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- ORGANIZATIONAL GOALS AND SEIF-MAINTENANCE IN PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION
COORDINATION; THE UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS AND THE ILLINOIS BOARD OF
HIGHER EDUCATION DURING THE 1960"S

. v , ® ‘ . . . ) N, - .
» Statewide higher education coordinating boards were established'in a
number’ of states during the 1950's, 1960's, and early 1970's. " They arose

- from the coincidence _of legislative desires to av01d mediating kilsputes
between competing universities and expert opinions on the need for coordi- :
nated development of higher educatlon. ‘Coordlnatlng board gtatutory autﬁorify\ ~
typically includes approval sof rtew degree programs,/ master planning for future
development of higher education, and formulation o budgetary recommendations
to the legislature and/or‘ governor. . :

» .
v .

During the major period of’highef:education growth in the 1960'5; a

particularly high degree of political conflict between the statewide
coordinatifig board and the principal state university was.observed in a '
number of states. The most comprehensive and prestigious public university
has usually been the major bpponent of the establishment of coordinating
boards which have more than advisory powers and are composed of a majority ’

. of public-as opposed to institutional members. It has usually also been =
the major opponent of the policy p051t10ns such regulatory coordinating .
boards have taken.

- p Y
There ‘has not been much exami;ation of statewide higher educatien .
rdination from the perspectlve of political stience and even less organ
zational analysis. The author seeks contribute to an understanding of ’ :
the process of hlgher education cogrdination by an examination of the
_ institutional goals and self-maintenance which underlies it. The analysis
will account for the high degree of conflict between the pr1nc1pa1 state
unlver51ty and the statewide coordinating board in terms of institutional
goals and .self-maintenance. Y

The case to be examiqed in some detail is that of Illinois during the
period of rapid higher education growth in the 1960's. Conflict between
the University of Illinois and the Iliénois Board of Higher Education was

. particularly marked. Illinois is likely to be a particularly useful case
4 study because the Illinois Board of Higher Education was regarded during

the 1960's as the polltlcally most powerful of the regulatory coordinating
_ boards. ' ) . i

°

- . I.: QRGANIZATIONAL GOALS AND SELF-MAINTENANCE

) Self-maintenance needs are inherent in the nature of modern organiza-
titons. As Rhillp Selznlck suggests in lLeadership in Adminlstration,
;r organizations are’ inevitably marked by strong concerns for self-maintenance.

4
’

4 ‘ ~
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\ .The views and opinions in‘this paper are those of the author and do.not g
necessarily represent the.opinion of the Board of Regents. ' ¥
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. A liéing association blends technical aims and pro-
cedurdgs with personal desires and group interests.
. As result, various elementg in the association
have a stake in its continued existence. Moreoverp
-, the aims of the organlzatlon may remuire a certain
permanence-and stablllt‘4 ) RS
Substantlally the same 1dea, in somewhat dlfferent terminology, is offered
By Simon, Smithberg, and Thompson, in Public Adminjistration. Institutions,
they suggest, have 3 strong will to surtdive.<_ Simoy, Smithberg, and
Thompson also provide a more explicit link between institutional survival
and institutional g .than that stated less concretely-by Selznick.-
They indicate that 1nst1tut10na1 self-maintenance takes the form of attempts
to protect institutional gdhls.3 Although it is not directly stated, it

can be inferred from Simon,’ Smithlerg, and. pson that an organlg?tlon
widl not be equally protective of all its doa®s because all are no equally
important to its survival. . .

An important part, therefore, of the examlnation of organlzatlonal
goals is distinguishing between those which are “central to organlzatlonal\
survival, a§ least in the views of the leaders of the _organization, and )
those which bear a lesser significance. Survival interests w111‘cond1t10n
the priorities among these goals and the tactics used to achieve themh.

M —

The odiy use of the concept of institutional self-maintenance which
the author finds in the literature on higher education politics is that by
AllansRosenbaum. 1In concluding comments on ghe various relationships
between state universities andjstate politics, Rosenbaum describes the

motivations of the University oF Illinois and _the other Illinois state univer-

sities for their invélvement in the political’ process as "the maintenance
and .enhancement needs of large formal organizatlonst"4 Rosepbaum does not
examine the organizational govals of state universities or state governmental
units.

,

-

The ‘case to be examined within the framework of 1nst1tut10na1 goals
and self-maxntenance is that in Illinois relatlng to new campus development
and master plannlng. One goal of the University of Illinois was to deyelop

new.genéral purpose campuses in the urban areas of the state in order 'to .

increase .its edueational services to the state. One goal of the 1111n01s
Board of Higher Eddcation was to provide effective.leadershlp for statewide,.
master plans fq; public higher education. \"/ . v,

The focus of this examlnatlon will be thesg institutional Yoals. More
specifically, it will be the importance of the goals, acE&ons blocking
goal attainment, and degree of goal attainment. Determi tions of whether
a goal is central to institutional self-maintenance are necessarily inexact ,
and must be made on the bagis of the environmental circumstances of-the
stitution. Attentlon will be .given t& differences in orgénizational cir-
cumstances of the two entities. The recency of the establishment of the
Tllinois Board of Higher Edycation.and the limited number of its goals will
be related to the importance of the statewide master planning goal. The
breadth of University of Illinois' goals will be related to the importapcé'
of the new campus development goal. _- . .
|

~
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s Wr1tten sources of information on the case were drawn from the printed .
public record which ihcludes official I1linois Board of Higher Education .
and Univetsity of Illinois reports, minutes of the Board and of the Univef-
sity of Illinois Board of Trustees, and reports of committees advisory to -
the Board. Statements and correspondence in the files of the Board and the
University were’consulted News articles and editorials relating to the
controversy were examined.. A number of indiWduals knowledgeablé about. the
case were interviewed in* depth during 1972 with the understanding that.they
would not be quoted and that no specific pieces of information would be
attributed to them unless specific permission was granted Whenever 4t was 1

|
I

possible, information received from anoryffous sources has beén supported by
«publi¢ information. } y

‘

Prior to developlng ‘the ana1y51s, certain background information needs
to be provided about the organlzatlonal history of Illinois public higher
education and Illinois higher education growth 1n the 1960°'s. ’
| — ) - R .

