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FOREWORD

..“

R AN

An mvutatlon to. pamupate m-the College of Educatlon Meet-the-Scholar )
Senes implies a certain, bit of license to make a personal statement In the paper.
that follows, several oppOrtu nities are taken to say again what lhave said before:
under the pseudanym of “committee” or “staff’: It has beem possrble to-
resurrect some fond phraseology that did not survwe editing and in one case, it
has been pbsslble to br;ng “out of the closet” a classification of mstltutlons i o
which | have always had “parental-pride. On other occasions the paper\hmts at v
posslbnlitles that some things are not new; they are merely recurrent. ‘

‘Any of the above fs sufficient to account for the unevenness of style that
_fOIl,ows In writing’ ‘the. paper I have vascillated between “objective reportmg
and ““personal reaction.” -1 have not consistently used the terminology of
original planning reports. and I'could never decide whether planning recommen- -

- 'datnons should be in the past tense or the present tense. Some, | suspect, should
have been stafed in the futuré tense, because they are as relevant — and ummple-

" mented — today as when first expressed.

" What follows is a review of fifty years of planning for a statewude system of -
pubhc higher education. Since Thomas W. ‘Mahler has been associated wnth that_
planmng for the majority of his professional career, it seems quite appropriate. -
. to dedicate this paper to him. Tom Mahler hired me for my first job over 32 '
years ago and has remained a genuine friend throughout those years, It was
‘through him that | became involved in planning and it is from him that | have
Jearned much of what | know about planmng

S _ Camerbn Fincher

- D . Regents Professor and Director
s Institute of ngher Education
- February 24,1984

.
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| PLANNING :?/R, A STATEWIDE SYSTEM OF PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION
Fi FTY YEARS OF TRIAL ERROR AND EVENTUAL SUCCESS IN GEORGIA

o 2 e
i The Unlxerslty System of ‘Georgia was Geated August 28, 1931. On that x
date ‘Goverrior - Richard Brevard Russell, Jr., signed a legislative act desugned
*  “Tosimplify the operitlons of the Executive Branch of the State Government /
Sectign 45 of that Act created a branch of government to be-known as the.
Board of Regents gf the University System of Georgia and transferred to that
government agency responslblllty for 26 |nst|tut|ons engaged in educatlon or
. research. (See Figure 1) - '
Thé 3Act did not _immediately give the Board of Regents duthority to
‘close institutions or to allocate funds to the separate units, but such responsi-
bilities were soon glven to the Regents by the General Assembly The Wisdom
and strength of Sectlon 45 are-found in its/ establlshment of an. mdependent
governing body for |nst|tutlons of higher educatlor], and in its provisjons for a
' professlonal staff for the administration of statewide’policy. The Regents weré\
"speuﬁcally authorized to determine pollcnes advrse thelr appomted chlef exegu-
t|ve and checle on his execution of policy. \ ,
Transferred to the Board of Regents were: three institutions in Athens
(the Qtate Teachers College, the College of Agriculture, and the University
ltself) twelve’ A&M schools or their variants; two women's colleges (GSCW
and’ the |nst|tut|on that later became Valdosta State); three fnstitutions for‘
biacks oné medical and one engineering school; and two experlment statlons
- (Griffin and Tifton). :

/-

3 .
]

Planning By Survey Experts “ - -

The First Works Report : ‘ o
* Updn his elé'vation from the presrdency of the Unlverslty of Georgla to
the egeﬁts first chancellorshlp, Dr. Charles M. Snelling requested funds from
the General ‘Education Board to conduct an impartial survey gf the newly
creatdd statewide system. Funds were granted for a survey that Began in May
1932 was concluded in February 1933. Di. George A. Works, professor of
higher education at the’ University of Chicago, was appointed chairman of the
Survey Committee. The report submitted to the Board of Regents was-entitled
srmply, “Report to the Board of Regents of the: University System of Georgia.”
Members. of the Survey Comniittee were among the best-known educators
of the day, Included were: George F. Zook, then president of the Unlverslty of’
Akron; L.D. Coffman, president of the Unlversrty of Minnesota; Charles H.
judd, dean of education at the Un|vers|ty of Chicago; and Edward C. Elliott,
president of Purdue University.' The report presumabl~y was written by the
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Survey Committee, with its chalrman doing the majority -of- the &vrntmg Thus
the report became known ‘after 1943 as the first Works report. s

Specialists brought in for particular portions of, the survey were-also well
‘*known in educational ‘circles. Among those-later involved in other plannlng
surveys or state studies were Al Brumbaugh then dean of_students at thé
University of Chicago, and Doak S. Campbell, then at Peabody College and later
president of Florida State. Each of the speciajsts prepared a written report for °

' submnssnon to the Survey Commlttee and ‘the. commlttée 3 [&;0“ is more or less
a distillation of the vanous:eports by the several specialtsts. .

. The contents of.the first Works teport qealt as would bﬁJpected with
the problems and nssues of reorganization and coordination at thg state level.
Close attgntion was given -the duties and responsibilities of the Board of Regents .
as a state governing body, the.duties of the Chancellor and his stafflng needs the
need for internal. governance structures through the establishment of several
aniversity councils,. and the state’s obvious need. for mstrtutlonal retrenchment :

. and redirection. The recommendations made by the Survey Committee were

"~ specific and to the point, with no hesntancy on the part of its"members to -
recommend. the closing of mstntutrons or their conversnon to meet the needs
of the state, : S

Among the recommendatnons made was the dlscontlnuance of four-y
programs at North Georgia College, the Georgla State College for Men in Tift
the Georgia State Women's College in V e Bowden State Normal
and Industrial College. The committee sa 'ibnl_ltles for conversion to two-
year status at North Georgia and the Valdosta fhstitution but believed Carrollton

_to be a better site for a: junior"c'olle”ge on the western side of the state. Bowden
State N&1 could be abandoned because its physical plant had “but little value” v
and the physical facilities at the Tifton men’s college could be_better used by the
experiment station there. . : .

' The committee was emphatic about the discontinuance of secondary

' school work within the University System. A&M schools, or.their variants, in

Monroe, Carrollton, Powder. Springs, Madison, Clarkesville, and Barnesville —

along With Middle Georgia and South Georgia colleges — should be closed

because they either limited their work to high school subjects or did no work of

a distinctive quality. General education, as the heart of j junior college curricula,

should be offered in the senior institutions (with the exception of Georgia Tech)

and adult education, as the dominant form of general extension, should be
offered in institutions with related strengths in curriculum and rnstructlon

Miscellaneous problems considered by the Survey Committee included:

(a) nepotism — one president had three members of his family. on the payroll;

(b) summer schools — with a recommended reduction in number and better state

support for those remaining; (c) student records and library facilities; (d) the
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" lack ‘of 'a common or' unlform curricalum in _the first two years (e) faculty in-

'breedlng — 26 ,percent of CAS faculty had both- BA’s and MA’s from' UGA;
(f) the absence of a retirement plan for faculty; (g) the fact that no college in the
‘state  had an “entlrely adequate [student affi¥s program]. either in scope oF

_ organization”’; (h) the efforts of institutions to make money on dormitories and

* dining facilities as a means of paying other bills; and (i) the lack: of close inte-
gration of athletics and academics.

_ Although the first Works report recommended the reduction of Unuversrty
System units to no more- than nine or ten, the Regents succeeded only in re-

ducing the number of their units to seventeen , six senior institutions, six junior.

_colleges, three coIleges for blacks, and two experiment' stations. Th’is feat was

accomplished by such actions ‘as converting the Tifton men’s college into Abra-
ham Baldwin Agricultural College a junior#college with a specral emphasis on
agriculture.

Also established: by the Board of Regents was a Department of ] Adult
Education which was intended to inclyde all extension activities of the Uni-
versity System with “the exception of home economics and the Cooperative
Extension. <In practice, however, the Départment of Adult Education evolved
into a Division of General Extension and the University SystelQof Georgia
Center in Atlanta, the latter with its Evemng College and its junior College —
" only later to become the Atlanta Division of the UnlverSIty of Georgia and then

Georgia State Unuversuty :
The Second Works Report a

In 1940 the ‘Board of Regents was again able to obtain from the GeneraI
Education Board funds for “a re-study’’ of conditions in‘the University System.
Dr. George A. Works was employed as director of the survey and his report,
" delayed until 1943, gives a disquieting overview of higher education' in Georgia
on _the eve of .World War II. Drawing heavily from his earlier report, Works’
second report documents the I|m|ted support giveri publlc higher education in
the depression yeats and -defines the problems and issues that would confront
the University System when the national emergency was over.

The limited support given public higher education is shown by a record of
ten straight years in which the state funds Secelved by the University System fell
short of the funds appropriated by the General Assembly Not until 1940 did
the University System receive its full state appropriation of $1.75 million.

Failure to implement the recommendations of the earlier Works Réport is’

shown by repeated recommendations: ‘(a) to strengthen the Chancellor’s profes-
sional staff through the appointment of a vice .chancellor responsible for fiscal
and budgetary matters; (b) to adopt uniform budgetary forms and procedures
for the separate units and a complete corsolidated *budget for the University

~
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System; (c) 1o separate purchasing for the University S\ilstem from the office of
the state purthasing agent; and (d) to “develop. a more serviceable comnfittee .
structure to assist the Chancellor in hngh systemwide administrative- duties.

The ma;or_gducatnonal problems of the day were found in the areas of:

(a) agriculture, (b) engineering, (c) higher education for blacks, (d) student
personnel services, (e) teacher education, and {f) the junior colleges. Although
the University System had made some progress in each of these areas since the -
earlier report, major problems: remained and some had been mténsnfred by social
and economic conditions of the previous decade. ,'_~ .

As an example, Abraham Baldwin has shown" consnstent growth since its_
conversion to a junior college but its mission had become confused: Intended’\.
for the training of farmers and homemakers, its two-year program served transfer
and continued-study purposes to a greater extent. At |east 48 percent of ABAC -
griduates continued their education eIsewhere ‘while onIy 30 percent actually
engaged in farming. The survey committee recommended that the curriculum
be reviewed with consideration of both'@preparatory and a terminal curriculum.

The Suryey Staff noted again the University System’s need to integrate
tesident instruction, extension services, and applied research in agriculture. The
need for integration of these-functions was identified as the most important
issue faced by the Board of Regents in the field of agriculture. As for veterinary

-medicine, the Works report recommended that nts professional curriculum at the
. University of Georgia be discontinued. -

The most pressing problem in engineering education was the madequacy
of its funding. Georgia Tech’s annual expenditures were barely a million dollars
and the per-student. instructional cost of $270 -was regarded by experts as

“wholly inadequate.” The institution’s role as something more than a local or
state institution was noted and the state’s failure to provide ddequate facilities
was deemed contrary to the state’s desire to exercise control. Specifically noted
in the report was the forthcoming retirement of Dr. M. L Brittain, the presndent
and the urgency of a replacement by someone “wndely recognized for his
standing in science or engineering as well as for his quahflcatnon as an adminis-
trator and leader.” [p.76]

In revrewmg the status and support of the three state-supported coIIeges
“for Negroes” the ‘Survey Staff reaffirmed its earlier recommendation that
“a more liberal policy of support” was needed. The need for better support was
shown by the low salaries paid faculty memﬂrs in the black colleges — and the
survey committee asked that “more ample’state support” be put as “the first
and most important recommendation’ of this sectlon" of their report. Signifi-
cantly, the report refers to “the Gaines case” and then recommends: (a) the
material strengthenmg of undergraduate, general education programs at the three

~ Georgia institutions; (b) the strengthening of professnonal training in agrlculture

Y
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' home economics,-and teacher education; and (c) the provision of scholarships,
for- graduate -and professional study Wlthln ‘these recommendations the report
‘notes that Atlanta University ‘‘is in a position to meet the needs of students
in certain fields of graduate and_ professional study’’ and asks the Chancellor,
along with the three preS!dents of. the black institutions, to prepare a list of.
such institutions acceptable to the Board of Regents. , .

