ED 246 829

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION
PUB DATE

NOTE

. AVAILABLE FROM
PUB TYPE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME
HE 017 577

Barak, Robert J.

Program Review in Higher Education: Within and
Without. AN NCHEMS Executive Overview.

National Center for Higher Education Management

Systems, Boulder, Colo.

82

137p. _

National Center for Higher Education Management
Systems, P.0O. Drawer P, Boulder, CO 80302
($10.00). ’ _

Books (010) -- Reports - Descriptive

(141)

MF01/PC06 Plus Postage.

*College Programs; Evaluation Criteria; *Government
School Relationship; National Surveys; Postsecondary
Education; Program Development; *Program Evaluation;
*Program Validation; *Self Evaluation (Groups);
*State Government; State Universities; Two Year
Colleges

.Broome Community College NY; California Community

Colleges; University of Iowa

Academic program approval and review in postsecondary

institutions - and in state systems are discussed, based on a 1979
survey of postsecondary institutions. Based on responses from 68

percent of 1,082 institutions,

it was found ‘that formal

program—approval procedures are increasingly utilized (in their order
of frequency) in independent four-year liberal-arts colleges, private
junior colleges, and proprietary schools. Only a few institutions

(mostly small private colleges),

have no procedures. Information is

provided on major purposes in. conducting internal review of proposed

new programs,

program approval,

criteria for program approval,

persons involved in new
and the academic program development procedure.

Additional considerations-include: practices and outcomes of system-

and state-level approval,
reasons for system— and state-level program reviews,

changes in piogram—rev1ew activities, ]
basic principles

of good program review and the steps for 1mplement1ng them, and

controversial issues surrounding program review.

Appended are brief

descriptive summaries of program approval 'in Virginia, Rhode Island,
and Washington, and summaries of internal review at the University of
Iowa, California Community- Colleges, and Broome Community College

(New York).

(sw)

*******************i***************************************************

*

* Reproductions supplied -by EDRS are the best that can be made *

from the original document. *

***********************************************************************




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

EC246829

377

HE 017

- ." An NCHEMS Executive Overview

Program Review |
In Higher Education: L
- Within and Without |

Raobert J. Barak

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

EDULATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
/ “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS

CENTER (ERICI
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

This document has been reproduced as
received from the person or organization . 1982
originating 1. B

. i Minor changes have been made to improve

reproduction quality. NCHEMS

® Points of view or opinions stated in this docu-
ment do not necessarily represent official NIE
position or policy.

TO THE EDUCATIONAL:RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)." : .+

National Center for Higher Education Management Systems
P.O. Drawer P : L Boulder, Colorado 80302 -
An Affirmative Ac.ion/Equal Opportunity Employer

2




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

About' the Author

Robert J. Barak—Since 1973,
responsible  for  academic
affairs and rescarch, lowa
State Board of Regents. . .
1976, Ph.D., State University
"of New York at Buffalo. ..
1971, Dircctor, Regional
: Study Project, Kansas City
Regional Council for Higher Education. . .Chairman, Informa-
tion Advisory Committee, State Higher Education Exccutive
Officers. . .member of several advisory groups to the National
Cenrer for Education Statistics. ..Chairman, First National [n- -
Service Training Seminar for State-Level Academic Affairs
Officers. . .consultant to a number of colleges and universities
and state-level agencies on academic program review . . .author or
coauthor of 10 books and more than a dozen articles, including A
Survey of State-Level Higher Education Management Information
Svstems and State Level Academic Review for Higher Education (with

R.O. Berdahl).




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be repro-

duced or transmitted in any form or by any means, clectronic

or mechanical, including photocopy, recording, or any infor-
mation storage and retrieval system, without permission in
writing from the publisher.

Copyright ©1982 by National ¢enter for Higher Education

Management Systems, Inc. ,
i

‘Publishcd in 1982 in the .United ‘States of Amecrica by the

National Center for Higher Education Management Systems,

Inc., Beulder, Colorado 80302

Printed in the United States.of America. This publication was
not printed at the expense of ¢he federal government.

" Designed by Grant Duncan, .

Graphic Directions, Boulder, Colorado

v




Contents

Page
Acknowledgments .. ... ool e 1
Introduction........... e 3
.~ Chapter 1 .
Approving Programs Internally .. .. .. : 7

An examination of survey results
reveals changing patterns in the
underlying purposes, participants,
and procedures for approving new
programs.

Chapter 2 )
Approving Programs at System and -

StateLevels ............ ... .. _ 25

What happens to program proposals
~once they get past the institutions?
Respondents comment on system-
and state-level approval, including
practices and outcomes.

v

-
1}

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



_CONTENTS

Ehapter 3
Reviewing Programs Internally ...,
Dramatic increases it program-
review activiry are changing the
essential ingredients of the reviews.
A look is taken at what these
changes may mean in terms of
selecting programs for review, and
possible results,

Chapter 4
Reviewing Programs at System and
State Levels ..o .. ...
System- and state-level reviewers
comment on the basic reasons for
review, means for enhancing current
procedures, and ways to present the
evidence more fairly.,

Chapter 5
Program Review Systems:
Making Them Work ..o
Basic principles of good review and
the key steps for implementing them.

Chapter 6
Issues and Observations ............

Controversial issues surrounding
program review include: unnecessary
duplication of evaluation efforts, .
state/institution friction, ways to
involve the private/independent
sector, and the “cost-saving”
question. ' . .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

33

49

65

83




Q

CONTENTS
Appendixes
Appendix I: Terms and Definitions ..
Appendix 1: Examples of State-Level
- Program Approval ..
Appendix TH: Tnternal Review
Examples........0. ..

“vii -

7

93
u7

101

b




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Acknowledgments

Inspir_ntiun for this volume grew out of a mutual concern on
the part of the author and the staff at the National Center for
Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) to identify

key trends in academic program evaluation. Generous coopera-

tion came from many quarters, including staff from the Western
[nterstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE), who
carcfully surveyed the evaluating procedures of colleges and
uftiversities in the WICHE states; Jane Ryland, formerly of the
State Higher Education Executive Officers/National Center for
Education Statistics (SHEEO/NCES) Communication Project,
who surveyed the efforts of the state systems and agencies; and
NCHEMS, which provided valuable financial assistance. .
As with any cffort of this magnitude, countless others joined
in the project. Too numerous to mention specifically, they can
be commended as a group wholcheartedly. The faculty, staf?,

~and administrators who completed survey questions and who

opened their offices for professional visits during the course of

this study deserve special recognition for their willingness to.
sharce materials, ideas, and concerns. In addition, appreciation -

goes to those scholars who thoughtfully reviewed an carlicer
draft of this report and freely provided suggestions and idcas for

" improvement. In this regard, a special thanks is extended to .

8'9




_ ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Richiard Allen, Richard Millavd, Fred Harcleroad, Dennis Jones,
Richard Wilson, Mary Louise Peterson, R Wayne Richey,
Robert Arns, Robert Berdahl and Robert Conrow. I the docu-
ment does not reflect these importint contributions, the author

aceepts sole responsibility,

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Introduction

his volume represents the first comprehensive effort to

survey academic ‘program approval and review in higher
education, Although the evaluation processes themselves are
hardly new, perhaps never before have they held such far-
reaching consequences. Inincreasing numbers, legislators,
administrators, and even faculty themselves are calling for ways
of measuring educational effectiveness.

Historically, student protests of the late sixties, combined
with an inflating cconomy, helped pave an irreversible path to
the country's more recent taxpayer revolts. Throughout the
seventies, pleas for performance audits and other educational
control measures could be heard in both state and federal -
legislatures. And on campus, where carlier attempts had tried
to expand and decentralize administrative procedures, dcuns
and budget officcrs'.mud an abrupt and dramatic about-face o
they sought ways to balance their books and instill u)nﬁdcmc
in a system that clearly needed bolstering. Today, long after
student-activist energies have dissipated, demands for account-
ability in higher education continue.

Al;lmug,h it is now clear that program approval and review
are h'lrdly panaceas for all the ills facing colleges and universi-
ties, they have most assuredly proved themselves as useful tools.

«
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Presented here isa picture of the impact and resules of academic
program evaluation on the individuals most affected namely,
students, fuculty, administrators, trustees, and state-devel seaff
who are directly involved in evaluation of academic/occupa-
tonal programs.

The underlying framework for this study relies on a survey
taken in 1979 that involved approximately one-thivd of the
country's postsecondary institutions, A total of 1,082 institu-
tions were approached, of which 68 percent responded, In-
cluded amony them were public and independent instigutions
with two-year, four-year, and graduate-devel programs, In addi-

\ tion, visits were made to 53 institutions in 1977 and 1980, based
on their types of evaluation programs (including both “model”
and “typical™ cases) as well as their availability for scheduling,
Some site visits consisted of little more than evaluation'of a

. single aspect or procedure, whereas others consisted of in-depth
interviews with students, faculey, administrators, state-agency -
staff, board members, legislators, and others.

As might be expected, many of those interviewed tended to
view program evaluation from the perspective of how it affected
them personally and professionally. For some, program cvalua-
tion was seen as a process desighed exclusively for program
improvement; for others, it provided a means for setting institu-
tional priorities and resource allocations; and for still others, it
was simply another cuphemism for program curtailment or
climination. Yet time and again, our {indings revealed that the
picture is far from being cither all black or all white. Not
everyone fits into the polarized camps. In fact, the majority
probably hold mixed views, feelings, and reactions, ,

Regardless of the views we may hold, present demands for
accountability will doubtlessly lend an added importance to pro-
gram cvaluation throughout the coming decade. Obviously some
kind of mechanism is becoming increasingly necessary for making
surc that budgets get balanced, educational outputs remain pro-
ductive, and resource allocation decisions arc rationally made!

