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— - ~We are happy to- introduce the first in a series of papers .
produced as aresu1t of the Fe110ws Program. . Y ‘-*.' . . \'
- *

It is appropriate that the first topic should deal with- higher ,“';
education®in the State of.q;mda. It is equaﬂy appropriate that the’
Fellow should be Robert B, Mautz. -

Cos The paper which foTlows conf'ir"ms the insights of one who was LY
"° a major p1ayer during some of the years under consideration.’, At the .
same time, he has been able to be an observer of the Power Game *
since 1975 when he resigned from the ‘ChanceTlorship ‘ahd accepted v
appointment as Regents Professor at the University of Florida.! The ‘
reader will find both the h1stomca1 account and interpretation of the .
dynamics of pubhc pohcy in act10n. ) oo
ABOUT THE INSTITUTE i
The Institute was established by the h1gher education facu1ty ' v
to provide a focus for studies in educational policy. It extends the
emphas1s on the policy sciences at the Florida State bmvers1ty to
the d1sc1phne of Education.

The Institute is dedicated to a mission of research and service
at the state, national, and international levels. Four purposes have
been identified, including: (1) To focus upon institutional, state,
regional, and national issues of management, governance, finance,
.educational programs and educational services through descriptive
and analytic stuaies or through synthesizing analytic or evaluative
aspects of postsecondary education; (2) To serve Florida State
University as well as the State of Florida as a resource for policy .‘: e
' analysis and research on issues of postsecondary -education (n'thin
the scope of the Institute's missipn; (3) To complement the
. scholarly activities of the graduate proéram in higher education of
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. the Department of Educatibnal Leadership; and, (4) To serve as an .

) ini‘tiatpr of activities and servie‘es intended to assist practitioners to ’

. deal better with problems and issues confronting immediate and

o ' f‘thure" dimensions of institutional operation anduvftah'ty.’
. _ 'ABOUT THE FELLOWS,PROGRAM . e
T The Fellows Program is sponsored by the Institute for Studies

< In H1gher Education as one of severa] initiatives intended to enhance A
“the higher educatwn master's and doctoral programs, contribute to
. scho]ar]y stud1es on h1gher educa'cmn, and be ofe service to
< o *‘ postsecondary educatmn at the state, reg1ona1 and national Tevels.
' ' In add1t1on to the Fé ows Program, the Inst1tute augments the
. NS mstructwna] program in h]gher educatwn; sponsors research and
- “ . developmental proJects of faculty vnthm the » Department of
"y . Educat1una1 Leadersh1p and throughout the College 3f Educatwn,
) - and ass1sts doctoral students of postsecondary education. . ‘ L3

P " The Fellows Program was instituted in academic year 1981-82
with_ the, obJectwe of attract1ng successf'ul pract1t1oners ‘with
de monstrated sdhdlar]y interests and abilities who wou]d enrich the . .
. ¢ graduate program by part1c1pat1on m selected seminars and other ‘ ‘ /

. =" = opportunities for interaction with faculty and graduate students -
* " while in residence. In add1t1on, the Fellow is expested to produce a .

» T ' paper on ap issue or prob]em wh1ch reflects his/her interest’ Qnd - S
~ - _experiencé. . . . ;\‘. s P

. . .

The 1981- 82 Institute Feﬂow sere 1dent1f1ed through a « ®

. nommatwn process whereby facult_y “and graduate stud!nts Were

S 4T invited to submit names for cons1derat1on. The higher education .
L s T -faculty then estabhshed cnter1a and priorities which resulted in the
1dent1f1cat1on of those 1nv1ted We ‘were most gratified by the
o " enthusiastic response and the fact that all six nominees for 1981'= ’F‘
. " accepted our invitation. . . T _ f
* Louis W.'Bender i e o ‘
t Institute. Director °
. . - )
. s ( v
| : " i - ,
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. . . Background
Recent developments in higher education have rendered Florida unique. It is not

——tke Plethora of planning and coord1nat1ng bodies hor the Vagueness and probable overlap
in their respectwe functions which makes this statement poss1b1e. Nor is it the fact that
universities’ possess new]y acquired substgnt1a1 powers of governance. Other states have

~ a similar distribution of author:fty between statewide planning and coordinating boards
-and 1nd1‘v1du'a1 jnstitutians. Rather, it is th'e fact that the governance function-of the
universities is exercised b& the' presldent without oversight by a university board of

trustees which places F10r1da's un1\(.ers1t1es in a Tone categpry. The story of how, in the

+ span of three short years, the Flor1da Board.of Regents has moved from a strong central
. statewide govermng body to the present situation is a fascinating history worth telling in

its own right as well as for the lessons which may be gleaned. )

Public universities in Florida h1stor1caﬂy have been governed by a single board.
From the time of the- Buckman Actin 1905 until 1965, that singTe board was called the
Board of Control. The Board in turn reported to the Board of " ducat1on wh1ch consisted
of %he five e1ected memberss of. a seven- member ab1net The Govemor acted as
chairman. From 1905 until 1957, only three pubhc1y supported universities existed in
Fldrida,’ and those three un1vers1t1gs enJoyed substantial autonomy. That iAdependence

4 d1d not extend to f eedo'm from legislative controls. Each _university's budgeB and, even,
each building was the subject of a separate appropmatwn, and the Legislature exercised
11ne jtem control over positions. This intimacy of 1eg1s1at1ve control rendered it natural
for university presidents to intercede directly with the L&gislature. The} appeared
before legislative committees on behalf of programs and appropriations for their
institutions and (dealt d1rect1y with members of the elected cabinet-and the governor-on

' budgetary and pQlicy matters. Leg1s]at1ve decisions determined individual sa1ar1es,

) poticy, Tocation and size of a building, 1naugurat1on or_\‘,expansion of academic programs,
and the comparative relationship of each institution. In 1955, the Leg1slatu;g\authomzed "
new universities although it initially funded only ppe of those authorized.  The
author12at1on and the process which led to the authori:ation of these additional -
umvers1t1es to meet the projected growth of the state made a new structure for planmng .

. "and governance of universities desirable. In 1963 a study requested by the Leg1slature '_
culminated 1n a number of 1eg1s1at1ve actions. The result of these actions was that, in
‘January 1965 the Leg1slature abohshed the Board ‘of Control and established a nine~
member Board of Regents. The sRegents wer# appointed by the governor subject to '

‘. \ confirmation by the Senate of the State of Florida. In a studied effort to make the Board
T T ' . . ‘ Yo .
1 R
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non-political, the Constitution of the state was' dltéhed to permit terms' of° nine years. .’
_Terms were stag"gered So that a vacancy oecurred each year,and a gov'ernor, whose term
was thealimited to four years, could not appoint a majority of the Regents. Thé Regents
were. granted the power tg "govern, regulate, coqrdinate and oversee th& institutions and ‘-
agenc1es in the State University Systemia The staff of the. Regents Mas to be headed by e
.ach anceﬂor appant,ed by the Regents, The pow er‘fo appo1nt~un1vers11;y pres1dents and to
“ set’ their salaries was allo granted to the Regents. The cha'nceﬂor.'s position was
Y. enhanced by a 1eg1s1at1ve requirement that.the chancellor recom mend the appointment of
R} pres1dent. ! . : Y .