ITI. ORGANIZATIONAL HISTORY OF ILLINOTIS PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATIONS <O

)

A. Prior to Establishment of Board of Higher Education °

higher educatron institutions: the University of Illinois Board of Trustées,

the Southern Illinois University Board of Ttrustees, and the Teachers College

Board. .In 1960 the University of Illinois was the only comprehensive

publiC university in Illinois. Southern Illinois University's teaching,

research, and “public service functions were significantly less compy ensive

anq well developed. It ha8 won leglslatlve approval to offer libera arts

programs‘only in 1943, gained a separate governing board in 1949, afd was ’ ’
still prohibited from developing programs in a number of profess1ona1 areas. ’

In the late 1950's, the ather four-year state institutions governed by the

Teachers College Board were emerglng from the -status of teachers colleges

under which their, programs had been limited by law to teacher education. .¢

They were developing.f undergraduate liberal arts curricula and des1red /
graduate and profess1on programs.

{
In 1960 there were three governing boards for all state public four-year 1
1

; .

: | v .
*In 1960 only the University of Illinois and Southern Illinois University

operated campuses in"addition to the main campus. The Uhiverdity of Illinois

had long had a Medical Center campus in Chlcago and had also operated s1nce‘\\

1946 a two-year branch’ campus on Navy Pier. In 1960 the University, was’still

1ﬂvolved in finding a s1te for a Chicago campus which would have full four-

year and graduate programs and would replace the Navy Pier campus. Southern '

Illinois University was already operating small temporary branch campuses g

in the St. louis area while in the process of developing a permanent branch

campus 1n Edwardsville. ~

\
B. Establlshment Powers, and Structure 4f the 1111n01s Board of
Higher Educatlon A - * ’

) /
As previously noted, the genesis of the IMlinois Board of Higher \ .\‘ '
‘Education can be seen as arising from a coincidence of legislative de51res
to avoid mediating disputes between competing universities and eaqert °
opinions on-the need for the coordinated development of higher edu@mtion.

’
.
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The competition, which ‘had been confined in'the 1940's d 1950's to the
Un1vers1ty of Illinois and.sdrtharn Illinois Unlvers1t§?2hae-broadenlng with
the transformation of the former teachers college into developing univer-
sities. The adv1sory Commission on Higher Education (established by the
legislature in 1954) was'?requently .ignored by the universities who took
their requests directly to, the legislature. ‘
The legisIature passed and the Govgrnor signed the bill creating the
Illinois Board of Higher Education in _1961., The basic powers of the “Board .
are jn three areas: budget review, program approval, and mastér planqlng.
jgmbard makes budget recommendations to the Governor and to the General
ly. Approval of the Board is necessary bef re an institution ean .
s establish a new branch or campus or offer any néw unit of instructiongy .
) résearch, or public service. The Board is charged w1th‘prepar1ng a master
plan for the "development, expanslon, integration, ycoordination and
efficient utilization of the fac111t1es, curricula’'and standards of higher .

education for the public institutions of higher education in the area of _ - . K!
teaching, research, and public service." The Board formulates the master
plan and prepares for the legislature and Governor drafts of proposed legis-_ . - |

lation to effect the plan. Although a statewide plarming function was !
assigned to the Illinois Board of Higher Education in the.form of its master
. planning function, no mentlon was made in the statutes Yegarding whlch ' 'y |
. planning activities were .still the prerogative of the universities. ' This ’ *
ambxgulty of planning prerogatlve greatly contrlbuted to conflict between 1
the Boa.rd and the University of Illinois over plamung for new campuses.' . ]
A .
The Executive Director who heads the Board professional staff has
. always had, due to his“control over the information supplied to the members %
of the Board,'a large influence on Board policies. 1In practice, Board policy ‘
has 'been developed by the executive director who then seeks the consent of .
the chairman. The Board has sources of adviee in both technical committees
and advisery committees.

III. CASE BACKGROUND - ’ o, - )

. Maste; Plan I, the first master plan of the Bpard of Higher Educatiormn,
involved a pumber of provisions including’ those for ‘the establishment of a
partially te-supported system of junzor colleges and enlargem‘nt of the . .
state college system through acqulsztion of the Chicago Teachers College. ‘
The latter institution was to be placed under the. governance of the Teachers'
Co}lege Board whose name was {0 be changed to the Board of Governors of
State Colleges and Universities. Also projected was a future emphasis on )
commuter father’ than resldentlal institutions for junlor, séaaor, and
graduate-level work. There was no strong opposition to Master Plan I pro-
posals either }n Board'formulatlon or state govermmental considemation.