) In the area of ;tudent services, the Works report suggests that progress
has been made — but again, progress has mot been sufficient. To meet such

. msuffncnencres the Survey Staff recommends the appointment_of ‘“a coor-
- dinator of student personnel services” but hastens to add that “‘an Assistant

“to the Chancellor and a Business Manager’’ should be given precedence. Noting

- that the University System had appointed a Univgrsity Examiner to develop °
o “through tests and measurements a competent program of student personnel and
+ guidance” [p. 92] the Survey Staff endorsed the need for “inquiry and experi-
mentation” in student personnel work and specifically pointed out the impor-

"“tance of dlagnosmg reading disabilities,, poor study habits, and other learning
difficulties that students may have. Further reco mendations-included: (a) the

.development of a statewide testing program irthe high school, (b’) a specral
study of student ﬁnancnal aid, (c) the ‘“‘cooperative interpretation’ of the’ Ulﬂl(-
versity System through-better publicity and conferences of high-school princi-’
pals and counselors, (c) better housing for students, (e) and a uniform system of
application blanks,.student record forms, etc. .

In studylng the state ’s |un|or colleges the Works report turned up many
problems that would be a matter of concer mong later planning groups. The
Survey Staff pointed to the difficulty of reconciling two Years of. general edu-
cation in a junior <ollege. wnth advanced or professional education, such as
englneerlng Recognnzmg Georgla—Tech s need for early specialization and the
unlikelihood that ‘junior colleges could—effer adequate preparatory work for
engineering, the surveyers could onIy suggest consideration ‘of a five-year en-
gineering program for junior coI[ege,transfer students. (See Figure 2. )

Reviewing the conflicting purposes of junior college programs, the Survey '
Staff identifies: (a) a term currictlum contributing 'to citizenship or social
intelligence, (b) vocatiov&urrlcula adaptdd to local opportupities, and
(c) senior college preparatory curricula. Works restates the first re‘ort s views
on the emerging role of cohmunity colleges and recommends State support to AN
local communities for the purpose of develaping such coIIeges and placing them
under "the control of the State Board of Education. With these recommen-

.dations are a discontinuance of Middle Georgia and South Georgia as two-year
units — and the continuance of Georgia Southwestern only as long as there is a
need for elementary teachers trained at the junior college level. The report thus
envisions a more tidy University System with. general education being offered at:

)
.
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four senior mstltuuons and three ;umor colleges Vocational currlcula should be
\of{ered only if local conditions justify their presence. Inconsnstent with these
;| views is the recommendatnon that Savannah’ State offer ceurses in' “‘tradés and
.industries. at the sub-collegnate level” until other agencies can -assume  the
responsnblhty B R ., : - :

A partncul,y interesting feature of the second Works report is its- dISCUS°
sion of survéy courses as a means of extendmg gcneral education and the use of
" systemwide examinations as a megns of inter-institutional coordmatlon Survey
courses constltuted at least 50, percent of lower-division coursework and the
requirement was apparently satlsf'ed by takln.g two coudrses each in the bio-
.logical sciences, the. humamtles the physical -sciences, "and the social sciences\_—
" Systeiwide- examinations were. developed by having each teacher of survey

"y coyrses submit items to an editing commlttee selected from within their ranks,
and then to a final editing by the University Examiner F.S. Beers. - Exam grades
were scaled in standard’deviation units and grades assigned on the basis of a pre-

. determined distribution: A's (7%), B's (18%) C's (45%), D’s {20%), F's (10%).
. Relying upon a report prepared by john Stalnaker the Survey Staff recom-
mended extensive revision-of the examinations and“their admlnlstratlon on an
annual irystead of quarterly basis. ‘ - .

Graduate education and research are treated in the second Works report in
a chapter entitled “Miscellaneous Problems.” All 4graduate instruction was
offered at the University of Georgia and Georgia Tech, and the problems of such
were evidently not regarded as a systemwide concern. Discussed at greater
length in the same chapter were ‘the problems of the University System of
Georgia Center, the only unit of the University System not accredited by the
.Southern- Assocnatloh of Schools and Colleges. Among the problem$ discussed
- by the survey committee were: (a) the dubious offermg of three years of course-
‘work in the liberal arts, (b)- the heavy reliance on. part-time instructors drawn '

v from the business community, (c) excessive teachmg loads, and (d) the_ |nst|-
tutnon 3 sole dependence on student fees for income. .

The concludmg chapter of the second Works report deals with the
. finances of the University System and depicts A%oc,d detail the deplorable
financial support given public higher education in Georgia. Virtually all data
are for 1940-41, the last year of normal operations before the nation’s entry into

~World War Il, a fact that lends further significance to the report itself.

The figures tell a sad and discouraging story-. .With a per capita income of
only $297, Georgians could look only to Mississippians, Arkansans, Alabamians,
and South Cérolmlans as making less. “Yet, Georgians spent only 39 cents each

. on hngher education while their four sister states spent at least 53 cents (Miss-
lSSlppl) and as much as 84 cents (Alabama) ,As the largest unit of the Uni-’
versity System, the Umversnty of .Georgia enrolled the-full-time equnvalent of

o .o
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3 901 -stidents but had only $1.08 million to spend on the|r educatlon West
Georgla the smallest unit, had only’ $70, 582 to spend. 3
" +.The total cost per. student-credit-hour in'the University System ranged
--from $6.15 at the University to $2.25 at the. Un|vers|ty System Center. From .
the University’s per-s§udent-credit-hour cost, 49 cents was spent; on admlnlstra- .
tion and general oves’wad $1.13 was’spent on plant operation ahd maintei e';-"

'« 43 cents was spent .on the library ; leaving $4.10 for msﬁ’uctlon Each of the

* junior colleges spent less than $2.00 per student-ggedit- -hour: 1“
Full-time-student expenditures ranged from $277 at UGA’ to $101 at the
University System Center. Only the University, Georgia Teachers, and Valdost
‘State, among the senior institutions, spent as much as $10 per student for books. -
Within the University of Georgia, instructional costs ranged from $17. 20 per
student-credit-hour in education to $2.28 in ]ournallsm .
The Survey Staff apparently went to great pains to demonstrate the merits
“of unit costs in, flnancmg and budgeting. They recommended that each insti-
tution submlt its annual budget to the Regents in terms of un|t costs, using-the
fuil: -time-student equivalent as the basis.- They make a partlcularly strong case
for increased support by pointing out that the actual approprlatlon,to higher
" education had decreased',sﬁ’ce the University "Sy'stem was created, having been
reduced 40 percent in a single"'year (1938-1939). Appropriations were reduced
desplte an increase of 70 percent in student enrollment (from 8,035 students
in 1933-1934 to 13,736 in 1940-1941).
The final recommendations made by the committee call for increased
salaries for administrators, faculty, and staff; increased support for graduate _
" instruction; more liberal support for the Division of General Extension and the” =~ -
Unlverslty System of Georgla Center; “much more ample facilities ... . and pro-

_‘ vision for instruction” for ‘the, higher education of blacks; and the addition of

>

$50,000 to funds for mlsceltaneous pu%oseﬁ If granted, the suggested bud- .
getary mcreases would come to $600,000 and raise the University System s
then current |ncome to a total of $2. 5:m||l|on Co
Recurrent'Themes o ' - ., '

The two Works reports have Jbeen dlscussed at Iength not only because ﬁ
they depicts the dlfflcultles of establlshlng a statewide system of public higher
education under extremely adverse conditions, but alsp because the twe reports
1dent|fy many recurring problems, issues, or concerns in statewide planning
. for hngher educatlon All plannlng committees or commissions have considered, = -
in var|ous ‘ways, certain- persrstent probiems that demand agtentior and yet:
permit little more tham a transttory solution. Some of the planning concerns ; a—

: and/or issues |dent|f|ed in the Works reports and contlnumg to demiand atten- L
tion in lafer years were: : :
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1 The geographlc d|str|but|on of |nstltut|ons and programs in ways KA v
that will satisfy the educational needs of .the state and meet public
. demands for institutional efficiency and effectiveness. The first
Survey Commlttee explicitly -approached its respons|b|I|t|es ‘with
an eye smgle to the needs of the state as a whole.” [p.13] ° ?

2. The role of general education in the undergraduate curriculum, as

~ opposed to Iearnlng needs and interests-that are satisfied through"
specmllzatlon Efforts to confine specialization to upper-d|V|s|on
coursework, to require a common or core curriculum in the fresh-
man’ and sophomore years, and to speclfy geneéral educational
outcomes that all college graduates should meet are but a few ways
in which this particular issue has been considered. ' .

3. The preparatlon of public school teachers as responsibility of
|nst|tut|ons of higher edycation and the d|ff|cult|es of cooperation
among accrediting agen@tes, certification requirements, coIIeges of

- education, - state boards of education, and governing boards are
undobtedly a perennlal issue in education.

Agriculture, business, and engineering are three areas gf speciali-
zation¥in Higher education that always appear in a process of rapid
change and apparently require continuing revisions of curricula
with accompanying updates in instructional methods and materials.

5. A basic conflict between education for, “social intelligence” or
_personal development and training for specific careers or pro-
fessions is evidently encountered at some stage of plannirig by all
groups and committees.” :

6. The access of blacks. to higher educatlon and -their distribution

* . within areas of specijalization continue to pose plannirg problems ’
that will sooner or later be discussed. These problems are related
to or compounded by the conflict between education and man-
power training. - o

7. The fundamentals of organization, funding, and flnancmg How
can. programs of instruction be effectively organized and how are
they to be financed (i.e. how much should parents and students
pay? how much should state and society be responsible for?)

8. . The provision of part- time, irregular, on-demand education to non- :

_ collegiate-age adults who work for a I|V|ng and desire educational -
“opportunities that do not conflict with work schedules. Such
provision would appear to be the origin of the University Systém of
Georgia Center in Atlanta — and its later development.into Georgia
State Unlverslty Whether caIIed adult, continuing, nontraditional,
or lifelong Iearryng, ‘the form of éducation sooner or Iater becomes
a part of the educational planning agenda.
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- Planning in the Post-WWII Years

2

The Strayer Report

- In 1949 the Board of Regents again found funds for a statewide survey by
out-of-state experts.and specialists. The survey began in Septtmber that year
and was concluded on December 15th iri'time for consideration andiaction by
the General Assembly convening in January-.1950. “The director & the survey
was George D Strayer, formerly director of the Division of Field Studies at -
Teachers College, Cofumbia. University. Although submitted as ‘‘a staff report,”

'the published report has always‘been known as the Strayer Report. Like its

predecessors the Works reports the Strayer Report is S|mply titled as “A Report

ofa Survey of the Umversuty System of Georgia.”