In 1968, the executive arm of the state govern ment was reorgamzed Separate .,
administrative agencies @ere consglidated into large departments, some of which
reported to the governor and others to the cabinet. The Regents, who previously

" answered to the Board of Edugation, became a unit pf the Department of Education
reporhng through the Com missioner of Education to the Board, of Edqcat1on.‘ The Board
of Educat1on ,was reconstituted to consist of all sevep-elected cabinet members including

~ the governor, who remained as chair. Asa consedue&ce, the body charged by statute as

the chief pohcymakmg and coordinating body for public education was compr1sed of the _:

Governor, the Commissioner of Education, the-Secretary of State; the Treasurer and

Insurance 'Com m1ss1oner, the Com missioner of Agncu]ture, the At'corney Genera1 and.the

ComptroTler. Al are elected for four-year ter ms. The Comm1ss1oner of Education was

designated by statute as Secretary to the Baard of Education. ‘v The Governor was

perm1tted to serve for two successive four-yeay terms. <
Dne impact of these basic changes was centralization and removal from the
universities of functions over which individual universities had' previously exerc1sed
enormous 1nﬂuence. Thus, for~ example, the state- adm1n1stered civil serV1ce-type
persqnnel system was strengthened and enlarged to include aTl personne1 except faculty
and high-level university administrators. Perhaps more s1gmf]cant1y, from the standpo1nt

. " of developments in the late 70'5, the Regents consolidated n1ne un1vers1ty requests for

operating and building budgets into single documents which d1d not identify individual .
institutions. The Regents began to rely 1ncreas1ng]y upon the chanceﬂor and his staff for
advice with respect, to those budgets. !

SimilarTy, the inauguration of new pro;rams came under,_,,rigid contro1_ by the
"Regents. The informal action by which a Coliegé of Engineering at one university was
authorized almost as an afterthought at the conclusion of a Board of Gontrol meeting
was no longer possib]e.é Instead, a laborious process of need analysis, planning *
authorization and final approval was instituted. Planning authorizations became .

g A
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suff1c1e'nt1y controlled by the Regents so that programs wtnch did not fit info an overa11
master plan were kept bastled up qs dn unrealized dpeam insome university department,.

The- necess1ty far the allocation of appropnated funds syste matically, quickly, and
. fa1r1y caused the Regents to change 1ump sum appropnatwns to individual univers1t1es to -
a formula distribution. As each university pressed for advantage by c1a1m1ng differences -
not recognizéd by the formulas, the formulas became more refined, more complicated,
and, therefore, less easily understood. ' i
Aggravating these changes was the economic blow of the 1973 oil embargo which *
impacted the Florida economy to a greater extent than many other states. Tha ngernor
and cabinet, operating under a const1tut1ona1 mandate to balance expenditures and
revenues, reduced all state operating budgets, including those of the universities, by
refusing to release all appropr1ated funds, In 1975, no faculty salary 1ncreases werg
appropriated, and the Legislature cont'lnued to increase the student/facu]ty rat1o in an
effort to gain money to fund prev1ous1y authorued programs. . These included the
med1ca1 dental and’ vetemnary medical coﬂeges as well as the new and expanded

universities. : .
' 4
University pres1dents smarted under a process which “they v1ewed as rigid and

cumbersqme and whlch resulted in d1m1n1shed resources allocated by an 1ncomprehens1b1e
formula. It was'they who were held respons1b1e by facu]ty and students for lack of -

resources on failure to have new programs approved. The Regents were the visible
.symbol of changes which in ttp' presidents' eyes diminished their stature, th warted their -
expansion and program’ ambitions, and: reduced their effectweness. That the state,
rather “than the Regents; operated the cfvﬂ service system, cdntroﬂed purchasing,
appointed arch1tects supervised construction and  dictated co mputer policies was
jrrelevant, That the ecohomic and political situations caused a reductwn of resources
was im material. The Regents were the conduit and the conduit was seen as the judge and

. restrainer, o A ' '
In late 1975, the Regents authorized a course of action deswgned to renew public
support for h1gher education and to create'a broad politicalbase to underg1rd apush for a
major increase in. fund1ng. The first step was to create advisory boards for each of tfe
jnstitutions. These boards were composed of prom1nent citizéns and had as their stated
purpose to lpdvise" each president as to the operat1ons of his institution. A second step
by the Regents was to highTight the universities' need for funds and to garner widespread
supp:rt for more generous financing from a wide spectrum of 1eaders in bus1ness,
. agriculture and politics. To this end the Commission on the Future of Florida's Public

- - . -
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Umvers1t1es was appomted ‘Tts stated purpose was to engage in a review of the State
University System's efforts to date and to recom mend futurg action. Staff of. the
Com mission consisted of members of the Regents staff. The report of the Com mission
was entitled,"Quality Universities to Serve: F]ondas Future". The recom mendations of
, the Com m1ss1on were wide-ranging but, as the title of the report indicates, the report .
B conceutrated on the Commission's percept1ons “as to the rr'eed for qualitative
i -improvement. An infusion of additional tax revenues was recom mended. From their
" standpoint, therefore, the Regents had a report of a prestigious citizens group as a base
k for reqoesting additional public financial support from the Legislature. The institutional
P advisory com mittees provided potential pressure groups of influential citizens who could
/ interact with local legislators to assure realization of the recommendations. This

/ to increase appropriations to publicly supported universities.

f " " A side effect of the @dv1sory boards and-of the findings implicit inthe report by the~

Commission on the Future of Flor1das Public Universities was unexpected. Each

.-president had gained a poten’ual* poh’uca] power base through his adv1sory board.
Complaints by the pres‘udent to the adv1sory board regarding lack of. autonom y or
restrictive regulations could, through reference to the report of the Cammission,
1eg1t1mate’(y be tied to the need for improvement in quality.  As 1mportant1y, from the .
standpomt of eventual developments, the lack of quality pointed out by the Com mission
was attributed in part by some %o the lack of effectWe leadership by the Regents.

In November 1978, an event 'sranspired which left {the Regents isolated politically.
The terms of Florida's Constitution reqafre that the decade after its enactment and

“every twenty years thereafter a'com mission be appointed by the governor and legislative
leadership to rev1ew the Const: 1tut1on and sub it to popular vate recoim mended changes.
As a result of the work of that Com mission, nine changes to the Const1tut1on were placed
on the baTlot in the fal of 1978 for. action by the voters of Florida. A tenth amendment,
to legalize casino gambling in Southeastern Florida, was added to the baTlot by petition.

i Proposition Number Eight proposed constitutional status for the Board of Regents.
Propostion Eight was overwhe]ming]y defeated, alorig with defeat of the other proposed

- amendments. Among those who campaigned against Proposition E1ght was the
Com m1ss1oner of Education and other members of the Cabmet. .