N
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__ INTRODUCTION

Bevond the cost-saving considerations of academic program
evaluation lies o deeper coneern for ensuring the inherent quality
of our postsecondary institutions. Surely, one of the more prati-
fying aspects of the present study is 1o witness the increising
sophistication of evaluation procedares, It our praning can be
donein time, selecting the strengths and weaknesses of academic
programs, perhaps we can avoid the disastrous results of making
across-the-board cuts Tater ony Adiministrators who must
allocate and reallocate in times of ecconomic scarcity cannot hope
to make their decisions wisely unless those considerations in-
clude thorough and systematic progeam reviews, And similarly,
those programs that pass through the most rigorous approval
processes will surely he the most apt to survive the inevitalle
trials of cnrollment declines and fiscal austerities further down
the road. Our present findings repeatedly indicate thav although
weak programs may suffer, strong programs are simply made
stronger by undergoing evaluation procedures.

Throughout our investigation, material has heen gathered
thatis felt to be of particular value to practitioners in postsecond.
ary education. Generally speaking, examples were selected
beeause they typified the kinds of policies and procedures wilized
in a certain context; they are not intended to serve either as en-
dorsements or models for others to directly emulate. Individuals
wanting to develop or revise an approval or review process are
advised to pick and choose elements thae best meet their unique
requircments. Perhaps it should go without saying that although
many processes work cffectively within the context where they
are being implemented, none is applicable to all situations.

To relate our findings in the most succinet manner, every cof-
fort has been made to limit technical terminology to avery few
critical concepts; to provide charts, tables, and graphs only
where necessary; and to explain by way of example whenever
possible.

At this point, the reader who is not thoroughly famtliar with
the language of program-cvaluation procedures is strongly

5
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cnmurabgd to refer to Appendix 1, entitled “Terms and Defini-

‘tions.” Without a complete understanding of the crucial distinc-

tions separating various kinds of review and approval activity,
erroncous conclusions can easily be drawn. Also, for those seek-
ing furcher information on aspects of program cvaluation, the
sclected bibliography at the conclusion of this study is lI](.lleLd
as a helpful resource.
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CHAPTER 1

- Approving
Programs Internally

n the late: 1940s, Professor L. Bailey (an assumed narﬁc);_

decided to unite his vocation with his avocation. As a pro-
fessor of hortigulture at a fairly large land-grant university in
the Midwest, Professor Bailey was in an ideal position to ex-

pand his fascination with the drt of ornamental horticulture .

into an undergraduate degree program. With just two btudcnts,

" a portion of an existing greenhouse, some donated equipment,
and an unused plot of farmland owned by the university, Pro-:

fessor Bailey had, within a month’s time, established a program
in ornamental horticulture. Major curriculum for the program

" consisted of courses, texts, and supervised learning experiences,

all of which were developed and taught by Professor Bailey with
the part-time assistance of a colleague from the Agriculture
Dcpartment Degree arrangements were easily ﬁnallzed by the
registrar’s office.

Since the 1940s, times have changed drastlcally If Professor
Bailey were to establish his program in ornamental hdrticulture

‘today at the same university, he would need first to obtain
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departmental approval for his proposed program; the proposal
would then go to a curriculum committee of the College of
Agriculture; and then, if approved, it would be forwarded to
the universitywide curriculum committee. After this, the pro-
posal would be forwarded to the appropriate university admin-
istrator, and then, if endorsed by the administration, it would
be sent to the board of trustees for their acceptance. But the
process would not end there.

In all likcelihood, the program-approval process would con-
tinue from the university to the state postsecondary planning

committee, which would review the program and make a
. _rcmmmcndatlon to the planning commission. Finally, the

commission would cither approve or deny the request.

" Depending on the availability of financial resources, Professor
Bailey's proposal might also need to go to the legislature for
funding, where the proposal would uridoubtedly require further
review. In developing his program proposal today, Professor
Bailey would need at least two fairly comprehensive sets of
documents (one for internal use and one for external use). pro-
viding extensive data on projected enrollments, equipment
needs, staffing needs, and funding. Industry and manpower

" projections would be required both to confirm program nceds
~and to-demonstrate clearly that his proposed program did not

unnecessarily duplicate efforts at other state institutions. Fur-

“thermore, he might also be required to have outside consul-

tants (usually out-of-state peer consultants) review his program -
at one or more levels. Unlike the month that it took Professor
Bailey to establish his program in the 1940s, it would take about
a year and a half at @ minimum for his proposal ro obtain final
'1ppm\ al today. :
Professor Bailey’s hypothctlml experience can be viewed as
symbolizing the complexities of modern-day-higher education.
Also, it demonstrates a typical series of procedures necessary for
obtaining program approval. Unlike the “golden era of expan-

"

sion, whth influenced higher Ldumtlon as recently as the

"

8
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APPROVING PROGRAMS INTERNALLY'

~ 1960s, increasingly demanding efforts are now required to ob-
tain increa inely dwindling resources. At nearly every public
college or university in the country, a series of formal internal
processes and proudurus is required for obtaining approval of
proposed programs. In addition, at”least one external group of
procedures is called for at the final approval stage. In all buc
“bout  five states, a  postsecondary-education  commission
reviews and approves programs. Although state agency reviews
typically affect only the ; blic institutions, independent col-
leges and: universities that depend on public aid increasingly
find chemselves subject to similar regulations. Without detailing

~.the conditions leading up to present cireumstances, suffice it to
say that program approval is the child of alabyrinthian educa-
tional system, a system th']t expanded speedily in the latter part
or this century.

" Focus in this chapter centers on program : ﬂpproval within col-
leges or universities; in the next chapter, focus is on system- and
state-level review process. Indeed, because of the abundance of
state-level postsecondary agencies, program approval is typically

" a‘continudus process running from the proposal development
stage at the department or faculty level through final program
approval at the state level (see figure 1). '

Internal program-approval proudurcs ar¢ found today in

“irtually all public institutions, as well as in most large indepen- .
dent colleges and universities. According to our survey, formal -
procedures.are mcreasmgly utilized (in their order of frequency)
in independent four-year liberal-arts colleges, private junior col-
leges, and proprictary schools. Only a few institutions—mostly

“small private colleges—have no procedures whatsoever. |

: "The Reasons

‘Almost all internal program-approval processes seek in one
‘way or another to improve institutional administration. Dif-

9
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Internal Process

Exteraal Process

FIGURE 1

: Typical Program Approval Process for Four-year Colleges and Universities
Dept. Approves _l";_ Collegiate- Yes Un(ij\ul:cﬁc L:\rid Yes Faculty Yes | academic Affairsf Y65 JAdmin. & Board
R rersity-wide b
Faculty No | School Review [y [{c\'ic"\\' No | .Governance | No | Deanor VIO | g of Trustee
o Proposul” e _ Committee  |-te—y Committee | Body Review | -g—— Review Approval
1 1 i
i : '
1 .
1 1 1 Yes No
1 [} !
1 1 ! Y
1 1 1
: : ) : . State
1 1 (Notice of Intent to Develop Program) | Postsecondary
o - - - e ot = > - - = S = b = o = A R
1 Agency
’ Staff Review*
Yes No
Srate
Board
Review

*[nsert system review here if institution proposing the program is a part of a system’of institutions (that is, a multicampus instirution).
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-
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APPROVING PROGRAMS INTERNALLY

ferences exist only in detail. Basically, they try to provide a
systematic means for controlling expenditures while simultane-
ously meeting the needs of quality assessment. Unlike business
or industry, however, higher education typically operates
without a strongly centralized management structure. Although
this process no doulbe conteribuees to a more democratic form of
decisionmaking, it is very time consuming. Witk few exceptions,
most colleges and universities utilize some form of quasi-
centralized or collegial adminiseration in macters relating to pro-
gram approval. And interestingly, the exceptions are usually

*found only in two-year colleges, bible colleges, and propriceary
-ihstitutions, which are usually closer in management style to-
*privace business than to typical colleges and universitics.

Reasons cited for conducting internal program approval arc
fairly similar in most institutions under the Carnegie classifica-
tion system (see figures 2 and 3). Heading the list is a desire “to
deterfnine if documented needs justify the program,” such as stu-
dent interest, cmployment opportunities, and so on. In order of

frequency, the second and third most popular reasons are: a

need “eo dcterminc if resources (are) sufficient to support a'qual-
ity program,” and a desire “to determine 1fthc program is consis-
tent with institutional role and mission.’ :

In addition to the above stated reasons, yet another reason for
formal internal program approval surfaced frequently in-in- .
depth interviews. Perhaps this purpose can best be stated in the

-words of a university program-approval report, whicl. forth-

rightly cxplains chat pmgr"uns that have been carcfully scru-
tinized on the campus act “as a control-against inclination at thc
state level to select programs for fundingin a more political way.’
Public LO“Lng and universities in particular indicate a belief
that by doing their internal program-approval homework they -
may best be able te forestall politically motivated external
approval activity. In this sense, “political” refers to unwarranted
intrusion into the areas of institutional autonomy and academic-

freedom, as well as to the distribution of resources and programs ‘

,',‘11
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FIGURE 2 -

Major Purposes in Conducting Internal Reviews of
Proposed New Programs (Percentage) By Type of Institution

1.0 1.0 (O 20 204 3.0 () 3.0.4) 1.0 (M 100 5.0 5000

Consistent with role

and mission 60 50 83 65 NYA 50 o9 & FN 1 ~
Consiswm’ with institution 8‘
and/or state master plan 50 8 74 0 N/A 25 53 31 67 6 2
Sufficient resources 67 50 83 59 NJ/A 4 03 62 100 13 ;‘
Need justified ‘ 70 .50 81 59 - N/A 50 71 (3] 10¢ 13 [ve]
‘Avoid program duplication 50 38 70 35 N/A 25 58 38 §3 6" E: °
Potential for accreditation 40 38 72 17 N/A . 29 14 46 100 0 ;‘
Other : 13 13 7 1N 3 . N/A 4 o 8 17 Q

Code: (M) = Public
() = Independent .

Institutions are classified by Carnegie type as contained in A Classification of Institutions of Higher Education (1976)

1.0 = Doctorate-Granting Institutions .

2,0 = Comprehensive Universities and Colleges .