" More! extensive in scope and more intensive in its analyses than the Works
reports, the Strayer Report is a comprehensive study of the University System ‘of _

- Georgia in the years following World War Il and the closest thing to a “blueprint

for systemwide development’’ the Regents had until the Governor Carl Sanders

“Commission To Improve Education in the 1960s. The Strayer Report addresses

each of issues identified in the second Works report and arrives at many-
recommen ations that are compatible with the earlier surveys but makes some
recommendations that are contrary..

The Strayer Report begins by meeting head-on one of the University
System’s most irritating problems The first lines in the report read, “The
competitive ambitions of individual institutions must be subordinated to the
résponsibilities of the state-wnde system of higher education.” [p.1] The report
then restates the Regents’ responsibilities, their delegation of speC|f|c activities
and functions to the separate institutions, and their’ maintenance of authority

" through “‘supervisory officers.” Thus, the most important contribution .that

any institution, can make to the social and economic development of the state is
the preparation of professional personnel for service in the state’s colleges and
schools. Explicit recognition is given the University System’s responsibility to
prepare college and university teachers and administrators, LT :
To prepare professionally trained teachers for the public schoo1s the
University System should recognize a minimum standard of four years of college
training and move from there to higher standards. Facilities must be improved
and increased for such purposes, with “‘a broad general education” as “‘a neces-
sary. portion of any program” [p.11]. Evidently to settle territorial squabbles
the Survey Staff recommends the form and level of programs that each insti-
tution should develop. Georgia Tech and the state ’s junior colleges are to enter
no field of teacher education while the University of Georgia should be the

* state’s one comprehensive teacher preparatory institution. The ‘‘special fields”

of education . (agrlculture - home ecénomics, phy5|cal education, business’



. ‘educatlon flne and lndustrlal 'arts) are then “allocated’’ to the other institutions
on the baS|s of faculties and faculltles. Academic sublects (Engllsh scnence-
hlstory, mathematics, etc.) were hot: s|m|larly allocated but mare’ or less assumed
to be a function of four-year colleges preparlng hlgh school teachers for specnflc
fields. : - :

In addition to Iaboratory schools for practlce teachmg, the Umverslty

System needed programs for the inservice training. of teachers already employed
in the public schools. A need. that could not ‘‘be tao strongly emphaslzed”‘was
in the areas of research, graduate work, and. profess1onal education. ‘The Uni-
versnty System’s paucnty of resources.in these areas was charltably treated by the

S Survey Staff, but the sad state of affairs is nonetheless evident. Recommended

as ‘‘the one great center for graduate and profesSIonaI educatlon and for re-
search” was the University of Georgia, The Georgia- Institute of Technology'
should be. perm|tted to add a doctoral degree in mathematics to thé already . B
authorlzed PhD’s.in physics and chemistry while ‘the Medical College should
remain an independent unit “and offer the master’s degree in the cllnlcal and
teEl’l‘noIoglcal fields of medicine. h
Noting that in March 1949 the Regents had at last merged the Agrlculturalb
Experiment " Stations and the Cooperative Extension Service with the UGA
~, College of Agriculture, the Survey Staff endorsed the Regents author|ty in-
matters of internal organization for the College of Agrlcultureand recommended
the establishment of an Agricultural Research. Council " They then suggested that
the organ|Zat|on and procedures of agricultural research mlght serve as a pattern
for other organized research unLt\s within the University System
The Strayer Report strOneg emphasizes the linkage of . research with’
graduate education and endorses the orgamzatlon of graduate schools with' a
right to de5|gnate graduate faculty members who are qualified for graduate in-
struction. - Such a school should also have the right to approve any course to be
taken for graduate credlt. It should also have its own budgeted funds to en-.
courage research and thereby tie. research more f|rme to graduate instruction.
An conslderlr}g the diverse extension services offered within the University ;
System, the Survey Staff: concludes that an “institutional division' of extension
services along geographlcal or functional lines is impractical and recommends the g
“voluntary or compulsory coordmatlon of extension services to form one state-
wide agency. Coordination should be a responsibility of a system officer on the
Chancellor’s staff who wouId ‘be asslsted by an Extension Council representative
- of the various institutions. The general extension service of the University of
Georgia had many eIem,ents Whlch the Survey Staff believed appllcable to the
. statewide effort. o '

»
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Institutional Functions: The mission or role of each unit of the University
‘Srystem' is carefully delineated in the Strayer Report. Georgia Tech, the Medical ‘
Colfege ‘North Georgia, Georgia State College for Women, and Georgia Teachers
College were assngned distinctive missions in keeping ' with their titles and théir '
- historical development Valdosta State should be developed as a co-educational
¢ college of arts and sciences, with a program for preparing ‘elementary school
teawhers The Un|ver5|ty of Georgia, as already implied, should continue as the
n’lalor'lnst|tut|on' in the University 'System with a full range of undergraduate
graduate, and professional programs, and WIth broad appl|cat|ons of its research
.and extension services. ‘
. The delineation of roles for the historically black |nst|tut|ons was quite’
.- -zexplicit. Fort Valley State was to be the state’s college for blacks in agriculture
-* “and home’ economlcs with posybnlhes for granting master’s degrees in those
‘ :" ~ fields. Savannaly State should be developed as the state’s college for blacks in
R ). . industrial aqd’ husmess fields, with secondary emphases on elementary teacher
e educatlon and pF?)g(ams in the arts and sciences.  Albany State should be the
. ';' state’s colleg"e‘%ofﬁ rts and sciences for blacks, with a, larger emphasis on ele-
.mentary teacher E%ucatlon than the other two h|sforlcally black institutions.
' The proble ghlld for the Survey Staff was the Atlanta Division of the
: qx Unwersnty of Geofgla Although recommending independent status for the insti-
» »tutton the Survey ‘Staff confined. .their tecommendation to the awarding of
‘% bachelor s clegrees in business administration. Only two years of academic work
e ,we;‘e to be given in arts and sciences but * ,ﬁendmg the establishment of a junior

-

‘a_p"‘v" .o

..&\b ncollege by the City of Atlanta,” the institution should continue to offer two-

o year dlplo a programs in business. These rdcommendations were impjemented
Six yeaﬁ. later when the Atlanta Division became the Georgia State ollege of

m|n|stratlon »

eparate chapter the Strayer Report fully delineates the role and

' he state’s junior colleges but recommends their disassociation from

System The junior college ‘‘movement’  is depicted as the

division work to- a state’s' cornmon school s ste . Provndlng
Y

c#éer curricula and serve also to prepare students for transfer to
us year colléges if they so desire. As ‘a local institution” a junior college

@
5
3"» by Iocal school boards, or by another board representatlve of a Iarger area that
N should constitute a junior college district. junior college- would be, of course,
* “.under ‘the. general supervision of the State Board of Education and the state
should continue to support them, along with funds raised through local taxation. .
Although eloquent in persuasnon and 15 pages in.length, this partlcular chapter

- . . AN
s
. 4
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contains. not one single recommendatlon ever implemented by the Board
of Regents ‘

'

4

Postwar Adjhstments: The Strayer Report is a milestone in the University
System’s develppment for- many reasons. It depicts in good detail the status of
public higher education in the years following World War Il and demonstrates
the changes in institutional composmon that had taken place since the Univer-

" sity System’s creation almost twenty years earlier. When the Strayer Report was

received by the Board of Regents, they were responsible for fifteen institutions
of higher education, an appreciable reduction from the twenty-six units they
inherited. If the Evenlng School and Technical Institute of Georgia Tech are
counted separately, the total number is seventeen. Three of these units re-
mained colleges for blacks; five were two-year or.junior colleges; and at least -
seven were senior institutions. (See Figure 3.) A

Only indirectly does the Strayer Report’ reveal the implementation or
ignorance” of recommendations found in the earlier Works reports. *Middle
'Georgm and South Georgia colleges were still intact; Nofth Georgla was a four-
year college; and the Atlanta Division was accredlted»% only"by virtue of its
des:gnatlon as a division of the University of Georgia. Per-student instructional
costs were still lower at the Atlanta Divis ($195) than anywhere else and
student fees still accounted for the vast m ity of institutional income. Geor-
gians still paid a higher proportion (34.2%) of their educational costs than ather

“southerners (21.8%) or Americans (18.6%) did. And yet, the University System

had grown significantly and was, by most measures, a stronger,” more ‘mature
system of public higher education. Not unrelated to its growth an:{ development
was its weathering of disaccreditation by the Southern-Association of Schools .
and Colleges in the early 1940s because of polmcal interference and its later
|nclu5|on as'a constitutional body in the ney state constitution adopted in 1945.
The Strayer Report may be read, nonetheless,\as an indictment of edu-
cational quality following the unplanned growth of the postwar years. Returning
veterans. overcrowde?classrooms as they took advantage of the G.l. Bill and ’
student housing, food services, and student -personnel programs can only be
judged as deplorable for most campuses. Dormitory 'fa“cilities and services were
frequently inadequate because of “‘deferred maintenance” during the war and .

“their excessive use in the years immediately foIIowing Overcrowding created, in

many cases, what the Survey Staff regarded as ‘‘a serious health hazard” and the
obsolescence of some buildings was “‘a grave menace’’ to’ stydent safety.

To solve its ‘‘deferred maintenance problems” the University System
would need, according to Survey Staff estimates, almost’ $1.4 million — over
$600,000 at Georgia Tech alone.. With almost no exceptions, dormitories



on the seParate campuses were Operated at an apprecmble proﬁt eldom has
the need for planning been more clearly demonstrated ; ‘ o

Financing the Future: The Strayer Report gIVes close attention to the admini-
stration and governance of the University System, |ts budgeting, accountlng, '
and reporting needs; and its organizational structure, and procedures. The
report then addresses the University System’s) need fgr adequate financing in
its efforts fo meet increased demands for education beyond the high school.
Enroliments in the University System are shown as almost doubling (81.4%) in
the decade of the 1940s and projected enrollments are given up to 1964-1965.
Veterans were expected to have received all educational bengfits by the mid-
1950s, but the projected enrollments are necessarily low because of educational
trends and developments that the Survey Staff could.not take into consider-
ation. The estimated demand for the services of the University System shows a
decline until 1954-1955 and a slow, gradual increase until 1964-65 when enroll-
ments were expected to exceed 44,000 students, »

In retrospect, the recommendations of the Survey Staff are understand-
ably cautious. Faculty salaries should be raised an average of 12.5 percent; at
least $250,000 is' needed for various improvements within the System and the
. strengthening of graduate education;"and the Atlanta Division should receive

another $250,000 for needed improvements there. The sum of $80 N0 td
- permit the Regents to add needed spécialists to their central " o La:
T -~et its financial needs, the University System _should seek support

from the Staie on the basis of “‘comprehensive plans looking to the future.”

Aid from philanthropy should also be sought but not to the extent that it might
reduce state support. Tuition should be reduced to about 25 percent so, that
students pay a smaller proportion, of their educational expenses. Housing,
food, and other student services should be improved but offered to studentsat
a flgure much closer to actual cost. And finally, if state support for current
operations and capital outlay could be increased immediately to $13.2 million
. (an absolute increase of $7.7 million), the annual approprlatlon at this level

should sufﬁce until about 1958,

e ’ é i
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- Planning As Ad Hoc Problem Solving. )

Although 't.h'e Strayer Report continued to be discussed during the 1950s,
planning, as a sysiem\&ide function or activity, went into a state of almost total
eclipse. The Brown v. Board of Education decision of 1954 created a political
climate in Georgia that made planning a suspected manipulation to bring about
i'ntegration, "The Junior College Act of 1958 made possible the establishment of
Columbus College and brnght Augusta College and Afmstrong State, two
locally controlled junior colleges, into the University System, but canything
resembling statewide or systemwide planning was at a standstill. When in 1955
the Atlanta Division was separated from the University of Georgia, the triggering
mechanism was a legislative committee and not a public planning commission.
These were the years, accordmg to one pre51dent when the University System ‘
was controlled by “‘a council of war lords” consisting of the unit presidents and
led, of course, by the presidents q»f ‘the larger institutions.