The Regents ‘also made a number of decisions in both program and building
aﬂocahons which, were 1nterpreted by the Leg1s]ature as politically* inspired. \The
L«=g1sla’cure responded in a variety of ways. For example, Tump sum appropriations for

. operations were effectively terminated through the use’of prov1so 1anguage in the

2
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app;‘opriétions Lbill which directed and constrained the disposition;fbf the Tump sum
appropriations. r/T he 1977-78 biennial general approriations bill (passéd during the spring
session of 1977) contained three pages of proviso 1anguage restricting disposicion of lump
sum appropriations. The '1979-80 Act contained over six pages.and the 1981-82 ‘Act
coptained over seven. In each of those years aq,dmonal restrictions were included in the
"etter of intent” isSued jointly by the chairman og,the House and Senate Appropriations
Com mittees in the month following the conc]usioﬁ’ of the sessions. Cag\jta] outlay budget
authority of the. c‘Regents was similarly restricted by proviso language and’ the
Legislature, in effect, resumed making appropriations for specific buildings in a
designated order of priority. '

» - v

contained in the report of the Com mission on the Future of Florida's Public Universities
by estabh‘shi_ng .3 Commission to investigate the ‘ validity of such comparisons. As
information was analyzed, the Legislature became convinced that quality was inadequate
because of inadequate funding and that the governance of public higher educatjon needed
to be changed. . R )

¥ ' . L

Legislative Action

The Legislature in Florida consists of two Houses. Members of the House are

terms. The terms of the Senate are staggered so that half ofﬁe Seng’ce is elected every
*  two years. The House and Senate elect their leaders for a two¥year term.#The Speaker
of the House and the Pre'sident" of the Senate in Florida have authority to appoint all
com mittees and name the chairmen who serve at the pleasure of the presiding officer.
They also are the arb1ters of reference to com mittees of aﬁ bills introduced.  Thus tﬁey

b

item veto author'fty with respect ’co the genera] apiropmatwns act.

had an abiding interest in-edacation and had served as chair man of education com mittees
in both the House and the Senate aswwell as cha1rman of appropriations subcom mittees
ceincerned with appropriations to hiﬁher educa’uoﬁ. The President of the Senate elected
to pres1de!over the 1979 and 1980 sess1ons was also pro-education and had served as a
member and ‘chairman of varjous com mittees deahng’ with educa’uon policy and
appropmatwns. The Speaker of the House elected for the same sessions made public
higher education his number one concern -and estabdished a separate standing com mittee

Lo .

~

Qo ) XV
ERIC . A - 11

»

The Legislature also attempted to clarify the unfavorable interitate comparisons .

. élected for two-year terms, wherea\members of the Sena(tq are elected for four-year '

- wield considerable authomty. The governor 1s elected for a four-year term and has Tine

In 1978, a ! governor was elected tq take offide in January 1979. The*new governor -

on Higher Educatiqn to assure that questior)é concernifg higher education would receive.



«
full and expedltlous treatment. That Com m1ttee, at the urging of the Speaker, set out to

© put in p1ace 1eglslatlon which .would 1nsure Florida public univérsities the fireedom and
governance structure essential, in their eyes to achieving the elusive goal of- quahty.
The bil), as it emerged from com mittee ahd passed the Hous‘é‘ igave to each university a
Board of Trustees and abolished the Regents. Each university was given the right to

_prepare and present to the Legislature its own budget as well as substantial other
authority ta manage its own affalrs. .

~ The paraﬂe] bill passed by the Semate did not provide for individual Boards of
Trustees for each university and preserved the Regents, a1though w1th substantially
diminished  authority, In conference, the concept of the House bill which transferred . )
major - operating author1ty to. the universities was adopted but individual Boards of
Trustees were not created. In marking up the conference results, the House bill was used
.and the phrase "Boards of Trustees” was struck wherever it appeared. The bm as enacted ‘
thus transferred d1rect1y to Mthe un1ver51t1es" enormous governing power. The Regents
were continued but were stripped of substantial govermng authorlty. i
As is so frequent]y the case when equally poteni groups holding strongly opposed

views domprom1se, the language of compromisd is somewhat vague therefore, several

questions arose from the compromise bill as-to the author1ty of the universities. The

Regents, however, were left as "...pr1m arily respons1tﬂe for the adoption of systemwide

rules and policies, planning for the future needs of the State University 8ystem, planning .,

the program matic, financial. and physical'dev‘elopment of the system, reviewing and -

evaluating the instructional, research and service programs at the universities,
coordinating program development among ‘the universities and mon1tor1ng the fiscal
perfor}m ance of the umver51t‘es". The Regents were also forced to decentralize fiscal

authority by being given resp sibility only to review university budget requests, to

, recommend modifications to’ edch umversktys budget and, subject to provisions of
e applicable Taw, present an aggregated bu .

The compromise 1eglslatlon also embraced the Senate concept of a study of a broad

range of issues in postsecondary-education as a substitute for a final decision regarding
the fate of the - Regents. The principal issue dividing: the House and Senate was the
qugstion ag to the future of the Regents, so, regard]ess of the prov1s10ns of the bill as to
the range of prob]e ms to be addressed in a study, the‘questlon/of governance received
emphasis. For the purpose of the study, a Joint Legislative and Executive Com mission on
4Postsecondary Education was established. The Com missior was to consist of twenty-two
members plus the Com missioner of Education as an ex-officio member, Five members
‘were to be appointed by the President of the Senate, ﬁxe members by the Speaker of the

FRIC .~ . ¢ o
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House, and twe]ve members, including the chairman, were to be appointed by the
- Governor. A budget was provided and the Commission was to be aided by staff fr'om the
governor™s office and both houses of the Leg1slature. . . I .
'The Governor appointed - Flomda citizens with records of d1st1nguished publi¢
. service and demonstrated interest in education, -The chairman of the Com/rmsswn, for
example, was pres1dent-e1ect of the American . Bar Association and had: geen a Rhodes
Scholar, and Interim President of the University of South Florida. Appointees of the -
Speaker of the House and the President of the Senate s1mﬂar1y had estaHhshed 1eg1s1atwe
records of interest and leadership.in h1gher education. Since the 1atter appointees were
those 1eg1s]ators who had i mersed the mselves in the issues and propOsed legislation to
resolve them, 'some tension in v1ewpo1nts, part.cu]ar]y in the area of governance, was
assured. The charge to the Com mission was: : : R )

. oo < "The study shall have as_its overaﬂ obJectwe the improvement of the
quaht_y and efficiency of postsecondary education. The areas which the
Com mission and the Consultants address their study shall include, but not be
Timited to, the following:

(a) Governance .

4

. (b) 0rgan1zat1on including the pos1t1on of the Chanceﬂor in relation to
. . the Board of Regents and the several.Presidents of the State
' Umvers1ty System; . ,

P

(c) Facﬂ1t1es,
. (d) Program review and program. approval,
¢ (e) Coord1nat1on of programs and 1nst1tut1ons,
o N (f) Enro11ment patterns: and enro11ment projection techniques; v

(9) Finance, including a review of the current funding methods for the

: various levels of postsecondary education, and * jncluding
recommended alternative methods of funding and aﬂocatmg
resources; °

! (v)  The relationship of student fees to the total cost of postsecondary
e . education, the proper uses of student fee revenues, and the
" relationship -between: fthe Trvel of student financial aid and student :
, fees; o ; T o

(i),  Managem ént infr dtion syste m‘s’l;

(i)  The role of the indeb.‘.erident sector;

(k) The role of Postsecondary Education in assisting Flor1dis 8cono mic.
development'

e o f’h133- o
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- (1) The current level of quality in Florida's Postsecondary Educat,wna]
Institutions and the: ways in which thé current system may be
enhanced in a cost-effective manner."