3.0 = Liberal Arts Colleges : ’ N . ‘
=. Two-year Colleges and Institutions i V : :

= Professional Schools and Other Specialized Institutions

. N/A = Insufficient Data
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APPROVING PROGRAMS INTERNALLY

FIGURE 3

Criteria for Approving New Prbgram Proposals

(% of Total Institutions and
Rank Order of Responses to Each Criteria)

Rank Order %
I. Need for the Program
a. Student Interest 2 83 .
b. Justitis ation of Need 1 93 .
oo Job Opportunities 3 80
do Draplicadon of Other Programs + 78
. Centrality td Other Campus Programs 6 €9
. \:}:)il_u: to Soviery. 5 70
U, Cost arut Benefirs of the Progam .
a. INwmber of Graduates 12 16
0. Projecred Graduates 4 68
¢ Present Enrollment 11 27
Jd Projected Enrollment 1 80
¢. Program Cost 8 50
f. Student Credit Hours 7 55
g. Economics from Elimination
- or Consolidation ) 10 28
h. Faculty Workload and Productivity 6 59
i. Faculty Quality 5 61 -
~j. Sources of Funding 3 - 70
" k.. Physical Facilities Needs 2 78
. Adequacy of Stwudent Financial Aid 9 38
1. Objectives of the Program T
a. Consistency of Role with Mission N/A i
IV. Accrediting Requirements N/A T 71
V. Other N/A 2
. 13
C e - _-,f “v‘d" " “ .
. A .
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to the various state institutions. Although the evidence fails to
indicate conclusively whether or not internal approval processes
actually curb or limit external reviews, there can be little doubt
that most external reviewers appreciate the fact that internal
approval procedures can help lighten their loads. _
Aside from positive aspects, however, comprehensive internal

reviews can have negative implications as well. In one instance,
the state agency fail d to differentiate between institutions with
thorough internal review procedures and those with poor or

_even no internal approval procedures. In this case, the latter
category of institution had an obvious advantage since a greater
percentage of their programs were passed along to the state
agency. In a related situation, the state agency kept score of ho\x;
many programs it approved and disapproved for each institu-
tion. Under this system, no matter how good a job an institution
did in internal review, some of its proposed programs still were .
turned down, simply to make it appear that the institution was
receiving fair treatment. A problem emerged with another such
scoring practices in a state where all the weaker program pro-
posals were weeded out before proposals were sent to the state
higher-education agency. In this state, because only a few pro-
grams were ever turned down, a key legislative committee not
only determined that the state agency wasn’t doing its job but
even went so far as to try to establish a legistative program-
approval process. Obviously, in all these instances, qualitative
dimensions were obscured by a preoccupation with program
rejection rates.

The Participants

Participants in the program-review process tend to hold widely
differing views. For example, program faculty may be eicher
critical or positive about a particular proposal, depending on
their ability to influence the results. As {iz:ancial resources have

14 .
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dwindled, it's become more and more likely that if one group of
faculty gets a program, another group will have to do without. In
some locations, the state postsecondary-education commission
actually requires trade-offs, where one program must be-dropped
for every new program added. Not surprisingly, some campuses
visited during the course of this study reported vicious conflicts
over program approval and resource distribution, a situation
that is particularly apt to occur on campuses that are hcavl y
politicized by rival faculty unions or factions.

On another level, nonprogram faculty who sit on review com- -
mittees have an awesome responsibility t6 maintain impartial.
views on program proposals. While most faculty committees we
met with undertook thorough reviews, some exhibited a ten-
dency to pass on difficult recommendations to the campus
administration, only to turn around later and criticize the

- administration’s decisions. As program faculty become more

adept at proposal development; it becomes that much more dif-

ficult to select among competing proposals. In resporise to such

perpIC\mg alternatives, one faculty committee even went so far

-as to reject an attempt to introduce consistent criteria to their

review process. Instead, they opted to send all proposals on to
the administration to “let them make the choices.” Alchough the

extent of the problem is difficult to assess, we found several

instances in the course of this study.

In many cases, the task of approving or- dlsapprovmg new
programs ultimately falls to the dean, the provost, or the vice-
president for academic affairs.-According to our'survey, this per-
son’s role is increasing on many campuses for the above-noted
reasons, as well as due to a more general trend toward greater
administrative control. But if this trend is relatively new atlarger
public institutions, it’s long been the policy at many community
colleges, bible colleges, and proprietary institutions. At these
institutions, the dean has always been the person prlmarlly‘
responsible for program approvl, and frequently he or she is
even the developer of the initial proposal. As a case in point, we.

15
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‘found one bible college in the course of this study that did not

even have a faculty curriculum committee. All curriculum deci-
sions were made by the administration.

Besides faculty and chief academic officers, a number ofothcrb,
such as trustees and students, take part in the program-approval
process (figure 4). Generally speaking, as far as trustees are con-
cerned, the larger the institution the smaller their role. Yet
trustee attitudes, combined with those of the chief executive offi-
cers, often determine how vigorously program proposals are in-
ternally reviewed. Student roles, on the other hand, tend to vary
widely in all types of inst’tutions. Although many institutions =
try to include students in the approval process, actual student
impact depends greatly on the opportunity of students to partici-
pate in the process. Among those institutions with student in-
volvement, three primary student activities are identifiable:
membership on an institutionwide committee (with or without
vote), involvement in program deévelopment at the departmental

FIGURE 4
Persons Involved in New Program Approval

{Percent of Responses and Rank Order}

Persons Involved o Rank
Faculty Proposing Program 97 -1
Cl)“t.'gc Dean . 88 2
Department Chairman/Head 86 3
Academic Vice President 07 4
Other Faculey (same institution) 65 5
Consultants {(program telated) ) 59 6
Trustees 39 o7
Students 34 8
State Ageney ) ) 27 9
Consultants (general) 24 10
Svstem Staff : 20 11
o -
16
@ -
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level, and participation'in surveys. Of the three, membership on
institutionwide committees held the most influence and, inter-
estingly, both faculty and administrators at institutions using
this approach scemed generally positive about the resulee.

The Procedures

On some campuses, program-approval procedures are formally
written out and widely distributed. On others, the procedures
are less formal, with the specifics for each proposed program
Jdetermined individually. Based on our findings, the larger the in-
stitution, the more formal the procedures. But particularly at
large rescarch universities, these formal procedures tend to main-
tain a high degree of flexibility. For example, the University of
Minnesota procedures state that “the University does not
prescribe the form in which the proposal document must be
cast.” Instead, they offer a basic outline “organized on the con-

" tours of past proposals which have been communicated effi-

ciently and with fidelity. . ..” By way of contrast, other types of

" institutions with such formalized procedures tend to be much

more prescriptive. In fact, as a time-saving measure, they .
sometimes merely incorporate or supplement the procedures of
state coordinating boards. Nonetheless, this method may work if
strictly institutional concerns are not slighted by state-officials.
At this point, to help the reader better understand some of
these methods, we might look briefly at a specific program-
approval process such as.those indicated in the flowchart from
the University of Alabama (figure 5). At the Birmingham
campus, the graduate program-approval process involves deans,
the Graduate School of Administration, various committees,
the system-level office, the board of trustees, and the Alabama

 Commission on Higher Education (ACHE).
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FIGURE 5

University of Alabama Graduate School
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Community Colleges

" Up to this point, discus<’on about internal program approval
has centered primarily on four-year public colleges and universi-
ties and large private institutions. Community colleges exhibit a
number of interesting variations worth investigating. Perhaps
foremost among these distinctions is their relatively heavy
reliance on manpower studies for program initiation. Unlike
four-year colleges and universities, which often propose pro-
grams with vaguely defined potential job markets, most com-
munity colleges emphasize strong employmént prospects. In fact,
sometimes graduates are virtually guaranteed specific jobs.
_Toillustrate the extent of such efforts, one might note the pro-
cess at Gateway Technical Institute in Wisconsin, At G.T.L, a
proposed program must meet the qualifications of something
called "Manpower Demands,” which examines present-and
future job possibilitics. One aspect of “Manpower Demands”
focuses on specific “job outlook” levels necessary for degree com-
pletion, including detailed job descriptions; diploma-level jobs;
job-placement locations (such as the size, scope, and location of
labor:market demands); and eventual promotion levels. _
Unless requested to do so by an external agency, few four-year
institutions document manpower needs in this detail. But re-
quirements are changing. Many four-year institutions arc start-
ing to ask for and get better job-prospect documentation. In
some cases, this trénd is a natural response to criticism about
graduates not finding jobs. Yet, because manpower projections
seem to be more reliable in the vocational arcas than in-other
kinds of educational programs, our respondents in four-year in-
stitutions often-expressed skepticism-about-ytilizing marketing-
type procedures for program development and approval. Figure
6 indicates a hypothetical approach that makes usc of a weighted

* system for determining program marketability.
T - 7
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Another distinguishing feature in community-college proce-
dures is their tendency to defer program decisions to administra-
tors rather than faculty, afinding often noted by others studying
community-college 'ldm:inistr'ltivc styles (McCord 1974
Richardson and others 1972) To illustrate the point, let us look
bricfly at Broome Commumty College in New York. At
Broome, program proposals originate in campus-offices, such as
those of academic personnel, continuing education, placement,
office, or the curriculum dean. They are then reviewed by the
curriculum dean ind sent on to the appropriate line administra-
tor. Copies of the proposal are also forwarded to the director of
planning and developrrent, as well as to the college senate and
the Curriculum Committee. Finally—after a successful feasibility
study—the curriculum dean and the vice-president for academic
affairs send the proposal on to the president. Assuming approval
at cach stage,.the President’s'Council will review the proposal
and make a recommendation. If the president gives the go-:
ahead, the proposal is sent first to the trustees, then to State
Unlver51ty of New York Central, and then on to the New Yorl\
State"Education Department.

Although specifics may vary from college to college, Broome's
program-approval process is fairly typical of the strong adminis-
trative influence at most two-year institutions. Moreover, the
degree of administrative involvement in the approval process is
consistent with the generally heavy role of community-college
administrators in virtually all other aspects of community-
college operations (Thornton 1966; Blocker and others 1965).

