives of
institutions, agencies or individuals or of questioning their
judgment. If one of your state institutions wishes fo add
another law school (or medical schosl, or Ph.D. in philosophy,
or whatever) all you have to do .: say ''they're out of their
skulls' and you'll be on the front page. If you say, "The
commission's list of priorities.does not include this item
at the moment.", or "We have not assigned a high priorty to it.'",
you have made your point without indignation or rancor and you. ]
“haven't made an intf;ctable and permanent enemy of those who
proposed'thevmatter in the first place. | K |
(4) No surprises. Npthing ﬁpsets memsers of the legislature or.
tfustees, or presidents more than finding out in the»newépapérs
thét you are against something*tﬂey havé been interested in for
| some time. If you are oppqéed, let them'knbw Ehzgybefare you
.make any public statement. ) '
Every institution for which you are making a budget recommendation
should kﬁowf ahead of time, what recoﬁméndatién you are making,'fhe
criteria you gsed in developing your judgment, which items do not have
high priofities and be certain that théy have‘been involvgd during
. . the whole process.
(3) Kound éut your exéertise 5y suppleménting staff capability.
Oné of the easiest‘ways t§ discount the work of a statewide agency
is to profest that its staff doesn't have the necessafy expe;tise.
- Because you can never staff to do everytﬁing, invite the instituﬁions‘

and constituent boards to provide the assistance you need--stating

| 15
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publicly that ybu are confident they share with-you the deéire for
~an excellent product.

(¢) Invite others to assist in

| -- défining problems
-- developing a rationale for studying tﬁe problem
--_agreeing on strategies intended to aileviate the problem
-- evaluating outcomes and disseminating the results
Unless tﬁe other involved or responsible agencies are brought in
early, they tend to oppose everythihg which follows..

(7) Have more information than anyone else--and gladly share it.

Thislruns to bofh éﬁds of the spectrum, from an informative base

-to gnsWering any question Qithin-24 hours. If you have information,

and it is valid, you will becoﬁe valuaSIe 1¢ iose who need -

information for'decision-making purposes. -

(8) -Stay”on the rgzor's é&gef Every statejwide agency -stands between
the state?siipstitutions on one ﬁand and the governor and the
legislature on thé othef. If you become a captured spokesman forv
the institutions, you lose your credibility with the pblitical forces;
providing sﬁbport for&measures that do not warraht your support |
butlyhich someone in power favors, loses youbthe institutions.
Balancing acts are not»easy, but who ever said that the role of a
sfatewide céérdinator was supposgvto be easy! -

(9)4.Have recohmendgtions for org;nizational change developed qgainst
as broad a baée as possibie. If‘you are powerless (gnd I am not
one who sees a need for giggg_powerrin central égencies) you can, in

no way, ask for additional clout. This has to come as a recommenda-

tion from someone else, after study.
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(10) Dare a little. If your state is short on what it is providing,
aon't fail to make recommendations to correct the shortcoming.
If boards are afraid t.o ask for what they need (which can happén
in today'é.restrictive climate), encourage them. If there are reasons
not to support something being propoéed, don't support it. If

scmeone is questioning what you are doing, go see him.

These thoughts have been presented, as I said at the outset, for purposes
. ‘ /
of discussion. I would ask you now where your problems are different than
those identified and what procedures you have found helpful in dealing with

them.

Warren G. Hill .
ms

September 12,-1975
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