The Commission was authorized to contract with an external consultant for aid in
jts efforts. Pursuant to this authority, the Com mission contracted with the Management
Division of the Academy for Educational Development, headed by Dr. John D. Millett and

. Dr.-Andrew H. Lupton, for guidance in preparing its report. The Com mission's report to
the Governor &nd the Legislature was\due March 1, 1980, at which time the Com mission -
was to cease to exist: -

The Com mission held its first meeting for ‘the purposes of organizing and planning
on September 6:'1979. Thereafter, two-day meetings were held approximately tﬁice a
month. A total of twenty-six public meetings were held throughout the State of Florida,
7cher'e.-by giving the consultants and the Com mission an opportunity to hear from a wide
variety of citizens and educators. In addition to the general consultants, individual
consultants were l,l'tﬂized on specific topics. Each meeting was generally organized
acound a-topic, although time was reserved for general discussion or presentations by
Tocal people on issues other than the one around which the agenda centered. - .

The report of the Academy for Educational Development was entitled "A Call to ~
Actwn" and was a broad-ranging document wh1cIl outlined the state's needs, proposed a
conceptual approach for financing postsecondary educahon, recommended an approach

" for enhancing quality, and, finally, outlined -possible governance and coordmat]ng
structures and set forth the advantages and disadvantages of each possibility. The study
concluded that the short time aTlowed for such a comprehensive study and the comp]eXTty
of the poht1ca1 structure in Florida precluded the Academy from more than pointing out
weaknesses in the existing structure and the advantages and disadvantages of the various
structures which could be utflized in Florida. The date of the Academy's approximately
150 page report was December 17, 1979, less than three months after selection as lead
'?gonsultants. Numerous and Jengthy background papers also had been submitted by the -
consultants to the Com mission as the Com mission considered the various topics on its

agenda.
- FoTlowing public hearings on proposed recom mendat1 s. thé Joint Commission
.submitted its final report to the Governor and the Legislature of the State of Florida on
March 1, 1980, the date the life of the Com mission expired. The recom mendations of the
Com mission were a combination of broad and specific and related to state-supported
universities, state-supported commupity colleges and independent or private
postseco;ldary education. . The fimP recom mendation- was that future public poh‘cy forﬁ
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postsecondary edecation focus on the goal of improving quality. The five specific steps
to achieve such improvement included: ¢ * . . ¢ )
(1) Hefinition and evaluation of needs on a periodic bgasis, . '
(2) overall planning to respond to those needs, . '

(3) definition of quality through the use of standards, K .
(4) decisions.as to the use of resources at the level of orgamzatwn closest to
) the student, and -

(5) matching of programs and abﬂmes of students. >

A second major recom mendation was that the goal of quality be achieved in part ‘

thrbhg'h planning and that a statewide master plan for postsecondary education be
undertaken based upon compatible management inform ation systems of the three sectors-
of postsecondary €ducation. The third major -general. recommendation related to
governance and ﬂzwed from the broad conclusion that structural modification was
necessary. The Commission recommended the creation of a new Postsecondary
Education Coordinating Council with _powers to adopt a!e master plan, approve -all new
programs in the pubtic sector, and rev1ew and terminate progra ms in the public sector. It
also recom mended *that the Coordinating Council have authority to review and make
recom mendations 'regarding all budget requests for all postsecondary education
programs. The Com mission further recom mer'\ded that existing boards be continued but
that the Regents be expanded from ten to thlrteen members and that their terms be
reduced from nine to six years. In the area of fundmg, the Com mission noted that the
_special budgets for professional schools had increased at the expense of the share of
¥ appropriations for the education and general budgets which support university activities
other than the health and agricultural programs. Th1s shrinkage had resulted in an

- grosion of FTE student support in terms of real dollars. The Com mission recom mended ‘

that this erosion be offset, that the current enroliment-based formula be supplemented
with a program based formula, and that a number of specific steps be taken to enhan(::le
funding and to improve quality. One of the $pecific recom mendations was that a Quality
Improvement Fund from a new tax source be sestablished to generate a corpus of

approximately One Billion Doﬂars.‘ Income from the corpus wou]d be devoted to quality

improvement, )
Under the general heading of Role and Scope, the Commission noted that the
system of "Two-plus-Two" under which com munity colleges constituted the principal
avenue of access to postsecondary education was working well and should be continued.
It also recommended a common calendar for universjties and com munity colleges and,
further, recom mended that com munity colleges continue with primary responsibility for
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com munTty service activities. ' . -

The Com mission then addressed some. details of educational structure which had
been the subject of_ extensive debate, studies by the Regents, and which had received
substantial pottical attention, name]y, the addition of lower divislons to the four
universities wh1ch did not have Tower divisions. The case of the Univemsity af West
Florida, located in the home district 3?' the Pres1dent-des1'gn.ate of the Senate, who had
pubticly. pushed for the addition of a 19ner division, was ignored. The Com mission -
recommended two feasibility studies relating to the other three universities which did
not currently have Tower divisions.’ ‘gne study wasto consider the feasibility of a merger
. between the Umvers1ty of North Florida 1ocated in Jacksonville. and the University of

. Florida located in Ga1nesv111e to- provide a campus of the Un1yer$1ty of Florida in..
-Jacksonville. . Presumably, an important branch campus of. the University of Florida
- would offer not only Tower division programs bul]so a.broad scale of undergraduate and

graduate programs. .

In addition to the recom mendations noted above, the Com mission dea1t w1th a wide
spectrum of topics in twelve separate, recom mendations grouped under the Tlabel
vSpecial®. The topics dealt with ranged from the Tocation ofremedwl education to the-
need,for increased emphasis on academic and career counsehng. A number of

- recom mendations concerned matters reldted to quality improvement such as improved
student-faculty ratios, increased staff.assistance and released time for< faculty
> members. (:iﬂy one of the spécia] recom mendations dealt sbeciﬁ'caﬂy with governance.

The Com mistion followed the lead of numerous previous study groups in recom mending
that the constitution of the state be amended to eliminate the authority of the governor
and the cabinet to act as the Board of Education.” .

The positions espoused by various 1egislatoir~s pﬁor to their-appointrnent to the
Com mission were m anif‘est not only in some of the recom mendations but also in a dissent
by four of the five senators to the Com missien’s proposals concerning governance. The ‘

. dissenting group opposed the recom mendat1ons of the Com mission caﬂgwg for creation of

the new postsecondary Education Coord1nat1ng Council and elimination of the authority
of the governor and the cabinet to act as the State Board of Education. .Continuing study 5
of the governance area was pledged by the dissenters. No formalrecom mendation by th
four senators as a‘group was made following the expiration of the Com mission, although
they introduced a bill in the Senate which eliminated the Chancellog and the Regents'
staff and retained the Regents as an advisory group to the Com m1ss10ner.