Another typical aspect of Broome's approval process is its

‘reliance on a support unit, in this case the director of planning

and development. Community colleges, much more than their
four-year counterparts, utilize staff units. Although at Broome
the director of planning and development merely coordinates
the feasibility assessment, in other'community colleges support
units may actually perform the feasibility studies themselves.
Services of these support units range from simple coordination

20
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and basic_research to taking full responsibility for "proposal
development and even playing a key role in final approval.
Similar units may be found in most four-year institutions, but
their actual program-approval role is generally more limited.

. In four-year colleges or universities most (if not all) program
proposals are faculty-initiated, but at two-year institutions faculty
are just one of many such sources. For example, the Community
College of Philadelphia notes the following new program
sources: '

1. Personal observations on the characteristizs of the local
and regional labor markets

2. Manpower-studies data

Requests from industry

4. Requests and suggestions from students, faculty, adminis-
tration, and board

5. Recommendations of college advisory committees

6. Offerings at other schools - ‘

R

In another instance, a policy at Williamsport Area Community
College in Pennsylvania states that the college seeks “suggestions
for new curriculum(s) from its broad constituency of students,
faculty, seaff, sponsors, trustees, business and industry, trade and
professional groups, government, and the larger community of
citizens.” .

Because of the nature of these sources, administrators arc apt
to play a more central role in program initiation than faculty.
Consequently, the internal approval process in the community
colleges tends to be considerably shorter than at four-year insti-
tutions, simply because administrators have a hand in both ends
of the process—initiation as well as approval. '

Another interesting difference from four-year institutions is
the role local citizens often play at community colleges in initiat-
ing, approving, and even terminating.programs. Citizens
increasingly help gear program designs more directly to :com-
munity and business needs by serving on advisory councils and

21
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committees. An appropriate example can be found at Housa-
tonic Community ‘College in Bridgeport, Connecticut, where
advisory-committee_ members are selected in accordance with
standards similar to those found in fair-employment practices.
Once appointed, these citizen participants not only assist in pro-

gram planning and evaluation but also help maintain regular *

contact with the occupational community. Often, they are
called in when program needs firse arise, and more and more

"they stay on to help actively ‘with program needs. Although
-many four-year colleges and universitics now make use of advi-

sory groups, they usually play considerably reduced roles.

In addition to the above-mentioned aspects, two-year colleges
distinguish themselves from four-year institutions by means of
the very quantity of new programs they propose, especially in the
occupational arca (sce Cosand 1979). Partly, this reflects the
short-term, manpower orientation of community colleges and
partly it reflects the dramatic recent growth of community col-
leges. By 1978-1979, 36.4 percent of postsecondary students were
enrolled in two-year institutions, accordmg to the National '

- Center for Education Statistics.

To return briefly to the case of Professor Bailey, it’s difficult to
say whether or not his ornamental horticulture program would
find a niche today in one of the country’s community colleges.

‘But at least in terms of the red tape involved, he would probably

receive his answer much faster there than at most four-year col
leges and universities.
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CHAPTER 2

Approving
Programs at
System and State
Levels

System-Level Program Approval

Program approvals typically continue well past the level of -
internal approval. The next step for an increasing number
of institutions, and particularly for community colleges, is the
system-level review. To date, however, a common complaint of
system-level review has been its failure to see beyond its own
immediate horizons. For example, in states where postsecond-
ary ceducation is divided into subgroups (such as community
colleges, four-ycar colleges, and research universities), the
system perspective is often no .wider than the' segment it~
represents. As a result, program dupllcatlon occurs easily.

All of the system offices we visited conducted some kind of
program approval, and many system (and district-level) offices
are actively upgrading their effectiveness. In most cases, system-
level reviews are conducted by interinstitutional committees
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comprised of academic officers from constituent inscitutions
and sy:tem-level staff. Less frequently, reviews are entirely con-

“ducted by staff. But whatever the case, these groups usually
miike reconimendations to the district or system board for

cither approval or nonapproval.

As a specific example, we might look at the ancsota state
university system, which illuserates the role of a multicampus
hoard in approving undergraduate programs. By -utilizing an
interinstitutional committee and external consultants, the Min-
nesota state university system provides a fairly typical example
of a university system-level office. According to the Minnesota
procedures, university-approved program proposals must be
sent to the vice-chancellor for academic affairs, who in turn

sendg copies to pertinent agencies, such as the Department of -

Education or the Higher Education Coordinating Board. The

vice-chancellor’s office then prepares a proposal summary for

the state university board’s Educational Policies Committee.

At this time, the university president and others may appear
before the committee to react to the summary or to elaborate
furcther upon the proposal, Even if a program proposal has been
denied by one of the consulting agencies, the Educational
Policies Committee retains authority to override the decision
and permit the university to implement the program.

Although it’s the responsibility of the vice-chancellor for

academic affairs to keep the chief academic officer of the univer-
sity informed about the status of the proposed program-at each

level of consideration, it’s the job of the chancellor to actually -
]

approve certain new programs when the impacts of such
changes fall within certain prescribed guidelines. If che
chancellor has questions about any of the proposals that: fall
within his-or her jurisdiction, or feels that a program should be
further discussed because of its implications for educational

policy, then the proposal can be deferred to the committee. In-

like manner, if the university president disagrees with the
chancellor’s decision, the matter can. be arbitrated by the

a
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committee. With slight variacions, entailing the use of outside

cconsultants, a similar procedure is devised {or graduate-level

program proposals in Minnesota. At this point, because details
of systemelevel reviews are remarkably similar o state-evel
operations (Smith 1980), our attention will now focus on the
specific workings of state-level approval.

‘e

State-Level Program Approval

Generally speaking, state-level prograni-approval responsibilities
have evolved hand-in-hand with the agencies themselves. Many
agencies began as voluntary coordinaring boards and gradually
acquired broad discretionary powers cither as regulatory boards
or,.in some instances, cven as statewide coordinating boards.
Today, program-approval responsibilities of these agencies are
still growing, as evidenced by recent statutory changes in several
staces (figure 7). ,

By 1981, state agencies or university systems in all but 7 seates
conducted at least some new program approval for public institu-
tions. And out of the states represented, 9 also conducted new
program approval for private/independent institutions. [n terms
of their actual responsibilities, 33 had authority to appro e pro-
grams in the public sector, and 10 could review and make recom-
mendations. Interestingly, only 5 agencies had authority to
actually approve in the independent sector, but 4 could make
recommendations and conduct reviews (figure 8).

By contrast, a_ 1978 study by Barak and Berdahl found that-
agencies at that time were still very much in the developmental
stage. In that study, 21 states reviewed new program proposals; -
today, 47 statés exercise that responsibility. Similarly, a number
of agencices that previously only had authority to make recom-
mendations now have increased regulatory responsibility. Many
of the agencies that formerly had relatively weak statutory
responsibility now have added clout by virtue of their expanded
budgetary -esponsibilities. Clearly, the final determination for
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ew program proposals has shifted out of the hands of the in-
stitutions and into the state-level postsecondary agencics.
In the Barak and Berdahl study, considerable concern was ,
expressed about which new programs should be reviewed at the
state level and how they should be defined, but this no longer
appears to be an fssuc. A program now is largely viewed as “a set
of courses or offerings leading to a degree or certificate,” with the
exact definition varying from stite to state.

FIGURE 8

¢
Authority to Approve at Least Some New Programs
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Two agencies had varied authority depending on the tvpe of institation involved
and their relationship o the ageacy.
(Ru). Barak, 1981

As might be expected, the scope of programs under review has
clearly broadened. While some states formerly reviewed only cer-
- tain specified programs, such as upper-level graduate programs,
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‘most state agencies now review all new programs, and many
approve program majors as well as minors. Inasimilar vein, addi-
tional service and outreach programs have joined the list of pro-
grams that come under review,

An analysis of this evolution scems to show an increase in
statedevel  agency involvement  following a proportionate
Jecrense in institutional credibility in the eyes of many state
Jegislators and exccutives (Geiogue 1980). Although credibility
Joss, in some instances, is unrelated to academic programmatic
issues—as through an athletic scandal or student unrest—added
restrictions are often seen as a way government officials can in-
crease institutional accountability (see Gentile 1980). Admittedly,
state officials are sometimes plainly frustrated by the seemingly
never-ending demands for more funds. Whatever the case, state
ageney powers are increasingly used as a means for keeping better.
tabs on resource allocation.

Although actual review criteria such as needs, costs, and quality
control have not changed significantly at the seate level, ageney
sophistication in applying these criteria has. No longer are single
measures or indicators used in applying review criteria. Today,
agencies use multiple criteria, ask more difficult questions, and
demand more exact responscs. Several states now ask for

" program-performance racasures to check up on programs after
the initial approval. . \

Partly in response to criticism, the state-level approvnl‘procuss
has recently become more open to institutional participation in
decisionmaking. Also, some state agencies are now defining their
territory more clearly to encourage certain kinds of institutional
program development while implicitly or explicitly discouraging:
.others. For example, the Deparement of Higher Education in New

"Jersey encourages the development of new academic programs in
industrial, technological, governmental, and human-service-
manpower concerns. Also, they encourage community-college
initiatives “in such high technology programs as machine tool
technology, aviation maintenance technology, and energy

° Qa

30

36

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

APPROVING PROG. AT SYSTEM & STATE LEVELS

technology .. " Other programs, of course, are implicitly

discouraged,

Several state agencies now require (either formally or inform-
ally) some form of a “start one-stop one” approach to new pro-
gram approval. In those states, institutions are expected to
terminate a program cach time a new program is proposed.

Some Typical State-Agency Procedures |
Y1 Y !

Two basic approaches are employed for state-level program ap-
proval: (I) planning and/or budgeting, and (2) incremental.
States using the planning approach usually request explicitly
that new program proposals be coordinated with an overall plan-
ning effort, generally as a part of the state’s master-planning pro-
cess. In New York, for example, new program proposals must
first meet the recttirements of the state’s master plan and only
later are they referred for specific program approval. Incremental
approval, or the one-at-a-time method, is no doubt more com-
mon today. In these cases (except in states where all proposals
must be turned in at a particular time) program proposals are
submitted at the convenience of the proposing institution. In
other words, the relationship to the planning process is con-
siderably less explicit in states using this approach.