-
- F
' e

, . Begfnning in the early, 1960's, the University of Illineis expressed
F interest in ded&loplng new general purpose campuses. As a culmination of *
|

v+ its long-range planning efforts, the University of Il%inois presented a .
proposal entitled "The University of ‘Illinois and -Plans for the.Future" to
. the Illinois Board of Higher Educatlon late in 1964. The University of
. Illinois sought spec1al funding to 1ntens1fy its long-term planning for four-
year campuses in the heavily populated areas of Illinois (Chicago, Peorla,

[ -
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Spripgfield, Decatur Roékford, and Rock Island). It also sought immediate
rapproval to operate a higher educatlon program at Navy.Pier in ChlcaQO, the
site which was being abandoned as the University of Illinois at Chicago Circle
was being completed. The Navy Pier campus, it was suggested, was to serve
to meet the immediate‘needs for college spaces and would exist on a temporary
basis. The university proposal was labeled "empire-building" in a number of
quarters and particularly so by the prlvate universities who were concerned
about the effect ef any further expan51on of the Unlver51ty of Illinois upon

- their own enrollment prospects. Questfbns were also raised .as to why-the

proposal had not been made earlier while the Illinois Board of Higher .
Education was formulating Master Plan i and how the plan coordinated with
junior college development. i .

. A

The Illinois Board of Higher Education staff feport prepar?d in response
to the University of Illimois proposal stressed the impropriety of “the
University of Illinois proposal for statewide planning; the Illinois Board
‘of Higher Education was to do all statewide planning.s In April 1965, the
Board declined to grant the University of Illinois the permission it sought.
University of Illinois Pre51dent David Dodds Henry said the Unlver51ty would
abide by the Illinois Board of Highe™ Education decision but added that the
University would press 1t7?case for rlew campuses in the—plannlng for Master
Plan II which was then in 1ts beglnnlng stages.

\
»

\ AmoAg the provisions of Master Plan II completed in 1966 were those
recommending the creation of an additional university governing board and-
the establishment of an unspecified number of upper-division commuter institu-
tions in'the Chicago Metropolitan area and in Springfield;-the state capital.
The Board of Regents was to be created to.govern Northern Illinois University

~and Illinois State University then under the jurisdiction of the Board of

Governors. The rationale provided was that these twosunlver51t1es which
were expected to develop a relatively full range of doctoral programs in
the arés and sciénces ought to be governed separately from those universi= °
ties encouraged to develop a much narrower range of functions. The bill
establishing the Board ,of Regents passed easily in the 1967 legislative

session. Heated controversy surrounded the legislative consideration, how- //

ever, of Senate Bill 955, the bill providing fynds for the advanced plgnnlng/
for a campus in the Chicago area and one in Springfield because of the .
opposition of the private colleges and universities to tHe establishment of
new public university campuses. The private college and university forces
although strong were ultimately not able to prévail. As had been recom-
mended in Master Plan II, S.B. 955 also provided that the Tllinois Board of
Higher Education decide which governing board would be responsible for the
new campuses During the 1967 legislative session, the University of Illinois
supported S.B. 955 and had the impression that the Board would. a551gn it the
Sprlngfleld campus T

In Fall 1967 the Illinois Board .of Higher Education established a sub-,
committee to consider the questions of general location, function, and
governance of\the two new campuses. The determination that any .new campus
be for junior, senior and graduate students only grew out of concerns for
junior college development and was not particularly controversial. All four
university governing boards 3resented papers to the Special Committee with
regard to the governance question. 'Only the University of Illinois seemed .

\ ‘ ‘ <
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to regard its proposal as more than perfunctor&. In Spring 1963,_at the time
the Bill establishing the Board of Regents had gone through the legislature,

a legislative friend of Southern Illinois University had introduced a bill .

providing for the So:fhern‘fllinois University Board of Trustees to govern . .
Illinois_ State University and Northern Illinois University and the new
Springfield campus. Fhat bill was'quickly killed. , Y .

. ’

At the meetings of the Special Committee, Illinois Board of Higher
Education Executive Director Lyman Glenny highlighted a number of drawbacks
to developing the new campuses within the University of Illinois emphasizing
concerns about protecting the functiopal identity of the new caﬁpuses and -
maintaining a "balance of power" within public higher education. 'University
of Illinois President Henry continued fo emphasize the many strengths of
the University and maintained that irrelevant non=educational criteria were A\ .
béing injected:into an educational‘gebate. '

In December 1967, the Special Committee recommended that the springfield

.campus be assigned to the Board of Regents and the Chicago area campus to the

Board of Governors. Once the Special Committee made its report, the University

of Illinois ceased to %dvance its case fof the campuses while disputing

certain recommendations and commentary in' the report wvhich it considered

offensive. The final Board of Higher Education report removed most of that
contested language. . B - ;

: After the Illinois Board of Higher Education accepted in Jandary 1968 thé‘
recommendations on governing boards for the two new campuses, there was no N '
apparent University opposition to legislative establishment and funding of .
the two new campuses. In the 1969 biennial legislative session, bills were :
passéd and signed by the Governor establishing Sangamon State‘University under
the Board of Regents and Governors State Univer'sity under the Board of L .
Governors. 4 ' ) A