The recommendations of the Commission were considered by " the 1980
Le§1slature. The dissent expressed by the Senate members meant .the Com mission had

»
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not béen successful in resolving the issue of governance. The Heuse reiterated its

. previo'us position by enacting a bil abolishing the Regents, ‘estabh‘shing Boards of

trustees for each institution and creating a Planning and Coordinating Com mission for
. Postsec'onvdary Educa\ion. The governance question, particularly in the Senate, became

entangled -with swiﬁ‘d concerns of. various 1egislator§ such as the immedfate ™
consotidation of institutions, the question of expanding the upper divisjon public
universjty in Miami into a broad-based comprehensive university, and establishing a lower
division at the University of West Florida. - The bill which évolved from compromisés
between the two t‘:hambers not only furthg_r diminished the Regents' 'a]ready-eroded
authority, but élso es\tsb]ished Boards of trustees for each university and created a
Postsecondary Education Coordinating Com missign. It also merged universjtifs, added a

city hospital in Jacksonville to the U;ﬁversity ‘of Florida Medical Complex and otherwise
. changed the map of postsecondai'y education. The &Svernor's veto of the:bill included
the following lamguage:

"] concur in much of the basis of the legisiative criticism.of the Board

"of Regents. By my veto, I reject the proposition that a lack’of decisive

- /,1eadersh1'p by the Regents should be cured by substitutions of the legislative
process as a device for making educational policy. } "

" “Rather, 1 propose an agenda o restore the confidence of the
Legislature in the Board of Regents as a necessary functioning
intermetiary between ou{\ universities and our elected political leadership."

In his veto message, the Governor also promised to establish, by eﬁ(ecutive order,
~ the Planning and Coordinating Com mission visualized in the vetoed legislation. The
& Governor carried out his promise by issuing an executive-order dated .iu]y 30, 1980, which
established the Postsecondary Education Planning Com mission (PEPC) and subsequently. .
appointing' the eleven members who constitute the Commission. The Com miséion,
.ad ministratively housed irm the Office oﬁ the Com missioner of Education, was charged:

(a) To serve as the state commission on postsecondary education
designated under Section 1202 of the 1972 Amendments to the Higher
Education act of 1965 (Public Law 89-318); - :

(b) To prepare and submit to the State Board of Education a master plan
for postsécondary education. The plan should include consideration of
the promotion of quality, fundamental educatfon goals, program matic
access, needs for remedial education, regional and state economic
development, demographic patterns, student demand for programs,
rieeds of ‘particular subgroups of the population, implementation of

f/ johovative educational techniques and technology, and the v
refluirements of the labor market. The capacity of existing programs,. '
in public and independent institutions, to respond to identified needs
should be evaluated and a plan developed to respond efficiently to
unmet needs; : ’ * , . N
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(¢) * To recommend to the Board of Regents and the State Board of - .
«, Education contracts with independent institutions to conduct programs .
consistent with the state master plan for postsecondary education;
N " (d) To recommend to the State,Board of Education rules concerning the
{ planning and coordination of postsecondary education programs;
“ o {e) To advise the State Board of Education regarding the need for and e
R . Tocation of new 1nst1tut1ons and campuses of pubhc postsecondary
. education; -
(f) . To assist the State Board of Educatwn in the” conduct of 1ts
v respons1b1ht1es in such capacmes as it deems appropriate.

The depth of the dw1s1on between the House and the Senate on thg issue of higher
education, particularly in the area of goyernance, helped bring abbut the exp;ration of
the regu1ar session with no resolution of the differences and, hence, re bill. The lack of
agreement on h1gher education was also the principal cause of a failure to agree on a
' “state budget which contained: appropriations for higher education. A special three-day
session with an agenda limited principally to the budgei: and higher education resulted in
the bill vetoed by the Governor. ‘A proviso in a"cbe budget appropriation which ljnk‘ed ’
faculty salary raises to the approval by the GoVernor of the higher education bill was :
ruled by A Tower Florida court to be an improper restraint and the decision ~wa; not
appealed. ) )
. 'In_the 1981 session, despite the initiatives by ‘Senators noted previolsly, both .
Houses accepted the compromise on governance represented by the Governor's veto and
subsequent legislative action. On the issue of governance, the Legislature limited: itself
to filling some of the gaps left by the 1979 legislative compromisesvand tidying up the,
relationships and legitimizing the boards in place, including the Regents. The president
or his designee, for example, was named to exercise the aufhority conferred upon
universities by previous legislation. The Governor's action i Ereating the Postsecoﬁdary
- Education_P]anning Com m'is§1'on was ratified by establishing PEPC as a statutory body

charged with the responsibilities previously assigned by the Governow's executive order.

PEPC was also given a budget and was enlarged by the addition of a student member for

a total membershipsof twelve. ‘Members are citizens of Florida, appointed for staggered .

four-year terms. The student member serves for one year. Appointments are by the ’

Governor with approval by three members of the Board of Education other than the

Governor, subject to confirmation by the Senate. "

The Regents were left intact as a t':onCept but endured further changes and .
reductions in responsibility consistent with the basic concepts of allocation to
. universities the authority and respdnsibﬂity. which underlaid much of the language of the
previous . House bills. The number of members was increased frqm nine to thirteen in ah

“
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the ,alleged allegiance of each Regent to a single universit¥.. The
Com missioner| of Educat'ion‘s role as the single political person responsible for'aﬂ of
education was ugmented by making him an ex-officio member of the Regents. The term
of each Regent, except the ex-officio and the student member, was reduced from nine to .
s1x years. In ognition of the reduced role of the Regents, the staff was reduced from
* 218 to 136 pos1 jons. The 1nterna1 auditing fynction, along with’ staff ‘assigned to that
function, was transferred to the individual universities. Some agenc1es attached to the
Regents were rehss1gned gither to universities or other governmenta1 agencies, and some
funds ad;n1n1stered by the Regents were b'ansferred to the Department of Education for
administration. The su m’ of the various decisions was to leave the ~Regents as a body with
a staff ‘more apprbpriate to its reduced responsibilities, with concentration on policy
rather than on details of adm1n1strat1on and with a sufficient number of Regents so that
s " their allegiance would be* to the system of Higher, Educatwn rather than to any s1ngle Lo
university. . T
The Leg1s]ature also continued to augment the fund1ng for the educat1on _and
general budgets of the universities. This increase consisted of additional appropriatwns
for "guality" improvement, scientific and technical equipment and Tibrary material
" purchases.' Salary incréases were such that in the three years beginning-in September
1&79 average faculty salaries were raised by approximately thirty percent with.a goa1 of
' moving sa1ar1es into the upper quartﬂe based upon national rankings. Despite strong
union pressure, part1cu1ar emphasis was directed tdwards prov1d1ng’ presidential
discretion in giving merit ‘lncreases and advancing salaries of the most distihguished
Facu]ty. v : .- oA
The belief on the part of unwersmes that the game-was now political was ’
evidenced during the 1981 session by increasing the use of professional Tobbyists’ and by’
university employment of individua‘Ts whose primary or sole dufy yas representation of a_i
university's interests to the Legislature. The R_egents wer jously’ no longer the
pr1nc1pa1 spokesm en for higher education. R - .
sahent feature of the 1979 actions by the Leg1s1aturé has been enactment of a
State Tuition Voucher Fund for private coﬂeges and, un1vers1t1es. ‘The Fund Provided a
tuTt1on subsidy to a F]omda res1dent who attended a F10r1da private institution. The
Regents had previously been authorized to contract “with private schoo]s for certain
. .programs. ., The 1979 Legislature was specific with respect to the necess1ty for such
arrangements and provided funds. for implementation. Both the "Voucher Fund and the
authority to contract with private institutions were part of a growing recognition that
the independent sector could make a valuable and cost-effective contribution to the A