Advantages and disadvantages are found in both approaches.
Where some institutions have criticized the planning approach
as being too lengthy and inflexible, many state agencies teel
delays are justified when proposals can then be coordinated with
master-planning and budget needs. In fact, even states using the
incremental approach often do so within the general context of a
master plan, while retaining program approval and planning as
separate processes. Moreover, many states using the planning
approach provide additional flexibility by allowing institutions
to modify the planning process in special circumstances. To get a
better idea of the actual implementation of these approaches,
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profiles of selected program-approval processes are included in
Appendis 11,

In conclusion, it should be noted that twosyear community
colleges and vocational-technical schools often have parallel
and, unfortunately, sometimes redundant As_t\'."i‘l‘b-lcvcl approval 7
procedures. Some states offer both a statedevel postsecondary
coordinating/governing commission, as well as a separate state-
level board for community-ceege and vocational-technical
cducation. Understandably, where this dual structure occeurs,
many agencies try w0 combine their respective approvals into a
single effort,
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CHAPTER 3

Reviewing
Programs Internally

S

t

Current Trends

Pcrhnps one way program review can be distinguished from
program approval is by the amount of controversy that
surrounds it. When resources must be reallocated, courses
canceled, or programs and- faculey terminated,; the review pro-
cess often becomes: a topic of fervid debate. Newly proposed
programs, on the other hand, frequently do not have faculty,
students, or resources already committed, so their non'lpproval
tends to be markedly less controversial.

Dest .ce the recent disputes, the topic of internal program
review is hardly new. Many postsecondary institutions—in one
form or another—have been reviewing their programs for years.
While carly surveys of program-review activities are notably

_scarce (Mortimer and Tierney 1979), this doesn’t necessarily

mean that reviews didn’t exist. Daniel Stufflebean (1980) réfers

to an unpublished survey that shows limited review activitics at

several universities in_the carly sixties. Our survey resules
substantiate this finding. Approximately 12 percent ‘of the
responding institutions indicated their program-review policies
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and procedures began prior to 1965 (see figure 9), What is new,

howerver, is the dramatic increase in programereview activity

since the mid to carly seventies. -
In 1975, the Carnegie Coundil speculated that institutional

administrators would be relying much more heavily on pro-

gram and course review in the future (Glenny and others 1976).

Their predictions were overwhelmingly accurate, Approximately”

76 pereent of the institutions we surveyed initiated their present :

policies after 1970, and more than half of these (43 pereent) said

their reviews were developed after 1975, Today, the trend is still

growing, More and more colleges and universities are undlertak-

ing internal program reviews or are planning to do so in the

near future (Glenny and others 1976),

FIGURE 9

i

v

Date Present Policies and Procedures Initiated (%)
In Colleges and Universities

’

Before 1965 1965-69 1970-75 Since 1975

129 12% 33% 43%

Qut of all of the colleges and universities surveyed, 882 (82 per-
cent) said chat they employed some form of “formal review,”
which, in limited cases, might be taken to mean an annual budget
review or cven a regional accreditation review. Interestingly,
" many of thesce institutions reported that they had internalized
their state’s review procedures as their own. A few institutions,
22 (2 pereent), responded that while they did not have a formal
system of internal program review, they did have an informal
process. And finaltly, about 178 (16 percent) of the responding
institutions indicated that they conducted no’internal program
reviews whatsoever (sce figure 10). .
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FIGURE 10
2 : '
Colleges and Universities, by Type of
Program Review Activity
- Number Percent
Have Formal Program-Review Process 882 82*
Have Informal Program-Review Process 22 2
Did Not Conduct Internal Program
Review ‘ 178 16
TOTALS \ 1082 100%

8

(R.]. Barak 1980)

1

NOTE: Because the survey-respondents were not all respohding to the same -
définition of “program review,” varied institutional processes (such as an
annual badget review and a regional accreditatjon review) were sometimes in-
cluded. Accordingly, the actual number of institutions with ‘sfstematic

- evaluations of all academic programs is presumably less than the 82 percent

indicated.

Our survey responses clearly indicated that large research
universities.are most apt to conduct internal reviews. And
perhaps coincidentally, universities that rank high in the various
peer ratings are likely to show a similarly high usage of internal
program reviews. In some cases, however, the reviews are strictly
limited to graduate programs.

Unless the four-year type of public institutions or commumty

colleges are membérs of systems or districts that either encourage -

or require reviews, they are less inclined to conduct such evalua-
tions on their own. Nonetheless, a noteworthy exception to this
survey result was found in ¢ommunity colleges that conduct
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program evaluations in order to receive. grants under the 1976
Vocational Education Act. Other types of institutions in our
survey, such as prcdommantly black colleges and universities,
bible colleges, small independent colleges, and proprietary
schools, basically adhere to a pattern of either limited or no
internal program-review activity. '
In those i institutions that did have internal reviews, we found:
definite signs of expansion. In some cases, concern abagut the
quality of the undergraduate programs has encouraged deans,
faculty, and acadeémic officers to exparid graduate reviews to
lower-level programs. A few institutions, such as the University
of lowa, currently include research and service programs in their
formal reviews as part of an effort to review all institutional acti-

vities. Similarly, many institutions show signs of carrying out

their review procedures with an increased rigor. At institutions

“such as the University of lllinois- -Urbana/Champaign, the

University of Minnesota, and the University of lowa, such
changes have come in the wake of evaluations done on the ‘
review procedures themselves.

Comparisons with processes of a few years ago indicate that
reviews are increasingly apt to utilize multiple review indicators,
which are often plugged into detailed computer data bases.
Typically, institutions report stronger reviews thanks to improved -
means for gathering program-costing information, as well as use
of more sophisticated outcome-type measures such as alumni
and’ employer surveys. Also, consultants are increasingly
brought in either from other programs at the same college or
university or from similar disciplines at other institutions.

Rewards accruing to this increased rigor are well documented.
DiBiasio (1981) has studied in-depth the program-review system
adopted at Ohio State University (see also Arns and Poland
1979). In his preliminary findings, he found that improved
methods provided a better overall perception of the program,
which, in turn, helped promote fiscal and governance changes as
well as better communication with other programs. Also, faculty,

’
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curriculum, and equipment resources were all put to more.pro-
ductive use. DiBiasio further discovered a number ofso-called
“sccondary consequences.” Among them was anvincreased faculty
communication both with onc another and with administrators.
In some cases, DiBiasio found that the review process brought
out a particular faculty member’s administrative potential in. a
way that had previously gone untapped.- g
Perhaps the most significant impact of recent reviews is their
growing role in institutional decisionmaking. Originally, pro-
gram reviews primarily served as information reports, which
faculty tended to use or discard as they saw fit. Although many’
of these reviews seemingly did resule in substantive improve-
ments ‘in individual departients, few outside individuals ever
saw them. Today, not only administrators but many faculty ask
for wider review distribution. As one faculty report putit, “The
review documents constitute, when properly done,. . .the single
most valuable and comprehensive. source of information

~available to the colleges, the Graduate School and central ad-

ministration in planning for the future-of this university.”
Examples of such expanded distribution can be found at the
University of Vermont and Ohio State University, where pro-
gram reviews provide a critical link between planning and
budgeting. Through a. mechamsm known as the “Memorandum
of Underst’mdmg .the annual - budget becomes less an
unspecified grant and involves performance expectations and ex-
plicit objectives as well as dollars” (Arns and Poland 1979, p. 13).
In like manner, the University. of Louisville circulates program
reviews among all of the vice-presidents and to a planning staff
including people in the planning office, budget office, and office
of institutional research. The University of Louisville has
recognized that the review process cannot be separated from
overall planning. According to auniversity document; “Meither
is meaningful without the other. A plan to achieve stated objec-
tives is not complete until alternatives are corsidered and their
respective résource requirements are compared.” The following
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11st includes a few of the many ob)ectwcs of the umversltys
“programmatic planning reviews"”
o Toinvolve units in an assessinent of their current objectives
and activities in relation to institutionwide goals
o To begin the process of collecting output information
appropriate to each unit
® To begin the process of identifying, for each unit, the
resources used (facilities, finances, and personnel)
.* To provide a basis for recommendations regarding (1)-
" internal allocations in the preparation of annual operating
budgets and (2) reallocations (in the form ofbudget adjust-
ments) during the operating year
® To serve as a building block in an evolvmg plannmg pro-
" cess that will make planning and resource allocation
. increasingly rational processes '

At other institutions faced with conditions of financial exi-
gency, program review is increasingly used as an eleventh-hour
device for setting program priorities (Dougherty 1979). Vanous _
processes are-now available for linking program review with

~resource allocation decisions. Based on their hands-on experi-

ence, Shirley and Volkwein (1978, p. 25) suggest using reviews at
times of financial exigency to “extract programs not meeting
(program) priorities . . .[and to] preserve the vitality of those at .
the heart of the mtellectual enterprise.” They further believe
that “these decisions are best made at the campus level within
the context of an overall, academic planmng process Wthh
involves faculty, students, and administrators.” :
Most* 1deally planning, priority- setting, and review processes.
are well established prior to.the onset of financial exigency. To

. those ends, a number of colleges and universities are actively

implementing planning processes that use program review to set .
priorities among institutional programs. To gain insight into the

* actual application of internal review procedures, the reader is

referred to the examples provided in Appendix III.*
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Basics of Program Review

N ses

WWher asked why they decided to involve themselves in internal
progromreviews, the surveyed institutions mainly indicated that
they wanted to improve their academic programs. Many pointed
out that without knowing a program’s strengths and weaknesses,
such improvements were virtually impossible. Institutional
literature tends to substantiate this point. For example, a report
by the Committee on Internal Program Review of the Council of
Graduate Schéols states simply that “the purpose of a well con-
ducted review process is to help the program improve” (Gentile
1980, p. 7). Although such statements are no doubt accurate in
their own right, a common difficulty arises if faculty take “im-
provement” to mean that resources will be added later on when,

" in fact, they will not.

Perhaps not so surprisingly, the second most commonly cited.