Planning by Stealth ‘ :

The National Defense Education Act of 1958 reimdled some interest
in planning as it might pertain to the most, pressing educational problems of that
day. Under the auspices of the Georgia Nuclear Advns/ory Commission, appointed
by Governor Ernest Vandiver to study the impact of nuclear energy on the )
state’s economic development, four task forces were created to study: (a) testing,
counseling, and guidance; (b) vocational education; (c) teacher education; and
(d) educational television.- Each task.force prepared and published a report
making recommendations to the, Commission Committee on Manpower and
‘Education, chaired by William M. Suttles dean of students. at Georgia State. . -
The staff director of these studles "was Dr. Doak Campbell, by then preSIdent
. emeritus of FSU. ) : .

The Task Force on Testing, COUnseImg, and Gundance receivet consider-
" able impetus from the decision in 1957 to require the College Board Scholastic
Aptitude Test (SAT) for admission to all units of the University System. Thjs
decision was based on an informal study conducted by Joseph E. Moore on
leave from his duties as chairman of the School of PSychoIogy at Georgia Tech.
After considering several options for some kind of systemmde testing require-
ments, the Board of Regents wisely adopted Dr. Moore’s recommendation of the
SAT and thereby lessened charges that adoption of systemwide admission
requirements was racially motivated. : c ' i

The Task Force on Testing, Counseling, and Guldance included repre-

sentation from the state’s leading institutions of higher education, business and
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financial firms, and the State Health Department.1 The ﬁﬁblished report of the

Task Force pointed to an expected college enroliment of 72,000.students in
1965, an increase of 71 percent over the recorded enrollment of students in

1955. To provide testing, counseling, and guidance for over 40,000 college
students there were fewer than 20 professionally trained faculty or staff mem-
“bers in the entire state. An ¥mportant recommendation, therefore, asked for a
study of present facilities and programs for training counselors one of the major
provisions of the National Defense Education: Act. Programs to be developed
should contain' adequate coursework in testing and statistics as part of a mini-
mum core for all teachers. '

Anticipated by this particular task force w> . increas. us i« .du-
cational achievement tests, as well 2« aptitude tests, for college admissions.
At least four institutions in 1959 already required College Board achievement
tests, as well as the SAT. Also anticipated was widespread use of “hlgh-speed
electronic computers” for admission and placement decisions. Forthcommg at
the time were data from the Office of Testing and Guidance of the University
System that: would permit the prediction of academic grades in units of the
University . System. The prediction of grades would be Afacilitated, thé Task

- Foreg noted, if high schools in the state would adopt a unjform grading system.

The reports on vocational and teacher education stressed the need for
more extensive, improved programs that would meet the changmg demands and

expectations’ of society, but the report on educational telev15|on~ recelved the .

most attention from the public. Educatlonal telg/lsmn was a far more appealing
, topic to the public and one that offered con5|derable promise for the future of
'educatlon . : S “
Nursing and Paramedical Needs : )
In 1961 the University System of Georgia agreed to co-sponsor with the

Georgia State Department of Education and the Georgia Department of Public -

" Health a study of the state’s-need for nursés and Sther, paramedical personnel.
y . A

1 My contribution to the report on testing, co\mselmg, and guldance was the
mtroductlon explaining the importance and functions of testing and counseling
in education, and a survey of counselmg/ services 1_n Georgia colleges. . The
survey was ineffective because only 20 of 50 colleges bothered to complete the
questlonnane The results did underscore nonetheless, the' inadequacies of
counselmg as a student service and the many pretenslons of institutions in
counseling students — a servxce provxded in some mstltutlons by hostesses or
chaplains. . '
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concluded the
following year in the same month. Included in the survey were: twelve occu-

. pations regarded as essential to adequate health care for Georgla residents;
(1) dletltlan, (2) hospital administrator,-{3) laboratory technlclan (4) licensed

practical nurse, (5) medical assistant, (6) medical records llbrarlan (7) medical
social worker, (8) medical technologist, (9) occupational therapist, (10) physical

- therapist, (11) ‘refistered nurse, and (12) X-ray technician. , The intent of the

survey was to determlne present an: future needs for. such perSonneI and to
cvaluate the adequacy of educational and training programs for meeting those
< ds. o o - :

The survey succeeded well in documenting the obwous The demand for
health and medical services was increasing and there were critical shortages in
nursing and paramedical occupations. Educational and training programs were
ingdequate to meet present needs and certainly could not imeet future needs.
Nowhere in Georgia were there programs’for preparing dietitians, medical assis-
tants, medical social workers, occupational therapists, or ph"ﬁsslcal therapists.
Personnel for the remaining occupations were variously prepared for their duties
by an array of hospital schools,” vocational schools, and public and prlvate
colleges. -

Recommendatlons to the sponsorlng agencles included the establlshment
of accredited. programs where there were none, the improvement of madequate
or weak programs, and the fullest possible coordmatron of existing and futuré
educational and training programs. To provide adequate health and medical
care to its residents, the state needed an effective statewide system of recruit-
ment and placement, better adwseﬁnent and counseling services in its schools
and coIIeges, and more effective poligies of utlllzatlpn of the nursing and para-
medical perSOnneI the state did have. ’ﬁ\ .

"The nursing and paramedical survey was not without gratlfymg results.
Directly related to survey ‘findings was™the. esfablishment of the State Scholar-
ship Commission as a means of providing financial aid to students enrolling in
critical-need professional programs, Instead of reSpondmg merely to.the nursing
and paramedical needs documented for twelve specifi¢ occupations, the spon-
soring agencies recommended to the General. Assembly legislation that would. ‘
provide a general canopy- -for state assistance. Also related was the development
of the School of Allied Health Serwces at Georgla State2 and intensified efforts

v

~

2 One of the presumed enticements held out to‘the survey. director was
the likely opportunity of a deanship in either a school of allied health fields ora

. school of social work that would surely follow. National accredltatlon policies =

precluded the establishrhent of another school of social work i in the Atlanta area .
and in 1964 the University of Georgia established its School of Social Work with’

~ reasoning and plannmg completely mdependent of the nursing and paramedlcal
survey. :

-
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" on the part of the allied health fields, as they quickly beqame known, in recruit-
ment and public relations. A later development that required little additional
study was the modification of state laws permitting the licensing of graduates
from two-year collegiate schools of nursing. This, of course, gnabled University
System junior colleges to establish nursing programs and contribute to, the
supply of profess:onal nurses. ‘

Statewide Planning'in the Sixties _
. , p ‘ N
¥ The sharpest spur to statewide planning came in the early 1960s when the
Southern Regional Educational Board released its statement on regional goals,
Within Our Reach (1961), and its first regional factbook, Statistics: for the
Sixties (1963). The former was an ‘eloquent statement by a prestigious commis-
'sion and addressed the South’s need for hlgher education in terms of what was
clearly possuble The Iatter perhaps more than the former, was influential.in
Georgia because it deplcted in both tabular andygraphic form the state’s low
. rate of parttcnpatlon inweducation beyond the high school. Only South Carolina
(20.1%) had a lower proportion of its college-age populanon (18-21 years)
enrolled in college than Georgia (21 5%). Other statistics in the factbook were
equally unflattering. . ' :

Regents Study of Higher Educatlon -

At its April 1963 meeting the Board of Regents authorized a statewide
study of higher education in Georgia. Dr. S. Walter Martin, vice chancellor of .
‘the University System, was designated director of the study and chapﬁanidff
a nine-member steering committee.” Thomas W. Mahler, associate director of
the Georgia Center for- Contmumg Education, was selected as associate director
of the study. §|x task forces were organized to consider the following.i |ssues ‘and
concerns: (1) the scope and functions of post-high school education; (2) the
|un|or)colleges ‘and arja trade schools; .(3) demographlc forces affectmg the
demand for_higher Jeducation; (4) the planning and coordination of junior
-colleges; (5) estimated costs and finances; and (6) educational programs for
" science, professuons and téchnology.

The task force on educational programs was asked to consnder present
‘and future needs for degree-granting programs, Its original c_har  was then
broadened to include the state’$ resources and needs for institutioRal research
and to maintian close liaison with the task force on scope and functions, judson
C. Ward, . Jr., vice president of Emory University, v{/as appointed chairman,
, Among the initial findings of the task force on educational programs was
the fact that Emory, Georgia Tech, and the University of Georgia would, in -
1963 — for the first time — confer a combined total of 100 Ph.D.’s. The
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Unlverslty of Georgla a late bloomer in graduate education, would confer 20
Ph.D.’s and 14 Ed.D.’s but its cumuIatlve total of conferred doctoraI degrees was
-yet to reach a hundred. -Also among the initial findings was an urgent need for
cooperation among the state s ‘three doctoral- -granting |nst|tut|0ns but a recog-

' nition that cooperation was not highly probabLe

The. Regents Study of Higher Education was aborted in the summer of
1963 when Governor Carl Sanders commlssloned the Governor’s Commission
To Improve Education. When relevant, the work of the Regents. task forces was
absorbed %the larger, more extensive, better-funded study Thomas W. Mahler
-was appointed associate dlrector of the professlonal staff assembled for the
Governor’s'Commission’s purposes and would continue his study of higher edu-
cation, as launched by thé Regents. James L. Miller, Jr., director of research at
SREB, was granted leave to serve as director and Woodiow W. Breland, professor
‘of education at Georgla State, was appointed associate director for elementary
and secondary education. :
Governor s Commlssron To Improve Education . L

The Commission study authorized by Goyernor Sanders was the first,.and
remains. the only,’ cdmprehenswe study of education in Georgia. An excellent*
professional staff was employed and resources were made available for con-
sideration and study of educational .issues at all levels.” The study was fully
supported by a governor who pegged his own’ polrtrcal career to the improve-
ment of educat|on and to the closing of educational gaps that embarrassed the
_state. Sanders himself served as chairman of the G’Wernor s Commlsslon and
obvrously wanted to earn the recognition he was then beginning to receive as
“Georgia Educational Governor.” tlis model in ali thls, obviously, was Governor
Terry Sanford of North Carolina. .
- Many features of the Governor's Commission’s report are politically and
educationally astute. The Commission adopted the goals stated by the SREB

- Commission on Goals and worked within-the context of 10 objectives speci-

fically related to Georgia’s educational needs. Representation on the Commis-
sion was appreciative of, social, economic, and cultural forces at play in Georgia.
On that Commission was a future governor of Georgla and a future president of
the Umted States; a future-lieutenant governor; several h)ghly-wslble opinion ~
leaders; and several’ future. members of the Board of Regents itself. Although
politics and race were often factors the Commlssnon much to its credit, kept its
sights on educatiomal targets. = @

The strongest wording in all_sections of the report deal with planning.
The Commission stated unequlvocably ‘that the ‘““most important single prere-
quisite for educational Mnprovement -in Georgia [was] effective long-range
planning” [p.18]. Such planning should be continuous and could not be the

34
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work of a single commission. - For the Board of ,Regents, the report emphasizes

a "top priority need” for a research and planning unit to-identify and define
'Ion1, -range problems and needs” [p.49]. For the separate units of the Uni-

versity System there was a need for institutional research offices. For the:
University System as a whole there was a need for comprehensuve communlty ,

" junior college(s) . by which local and ¢ommunity .needs should be met.”