.-

-

ERIC YL R

. oEEem




* 0 ! ~

e@catwn of F10r1da c1t;zens~aud¢hat¢hamtutexpansmmoﬂthe—pubhc—umversxtaesﬁ
could be slowed cons1derab1y by incorporatmg thwapamty of the private institutions
into overaﬂ p1ann1ng and making 1tﬁnanc1a11y poss1b1e for Flbrida students to utilize that
capacity. Both aspects of this concept had been given only Tip Qr\_nce py the Regents, at
bast, and quiet resistance or footdragging in'practice. :
 Legislative detiberations in 1979 evidenced substantial dissatisfaction with the
- failire of the Regeqts tQ utilize fully their previously granted contrac‘nng‘ authothy. The.
+ recom mendations of AED and the Joint Com mission jncluded provisions to take account
the pmvate institutions in the master p1anl%d to encourage the utilization of the
capac1ty of the 1n,dependents threugh the device of the Voucher Fund and tontractual
) arrangements. One of the powers removed from the Regents by the 1981 Legislature was .
the authority to contract with the private 1nst1tut1ons. That authohty was given }g*z:v o
State Board . of sEducation which was + upon recom meﬁdatwns of the 'newly
established PEPC. oy
" 1 ‘ . P—n;,"ﬁ/ ) K
R . /7 Cause "
: On_ June 24 1977 the Cﬁanceﬂor reported to the Regents on the results of the
1eg1s1at1ve se§s1on just concluded. He wrote in part

( "I do not recall another year in_ the .past “when there has been any

* greater success in getting 1eg1s1at1on of interest to-the SUS approved.
Furthermore, there has been a minimum amount of negative legislation
wh1ch would impact the State Umvers1ty System.

-

0vera11 there has’ been the ‘most pos1t1ve att1tude towards Higher

education in the Legislature that I have observed in many years. I really

think that we have "turned the. corner" in terms of the type of negative

T public and legislative attitudes we have experienced during the past
t « decade. That may well be the most significaft development of all. .

L}
On May 5, I wrote you a memo informing you“that the National

*. Council for Advance ment and Support of Education (CASE) WO make its

1977 "Grand AwHrd" to the SUS this year for our program jf the field of

L "Leg1=1at1ve/Governmen*a‘i Relations." This award,,m effect, recognized

the SUS as hdving the bestroverall 1eg1s1at1ve pr'ogram in h1gher education -

in the nation during the past couple df years..." o ' '

The Chanceﬂors report foﬂowmg the 1978 session mas equaﬂy opt1m1st1c. By
January 1979, appro tely seven months 1ater, it was apparent that a serious atte mpt
would pe made by the Legislature to dismantle the governing structure which claimed

‘ credit for bringing ‘about.an attitude under which such action would have been
"unthinkable. By June 1981, the governance structure of higher education had been

' radicaﬁy transformed. What fprces brought about this rapid transfor mation?
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Sorting out the under1y1ng causes and ascribing weight or degrees of 1nﬂuence to
them is 1mposs1b1e. With so many players and so much movement over so long a penod
each decision’ po1nt was affected by variables seen d1ffgrent1_y by each  actor.
Nevertheless, some broad influences which helped to bring about the finalresult can be:
discerned. The impatience of the presidents with centrah‘zed control and granting of
mador‘ powers to those presidents has been mentioned. Different universities used this
base to different effect. Nevertheless, the ”overaﬂ impact was to encourage the use of
local groups and individuals to influence the attainment of individual university goals ,
rather than‘goals of a system. A second .magjor factor, and perhaps the most significant,
was e attempt and failure by the Regent® to attain const1tut1ona1 status and
independence. As appointees of the Governor, Regents had no independent political
const1tuenc_y.‘ Their power base consisted of thé Governor who appointed them, the
universities they SEI‘VEﬂ‘ the Leg1s]ature which received their recom mendations, and the ,
Board of Education which ultimately approved their policies -and the legislative budget
recom mendations. The attempt to be constitutionaﬂ_'y independent of the. Legislature and
the Board of Education drove a wedge of distrust and discomfort between them &nd the
Regents. The failure of the amendment stripped the Regents of any illusion that they 1

*  enjoyed a reservoir of popular appeal or power based updn broad support of the citizenry.

A number of decisions by the Regents.were interpreted by the presidents as a  °
response to the parochial interests of a particular Regent fowned" by a university rather |
than being based on a system-wide perspective. Such an interpretation further |
encouraged the presidents to appeal to local interests to boost the welfare of the 1oca1
institution. ' -

Beg1nn1ng in 1976 the Regents attempted to update the master p1an for the State
University' System. The first master plan adopted by the Rege_nts in 1969 provided that
the two oldest universities, Florida State University and the University of Florida, would
have ds their primary role “to serve as centers.for adyanced graduate and professional
studies." As the new master plan evolved, that role was retained. The University of
South Florida, located in the populous Tampa-St. Petersburg area, aspired to a similar
role. That university frontally attacked, with the aid of locally elected state politicians

o who subsequently occupied influential sitions in the " Leg1s]ature, the proposed
- restrictive policy which became known ds Policy Number 26, The Regents abandoned the "
proposed policy. The new master p1an, consisting of .broad and extreme]_y general -
guidehnes to be supplemented by individual university role and scope statements
developed by each university, was formally adopted by the Regents 1n Februar_y 1978 It
was not untﬂ\fter the 1979 legislative session ma ted the completion of a master p]an .
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by October 1, 1979, however, that the institutional statements were presented to the .
Planning and Program Com m1ttee of the Regents The failure of the Regents to execute
~one of the1r principal m1ss1ons and the d1spute over Policy Number 26, as well as the
d1spos1t1on of 1t alienated mahy and publicly demonstrated the Regents susceptibility to
poht1ca1 pressure. As importantly, the Regents faﬂed to take a standmn many of the
. issues brought before the. Leg1s1ature and thus, in the eyes of many 1egislators, abdicated
" their principal function of policy advisement. .
A politically weakened Board of Regents, which had failed to provide 1eadersh1p
with respect to a number of major issues, was incapable of deflecting a concerted cry to
. improve quality thr0ugh destruction of a system omg1na11y designed to 'bring ba]ance, .
order and rat1ona1 educat1ona1 decisions to the co mpeting . demands of individual ,
1nst1tut1ons., The Regents' lack of initiative on major policy issues created a partial
vacuum which was filled by the Legislature. -

An overarch1ng imponderable is the effect of the shift from an expans1on mode in
wh1ch a politically powerful com munity could witness creation of a university or campus‘
w1th1n its poht1ca1 boundaries to a mode in which growth could come only from expans1on