- reason for conducting internal program reviews is to redistribute

resources and reduce programs. Understandably, this second

..reason was most frequently cited by institutions undergoing

severe enrollment declines and retrenchment. _ o

.
Participants

" Because of the need to draw on widely ranging perspectives
and expertise, the role played by review participants is crucial. In
each instance, it must be decided who will be involved and to
what extent they will have responsibility.

Program Faculty. As‘might be expected, program faculty are
key figures in the review process. Although in limited cases
departmental faculty conduct all aspects of the review them-

“selves, we found that generally faculty concentrate on data

gathering and the self-study aspects of the review.
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Consultants. To obtain objectivity, most institutions try to in-
volve faculty from outside the department under review. Qutside
consultants with general backgrounds, as opposed to disciplinary
backgrounds, are rarely used except to consult on the review pro-
cess itself. No matter where their home territory is—on campus
or off campus—these consultants usually have influential roles to
play cither as members of review teams or as participants on
institutionwide committecs. More than a quarter (26 percent) of
our survey respondents remarked that campuswide committees
are the final arbiters in reviewing campus programs. »

By and large, outside peer faculty are hired as consultahts' with ..
salaries ranging from gratis to upward of $250 a day plus
expenses. Often, when a lower rate of pay is provided, -they
receive an additional stipend for writing the report, an activity
that is usually estimated to take anywhere from one to four
months to complete. Although the time consultants spend-on
campus may vary from one day to about five days, these visits "
typically include interviews with the program faculty, students;
and administrators, plus appointments at related facilities such
as laboratories or libraries. Scheduling formalities vary tremen-
dously, but most consultants are free to-browse and investigate
as they wish. In a few instances, however, consultants are not
permitted to socialize with program faculty, particularly when
internal evaluqtlons are done in con]unctlon with external
reviews, .

According to at least some estimates, threeis the idcal number
of peer consultants. As one respondent put it, “The.use of three
consultants enables you to balance the team [ideological differ-.
ences within a discipline], allow for a swing vote, and provide
more breadth and depth into the particular discipline or field.”
Although only 5 percent of the respondents indicated that the

use of consultants was mandatory, roughly half of the institu-

tions conducting reviews chose to use them. ThlS no doubt
reflects a relatively high rate of satisfaction. ' -
Of those respondents mdlcatmg that they madc use ofoutsxde
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peer consultants, 17 percent said that they were “extremely
satisfied,” about 75 percent indicated that they were “somewhat
satisfied,” 7 percent were “somewhat dissatisfied,” and only 1
percent reported they were not satisfied at all. Those who were
dissatisfied complained that the consultants either “didn't
understand the local situation” and seemed “biased for or
against the department under review,” or that they were “too
costly.” But those who championed the consultants countered
that consultants seemed to be “the only way to bring objectivity
to the review™” and that they were “needed to assess the quality
dimensions of the program.” ;

* Others. Other key part1c1pants in the review process include
deans (usually a school or institutional academic.dean or a’
graduate dean), the vice-president for academic affairs, and
students. Of these groups, the dean usually selects the con-
sultants and outside faculty and dlso organizes and schedules the
review. Although the academic vice-president may assist in some
of these activities, he or she-is more likely to bé the one who
decides whether or not to integrate the review into the planning

“and budgeting process. Also, if a final decision is to be made on

the program review, the academic vice-president i 1s the one 56

_ percenit of the respondents noted as making it." -

When it comes to studént involvement in program review, the
level of participation depends greatly on the amount of time:

“students are willing and able to devote to the process. Generally,

studerits indicated only mild interest in the reviews except where
controversy had piqued interest in some particular aspect. Some
students, however, are now starting to serve on institutionwide
review committees, where they either may or may not have

- voting_ privileges.. The significance of student participation

depends largely on the internal characteristics of the particular-
institution: Exceptions apart, the most frequent role of current
students, graduates, and former students is as participants in
surveys.
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In cases where the president and trustees become involved.in -
the reviews, their roles are often limited but nonetheless critical.

As one graduate-school committee on internal review put it,

“Without a clear-cut mandate from the President to conduct a

“program review, administrators at all levels are placed in a dif-

ficult position. If the President does not see the value and per-
tinence of program review, the process will quickly become a
uscless appendage ..."” (Gentile 1980, p. 4). Obviously, most
reviews depend to one degreé or another on the support of the

~president and trustees, even when their actual participation is

mlmm"ll
Costs

Not counting the time contributed by faculty, staff, and
admlmstmtors the average cost per program for conducting an
internal program review is around $4,000 to $6,000, of which the :
largest portion goes for hiring outsidé peer consultants. Since the )
expenditures are generally borne by the institution itself, it is not

" surprising to find that opinions vary considerably as to whether

or not the bill is worth it.. Although some consider the costs-

necessary to ensure program quality and efficiency, others view

such expenses as justification for either not reviewing programs

oor limiting the scope and frequency of the reviews.

Selecting the Program |

Typically programs are reviewed when their turn comes up on

“a review cycle for all departments. Others, however, are flagged .

either by a monitoring process, an audit, or a screening method.™”
For some institutions this flagging may be done by-the state’
agency for higher education, which is most often concerned
about whether the program in question has attracted and
graduated enough students over a specified time period. In these

. cases, program productlwty—measured in terms of enrollment

42 oo
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and number of graduates—ranked first of the criteria used for
flagging programs, followed by program costs, job scarcity for
graduates, and general funding limits. :

Even many of the institutions that rely on the cyclical pattern
employ these criteria to begin their cycles. Some institutions also
indicated that unusual circumstances such as an enrollment
drop, a negative accreditation report, or a change in'administra-
tive staff is considered just cause for triggering an off-cycle
review. To illustrate the last point, the University of Mlchlgan

ordinarily reviews an entire college whenever a new dean is ap- .

pointed. Th:is review not only gives the new dean a better overall

perspective but also provides viable information for reevaluating

the strengths. and weaknesses of all programs in the college.

When it comes to the bottom line; our survey indicates that * -
when p: arams are selected for review considerable flexibility is |

employed by administrators at most colleges and universities.
Uniusual circumstances in a department, such as the sabbatical

leave of a key faculty member or a pending profe551onal accredi- "

tation visit, can easily alter review dates.

Almost three-fourths of the institutions surveyed try ‘to com-
bine theirinternal reviews with professional accreditation visits;
in an attempt to conserve energy and improve reviews. Some
program evaluators, however, think reviéws are not improved,
saying that the two evaluatlons are at cross-purposes. In their

view, program evaluation can generally be more objective in
" terms of resource allocation when it’s separated froir. profes-
sional accreditation visits. As one academic vice-president put it,

“Hardly an accreditation visit goes by that doesn’t recommend

-additional travel funds, morc-or better equipment, higher

salaries, lower workloads, et cetera.” To avoid possible conflicts

of interest, some accrediting agencies forbid joint reviews.

l

- Selecting the Review Criteria

The single most difficult and time-consuming aspect of prb—"
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- _..gram review apparently is selectmg appropnate review criteria.
Although such choices are difficult in any setting, the problem is”
compounded- at the college or universitywide level simply

because of the variety of programs and program levels, such as
undergraduate, professional, master’s, doctoral, and so on.
Sparks (1980) suggests that master’s programs alone can be fur-
ther divided into four major categories: (1) traditional academic
programs, (2) traditional professional programs, (3) specialized
training programs, and (4) nontraditional programs.

Of the criteria used for program review, “quality” is certainly
the most elusive, as well as the most controversial. As Blackburn
and Lingenfelter - (1973) explained almost a decade ago:

A desire for highest quality seemingly needs no defense, irre-
spective of the produz: or craft involved. Yet, the considera-
“tion of “quality” in any setting scems to provoke controversy.
Whenever evaluative judgments are made and a rank order is
established, someone is offended. Hence, the evaluator,
" sometimes correctly, sometimes in error, is likely to be charged
with elitism, bias, racism, or a host of other unsavory traits.

No doubt much of the.controversy about quality relates to
ambiguities within the concept itself. After all, as Cartter noted,
“In an operational sense, quality 1s someone’s subjective assess-
ment, for there is no way of objectively measuring what is'in

essence an attribute of value” (1973, p. ii). Nonetheless, most

reviewers finally agree on some approach to reward quality

assessment, as well as quantity. Figure 11 shows the criteria used .

in reviewing programs, broken down according to the stated

needs for the program, the costs and benefits, and othcr related |

_ objectives.

1
O




FIGURE 11

Criteria for Review of Existing Programs g
| ‘A Need for o : <
- Need for the Program 5
N . » . Cenralic -, s
Student Justification Job Duplication Ot Value to —
Interest ‘of Need Opportunitics Other Programs Cars ws U crans Society Z
——— S )
Rank 4l Q. 3 ®) 53 el s
B. Cost and Benefits of the Program @)
55 Q
" = ES - ..
iy - - <. [l I ks = §

] & [ c 4 6 E = £ <

3 g g g & 2 E3 9z s 2=
g EE L E TE e et EZi L3E L. Cw 5 oz |®
-5 b= ] £ = g = e o 5 2 [+] 2 =2 35 REN— 8= Ry, 3 €9 w

& g = oa 2 e 2 e B0 7 =32 EEU 2w g A = g = 2 U’—::“E
£z g ou v g c E -] 28 857 2528 ¥ 3 2 & 2% 938 =
S& | £6 swodw S0 SO0 deEr Efgpf EF 35 w2z .<HiE - |2
Rank (4 (o M ) @ ©) ® 8) 5) ®) M an - |
‘ C. Criteria for Review of Existing Program 5
Objectives of the Program >
5 - Consistency with Role and - ;
Mission. Appropriate to Accrediting \‘,.4

Revised Role and Mission. Requirements | Other A e
—————e e 4
» . ' .
o (1 s (2)
(92}
" {
e
EE

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




/
i

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/ Robert J. Barak

i

Benefits

Although most survey respondents seemed satisfied with their
preser review cfforts, a fairly large number of institutions (35
percent’ indicated that further refinements were needed. The
most frequently mentioned target arcas included program data
collection and integration of review reports into budgeting and
planning procedures. '

Dupltc such obvious needs, however, the list of benefits derived
from program review is long and varied. For the most part the
benefits are consistent with those noted by Sparks (1980, p. 8),

who mentions the following:

e An. increased attention to our. responsibilitics to our
students '

* Increased consideration of alternative ways to develop and
deliver. . .programs ‘

e A more certain basis for interinstitutional, as well as inter-
departmental, comiparisons of content and quality

* Improved capacity far planning and for decisions on the
allocation of resources » :

* Earlicr warning of impending difficulties ina particular

program

Results and Recommendations

When the reviews are completed, an internal draft report is
usually circulated, summarizing the strengths as well -as
weaknesses of the particular program. At that time, program
faculty may respond to negative or positive commentaries.
Often, a negotiation process then takes place involving academic
administrators as mediators between the reviewers and those
reviewed.