’ ) ) ) t§5‘3
IV. CASE ANALYSIS

, A. University of Illinois Aspirations for Development of New Campuses

Dating back to no later than 1963, it was a significant goal of the
University of Illinois to meet the needs of Illihdis for more student spaces
in higher education.by,estiblishing an uhspecified number of University of
Illinois campuses throughout the State. During the 1950's the University |
of Illinois was still unsure whether it wished to operate any new campuses g
because of reservations on whether such efforts would tend to drain resources .
from its principal campus in Urbana. By the early 1960's, demand for new
campuses in the urban areas was strong. It appeared that if the University |
of Illinbis was not interested in new campuses other state universities, |
Particularly Southern Illinois University, would be.® a major planning, v |
effort was the 1962-63 study by a staff member; Robert Crane, of the heed for l
a four-year university in Springfield, the state capital. That study was |
undertaken at the urging of a ciFizens group in Springfield. !
|
]
I
|

-

The plarining model which the University of I1linois was examining from the
early 1960's through the 1967 proposal to govern the new Springfield campus, .
was that of the UniverBity of California system. The.University" of California
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system was regarded by many scholars of higher eduoatlon as the most success-
fll system in providing high quallty teaching, research, and public servxce
ghroughout a -large area; that hlgh regard was not, however,.universal. 2as a”*
esult of its planning, activities during the early 1960's, the University of .
llinois determined that sthe University of California system could serve, to . ,
a la{ge degree, as its planning model, On a number of occasions at staff . ‘ |
meqtlngs with the Illinois Board of Higher E&ucatlon, the Oniversity of ) |
Illinois made reference to the University of Cq&lfornla model and suggegked 1
that the Board staff might well profit from talking to thg staff of the ‘Cals- v
]

fornia gystem. 7 -
‘ .ob . .

.

o As the provisional Maéter,Plan I was being developed, the University of K |
Illinois indicated its willingness and desire to develop amd govern new - ) }
campuses, The position.of the University of Illinois was communicated in . ’

"Goals and Functiong,of the University of Illinois," a report submitted.to the ) i
Illinois Board of Higher Education in December 1963, in response to a request -
from the Board abbut the goals and functions'of the University. The report
identified a need for more four-year state-supported- univegsities, It pointed

out the Crane study of the higher education market in and around Sprlngfleld ‘e
as the only extended stu £ any urban area that had been done to that date.

It suggested the necegsity of such studies, for other populatlon centers. It
recognized the de51rab111ty of a stress on computer institutions in planning

for the future. It identified as an épen qungion whether these campuses

should be associated with existing universities. Finally, it pointed out ; '.

advantages of such association, and indicated its willingness to undertake

responsibility for new campuses.8 A subsequent speech by University of ~-- -

Il{ln01s President Henry clarified the University's goal: . = 7 :
We beliede that the University's recent experience in A v

. commuter design constitutes an obligation for timely ' : ’
initiative and careful analysis. We axe now preparing
- a comprehensive study of the broad question of how v

, ~additional service by the.University of Illinois
‘ should be planned, and within the coming months will
mal® recommendations to the Boand of Truékees and to
the Board of Higher Education as a result of this d
inquiry.9
The. University of Illinois was clearly interested in establishing new -
campuses and apparently saw extensive long-range planning as"a major 1n1t1atrve .
it could take to help call attention to the need for and win' support‘for new :
campuses. At~the same time, the Unlver51ty was aware of the amblgu1t2“ '
created when the Illinois Board of Higher Education was’ asstned by statu€e
the master planning function with no mention of the- extent to whlqh the leng-
range planning which the University had historically done was tq be regtricted. .
In the speech prevjously queted, the University of Illinoie shof¥s apprehen- . ’ .
sion that the Illinois Board of Higher Education might attempt to curtail
University statewide planning efforts.10 It is also jmplied in the speech
that continued long-range planning by the University of Illlnoxs relating. to
the whole state is appropriate and actions of the Illinois Board of Higher
gf Education .aimed‘at restriction are inappropriate. "

LR - ’
d » - - ‘o

" B. Illinois Board of Higher'Education Statewide Master BAapning Function

i . / ) f. ,




The principal duty assxgned to .the Illinois Board of Higher Education was

*the master planning function. Lyman Glenny, who was Assdciate Dirkctor
(1962-65) and Executive DiYector’ (1965 68) of the Board, has written of khe
JBoard' s-functlons. ) .

State-w1de, long-range planning is the principal legal

power;whlch allows the coordinating agency to.gain a

* degree of political leadership in the "stheme of

balanced tensions." Priorities and determjnation of

Heed. ..logically follow from a grand design which is

subject to continuous reassessment and revision in

order te reflect the dynathics of societal change.: As

master planning becomes a continuous process, the

agency gains insight and sophistication in hi?her

educajion policy-making and its consequences.

Because statewide master planning was the primary function with which the
1111n01s Board of ngher Education was charged, it inevitably had to be the
Principal goal of the Board to provide strong leadership in statew1de master
pl&hning. Any University of Illinois action perceived by the Illinois Board
of Higher Education to threaten its statew1de master planning function, as
the Board itself defined that furnction, would be a significant threat to: “

" the Board. '
~

During the first three years of the Illinois Board of Higher Education
operdations, staffing and budget were extremely minimal. ‘Most of the planning
1v1ty connected with the development of Master Plan I was carried on in

junction with University of Illinois staff. Given the dependency of the

rd staff upon the University staff in these early p&annlng activities,
it'was impossible to fully assert any exclusivity for its statewide master
planning function. These cjrcumstances contributed to the previously noted
ambiguity about whether st wide planning is reserved to the Fllinois Board
of Higher Education and whether any statewide planning is permitted to the
universities. A recommendation to amend the statute to remove the ambiguities
'wrll be described later in the paper. )

+ Illinois Board of Higher Education 1nterpretat10n of the exclusivity and
extent of its statewide master planning functlon will be examined in the next ¢
section of this paper. .