*, These colleges * should be established on the basis of astateWnde survey using

the best criteria known .. [and] ona pr|or|ty schedule over a perlod of~years :
[p.52]. :

The Commission noted as one of its most dlfflcult problems the relation-
‘ships between ‘community colleges and vocational-technical schools™ The Gom-
mission recommended continued jurisdiction by the Regents in areas where
there were |un|or colleges and no vocational-technical schools bug ‘memoranda
of agreement with the State Board of Education.in areas where both types of

institutions existed. Noting that junior colleges had already been approved for

"Albany, Brunswick;-Dalton, and Marietta, the Commission recommended join
experimentation with comprehensuve community colleges in areas where neither
vocational-technical norjunior colleges existed. ' (See Figure 4;)

The major emphasis, as would be expected is on elementary and secon- o
-dary education and the adequacy—of their flnancmg The title, Educatlng

Georgia's People: Investmgnt in the Future, is indicative of the emphasis given

education as an investmer§ and the return-on- |nvest'¥nt society and. citizens

can expect. - Such an investment “‘will require full finincial support from both
state apd local sources’ and ‘‘every dollar's worth of wealth in Georgia should
.pay its fair share... " [p.72]. The challenge obviously called for ‘‘leadership of
the highest order’’ and ‘“‘educatignal innovation and experimentation.” FinaIIy-,

if Georgia was serious about attracting space age industry, it must have “‘uni-

versity research, graduate education, and a genetally hlgn‘er level of educational
attainment” [p. 72] .

The -outcomes of the Governors Commission To Improve Education
report were not always immediate but they were appreciable.” - One highly

3Although unofficially connected with the professional staff of the
Governor’s Commission, I completed and submitted three papers begun in the
Regents Study of Higher Education. One, a study of college attendance by
Georgia high school graduates, wgs later published by the State Department of
Education. An analysis of the te’s scientific. and technical manpower was
reduced to one sentence stating that Georgia has 2.2% of the nation’s population
but only 1.0% of its scientific and technical talent: A third paper on the South’s
late arrival in the research revolution because of its lack of support for graduate
education helped sustain the Commission’s linkage of graduate educatlon and
research. .
. o Q
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visible outcome was the' formation of the Georgia Educational Imprayement
Council, an mtergovernmenta] agency consisting of representatives of the State
Board. of Education, the Board of Regents, the General Assembly, and privdte
"enterprise. Thomas W, Mah appointed the first. executive dlrector of this

““agency and continued mar”e cooperative efforts initfated by, or recom-

mended by, the Governor’s Commtssnon When-Governor }lmmy Carter decided -

to abolish this agency.as an executive arm, the General Assembly reconstructed
it as a legislative arm with different functlons and representation.

The urggncy of ‘the Governor’s Con‘1|5510n s work was dramatized onIy
one year later when- the *number of high school graduates in the state |ncreased
by 25 percent and an lncre ng__ toportlon' of them enrolled in_units of the'
University System. The yedr "19,_" y\{d‘ﬂen pointed Out, was ‘the figst year of
the “|mpend|ng tid4l ,wavﬁ dnsc_'__“' by Roland B. Thompson 'of Ohio State in
various nationql Pk‘bllgﬁt i) Ii—,W{' he year i 1(1 which the first of the post WWII X
baby -boomers reached;‘J’B"y'ears“a e:r entry to coIIege was 'shock to many .
lnstltutlons withis ,trfae ngt‘io ;md” Unnversugy System. "% \/

“were less visible.

" Qther’ outcomes the che,g,nor s Commiggion repo
The report. and the.\ rnorsg ofifererice on E’ducatnon called to publicize
. the Commissipn’s fmdln S,. wer ndoubtedly effective in calllng attention to

: educational yeeds and ln cpmrhtttmg more of the state’s resourtes to education.
Perhaps whdt the work of the Ggyernog s Commlssmn ‘demonstrates best is the
need for effé’ctwe gd%sbl‘p nd “ghe fact-of- poI|t|caI -life that politicians will

"-~-Tsupport educatton ﬁfﬂh thé.,s% @tgof edUcatlon is polltlcally advantageous.

,,;f’mi ; “‘“ -

L

Re;,ents Study. of Cqm%unlty}yfﬁofColleges
At Ieast orie recommendaz|0n of the Governor's Commlssmn was |mple-
mented the followmg year (1964) when the Regents directed the Chancellor to
conduct a comprehenswe study ‘of the need for additional junior colleges and to
.recommend their l0cat|on5a "This action was apparently triggered by the ap-
proval- in. March 1964 of Galneswlle ]umor College, which was the fifth junior
college approved by the Regents since 1961. 1n 1963 the Regents had; frequested
a study af the northwestern corner of the state, that study resulting in the
appréval of Dalton ]un,ior*o’Co‘llege and Kennesaw College That study was
' coﬁducted in - respoﬁ’?e fgpetltlons from five different communities in the.
Seventh Congressmnal District for junior colleges and the Regents were ob-
wously, fe.elmg ‘the pressufres of pIannmg by c¢hambers of commerce: The Regents-"‘;
had sought rellef in 1963 by ‘assigning: ‘the problem to. oapf its Regents Study
task forces but had deferred that partlcular task- forcé"s“ W ’r,k because’ of the
Governor's Commission. - & o R ;ﬂh'; e
The Governor’s Commuss:on responded to the partlcular issue, in effect
by saying the plannmg should be done on a systematic, statewide basis and is’

;,;»- u.y* ) R :
; 5 : s
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,f,‘u%igueg}' 'a{,.ﬁunctlon of the Board of Reg nts " Wlth the ball back in

ir: awiﬁt‘:‘_"' o & the‘Régents responded by appol: ing an- elght-member advisory g

commltte wiHich, included Woodrow Breland, Tom Mahler, and jerry MilleF-
from"tﬁ'eaGovernorys Commlsslon s professuonal “staff, - Also included on' the

commlttee was ).W. Fanning and Galen' Drewry from the University of deorgla g
Cameron l‘!cher from Georgia State, ]ohn Fulmer from Georgia Tech, and’

)ack Nix from_the State Department of Educatlon Consultants for the study ‘
were B. Lamar- ]ohnson from UCLA ‘and I~E Ready, head of ‘the Communlty
College Division of the North Carolina Department of Instructldn Staf‘li dir-

. éctors of the study - -were. S Walter Martin,. Vice chancellor and, later acting
chancelltﬂ and Harry S. DoWn coordmator of )unlor collegesr in the Un|vers|ty

System o :
~ The premrses on- whlch the stud was conducted were' (a) equal and‘
more orﬁ-less universal opportunlty for‘ educatlon beyond ‘the hrgh school
(b) acceptance ‘of community - colleges as. comprehenslve postsecondary insti-
tutions; (c)  the essentlalness ‘of .long-range plannlng,.’( ) Georglas need for
its ‘own plan; (e) operatlon of community colleges by the Board of- -Regents .-
L (f) 2 f‘xed role for communiity colleges as community.colleges; (g) the need to
ldentlfy commuriities and to, recommend locations;. (h) considératlon of

3 vocaflonal technical schools and -their role; (i) the avondance of needless dupll-

~ cation; (j).the study to serve as a foundation for future and contlnumg studies;

- (k) smooth articulation between" schools and colleges, including community,

Qllege/senlor colle’ge transfe‘rs ‘and” (1) the expectatlon that communlty colleges

would increase rates of partlclpataon. -

. Among" the gurdelmes established for the study were: (a) a potential

enrdllment of ‘moreé’ th 400 students; (b) an acceptable con®ntration of

v_\populatlon (c) a comn lng radius of 35 miles; and (d) community desire,

- interest, and ability to f‘nance. Locatlons were to be’ asslgned either a Priority

o A: “immediate development . . . seems justlfled ” or a Priority B “poter\tlal&y

. promlslng [but} should contlnue to be studled

) Lagations assigned a. "Priority A were foun .To the Study Committee’s

g satlsfact on community colleges ‘were needed in the Bjbb and Houston counties . <
area, in the downtown -area of AtIanta on the west side of Atlanta, and in the
" Clayton County area. The ‘most confident identification attended Clayton '
“County, the county with the lowest. median age in the 1960 Census and one of -

- the largest public school populations in the state. Georgla State was identified
as the loglcal inst|tut|on to assume community coll;:ge reSponsubllltles int
downtown Atlanta area and Atlanta Junior: College was ‘the Bventual outcome of.
the prlorlty asslgned -western Atlanta.’ .The Blbb/Houston prlonty, however;
was the undorng of the X tudy:’ Committees report. thtlcaln commitnients
appdrently’ had"been made to Bibb, County and ‘the Study Commlttee was asked.

Tto. make- its - recommendatlon specuflc—-JThefStudy Commlttee behevrng the
ot P i . . . o 4 BV
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_poIltlcal commltment premature and thlnklng it had done endugh in specifying

~ Chancellor and the Board of Regents requested that the study be concluded by -
June 30, 1966 — at which time Dr. Martin would- complete his duties as vice °
‘ chancellor and become the president of Valdosta State College.

the area, dld not believe. it .could, in good conscience, recommend only Bibb

~ County. Consequently, the final report was mlmeographed only as a staff o
~ report for internal use by the ‘University System and was never |ssued as

systematlc statewnde study 4 _ l

A Role and Scope Study .

Another recommendatlon of the Governor s.. Commnssnon To lmproVe
Education that was partially. implemented in tlie next year or two was ““a com-
prehensive study’ of the appropriate role of ach_institution within the University

System and the appropriate scope of its activities”’ [p.50]. Such a study was

launched in 1965 shortly following the appolntment of Dr."George L. Simpson, Jr.,

as chancellor. Dr. Walter Martin, vice chancellor of the University System, was
designated study director and the Institute of 'Higl& Education at the University
of Georgia, then in its second’ year of operatlons, rovided the staff work. The

"The Institute staff defined the premises upon wh|ch arole and scope study

'sh_ould be conducted and the data and/or mformatlon thit would, be needed

from the separate institutions. There was agreement that: (a) the demand for

“higher education would increase; (b) the majority of Georgia college students

3

“would continue to enroll in the University System; (c) meetlng the ‘increased

demand’ would require both an expansion of acadéfigic. programs.and adequate

planning -and coordination; an&' (d) all units of tHe University. System must’
;~~.r_ assume a role that would be part of a larger whole,” ~ ~ - '

“H .
: . 0
v ) :

K.

.

w

4 An mterestmg side study made durmg the ‘process ‘was ah;attempt to .-
predlct college attendance from the number of high.school graduates. -This was .

done by developing regression equations across counties (n=169) by ceunty
type (me‘tropolitan, gemi-urban, ahd adjdcent), using projected high'school

graduate ﬁgures as the independent variable, For. example, 123 high school -

: graduates in Clarke County went directly to college in 1960; predicted figures in

~ Another side- ‘study suggested, that the presence 'of a Jumor college would
improve the rate of college attendance in that county by six percentage points —-_
a sngmficant but ummpresslve and probably mrsleadmg figure

1970sand 1975 were 162 and‘ 198 respectlvely — the accuracy of which I have
never bothered to check . , }
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The -major strength of the study may have been its. guidelines under which
_institutional and program development should take plagce. Thpse gurdelines were
“specified at the outset: and included the followhg .