By and large, the vast majority of the recommendations coming

- out of institutional reviews focus on program improvement.

e
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Mostly, they address.concerns about pr(’gram faculty and sug-

gest ways to imprové the program’s operation. Although some
rccommendations may indicate a need for added resources (such
as equipment, faculey, facilities, salaries, travel to professional
meetings, and so on); such rcnommcndatlons are less likely when
the review’s primary focus is larger than the immediate program.
Then recommendations may suggest resource reduction or even
program termination. -

Some evidence, however, indicates that resou{'ce reallocation
can positively affect an institution. Guardo (1980, p. 8), for
example, reportcd that at one institution the reallocation pro-

- cess resulted in “heightened morale as a consequence of the suc-

cess of curricular initiatives and optimism about the ability to
respond to changing COndlthﬂS in the future.” :

If closure happens to be the review outcome, discretiof is of thé
utmost necessity. For obvious reasons, program closure can be
traumatic. At least one writer has likened the situation to the
circumstances surrounding death, suggesting that aspects of the

-grieving process, such as denial, anger, bargaining, and depres-

sion, should be addressed by administrators to help faculty and
students cope with the impending termination (Davis 1980).
When the evidence has been objectively gathered and fairly
presented, a few cases exist where a program faculty has actually
recommended its own termination. .
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- CHAPTER 4

Reviewing
Programs at -
System and =

. State Levels

System-Level Reviews -«

“

P e

3

In many ways, program reviews at the system level are not'.’f )

that different from either institutional or stateclevel reviews
(Rudnick 1976; Smith 1980). In fact, they generally combine
elements of both. As one might expect, with a smaller system or
district the review will probably resemble an institutional
review, and the larger the system the greater the likelihood that:
it will resemble a state-level process. In other words, smaller

- systems tend to be more formative and larger systems more
summative, @ _

Approximately half of the system-level offices for both four-

year institutions and community colleges undertake some level i
of program review. Although some system -offices limit their - !
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reviews to simply monitoring either state-level or institutional
reviews, more comprehensive system-level reviews appear, to be
rapidly increasing Tighter economic conditions, declining
enrollments, and demands for more efficient resource manage-
ment have combined to bring system-level operations to the
front lines of reviewing efforts. In California, for example,
where the California Commission on Postsecondary Education
limits its role to monitoring the quality of the system-level
review cfforts, the reviews have become second only to those
performed by the institutions.

Along with this growth, however, have come frequent con-
frontations and jurisdictional disputes when system offices find
themselves caught between the institutions and the state agen-
cies. Some of the system offices visited felt uneasy about their

~ambiguous role, This was particularly so in cases where the

system offices felt ignoredr bypassed in the review process. For
example, one system office staff that played a-large budgetary
role complained that-it didn’t even get courtesy copies of the
institutions’ program reviews from the state coordinating
board. In another system, the central office staff explained that -
they were forced to set up their own review processes after being
ignored by the state coordinating board. As a result, that state
now has three separate reviews and review processes serving the

‘constituent institutions. The role-conflict problem is even fur-
- ther exacerbated when the system-l-vel office assumes a major

responsibility for resource allocation. Then attempts at mean-
ingful use of the review for resource allocation are frequently
either not possible or thwarted by Junsdlctlonal disputes with
the state coordinating agency.

To date, there doesn’t appear to be any .direct correlation
between the level of program-review activity and the size of the
system. We found that several large systems had no role—orno
meaningful role—while some small systems were heavily in-’
volved in program review. Generally speaking, the presence or
absence of reviews from the state coordinating board bore little

50
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relationship to the level of system-review activity. In some
states, buth the coordinating board and the system office

reviewed programs, whereas in other states, the system office
avoided conducting separate reviews altogether.

Because of the similarity in actual content between system and
state-level reviews, we will now move our discussion to the latter
category, but before doing so, there is one final point to make

_regarding the genceral influence of system-level reviews. In some

instances, actions are directly taken by the system board or its
staff. In others, the reviews are used more as a means of pressur-
ing the institutions to take corrective action. The exact approach
used by a system scemingly depends more on tradition than on
legal authority. Exceptions apart, systems that primarily employ
decentralized decisionmaking tend to leave the end results up to
the institution, whereas those with a more ‘centralized tradition
arcapt to exert a stronger influence. (See Smith 1980 and Craven
1980 for further discussion of system reviews.)

.

State-Level Reviews

" Just as system-level offices have come to assume lﬂrger -responsi-

bility for program review, so too have the state agencies. In fact,-
" program review has consistently ranked in the top ten “Major

Issues of Concern to State Higher Education Agencies” (Millard
1977; 1978: 1979; 1980; Berve 1981). Explanation for such consi-
derable interest is fourd in the words of former Indiana governor
Otis R. Bowen, who noted that higher education’s growth came
without adequate preparation and without adequate question-
ing. As Bowen explained the situation in his home state in 1979,
“We have nearly 3,000 degree programs in Indiana and only two
staff people to monitor them. This means institutions must do
the major job of program review. Yet institutional administra-
tors have been the least willing to make such hard decisions.
Statewide boards must put into place processes which demand
and support institutional attention to this area.”

. 56
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By latest count, all 50 states have some sort of reviewing pro-
cess, although specific responsibilities vary greatly from state to
state (see figure 12). According to our survey, 23 of the SHEEO
boards conducting program reviews are governing-board types.
Out ofthese, 11 are comprehensive boards (governing most or all
of the public postsecondary institutions), and 12 govern only the
senior public institutions. Besides these, 20 states offer coordin-
ating boards and 41 states have planning commissions.

" FIGURE 12

fnawan

YQQ

D State conducting program review

‘State developing program review process

E] Review of selected programs only

N . . R
& Cooperative review between state and institution

(SOURCE: Robert ], Barak. State-Level Higher Education Program Review Update: 1979.
SHEEO/NCES Cammunications Network, 1979.)
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Figure 13 further explains the various review responsibilitics
by indicating the state-level agencies in terms.of their authority,
Similar findings can be found in Melchiori (1980), Education
Commission of the States (1980), Skubal (1979), and Wilson

(1980).
FIGURE 13
Authority to Review at Least Some
Existing Programs by Governance Type
Review
No And/Or
Authority Recommend  Discontinue  Total
Py P 1 P 1
- Governing
Boards (23) — 20 2 1 21 2 23
Regulatory
Coordinating .
Boards (20)_ 3 19 1 7 1 20
Advisory
Coordinating
Boards (10) 4 5 5 4 - - 9t
Total 7 .44 18 6 28 3 53¢

(R.]. Barak, 1981)

INew Hampshire, which has anadvisory coordinm ing hoard, did
-not retarn the sarvey so the data reflect the responses of only nine”
agencies of this type. :

) g . . ~2
Inclades responses for states (Florida/Vermont) in which more
than ‘once ageney authority was listed. '

P = Pablic -

* = Independent

\ . 53
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Tabulations such as these are useful, however, only to a certain
point. Beyond them, additional interpretation is required. For,
example, some states exercise authority above and beyond what
their statutory or constitutional authority would suggese, and
others, of course, exercise less, Some agencies may, in fact, repre-
sent only the public sector (or even just a portion of the public
‘sector), and others may have authority only for undergraduate
or graduate programs. .

All told, 21 of the 23 governing boards have authority to
discontinue programs, while just 2 have authority only to review
and rccommend. Seven of the regulatory coordinating boards
can discontinue programs, but, admittedly, this authority is
sometimes limited to just one institutional segment. Eleven of
these boards, however, can review and recommend. As far as the
advisory coordinating boards arve concerned, none has authority
to discontinue programs, 5 can review and recommer.d, and 5
others have absolutely no review authority, However, some

boards with authority for program review hardly exercise it, and
at least | agency—presumed to'be without authority—has suc-
cessfully reviewed and achieved terminations of some graduate’
programs. Such discrepancies usually relate directly to political
environments, traditions, and agency capabilities. (For a com-
prehensive background on the state boards, see Millard 1976.)

Reasons for condu ting reviews may vary from a desire to im-
prove quality or modernize programs to efforts to encourage
better institutional planning and establish consistency with
institutional and state missions. Furthermore, a recent study
(Barak and Engdahl 1980, p. 128)of state-level program review in
the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education states’
revealed the following additional purposes:

e Maintenance of articulation and coordination among -

. parts of a complex system of postsecondary education

e Facilitation of planning for postsecondary education in
the state '

54
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e Elimination of unnccessary spending caused by program

duplication

‘o Assurance that available resources are adequate for quality
education

e Identification of programs that do not meet minimum
criteria as a basis for deciding whether to eiiminate or
strengthen them ‘

State-Level Approachies

Basically, stute-level reviews are conducted according to two
genceral approaches. First, state agencies can share the responsi-
bility for review with their constituent institutions by providing
encouragement, perspective, and monitoring. And second, state

_agencies may assumc the major responsibility for reviewing

existing academic programs.
Agencies That Share Responsibilities

Abour a dozen state-level agencies share review responsibilities
with colleges and universities. While the exact form may vary,
and despite tl.c fact that the specific program for review may be
selected by the state agency, review. responsibility rests largely
with the particular institwion. For its part{ the state agency

generally prov1des special or lateral review of the same discipline

or clusters of disciplines across all institutions. Stated. agency

_reasons for taking this approach vary {rom practical considera-
tions such as having a lack either of authorlty or of agency -

1< sources, to a belief that educational institutions themiselves are
best suited for judging their programs and that institutional
autonomy raust be protected. Scrme states that use this general
approach include Illinois, Idaho, New Me\lco, California,

Oregon and Ohio.
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Ninois offers an interesting example of the sharing approach, if
for no other reason because it came to adopt this philosophy
only after the publication of a new master plan in 1976, which
clearly identified a role for the Hlinois Board of Higher Education
(IBHE). Prior to this, despite a fairly explicit mandate in the
ageney's authorizing statute, IBHE demonstrated lietle interest
in program review, :

Today, linois utilizes two different processes for reviewing
public university programs: institutional reviews and statewide
lateral or generic reviews, At the institutional level, approxi-
mately onefifth of the programs within cach institution arce
reviewed yearly thanks to a five-year schedule developed at each
public tniversity and community college. And in turn, these
reviews are complemented at the statewide level when all degree
programs within a discipline or set of similar disciplines are
reviewed within a given year. Statewide reviews focus primarily
upon programmatic policy and planning issues within the pro-
gram arca as opposed to more individualized treatment at the
institutional level.