) .

C. "The University of Illinois and Plans for the Future,":-Navy Pier
and Planning in Downstate Cities ’

As noted in Section III, the University of Illinois presented to the
Illinois Board, of Higher Education during December 1964 a proposal ‘entitled
»"The University of Illimois and Plans for the Future,” which included the
University's intention for long-range planning for campuses in a number of
Downstate cities and immediate approval to temporarily operate on Navy Pier.

The reassertion by the University of Illinois that it intended to carry
tensive statewide planning was percdived by Browne and Glenny tg be a .
continuing threat to the Illinois-Board of Higher Education mandate for state- -
wide planning activities as they interpreted that mandate. Executive
Director Browne realized that the planning efforts of the University of




Illinois had been essential to the Illinois B;a:é\of Higher Edhcatioh develop- —
ing Master Plan I. By late 1964, however, the Bqard had been able to recruit

a more extensive professional staff. In Browne's opinion, the Board was in a
‘position to provide statewide planning leadership although it still depended

-on some efforts.of the University of Illinois staff. 12 1p conversations with
University of Illinois staff soon alter the propgsals were received, both '
Browne and Glenny expressed the 1ncon51stency they perceived between .University.
of Illinois plannlng gfforts and Illinois Board of Higher Education responsi-
bility for statewide planning,l3 . Ve

-
.

The Illinois Board of Higher Education staff report prepared in response
to the University of Illinois proposal stressed the impropriety of the
University af *Illinois proposal for sfatewide plannlng. Such planning should
not be conducted the staff report stressed, even in part, by a single state
university. The planning should be conducted by experts from a number* of
institutions under circumstances similar to those under which master plans

* are prepared. ‘The legal mandate of the Board for statewide planning'was
stressed: . . . N

A ” .

- .

It is the Board of- Higher Education 'which has the clear
legdl mandate to 'analyze the present and future aims,
needs and requiregents ¢f higher education in tphe State
. of Illinois' and in doing so to recommend 'from time' to
R .time as it determines, amendments and modifications' to
. its Master Plan.l4 . Y
-A recomhe!dation of the staff report which was stressed was that new senior
\ college campuses be established only where a comprehensive junior college
existed. That récommendation aimed at prewenting planning for spaces for
juniors and seniors from having a negative effect on junior college develop-*
ment wlrich was crucial to the implementation of Master Plan I.15
L Y
After the announcement. of the Illinois Board of Higher Education decision
against the’ continued operation Qf a University of Illinois Navy Pier campus,
. University President Henry announced the University would abide by the Board
decision but would press its case for new University campuses in the planning
for Master Plan II.

’

’, , 1. Effect—-University of Illinois - Ve

'The University of Illinois had frequently articulated the'goal of adding
new campuses to the University of Illinois in order to meet the need for more
student spaces in higher education. The denial by the Illinois Board of
Higher Education of approval to reopen Navy Pier and-for funding to carry on
intensive planning in four other urban areas was a threat to the attainment
of that goal. Rejection of the Navy Pier proposal was a direct threat to the
s goal. Refusal to directly fund planning for the four urban areas was a )

somewhat less direct threat because of, opportunities to plan in a less inten-

sive fashion with other funds. -

| 2. Effect--I1linbis Boird of Higher Education
-The controversy over the proposal "The Uleer51ty of-illln01s and Plans

! for the Future," is assessed by Ernest Palola and others to be the "...

first major test of the Board of Higher Education's planning authority. w16

& .
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What was' at stake, Palola and others find, was whether . the Illimdis Board of
. Highey Education eould resist béing hurried into maklng a major policy
decision by the plannlng proposals ,Of the principal state university before . . Sy
“ the Bodrd could explgre a variety of con51derat10ns relating to Master Plan I PR
and Master Plan II. Had the Illinois Board of Higher Education gone along ¢
w1th‘the University*of Illinois plans, ambiguities would have been created .

3 , for the development of the,junior'collegé system urider Mastex Plan I and

. . planning for new senlor campuses under Master Plan If . . 2T

M | .

w A number of questlons such as the followlng wofjld have been ralséd with . *

- regard to the statewide master Plan: Was the” development of Unlvér51ty of
Illinois campuses in certain citieés to' be a substitute, for junior colleges?.
If. the University of Illinois was allowed to develop campuses in tbese urban »
areas would this be the extent of university devélopment which was necessary, PR
would much of the planning .to be undertaken for Master Plan II be unnecessary’>
The fear of the Illinois Board of Higher Fducation was not” that Board declslons
would be appealed by the University of Illinois' to state political figures

~ but rather that University of Illinois statewide plagning initiatives would
draw attentlogsaway from those of the Board. If thesUniversity of IllanlS
con51§tently presented plans for its own dev lopment prior ‘to the regular-
ized process ronnected with the ‘'stages of Boﬁrd master pldnning, attention
would be focused on these’ Unlver51ty of Irlinois plans. Under those circum-
stances, the Illinois Board of Higher Educataon would not be able to set the
agenda ‘for tﬁh\master planning process. : . ! -

» > N
. { v A
Palola and others vjew the case of "The University of Illineis and Plans * ; .
for the Future," as a ?alpr succes# for Illinois Board of Higher Education
I

planning authorlty. n other words, the Board protected well 1ts statewide . ’
master planning geal as it defined that goal ¢ A
AN
' It appears that Illiho;s Board of Higher Education denial to the Un1ve;r *

sity of Illinois of approvalJto continue operations on Navy Pier was a
necessary step to translate its statew1de planning authority, as it inter-

( preted it,” into reality. To allow the University of &111n01s to gain a new
campus, even temporarily, mainly as a result of aggressive planﬁlng ' ¥
initiatives could enly be considered acceptance of continued statewide

, University planning activities. . , ) . 7
D. . Controversy Over Statewide Planning After the Navy Pier Controversy 4 ’
and Beford Senate Bill 955 . ’ !