"1. The primary purﬁose of the University System was to provide educational
opportunities to-as many Georgia resndents as possrble without sacrlf'clng
quality _ : .

. b

2. Educational opportunities must be expanded in keeping with the state’s
resourc_es and the institutions’ capabilities. '

. The Ph.D., as the highest academic degree should not be offered m any one -
academic f'eld at more than two USGA institutions.

w

’

" 4. Professional programs such as law, pharmatyy socjal work, medicine, and
dentistry should clearly achjeve excellence befote diverting resources to
new programs. :

. -

5. Atlanta’s concentration of state population required special planning and

coordination for institutions in Atlanta and Athens.
6. New programsshould be approved only on evidence that they would. meet .
- national and regional 'accr.editation.

7 Master s degrees should be authorlzed for reglonal senior colleges only on"
evidence of need and demand.

8. Senior colleges in metr0pol|tan areas had a respons|b|l|ty similar to that
: of ]UnlOI’ colleges elsewhere. *

9 Programs in 1unior colleges were at least trl-fold _preparation for senior
“« college transfer, adult education, and techmcal/termmal training that did
‘}’ not duplicate efforts of vocational- technical schools. :
10 Role and scope should not be determined by potentlal enrollments alone '
- * student retention was equally important,.
Institutional Roles: The specific institutional role that each unit of the Univer-
sity System had — or should have — was defined after a careful review of each
institution’s historical development the.scope of its academlc programs, arid.a '
request from each presldent for h|s perceptions of that institution’s cufrent
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mussuon as an |nst|tut|on of hlgher learnlng _A classification of instltutlonal
roles was then developed in which six functional mstltutlonal roles were speCI-
v fied. These roles were |dent|f'ed as:

1. Unlversnty—LeveI Institutions: ]t was obvious b the Institute staff that
the University ~System already had four m! utions that," if not uni-
versity in name, provided graduate and professional Programs tradition-
ally found in universities. -The University of Georgia, Georgia Tech, and-
the Medical College had well-established missions; Georgia State’s role
was rapidly expanding and served many functlons of a umversuty-level

. institution. (See Flgure 6.) - . : Py

2. Reglonal Senior 'Colleges Three institutions just as obviously served . .
areas Jarger than their immediate communities by providing under-
graduate instruction in arts, sciences, business, and educatlon ‘and by
offering master’s degree in selected fields. Georgia Southern, West
Georgia, and Valdosta State thus had a mission or role not described by
thelr cIassnf'catlon as mere senior colleges.

3. Commumty Senlor Colleges: - Four institutions had begun as junior
colleges but were now in-transition to status as senior colleges. Because
they were expected to serve community needs andgmaintain certain
functions of a two-year college, it made sense to call them community

~ senior colleges. Only Georgia Southwestern had dormitory facilities;
Augusta, Armstrong State, and Columbus were and remain commuting
colleges with obvnous ties to their respective communities.

4. Specnal Senior Colleges Because of their historical development and
their different traditions, Albany State, Fort Valley State, and Savannah-
State — along with North Georgia and the Woman’s College of Georgia — -

. were seen as requiring a classification different from regional and com-

_ munity senior coliegts. The thinking of the Institute staff was that

irrespective of future changes in institutional status, role, or functions,
the traditions of these five colleges would be apparent for the foreseeable
future.

5. Residential ]unlor Colleges: Abraham Baldwin, Middle Georgia, and

' South Georgia were also peculiar, in their historical development but the
presence of dormitories on their campuses gave a better dlstmctlon from
the community Jjunior colleges As residential .colleges they obvuously
-served areas larger than their |mmed|ate communities.

’ " .l'ﬂl W .
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6 Commity ]umor CoIIegeS' At the time of the study Brunswick
College was the only institution in this category open. Albany, Kenne- -
saw, Dalton, and Gainesville junior colleges would open within the next
two years, however, and other sites - ‘had been authorized. The exact
scope of academic programs was yet to be determined but it was ex-
pected that each commauty junior coIIege would offer- coIIege paraIIeI
‘adult education, and seIected occupatlonal coursework - '

Scope of Acadeinic Progra'mS' The most Hisappointing phase of the role and
scope study was the license taken by many institutions in projecting academic:
programs for future development. Student enrollments full-time faculty, and
credit-hours taught had shown a remarkable -unevenness across institutions but
the lnstltutlonal aspirations of many units’ proved to be inordinate. One junior
college prolected by 1975, just ten years later, the offerlng of Ph.D.’s in several
specialized fields. To restoge credibility to the staff report, it was necessary to
‘delete projected programs for which no origins could be found in present pro-
grams and for which radical changes in institutional role would be required.

The Unexpecte Outcomes leen its premlsegr assumptlons and the cooper-
ation of participating _|nst|tut|ons, the role and scope study of the University
System was an intelligent guide to institutional and program development. The
six institutional roles defined in the study, however, were either politically or
‘budgetarily unacceptable and despite sound caution in the study’s conclusions
and recommendatlons, the scope of academic programs under the canopy of
institutional role was undoubtedly seen as- openlng ﬂoodgates of institutional -
aspirations already out of hand. If thereport was ever offlclally received by the
Chancellor, it certalnly was never submitted.to the Regents. Paragraphs and
well chosen phrases have appeared over the't tourse of years in System Summary,
the monthly publication sent to University System- faculty and administrators,
and .occasionally there are aIIusnons to a role and scope study at some_ time in
the past. But no acknowledgement of the role- and scope study has ever been
made officially.

One direct outcome, evidently, was a- Iong-range pIannlng study begun a
few months after the role and scope study was completed. The staff work for
this study was provided by members of the Chancellor’s central staff and the
Institute of Higher Education was involved only in preparing the estimates
and/or projections that were provided for the University of Georgia. Planning "
assumptions were -given-for-the nation-and for the state concerning-economic
and demographic trends and their implicatjons for increased demand for higher |
education. - Responding institutions were expected to specify their own assump-
tions concerning enrollments, entrance requirements, academic programs, .




faculty, facilities, and other mstltutlonal activities. For example an assumption '
made for the University of Georgia was that it would continue to enroll approxu-
mately 25 percent of the equlvalent-full-tlme on-campus enrollment in the
University System... Also assumed, wére’ suth matters as the continued recruit-
ment and retention of well-qualified faculty, the expansnon of research programs,
and ‘‘a major break-through in graduate education.’ -

) Definitions were provided by the Chancellor s staff for data elements that -
‘were to be projected for 197071 and 1975-76 Twelve categories were given

_for projections in educational and general ‘expenditures while nine categories
were given for educational and general income. At some timebetween 1971 and
1975 the total E&G expenditures for ‘the University of Georgia were projected

. to exceed one mllllon -dollars, a. tripling-of its actual expenditures in 1965-66.
As another matter of interest, the UGA faculty was expecte‘d to reach 1500 in
the academlc year of 1970-71 a f'gure that was attalned at least two years -
earlier. : : '

. The usefulness of such plan ning pro;ectlons by other umts of the University
System have never been made public. Experience with the role and scope study
suggests, however,®that institutional aspirations would again be in evidence and

~ would produce considerable distortion in data aggregated across institutions for-
systemwide implications. For the University System, nonetheless, the planning
projections were put to effective use in 1967 by Chancellor George Simpson in
his budgetary requests for the 1967-69 .Biennium. In a public’ statement
entitled, “A Dam Has Broken,” Chancellor Simpson made a persuasive appeal
for funds that would permit the Umversrty System to meet its obviously in-

: creasmg obllgatlons - - -
Planning In Eclipse ' :

With the conclusion of the 1966 long-range planmng study, planning in
Georgia“ was again at a standstill. In 1970 following the election of Jimmy
Carter as governor — but prior to his taking office the following January — the
Regents approved six additional sites-for junior colleges. Some sites, such as the
Bainbridge and Rome areas, had been favorably considered in the Regents
Study on Community Junior Colleges but others, Swainesboro and Waycross,
had not been seen as meeting the criteria specified in the Regents Study. Two of
the approved sites failed in their efforts to vote the bonds.necessary for a junior
college, Spalding County and Dublin. The former’s wisdom was validated later
when the Board of Regents took over Gordon Military in Barnesville and con- . |
verted it into Gordon Junior College. -
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The decisions m¥olved in the establlshment of addltlonal junior colleges
were not based on planmng principles that were explicit. Neither were several
t , other critical policy decislons made during the 1970s that had profound system-
wide implications. Each of the pollcy decisions, however did have the sanction
of some designated systemwide commltt_ee explicitly charged with responsibility
to consider a particular issue and to make recommendations to the Chancellor.
" Such policy decisions that are readily identified are: (a) the provision of dével-
opmental studies in each of the units of the Umversrty System; (b) the require-
ment -that graduating sophomores .or rising juniors take a systemwide test of
reading’and writing; (c) the adoption of a core curriculum for the first two years
of undergraduate coursework; and (d) the mandating of some kind of senior
exit examination that would attest to the quality of academic programs.- °
Each of the above decisions was systemwide in a sense that each addressed
interinstitutional relations and the necessity of better. coordination of insti-
tutional efforts. The adoption of a core curriculum was an administrative
necessity because of institutional and curricular independence that was contrary
to the educational interests and needs of students. The intent of the core
curriculum was to facilitate the transfer of students with minimal loss of aca- -
demic credit. Whether it has worked that way or not is matter for systepwrde
study.
Much the same can be said for the other three pOlICY decisions.. Programs
of assistance to students deficient in basic skills were needed to assure that
institutions did not admit academically inadequate students without making a
concerted effort to improve their academic competence. The Regents Test in
reading and- writing was a systemwide: requirement-that-helped “‘certify'-basic——-
skills in.literacy for students transferring to upper division at other institutions.
The requirement of a senior exit examination was a specific effort to re the
possibility of University System graduates who were academically incompetent.
Each of these systemwide programs is now in need of systemwide evaluation.
Having made the decision to establish such programs, the Regents have not
always taken steps to see that they work well.

1
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: “The Reviv'd.l of Statevﬁde Planning

Although the 197& were not characterlzed by plannlng, either statewide
or systemwide, the. need for plannlng was abuntantly clear and the national
impetus for such planning game as early as 1972. The financial crisis identified
with the early 1970s and projected declines in college enrollmqnts identified
with the eventual passage of baby-boomers from college ca s were reasons
enough to encourage planning: The federal government took the lead in many
funded programs that either sponsored planning, managemeat, agd evaluation
activities or had a planning, management, and evaluation comppnent built into
federally funded projects.  The Educational Amendments Act of 1972 gave a
particular endorsement to statewide plannmg in |ts Section 1202 provisions for .
statewide planning . commissions. _ Because of some confusion, concerning
“planning” as opposed to “planning and. coordination,” Section 1202 was not
funded as quickly as other sections of the 1972 act, but with eventual funding
1202 commissions’’ were established in most states. '

v For reasons both politically and educationally unwnse the dec;snon was
made not to designate the Board of Regents as the 1202 commission in Georgia.
Since Section 1202 provided for respresentation by four different sectors of.
postsecondary education — public higher education, private higher education,
vocational-technical educatiJn, and proprietary education — there* may have
been a natural reluctance on the part 'of the Board of Regents either to seek
or.to accept designation as Georgia’s 1202 commission. For the same reason
there should have been hesitation in designating the State ﬁoard of Fducation —
and_thus, the decision, evidently, to establish_a warate public commissnon to -
. meet 1202 provisions.