. —_at_the expensepf others, - Whether any central governance -group— cou]d withstand the -
consequent political 1nf1ght1ng is an open question. The question may be particularly
relevant in Florida which has & long history of legislative intervention in not only policy
questions affecting higher education but also in details of institutional operations. That - ‘
unanswerable question containg inferences for the future, particularly in the light of thed -
over1ap in the present coordinating and governing structures. The energetic and able
staffs of the 1eg1s1at1ve com mittees and current political restlessness enable a cont1nu1ng ,
strong legislative rolein an aspects of postsecondary education. '

. \
Aftermath
It is striking to note the similarity among the deliberations and principal
recom mendations . of the various legislative com mittees, the ‘report of the Regents'
€om mission on Quality, the report of the AED, and the recom mendations of the Joint
Legislative and Executive Commission. A scissors and paste pot comparison of the
recom mendations of AED and the Com mission, for example, demonstrates remarkable
congruence between the two on the.major educational recom mendat1ons. Only in the
area of governance is there disagreement or tentativeness, and even on the question of.
structure, agree ment ex1sts that the planning ad coordindting function be broadened to - 0
* take into account com munity colleges, universities, and the independent sector.
Disagreement centers on the structure ‘which. can best perform the tasks of pldnning and

2
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— vJeudgetﬂ'sﬁreco'm-mended— by the Board of Educatioh to the Governor, -who in turn .

the 1nstruments best adapted to the tasks of ‘management and governancﬂ

The structure wh1ch resulted from the compr0m1se is difficult to exp1a1n or -

comprehend even on a theoretical basis. At the top of the postsecondary education
structure on the’ execut1ve side rests the State: Board of Education. ‘That Board cons1sts
of the Govennor and the six elected cabinet members. Th1s group constitutes a collegial
plaral execut1ve for a variety of. major state funct1ons. " PEPC s charged withithe
responsibility for developing a master planp for postsecondary education and
recom mending such a plan to thé Board of Education. To enhance PEPC's authomty over

the independeft sector and to a lesser extent over the universities, it has authority to

. recommend to the Bo,ar:& of Education contracts for specific programs between the state
and independent institutions. It also has two powers which provide potential for

augmenting its role. The first"is to. recom mend to the State Board of Education rules

concernjng the p1ann1'ng and coordination of postsecondary education programs and the

second is to assist the State Board of- Education in the conduct of its responsibilities in

such capatity.as the State Board deems appropmate. Lurking in the latter authority is
the possibility of reviewing and recom mending the budget for higher education since that

. recom mends 2 budget to-the Le~g1'slature. Art enlarged Board of Regents continues with
an unspecified re1at1onsh1p to PEPC and w1th“‘educed governance capacity over the
universities. With p1ann1ng as one of its major respons1bﬂ1t1es, with a sizeable staff, and

vnth a history of close working relationships vnth the universities, 1t is not clear how the’

planning and coordinating functions- of the Regents will mesh with the planning and
coordinating pohcy of PEPC. The staff of PERC is smaH and the m1ss1on 1s enormous. If
the chronological sequence had been d1fferent it is easily conce1vab1e that the principal
“flanning agency would have created some broad guidelines for each segment of
postsecondary education and delegated to that segment tha responsibility for fleshing out
the details. It may still do so. The unﬁmshed"nature and generallty of the Regents'
master plan as well as the stated d1ssat1sfact1on of xhe Legislature vnth the Regents'
planning efforts renders it more difficult for PEPC to stay out of the backyard of the
Regents Time is also a factor since PEPC is expected to "have a plan ready for
presentation to the Board of Education by June 3, 1982. Failure to produce a master plan
in sﬁfﬁcient detail to be acceptable to the feg slature mdy result in lack of legislative
jnterest in PEPC. Producing too detailgd 3 n- may arousé the universities and cause
them to ally with the Regents in a legislative attack on PEPC.

The Qquestion of enrollment ceﬂings provides an excellent example of the

.
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difficulties inherent i he current situation. The Regents have time aftter time set
enroﬁment caps for tr?ginstitutions; Each time an institution has neared the cap, the
Regénts have raised the ceili ngs. The result is that the unversities do not regard the cap,
except for the Tower d1v1s1ons, as significant. Nﬂ] PEPC ask the Regents for a long
range enroliment plan based upon only a total number of university students or will it
pmwde specific guidelines?

o

in the com munity co11ege segment a central staff*serves the Gommissioner and the
Com munity CoTlegé Coordinating. Board. Each com munity college also‘has a Board of
Trustees tu which the pres7dent is responsible. The mission of community colleges has
Jbeen more hm1ted "and" local’ and hencé less ‘subject to Jjurisdictional arguments and

- co mpetitive programs than that of the un1vers1t1es._ The collége parallel program of

com munity coTleges is Timited to the first two years. This hm1tat10n has been adhéred to
in part because degree granting authority rests with the iversities. Through that
authority universities can control the requirements of the Jast two years for the degree

without much contr ad1ct10n or com munity college encroachment. ‘The recent move by’

the Regents to obtain lower divisions for all of the un1versit1es has been met by some of

‘the com munity coTleges with the nposte that the com munity colleges offer some

programs which they should extend to four year degree-grantmg opportunities. Another

) major area in wh1ch PEPC and the com mumty colleges through their advisor_y boards may

have a conﬂict is'in the area of adult education. Such issues seem clearcut and -within
the norn\al_ scope of a master plan to be eVOlved by PEPC. Moreover, for a nq_mber of
reasens, PEPC may well be able to request advice from the com munity co11ege<‘adv1'sory
board and modify those. recommendatiqn's without creating strong political opposition.
The planning and coord1nat1ng problems and relationships between PEP C and the Regents
are of a different magmtude much mudd1er and more subJect to d1sagreement and
fmctwn. '

The ro1e of the Com m1ss1oner of Education has been enhanced, and he beco mes the
one constant in the governing structure. Although theoretically the Regents, since 1968,
reported through the Com missioner to the Board of Education, this tie has been loose.

.

Now the Com missioner of Educatwn s1ts on the Board of Regents as a voting member. ‘

He also houses the staff of PEPC and prov1des ad ministrative services for it. He has a

llarge and able staff with immediate and daily access tp him. This staff could easily

become competitive to the staff of the Regents and provide prior briefings to the
Com missioner on significant Regents' agenda items. As secretary to the Board of
Education, he controls the agenda of that Board and leads the discussions. As cabinet
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members change r;ats to Sit a}.{'dmerent “boards and com missions to do the state’s
business, they tend to defer to the judgment of the cabinet member whose jurisdiction
embraces the question being coesidered. Rarely has a cabinet member used his position
to run for the Office of Governor by striking out on his'own while meeting as a member
of a board chaired by vne of his colleagues. Thus it i's_ untikely that there would be strong

Com missioner of Education.