PStential . for continuing threat to the Illinols Board of Higher .Education -
leadership’ in statew1de master planning goal remained after the end of'the )
controversy over Navy Pier. The Illinois Board of Higher Education had in L
that controversy cleprly indicated that it would oppose, throu the'denial
of. budget requests for such purposés, efforys of the Unive of Iliinois .
to plan in a relatively independent manner for meeting”a large proportion
of the enrollment needs of the state as a whole.~ The University of Illinois,
.however, wal still able to plan for new campuses on a limited basis without .
the additional resources for statewide planning that it had sought in "The
University of Illinoi¢ and Plans for the Future.” The continued determination’ . .
of the University of Illinois to plan on a statewide basis and its concern
that its statewide planning activities wpuld be hampered by the Illinois Board
- of Higher Education was reflected in an internal University staff 'memo:

i . . .
' . , .
‘ - ¥
- . .
. . .
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< ._—_‘) ﬂ" sity has chosen to assume a state-wide, planning int

"~ "for .the Commission .on State Government--I inois

P f was ‘perceived to be a threat to the

L}
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~ ...in thé /Board “of ngher Edhcatmon/ staff reaction.to ° "

UniverSLty’of Illinsis proposals for addltlona? campuses,
‘you will note the tone of concern as to why the Unl\g

erest.

-

This postﬁre of the staff illuminates another aspect, . f

'* the hazard that the 1nst1tutlons will \not plan aggres-'

51vely, will be 1nh1b1ted by the. Preseﬁce of a state’
agency .18 S
(XY }n ! .- - 4 .
The nature of the friction between ~the Illinois Board of ngher Education

and the UnlverSLty of Illinois with regard to aeflnitlon of the Board's state-

wide plannlng-functlon was delineated f qr by d .Keenan in a study done
He Illinois public
higher education‘ system.: The law creating the Board while grantlng state~
wide ?lannlng autﬂarlty-to the Board did not deny it to the Unlver51ty of
Tllipois or any,other 6f the hlgher education institutions. - In_ the, existing
gray area, both the Board Qnd the Unlver51ty undertook exten51ve investiga-
ttions. The undert nq by the Unlver51ty of statewide plannlng raises
serious polltloal questions. Tﬁe lnvestment of resources by ‘the Unlversity
in these studies helps the Unlver81ty gain e)pertlse whieh gives it a very
strong advantage in“getting approval of its plans by the Board. .Once the
Unlver51ty of Illlncls has made a 51zab1e investment in plannang.and gained,
substant1a1 expertlse, it then becomes only fair that. the University be
“given respopsibility for thepunit it has planned. 2 . Reenan concludes that
the only manner in whiclh the Illinois Board- ‘of Higher Education will in fact

-

" have ultimate statewide" Planning’ authority is if‘'the act creating the Board

‘is changed to require the reporting to the Board of any study gommissioned
by a governing board or its administratlve officers 1nyolv1ng the investiga-
®tions of desirability of establlshlﬂg new campuses and to require the Board s
approval before any funds are expended for such studies. 0

- President glenry responded-very strengly to the suggestlon that the-
University of Hingds be required to-have prior Illinois Board of Higher
Education approval for its statew1da!p1ann1ng efforts. 'Such a suggestion

ong accebpted. 1nst1tutlona1 prerogatives

of the University, "...to deny that anarnstltutlon cannot, om its own
initiative, undertake planning studies-<canmot indeed search out ideas,

explore. alternatives, make known its views--is a v1olat10n of -institutional
1ntegrity 21 '

<

Due to strong University of Illinois opposition .to Keenan's recommen-

dations, no changes in the Illinois Board of Higher Eduqatlon statute were:-- L

ma Also, a recommendation in the provisional draft’ of Master Plan I
that Board approval of planning aimed at the establishment of a new campus
had to precede university expendi'ture of such funds was omitted from the
final draft. The gray area in which the Unlver51ty of Illinois had the
flexibility to carry on statewide plannxng -activities therefor® remained.
During revision of the ptov1siona1 draft of Master Plan II, the Univer-
‘sity of Illinpis had aga1n underlined its desire to govern new campuses. It
asserted that "functional" criteria did not provide a basis. for refusal to

‘graﬂ% the University of Illinois Board, of Trustees governance of new campuses;

. hy
. ' -
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A statement on the provisional draft of Master Plan II,which the University of
Jllinois- submitted to the 1111n01s Board of Higher Educatlon inchudes the
_ follqying: . . v
)
" The University of Illinois holds to its prewious position.
*'rthat it will seek to serve as an#administrative agent for
thé development of one or more new campuses--a position
based upon its experience and brofe551ona1 resources. 22

New Campus Governance Assignments Controversy

1. Continued Efforts of the University of Illinois to Develop New
Camgus_es ' . - ¢

- -

(] -

While Phase II of the Master Plan was being_developed and sold to the
legislature, the University of Illinois continued statewide planning efforts
in closercooperation with the Illinois Board of Higher Edu¢ation and also
independeritly. A major planning effort was a.second study (Eerber) of the
Springfield area undertaken at the urging of and financed by the Springfield
citizens group. The report reaffirmed the heed for senior college spaces
in the Springfield area. As described in Sect;on ITI, the University of
Illinois was intensively planning for and.ﬁxpected to be assigned the govern-
ance of the Springfield campus for which the Illinois General Assembly in
Spring 1967 had appropriated money for the later stages of planning.