Georgia’s first 1202 commission was appointed by Governor ]immy Carter
and served without dramatic or highly vnsuble results until its executlve director-
took a job elsewhere and the commission more or less withered. In retrospect,
it is difficult to see how the commission survived as long as it did. Planning was
not a concept easily embraced by many public officials and it was a term viewed
with no little susplqlon by many academic leaders. Cynics could point to what
they believe excessive centralization of decision-making authority and wonder
aloud if planning would not.merely tighten federal grips on educational throats.

N

Governor's Committee on Postsecondary Education

In 1978 Governor George Busbee established a new 1202 commission with
different and more specific responsibilities. To avoid confusion with the pre-
vious commission, he identified Georgia’s 1202 agency as the Governor’s Com-
mittee on Postsecondary Education and appointed David H. Gambrell, former
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u.S. Senator as chairman. Other appomtments to the Commlttee were repre-
- sentative of the universities, semor colleges, and junior colleges in publlc higher
educatlon universities and senior. colleges: in private hlgher educatlon public
" education at the elementary and secondary levels; the state’s vocational-technical
schools; proprietary education; and the state’s busmess/mdustnallfnancnal
‘interests. - David M. Morgan, a doctoral graduate in higher education from
Indiana, was appounted staff director. The staff consisted of two professional
planners, two secretanes, one or more interns, and two consultants as needed for
special projects. ' : Lo ' - - C
Governor Busbee defined the work of the Committee as that of a problem-
defining commission. He asked the group to ‘““determine what the problems are,
where our greatest needs lie, and what should be our priorities.”” The Com- -
mittee’s response was evident, one year later, in its report submitted to the
governor. Entitled Postsecondary fssues: * Action Agenda for the Eighties,
the report defined 10 major issues’ confrontmg postsecondary education in
Georgia and suggested an agenda of 10 statewnde actions to be taken in resolving
the defned issues. The issues themselves were stated in terms of statewide needs
.lgctors and levels of postsecandary education:

-

1. All sectors of postsé‘condary education should be recognized; recognition
could be gained through appreciation and promotion of-the state’s
diverse educational opportunities,

2. A comprehensive statement of postsecondary goals was needed; goals
and objectives could—be defined by appointing-a comm’?ee to do so. -

3. Improved communications and cooperation among institutions, associ-
ations, and state agencies were needed; a state-level forum for such
purposes should be created.

4. Issues should be identified before they become crises; an on-going
process for identifying and analyzing issues should be established. -

5. Public resources should be used more effectively and efficiently; this
could ‘be accomplished by better methods of assessing and reporting

progress.

6. The funding of education must be adequate; a more careful review of
economic trends should be helpful.

7. Budgeting must be improved and made more effective; funding policies
_ and processes should be reviewed.
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8 Too many postsecondary students are deficient in bagc Skl“S‘ the role
and responsibilities of postsecondary institutions in providing basic
- skills instruction should be reviewed. o o

9. Postsecondary education is too often irrelevant for later careers and life
: options; better balance in edutatioqal programs should be Encouraged.

%
« . ) -r,.

10. A state-level agency is needed to promote cooperation; ‘an advisory
commission for postsecondary educatlon could- be such an agency.

The issues defined by the Governor’s Committee surprised .no one and
shocked very few. The postsecondary issues then extant in Georgia were differ-
ent only in degree of intensity from issues in other states of the southern region,
but both committee and staff had gone to commendable effort to document,
as well asto define, the issues and the report was favorably received.

The least promising recommendations of the Committee are to be found
in the cooperation of the four sectors of postsecondary education and in its
recommendation of an advispry commission. " Differences in governancé and.
flnahce continue as barriers to communication and cooperation- between public/
prlvate, higher/vocational-technical, nonprofit/proprietary institutions — and
constitutional status for the two major governing boards makes any advnsory
commission most inept. The Governor’s Committee was effective, nonetheless,
in giving representation to the diverse forms of postsecondary education and in
identifying problems and issues that cut across many areas and levels of'education.

———— [ — =
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The Second Governor’s Committee o _ $

The need for a comprehensive statement of state-level goals and objectives
was the issue delegated to the Governor’s Committee on P'ostSecondary' Edu-
cation appointed in 1979. Governor Busbee appointed himself chairman of the
Second Governor’s Committee and sought essentially the same representation of
sectors and interests in the appointment of other members. judith Prince from
Wesleyan College and Cameron Fincher from the University of Georgia were
the only members of the previous committee reappointed. The committee
staff remained intact. . : : . ‘

The statement of goals and objectives submitted the following year to the
‘governor was indeed comprehensive. But like the issues defined earlier, the
goals and objectives defled contained no surprises. Eight over-riding goals
were defined and grouped under the rubrics of individual development, diversity
‘and accessibility, ‘institutional responsiveness and excellence, effectiveness and
efficiency in the use of public resources, and public awareness. Subsumed under
the etight state-level goals were a varying number of objectives designed to tie
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the goals more tightly to specific pohcres actions, and results. Had the Com-
“mittee stopped at this point, it would have accomplished a great deal and vir-
tually all that could be expected The decision was made, however, to attach a

. list of |nd|cators to each of the objectlves mﬁan effort t6 seek even further’
specifi crty Jor concreteness. -

Efforts to identify indicators proceeded with the best of intentions. Five .
task forces, consisting of representati from busingss, government and edu-
cation, were appointed and concerted eXforts wer: made to “solicit” ‘from the
many socre‘tal agencies, through thelr re tatives, indicators that would
give concrete evidence that a given ob|ect|ve had been attained. To assist in
this process, the Governor’'s Committee had the assistance of such agencies as
the College Board, the American College Testing Program (ACT), the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS), and the Southern Regional Edu-
cation Board (SREB). . -

‘The outcome of the task force effort was a list of 208 indicators, a list
that was pruned — with much discussion — by the Governor’'s Committee to
116 indicators. At this point, the Committee resorted to survey techniques and
sent the much-reduced list to 307 individuals believed to be knowledgeable of
and interested in, education beyond the high school. The Committee erred in
its supposition; the return rate of 29 percent implied that only 90 individuals
were knowledgeable enough or interested enough to complete and return thé
survey form. Informal feedback through . unofficial channels suggested that
many academic leaders percenved the indicators as evaluation nooses by which
they might later be hung.

T TA more ‘accurate “assessment of the indicators is that—they~were-a—tree—
branch that broke under its own weight. The list was entirely too lengthy and
the possibility of further reduction was limited because the indicators did not
have educational relevance, political wisdom, and popular appeal — or sufficient
combinatios thereof! The Committee’s ambitions had simply exceeded its
grasp and the lesson must surely be that business, civic, and professional groups
cannot define for educators what educators cannot define for themselves.

. . 1 ]
Assessing Progress: Upon reappointment in 1980, the Second Governor’s
Committee began a series of studies t0 assess the progress that was being made
toward state-level goals and ob|ectnves in postsecondary education. It is well
to remember that neither the Governor nor the Committee had set goals and
objectives for institutions, programs, or postsecondary personnel. The Committee
had merely defined in one document the stated or implied goals postsecondary
education already had. The Committee’s work then became one of assessing
the progress postsecondary institutions and programs were making toward those
goals. Unfortunately, this careful logic did not prevent the Committee from
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being cast in something c}f a busybody’s role. Many institutional leaders could .
not resist the notion that they and their faculties were being evaluated. .

Despite its handicaps, the Governor’s Committee rendered good service in
its third year as a 1202 commission. The assessment of progress proceeded in
various ways. :Six doctoral $tudents in higher education at the University of -
Georgia contributed doctoral dissertations tor the Committee’s work; these
dissertations were statewide surveys of interinstitutional cooperation, com-
munity services, honors programs for superior students, advanced placement
and course exemption policies, student retention, and the reactions of corporate
recruiters to college graduates from Georgia institutions. A seventh survey, not
developed as a doctoral dlssertatlon was also contrlbuted and dealt wnth student

rvices.

In 1981 the Governor’s Committee submitted |ts third report and, perhaps

- for the first time, conveyed the remarkable diversity of postsecondary edu-
cation. An .institutional inventory disclosed at least 308 institutions providing
some form of"educatibn_ beyond the high school and worthy of the name post- -
secondary education. Within the state were: 34 public colleges or universities;
40 private colleges or universities; 30 public vocational-technical schools 10
private certificate or diploma schools; and 206 proprletary schools, “ten of
which were degree-granting. :

Progress ,could be clearly seen in the diversity of 0pportun|t|es but publlc
awareness of postsecondary opportunities was a{ﬁber matter.. The Committee

“recommended a directory, inclusive of all postsecondary programs, and later
published such a directory in tabloid form under the title of The Bridge. The
publication of this directory continued in 1983 when a third edltlon was re-
leased by Governor Joe Frank Harris. ‘

The Commlttee concluded from its various. studies that the future of
private education in Georgia was relatively secure and recommended that state
assistance to students in private colleges remain at its relative level to per-student
allocations in public institutions. ' Postsecondary jnstituti‘onsv evidently were
meeting the career needs of students but there were reservations about their
responsiveness to changing demands. Academic, career, and personal counseling
services were not readily available to many students and institutions were lax in
meeting the demand for non-credit, part-time, special/remedial, non-traditional
forms of instruction and training. = Student financial aid was still inadequate,
with too large a portion of it being federal funds only. .

Among the Committee’s recommendatigns. was the tactically unwise

" ‘proposal” that “students attendlng nationally accredited proprietary schools

should be eligible for state aid in the form of student incentive grants. The
Committee gave further definition to the 1979 recommendation of an advisery
commission. In 1981 the Committee belleved that the General Assembly should
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glve statutory authority to a postsecorfdary educatlon comm:ssuon that would
continue. the study and reporting of &umonal progress. A factor no doubt
. affecting this recommendation was the electiori of a new national administration
that would not continue to support 1202 commissions.

-Maintaining Progress: Continuing its work Without federal fﬁnds, the Governor’s
Committee on Postsecondary Education in December 1982 issued a report
summarizing its work for the previous four years and recommending priorities in
postsecondary education for the future. Although the Governor’s Committee

" was officially continued by Governor Harris dntil July 1983, the Committee did .

not meet .again and its fourth major report is, for ali practical reason, its fi'?l
report. The committee staff continued as an office under the new administratfon
but consisted in 1984 of only the director and a senior planner.