P .
-Other than the Com m1ss1oner, no ever]ap of membership exists among the var1ous

\ "~ Commissioner of Educatioh will emerge as "the dominant voice of educat1ona1 poticy

making to an extent not visualized in the Legislature. The Regents are withaut much
legal power and w1thout a political power base. PEPC's power may emerge through the
force of its recom mendations and .islative acceptance of them. It would be a logical
progression in all of the circumstances for the Regents and PEPC to'become advisory to
the Com misssioner in practice. Continuing 1egislat1've unrest with th&° State Board of
Educatwn may erupt in a successful atte mpt to abolish that Board.. The Com m1ss1onen's
powers might be strengthened or weakened by such a change. Time will reveal how these
— - - relationships will develop. - - - ' - -

The .universities are the immediate principal beneficiaries of the three years of
1 legislation. Legis]ation' enacted during 1979-81 was responsive-to an undergirding
philosophy that management responsibility and com mensurate authority should be at the
lowest possible Jevel. _ Substantial authority over their affairs was returned to the
universities from state/agencies and the R_egeﬁts. Final decisions on a wide randge of
subjects can be. authored by a president or his designee without reference to the
Regents.  The“‘*division. of .authority ™ as b@tween public control and institutional

as to wh1ch of the coordinating authorites will eventually exerc1se the function of
p’fanmng or coordination.

The political power of each university may be now sufficiently great so that any
master plan may well be subject to legislative exception. In the alternative, universitie's

the universities for most aspects of operations except program approval, added to the
direct écqess to the Leg'is]ature on budget Y matters which is now theirs,' places
potential power in each university to ‘do its own planning and to secure funds and
legislative authority to implement those plans. Perhaps in anticipation of the master
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planning, coordinating and govermng bodies. It is possible that from these rea11t1es the

independence now leans heavily on the’side of institutional indépendence with confusion

‘may be able to ignore the plan with impunity. The placing of authority in the hands of -

oppositit‘)n by* a member of the Board of Education fo a recommendation from the'
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plan, universities have been seeking mnmmmrwrm—mammummﬂe———
. Regents in broad categories. One of the un1vers1t1es, for example, r'ecent]y received

. -approval for program planning to grant a Ph.D.in "Engmeemng“. £
' N ~ The slippery. and elusive nature_of the concepts of "policy" versus "ad ministration"x&;

" and the tendency of a jgroup to regard establishment of nolicy" by a higher authority

as intervention in "3 m1n1'strat1on“ win pr'ov1de the basis for some interesting
ﬁuevemng. It is Tikely that the present calm may be a prelude to another attempt to -,

Ive the uneasy balance between universities seeking autono my and those in both the

* legislative- and executive Branches of state government who w1sh to bring to the overall

o educational function rational planning and central direction of utilization of resources.

The power now vested in the Com missioner gives some hint' as to the shape of p1ann1ng,

- govermng and coordination, after the present Qovernor, who has an interest in educat1on,
is no longer in office. During the last session of the Legislature, 1eg1s1ators were
distraught by the number 6f university Tobbyists who descended upon the Capitol. At one *
time -during the 1981 session, one university was represented by seven administrators
1obby1ng s1mu1taneous1y. ‘Some were unaware of the presence ‘of the others and .two

) members of that area's delegation who serve on, the same com mittee were given

4——eenﬂ1eﬁﬂgﬂﬂfema%mn. The General- Appropriatwn&Acuontameda provision that each
university could be represented by on1y the president of the un1vers1ty or his des1gnee. - —1
This symbolic proh1b1t1on is Tikely to play only a precautionary ro]e. If a master p1aﬁ

e results in serious un1vers1ty-1eg1s1at1ve 1nf1ght1ng and the un1vers1t1es continue to seek
legislative b1ess1ng for major program expansion, both of which are likely, the
Legislature may soon again be faced with bills which propose to answer problems by
changing structure. Again the survivor is Tikely to be the Com miskioner of, Education. .

coordination should”
ucation system. A

Residual structural confusion with respect to Some aspects
not obscure major progress in moving towards an ¥nproved higher
master plan is being prepared by a group of competent dedicated and knowledgeable
citizens. They are bemg assisted by an able profess1ona1 staff. The legislative Attitude \
is one of wanting to aid and improve higher education. The Governor has annoutited and
the Legislature has embraced quality goals with quantitative measurements such 1s
faculty salaries at the upper quartile of co mparab]e universities. The universities have
been granted substantial authority to manage their own affairs for the first time in their
existence. A funding p1an which is not tied exclusively to enroliments is being A
forfnulated. AlthOugh the quality improvement fund recommended by the study
com mission was not established, the Legislature has for three successive years been
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generous in its appropriations of,ca’ceg_om‘ca] funds for specific purposes suEh as library
- acquisitions, quality improvement, and purchase of scientific equipment. Salaries have
increased during the same period by some thirty percent. Thestate has encouraged trTé
estab]ishment:, of endowqughairs by adging $400,000 to $60Q,000 received by a university
from private funds for a_ghair. The independent sector has become an acknowledged part
of the overall state reiburces and effort in higher education. Student financial aid has "
been augmented. H\idgspread public support apparently-exists for the'stance of the
Governbr and the Legislature favorable to-education. The broad basic steps essential to
obtain postsecondary edﬁcation opportunities and institutions which serve -the various
needs of the state ard include quality and distinction were agreed upon by ‘all who s
* considered the question. The debates by the Tlegislative committees, the
recommendations by - outside consultants and the recommendations by the Joint
Com mission .are remarjkably congruent. The significant recom mendations have now been
implemented or are in the process of being implemented either through legislative of,
ad ministrative action. The turbulence of‘ the past few years ended ig a compromise .
which, after a pause, is likely to result in further restructuring. ,Hhatever: the ’
-disagreements- with respect to structure, the dominant motif has been improvement of
hinger education. Out of the various arguments has emerged understanding, financial
support ‘and pledges to achieve quality goals. The turbulence should not obscure the”
promise of a bright future for Florida's univer'sit_igs. ‘

-~ -
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Robert B, Mautz is now in his
fourth career. - After graduation’ with
honors fr‘om‘ Miami University of
Ohio and the Yale University Law
School, he p‘racticed law in New
York City and later served as
attorney for Pan American Airways
in Africa and the Middle East.

Office of Military Government in
Berlin ‘after World War II, Later he
was law professor and served on
. numerous com mittees of the F]o'rida
a Bar. * /;/

A second career as an Air Force officer found him §erv1'ng in

‘both Africa and Europe during World .N ar I, Foﬂo_wing the War, he
was active in the Air Force Reserve. His final assignment in the

Reserve was as mobilization designee to the Com manding Gerneral,
USAF, Systems Command in Washington, D.C. which is responsible
for research and development.

’

The third career has been in education, beginning with his
tenure as law professor at the Univer"sity,of Florida in 1950,
Subsequently, Mr. ‘Mautz was named Assistant Dean of the Law

Sghoo] and later Vice President for 'Academic Affairs. On March 18,
1968 he was appt_)inted Chancellor of the State University System, a

position he held until 1975.
- . o
- His present career encompasses the role of Regents Professor
at the University of Florida and consultant to many State higher
% education agenices.

.‘q The Cabinet and Legislature of the State of Florida have
* . honored him and enacted resolutions of appreciation for ‘his
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‘Subsequently, he became Executive .
Officer of the legal division of the
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outstandmg service to the State. The King of Sweden has cokferred
upon him the Royal Order of the North Star in recogmtwn of his
) valuable contributions to Swedish-American scientific exchange.
Marshall Tito has recognized his contribution to ehhanc’ement of
Yugoslavian-American relations by conferring on  ~ him the
) Yugoslavian Star With Gold Wreath. The United States has awarded
him the Distinguished Service Medal, an award exceeded only by the -
( .Congressmna] Medal of Honor.
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