. o, :

The University of 111i%is presented a statement making suggestions for
the general nature of and governance of the Springfield campus before the
Special Committees at an October 196™meeting. In‘it the University stressed
(1) two major plannlng efforts in Sprlngfleld (the Crane and FBrber reports)
which members of its staff had completed; (2) its involvement in educational
affairs in Springfield; (3) its ability to, develop high quality graduate
programg; (4) its quallflcatloqs to provide research and technical services
to state government; and (5) its adginistrative structure.z% The University
indicated its concern with the new campus’éeigiopment'goal by its vigorous ,
activity during the deliberations of the Spec¢ipl Committee and advisory

. committees in September-December 1967-
' /w—"‘/*' - b ' \

At a November 1967 meeting of the University of Illinois Board of \\
Trustees, & resolution was affprgveti 1n¢1cat1ng that the University of
Illlrﬂs would tontinue to s rnance of the Sprln field campus but‘’
yould no longer seek governan he .Chicago campus. The. University
ceaased to advance its case for assignment of the Springfield campus only
after the Special Commitﬁee had Teactted 1tsJdGC1sioannd&presented it to the
Illinais Board of Higher Educatlon in January 1968. Wt .

-~
2. 4llinois Board of Higher Education, Continuéd Concern foffﬁkg_
sleadership in Statewide Master Planning

In the Fall of 1967, Lyman Glenny as Executive Director 'of the Illinois
Board of Higher Educatiom, was convinced that if the University of Illinois
were to gain any more general-purpose campuses, the Illinois Bdard of Higher
Education would become totally ineffectiw Concern was expressed as in the
controversy over "The University of Illinois and Plans for the Future," that
statewide pla?ning initiative would be lost to the University of Illinois.

14
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AhotheqLESncern, not previously expressed, was that if the University gained
a campus 1n the state capital, it would gain major political resources.
These political resources could ‘be used by the University to prevent the

Board from'taking any action distasteful to the University.Z2>

Glenny was convinced that the assignment of either of the two planned
campuses tQ the University of Illinois would make it virtually impossible
for the Illinoig Board of Higﬁér Education to effectively perform any of the
functions it had been assigned. If the Unfversity of Illinois were assigned
any new campuses, it weuld tend to dominate the whole“System of public
higher éducation. The poiitical resources of the University of Illinois,
already very substantial, would be augmgited, making it almost certain that
the University could "capture" the Board and transform it into an appendage.
The’ Board would pass away as a policy-maker, Glenny continue if it lackedy
" more than ones of the: following political resources: the ba g and confidence
"of the goverhor, a balance of power among the public colleges and uriiversi-
ties, and the support of a significant portion of the legiélaturé. The
support of the. governor was -the sole political resource of which the Board -
at that time could feel assured. If the University of Illinois Board of
Trustees gained any afiditional aneral—purpqge campuses, the balance of power
among the public colleges and universities, which was alteady strained
because of the Universify's size, would be completely destroyed. The
increased services the University would provide to the legislature from a
Springfield campus would further increase its support in the legislature.
Thus, assignment of a Springfield campus to the Uriiversity of Illinois would
cause further imbalance gf power among the public.coMeges and universities
and would increase the support within the legislature for the University of
Illinoi The Illinois Board of Higher Education would- lack two of the three
- politicalhresourtes impeetant to the maintenance of “ts influencssin state-

'

Qﬁide master planning as well as in its other assigned functions.

In sum, the poteMtial assignment of ‘either of the two campuses to the f%{
University of Illinois was perceived by the executive director of the Illinois
Board of Higher Education as having the effect of Increasing the political
resources of the University to such an extent that it would be wirtually
impossible to attain the Board's goal of leadership in statewide master.
‘Planning, . *

N ! & r .

F. Effect of the New Campus Governance Assignments Controversy .

N\

~ .

* 1. University of I1linois--Goal Frustration

. -

r -

The failure of the University of Illinois to gain either of the two new
general-purpose campuses must be judged a major frustration of its goal of
developing new campuses. In both the Navy ‘Pier reopening case and the fiew -
campui\fovernance assignment case, campyses had been denied to the University.

\ . :

In December 1967, tMere was mention by.the Illinois Board of Higher
Education of the development of two campuses ih addition to the two whose
later stages. were being planned purswant to Senate Bill 955. One of these
campuses would concentrate on the pure and applied sciences and would be

located near the Atomic Energy.Commission nuclear reactor in Weston, Illinqis.27

References were madé to the likelihood that the campus would be a part of
the University of Illinois. By the time this suggestion was made, however,

. v
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there was already thg beglnnlngs of a consensus that the state would not need
additional campuses beyond the new Chicaga and- Sprlngf1eld campuses. The -
report of éhe Committee on New Institutiqgns %o the Illinois Board of Higher
Education in December 1971 later confirmed thls consensus. .§t recommended
that no new senior college- campuses be planned Subsequent to the new campus
governance assignments controversy, there have been no opportunities for |
the University of Illinois to develop new general—purpose campuses.
v .