Addressing again the issue of stude#t financial aid, the Committee recom-
mended the conversion of the state’s Tuition Equalization Grant program to
a needs-based program. Restated were its earlier recommendations of funding
relative to University System per-student allocations and the inclusion of
appropriately accredited proprietary schools. ~Added was a recommended '
proviso that financial aid should go only to students ‘‘able to benefit frgm
postsecondary education’’ [p.14]. . . '

Anticipating the work of several national commissions, the Committee
recommended that postsecondary institutions ‘‘clearly define their expectations
of high*school prerequisites . . . and assist high schools in meeting those expec-
tations"'[p.IS] . Also recommended were more definite admission requirements
for colleges. These requirements should be consistent with student abilities, a3
measured by standardized ability and achievement tests and previous academic
performance. With respect to instruction in basic skills, the Committee recom-
mended that no degree, certificate, or diploma credit be given for such instruc-
tion and called upon colleges for “pokdy plans” that would eventually phase out
all.developmental studies programs [p.15]. ‘

The Committee’s most surprising recommendations dealt with two pockets
of institutional isolation for which te§# junior colleges were recommended. One
area was northwest of Augusta and the other was southwest of Savannah. This
recommendation was based on a premise that at least 95 percent of the state’s
residents should be within commuting distance of a college and it was the flrst
recommendation for additional junior colleges since 1970. Adding fuel fo
University System_fires, the Committee _then recommended the elevation of
either Brunswick, South Georgia, or Waycross Junior College to senior colege
status, following study of each’s merits.

Acting as if it were particularly intent on allenatrmg itself from the Board
of Regents, the Governors Committee contmued by’ recommendmg tlghter
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"»~ andards for the approval of new programs morei clearly differentiated roles or

i mlssmns for junior and senior colleges; the strengthening of policies for produc-

‘ *iﬁvriy, and the preparation of "plangthat proje¢t institutional program and
_ faculty development in light of state needs and goals. .. " [p.24].

Future concerns for postsecondary education{in Georgia included: (a) the

coordination ‘of secondary and postsecondary” efforts in the development of

*  Georgia residents; (c) the adequacy of student finarjcial aid; (d) the improvement

basic skills;- (b) the fow rate of participation in|postsecondary education by

; ' of fundlhg and budgetmg,§) the governance of v cational-technical education;

e gy and (f) clearer definitions OF institutional roles.
: 19827 report again states the nced for an advisory comm\ssuon on postsecondary

m | T_he Renewalvof Systemwide Planning

< o . ‘e
FOREDEr S .
L :

. In"}anua'ry 1981 the Board of Regents, the General Assembly, and the

Governor created, by joipt agreement, a Study- Committee on Public Higher
' Educatio Finance. n Aupgust of the same year the Board of Regents initiated
“a comp ensnve statewnde needs assessmept designed to provide a foundation
for chartu«ng the course for public higher educatlon in the state” [p.1]. For
those wha prefer their history in neat and rorderly cycles planning for a state-
wide sycuﬁof public higher education had come fuII-cycIe in a half-century to
the survey commﬁtees headed by Works and Strayer. ‘The University System of

Georgia was once again to be considered as a statewrde\system of public hrgher'

education; the organization and function of its separate |nst|tuttons were to be
reviewed; methods of funding and financing were to be proposedfand continued
growth and developr&ent were to be based on systematic mqurry and analysis.
Study C(gmlttee on Finance - =~ - ¥ ‘ :
Appointments to the Study Commrttee ‘on Public Higher Education
"Finance were representative of the three sponsoring agencies, private higher
S education, and. the state’s business and professional interests. Staff work for
the Committee yas provided by an independent, out-of-state consulting agency.
The Study Committee adopted as guiding principles to its work: (a) the need to
continue improvement of the quality of the University System; (b) the need for
&5 more efficient management and (c) the néed for a funding system that would
) provnde incentives for quality improvement and efficient management. A more

basic ‘E‘t’emlse on which the Study Committee began its work- was the inadequacy-

of the funding formula that originated with the 1963 Governor s Commnssnon To
Improve Education. : '

The study fndlngs and ‘recommendations of the Study Committee were
presented in September 1982 by- Governor bee to “All Georglans Interested

he concluding section of the -
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in Higher Educ'ation " The major recommendat|ons made by the Committee
.called for a more equltable sharing - of educat|onaI costs and specufled that

student tu|t|on ‘should..account for 25 percent of total revenue for general
operatlons in" the ‘resident | mstructlon ‘budget. To attaln this proportlonate

sharing of" costs, tuition shoyld be |héreased .1; percent annMy until the

25 percent objective was reached. .
To foster “efficient marragement of - |nst|tut|onaI resources tI;\e Study

Committee recommended that |nst|tut|ons be permltted to carry forward -
unexpended funds for one year and use such funds for non- recurrlngltems such
as equipment 3nd I|brary materlals Also recommended for the purpose of-'
_efficient management was. the retentlon of 85 percent of |nd|rect cost recoverles,

on sponsored research and other. programs
.« - The fund|ng formula recommended by ‘the Study Commlttee speclfled

_major categories for: (a)’ instruction and research, (b) public service, (c) academic

~support, (d) student services and institutional support, and (€) plant operation
and maintenance. For instruction and research, the Committee.recommended =
funding by lower division, upper d|V|s|on and gratiuate levels and by five mstrut:-'

tional.or programs’ areas, correspondlng rougth to behavioral and soclal sci nces,

mental education; and medicine, dentistry, and veterinary medicine.

. Other detalls of the formula speclfy academic support’at 17.7 percent of -
the funding base established for instruction, research, and public service; student

sefvices - -and institutional support at 23.1 percent of ‘that fundlng base; and a
special provusuon for quallty |mprovement .at one percent "8f the total budget
Such a funding system should maintain Georgla s rank among the ‘upper fourth

- of southern states and/focus attention of strategies for-quality lmprovement "No
provisions aré made in the formula for protecting institutions frony decI|n|ng

'professlonal and applied fields; arts, sciences, and forelgn Ianguages, develop-

enroliments and where enrollments do decllne the Regents are. encouraged to,

examine carefuIIy the continued need for those |nst|tut|ons '
The recor'nmendatlons of the Study Commlttee on Publlc H|gher ‘Edu-
cation Finance thus ha$ many promlslng ‘implications for the |mprovement of

~education. The quality |mprovement provision would create funds for faculty

recruitment and retention, professlonal development programs for faculty, the

- -‘deyelopment of special programs, and the purchase of special classroom and
laboratory equipmeht. \Unfortunately, the General Assemny of Georgla did not .

act on the Study Committee’s report in 1983 and.they may not in 1984 On!y
the increase |n studen,t tu1t|on has been lmpIemented oo

v

The Regents Needs Assessment Study

The Board of Regents report, The Eighties and Beyond A Cdmmltment to

Y

Excellcnce is the most reIevant statement of hlgher educat|0n in Georgla since-

.

Y . v : . f,
- , . .

3

of



. N 36- e

C
[

the report of the 1963 Governor’s Commission To Improye Education.. The

. statewide neéds assessment was conducted wlg}thnn the span of one year and is

" rightly expected to provide a basis for planning and development within the
Univérsity System. The objectives of the Regents' Study were: (1) to analyze
current programs of instruction, research, and service —.3nd to identify .addi-

~_tional services that should be provided; (2) to determine if the present complex

- of 4nstntutron€ is suffnclent for meeting identified. needs; and (3) to pro|ect
changes that will be necessary in the foreseeable future. (See Figure'7.)

- Notrng that the success of the Unryerslty Sys}em was }udged in the 1960s"
and 1970s in terms of growth the Needs Assessment report declares the
lmprovement of educational quality to be the measure of success in the 1980s. -
The first recommendatron in the report calls for establishment by the Governor,

" General Assembly, and Board of Regents of qual|ty |mprovement as the top

~. priority for public hlgher education. The report endorses the Study Committee

on Finance’s report as “one of the most slgmficant documents in the h|story of ~

j the University System”’ and recommends its full implementation [p. 19]. ‘The
|ntroduc'tron to the report refers to the Study Commrttee on, anance s report
.asa srgnlflcant companion document,
“Having declared for quality |mprovement as its top prrorrty, the Coor-
dlnatrng Committee for the study recommends: (a) closer ‘cooperation between
the Regents and the State Board of Education; (b) creative partnerships with
community, business, and industrial leaders; (c) a system of program evaluation
with both .internal and external efforts; (d) a long-range goal of eliminating,
developmental studies; (d) the reinstitution” of - specific academic require-
“ments for admission to units of the University Sysfem and (e) a systemwrde
program of faculty development. .

+ Concerning the structure or institutional composltnon of the University
System, the Coordinating Committee recommends that no changes he made in
.present institutional structure or status. _Existing |nst|tutrons should be care-
fully monitored, however, to determine if declrnrng enrollments imply closing
‘or consolidation. In the meantime, better use should be made of cooperative
residential doctoral programs, télecommunications, and satellite research centers
to deliver needed services. The Board of Regents should continue to study its
institutions in Albany and Savannah to determine if their pfesént_ structure
serves the needs of their respective areas and the state as a whole.

A major strength of the Unnverslty System is.identified as its governing
structure'and the leadershlp it can provide. The Regents, therefore, should set
priorities - for institutional and program development and make those prlorltles
known. They should take a more direct hand in the definition of institutional
missions. and ensure that institutional missions support the University System as

- a whole The ggard should contrnue to delegate to, rnstrtutlons the autonomy
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they require for diversity and academic excellenee but it should-readdress the

problem of 'institutional service areas and reflne its gmdellnes so as’ not to

encourage unhealthy compet|t|ton._ _

Other recommendations to the Board of Regents |nclude (a) strengthenjng
the :periodic review pf institutional productIV|ty and management (b) desig-
nating Ceftain institutions as centers of instruction; (c) study,lng institutional and .
program dupllcatlon with an eye to consolldat#n and- (d) measgrmg institu-
tional productivityin terms of academlc excellerfce, as well as the usual quanti-
tative indices. In accompltshlng these recommendations the Board should also

‘strive for better communications with both the citizens of Georgla and their

<

. the state as a whole" [p 45]. o —

_elected representatives in the General Assembly.

, Recommendations concérning institutional and/or .program matters are
directed to: {1) the liberal and fine arts — as the core of instruction in each of
the units; (2) agrlculture — as a highly specialized and scuentlflcally oriented
|ndustry,(3) buslness, |ndustry, and technalogy — as significant partners in the
creation of economic wealth and well-being; (4) the medical and heaith pro-
fessions — as-a cluster- ‘of partlcularly important, service occupations;

. (5) teacher education — as a profess|on requiring close study; (6) research —

as a functlon requiring contmunng overall comm|tment as an essential part of the
Uruverstty System’s mission; (7) public service and corftinuing education — as .

. functions and responslbllltles with increasing importance; and (8) public and

socnal services — as areas of community need that are sub]ect tochange.

‘The Regents Needs Assessment Report closes with a cogent statement
of the University System’s role and functions as ! a cohesive and coordinated
response to. the public higher education needs of the state” and a nod in the
direction of ity next fifty years of service. Reaffirmed is its commitment to -

the “basic operating principle articulated by the first Board in 1932 — the

responsibility to determine what will best serve the’ educatlonal |nterests of

'
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INSTITUTIONAL COMPOSITION OF UNIVERSITY SYSTEM IN 1943
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- Figure 3.

| INéTITUTIONAL COMPOéITION OF UNIVERSITY SYSTEM IN 1950
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Figure 4.

INSTITUTIONAL COMPOSITION OF. UNIVERSITY SYSTEM IN 1963’
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Figure 5.

THE JUNIOR COLLEGE MOVEMENT IN GEORGIA
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Figure 6.

. GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION .
UNIVERSITY SYSTEM INSTITUTIONS BY TYPE
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1 Includes those Junior Colleges scheduled for completion by 1967,

»

4

- 61




| Figure 7. . ; .

THE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM IN 1984
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