That the unlver51ty attaghed some importance to the goal of development
of new general-purpose dampuses was evidenced by the frequent articulation
of the goal during the period 1963-67 and repeated efforts aimed at attainment
of that goal.. The autho? .finds,no ev1dence that the -University considered
. the attainment of the goal.to be central to 'its survival. .

> B

2, Illinois Board qf Higher,Education--Goal Protection

[

The success of the Illanls‘Board of ngher Education in denyindg govern-
ance of the new campuses plannéd pursuant to Senate Bildl 955 to the University
of Illinois is judged By Palola and othe;s to be a major validation of the
Illinois Board of Higher Educatdon planning authority. The Board had been
successful in two confrontatlons (both the Navy Pier reopenlng case and the
new campus govqrnance a551gnment case) with the University %n wS}ch the:

" University had aggressively planned for new campuses. 28 The Board also
perceived the‘denlal of the springfield campus to the University of Illinois
as spreventing any increase in 4he University's political resources which
would have resulted from the-operation of a campus in the state capital.

An 1qprease in University p011t1ca1 resources would have threatened not only
‘the principal Board goal, that of leadership in statew1de master plannlng,
But also all other goals. I )

In the opinion of this author, Palola and others overstate the degree
of validation of the Illinois.Board of Higher Education master planning 4~
authority which the Board's success in-the new campus governance case implied.
The University of Illinois would pose a significantly reduced threat to the
Board's master planning authorjty, only if the University ceased to plan on
a statewide basis. The University of Illinois has not stopped such planning.
Recent examples include contlnued Unlver51ty statewide planning relative ‘to
its role ‘in medicine, nur31ng, and allied heklth fields.

<

The goal of prov1&1ng gtrong leadershlp in statewide master planning
does ‘appear to be central tp the self-maintenance of the Illinois Board of
Higher EduCatlon The main. function assigned by statute to the Board was
statewide master planning; the other functions undergird the performance of
the master Rlannlng function, No organization can feel secure when the
exclusivity of the principal function it hag been a851gned-by statute is

“disputed. - . . .

- N -~
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V. CASE SUMMARY s ‘ .2; ' ] \\
“The University of Illifiois goal of adding new general-purpose campuses

was directly frustrated by Illinois Board of Higher Education rejection of

the plans of "The University of Illinois and Plans for the Future," and

by denial of govérnance of. the Chicago and Springfield campuses provided for

in Master Plan II. fThe Illinois Board of Higher Education goal of providing
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o strong, leadership 1n:statew1de master planning was partially blocked by the
mere existence of gn;verelty of Illinois-statewide planning initiatives.

The Board was able to pretect its goal by denying the University of 1111n01s
the fruit of its plannlng initiatives: reopening Navy Pier, funding for’
plannlng for new campuses in several Downstate cities, and governance of

the Sprlngfleld and Chicago campuses provided for 1n Master Plan II.

campus was important but yet -only one among a broad sét of goals typical
s + of the\fully comprehensive university. The author. has found no indication
that Un}jversity leadership, con31dered the goal to be of the first order of
importarkce or central-to its self-maintenance. .

" ’ .
A '

As a new executive agency, the Illinois Board of Higher Education had a 'fﬁ'
relatively narrowly limited function and was very concerned about fully - £
implementing that fumction. Because statewide master planning was the major '
function assigned by statyte to the Illinois Board of Higher Education, the °,

goal of providing strong ‘leadership in st‘tew;de master planning was central
» to Board self-maintenance.

5 pa . . L N

_ . or the Unlversn:y qf Illinois, the goal of addmg new general-purpose '

»
' ‘VI. DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
»
This paper has applied some qQrganization theory concepts to provide an
additdonal perspective on statewide higher education coordination. The ca
examination provides an understanding of the institutional goals and self—
maintenance which underlies the process during &ne nistortcal period in one t
state. Further research. is needed to provide a fuller perdpactive over time .
4n one /state as_environmental changes occur. The clarification of concepts |
. rom this additional research should probably precede any comparative ; j

analysis between states. . —~ . .

-

) Significant changes in the general state political environment have !
occurred in Illinois during the 1970's and would appear to have had'a mdjor
-impact on institutional goals and self-maintenance in higher education cé¢or-
dination. During the mid.and late 1970's; conflict between the University of
Illinois and Illinois Board of Higher Educatien has been a less prominent /;,

EN

L ]

i aspect: of I11if®is higher education coordination than was the case in thdw
* .1960's. Majgr ‘political issues focus no longer on master planning for growth !
. but rather on accommodating td a situation where higher education is a some-
what lower priority ;and overall state revenue is tight. Now the primary *
| ‘Illinois Board of Higher Education role relates to the budgetary process and
' ‘legislative and gubernatorial éxpectations are f;e specific. The most
prominent conflict is that between the,governor [(along with his budget office)
i ~ and the coalition,of publlc,unlversxtles led by the University of Illinois.29 )
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and III) of "Politics of Public Higher Education Coordination¢ -Illinoig Cases,"-:
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sity: 1Illinols during Rapid Higher Education Growth," 1979 Annual Meeting of
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. 2?§ome explqrition og/fhis period is found in the author's."The Illinois
" Board of Higher Bducation and «Conflict over the Public Higher Education .
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Zzation of*ins&itutioga} goals and self-maintenance'\is .implidit rather than’

+, -explicit. .. .
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