The way the individual treatment works is that cach year the-
lllinois institutions provide IBHE with two-page recommenda-
tion summarics plus a rationale for cach program reviewed dur-
ing the preceding year. The IBHE staff then consults with system
and campus representatives in developing recommendations
about economic and cducational justifications for the programs
reviewed. This process culminates in an annual report to IBHE
on each institutinn-level review. ‘

Then, when the statewide reviews are done, IBHE frequently
expands the scope to include participation by the private sector
as well. Roderick T. Groves, who serves as ‘deputy director of
academic affairs of the Illinois Board of Regents has made the
following comments about the lllinois approach:. -

Such adivision of labor offers a number of advantages. First,
the system if properly developed will provide for. the regular
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review of academic programs in a fashion that is consistent
with different institutional needs and is relatively conserving
of time and effort because of flexibility and reliance on'decen-
tralized initiative, Second, it holds a potential for strengthen-
ing the cfficacy of the existing administrative structure of
inois higher education because it will work in a manner con-
“sistent with that structure rather than at cross-purposes.
Finally, and most important, by pulling the existing university
and governing board structures of program review under a
statewide umbrella, it can considerably increase the legitimacy
of those efforts.

Regardless of internal pereeptions and biases, higher educa-
tion is gencerally viewed from the outside as a single sector of
statewide activity. In all probability external respect for a sup-
port of higher education’s cfforts at program review will be
even more important in the future than at present, so legiti-
macy is an important consideration. (Groves 19\79, p. 20)

Other states that share reviewing responsibility range from -
California (where, as previously mentioned, thé Postsecondary
Education Commission limits its role exclusively to encourage-
ment and review at the system level) to states at the opposite end
of the spectrum. For example, in Qklahoma the State Board of
Regents utilizes a.process that ties program planning and fiscal
budgeting together in such a way that no new educational pro-
gram is approved without money first being placed in the budget
for its implementation. Since no new program is initiated until
all existing programs have been funded at the 100 percent level,
institutions are provided considerableincentive for deleting old
programs in favor of new ones.

The issuce of institutional involvement is obviously a complex
one, regardless of whether it’s done in a joint review or exclu-

“sively by the state agency. In any case, a critical credibility factor

relates to the degree and meaningfulness of institutional involve-

‘ment in the process (Barak and Berdahl 1978). In this regard, a
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study by Richard F. Wilson notes four possible alternatives for
institutional participation in state-level program-review activi-
ties, cach of which provides a unigue access to decisionmaking:
(1) reactive, (2) advisory, (3) formative, and (4) voting (Wilson
1980). Figure 14, taken from Wilson's study, briefly defines these
four approaches. '

FIGURE 14

Insticutional Participation in
State-Level Program Reviews

Characteristic Access to Decisionmaking
Approach Methods Extent Usual Program Review Stages
1. Reactive Ad Hoe- Limited Design, Recommendation

Consultative

20 Advisory | Standing: Moderate ] Design, Interpretation,
Consultative Recommendation
-
3 Formadive | Ad Hoc- Extensive |+ Design, Implementation,
Substantive [nterprecation,

Recommendation

4. Voting Standing- Moderate | Design, Action
Substantive o
: Extensive

(SOURCE: Wilson, 1980)

According to Wilson, each of the strategies provides institu-
tions with a “different access to decisionmaking and has direct
implications for the credibility of review results” (p. 20). From an
institutional perspective, formative participation is especially
attractive because it affords possible involvement in virtually all .

~of the review stages. Like other aspects of the review process,

however, the specific institutional role is largely determined by a
variety of factors, including politics and personalities, statutory
authority, and tradition. : -
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Agencies That Assume Major Responsibility

In some 30 states, state agencies assume the major responsibility
themselves for program review at public institutions. And in 9 of
these states, they conduct at least some reviews of private colleges
and universitics as well. Many in the latter category are included
on a voluntary hasis. To one dq,ru: or another, most state agen-
cies that perform comprehensive program réviews rely on a
combination of outside consultants and agency staff. To better
understand the consultant-based approach, we'll first look at the
procedures as applied in Louisiana.

»

Consultant-based  Approach. ,Confronted with concerns
about doctoral-program duplication, the Louisiana Board of
Regents undertook a series of reviews in 1975 modeled after a
similar application in New York. The reviews originally began by
examining the doctoral programs thought to be dupllcqtlons,
and later expanded to other program areas. '

Today, Louisiana’s review process begins with sclf-studies,
which aredesigned to acquire data on aspects such as curriculum,
finances, library resources, and so on. Outside pecr consultants
are then selected from lists prepared by the institution and from
recommendations from learned societies. Upon completion of
one-day visits and an analysis of the self-studies, the consultants
preparé qualitative evaluations.. Following public hearings on
thoseevaluations, the regent staff then makes recommendations
to the board. Using this procedure, 76 separate programs had
been reviewed by 1978, Of these, 20 programs were terminated,
48 programs werc identified to be maintained and strengthened,
and 8 programs were awarded commendations of excellence.

In reviewing doctoral programs, the Louisiana Board of
Regents has adopted a set of considerations that, among other
points, encourages institutions to regularly review their Ph.D.
programs while reviewing “all the state’s doctoral programs as
constituting an interrelated system for.doctoral education.”
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Agency Staff Approach. A second general approach to state-
level reviews relies almost exclusively on agency staff racher chan
consultants. - Generally speaking, states using this approach
depend heavily on data provided by the institutions and/or the
agency.

The Council for Postsecondary Education (CPE) in the state of
Washington conducts reviews of its doctoral programs in this
manner. The CPE reviews have taken place in different phases.
The first phase, known as GPA, screened out programs that
indicaced chronic signs of low productivity.

Phase two, called GPA-IL, focused on program duplication in
cither the same field or degree level at public institutions. In
undertaking the second phase, graduate deans were consulted
regarding concerns they had about the mechanics of the audit
and review process, as well as any additional probleins relating to
data collection. Further program information was then acquired
via questionnaires, which were designed by both the deans and
the staff. When this procedure was first begun, the quantitative
data was converted to machine-rcadable form and a computer
analysis was made. But when it soon became apparent that many
subtleties were being lost, this approach was dropped in favor of
one using only manual calculations.

[n any case, when no additional information is required for the
CPE reviews, preliminary staff reports are presented to the coun-
cil as well as to the faculty of adversely affected programs. The
CPE staff then visits each institution to meet with “faculty,
administrators, and students to present recommendations, hear
defenses, and discuss alternatives. Finai St']ff rcnommcndmons
are then made to the CPE.

Presenting the Evidence

At one point or another, the findings of the program revicws

must be made public. But when, where, and how this'is handled

.
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varies ‘greatly from state to stater In New York, consultant
reports are regarded as strictly advisory; they are not made
public except at the request of the particular institution, Before
any officidl announcement is made, a rating team consolidates
the individual consuleant reports from all of the programs in a
particular discipline. And these repores, while still not public, are
read by a doctoral council, at which time all insgitutions under
review are represented, The final decision on the reviews is made
by the commissioner according tos the rating-committee report
and recommendations. The decision is made independently of
the New York Board of Regents.

In Louisiani, on the other hand, the staff bases its recommen-
dations on consultant reports, which are then presented ac
public hearings before a subcommiteee of the board of regents.
Because the hearings focus on public issues and report content,
public institutions must respond to any weakness noted in the
report, whereas the private institutions are merely invited: to
respond. Following the hearings, the board of regents makes its
final decisions on the program review. '

Both of these examples show approaches used in developing
and making public the program-review reports, While the proce-
dures and practices vary among the states, the meeting at which
the state agency -« 'icly discusses its findings can be highly emo-
tional, particules’. { negative results are reported or program
termination is recuinmended. In fact, some agencies refuse to

make final decisions until one mcctmg later just to reduce the
impact of the turmoil.

‘Beyond the agency findings, further controyersy may arise
from concern about public disclosure of the actual numbers of
programs terminated. Some agencies try to play down the figures,
whereas others distribute the results nationally. Whatever the
approach, specific tallies of terminated programs tend to bear little
relationship to agency effectiveness. For example, one state
carefully monitored resource allocation over the years and

thereby prevented most weak programs from developing. In a
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nearby state, program  proliferation and duplication were
rampant, Consequently, the initial reviews showed only modest
program terminations in the first state while the nearby state
termitated literally hundreds of programs.

Whether or not controversy arises, when the review process is
completed a decision must be made regarding the actual steps
necessary for the progfam to undertake. Roughly half of the
rg¥icwing agencies only make recommendations, cither to the
institution’s governing board, ta.ghe system office, or to the
governor or legislature, The othet half actually initiates formal
action. According to an exhaystive study of state-level program
discontinuance (Meléhiori 1980), th\c range of options utilized by
agencics with formal power may in‘c‘lﬁ‘dg;‘ decistons to continue,
modify, merge, or terminate programs. ™

Approximately 14 state agencies in our present study indicated -
that programs had been discontinued as a consequence of their
review activities. Similar findings were reported by Skubal
(1979), where 12 agencies, or 71 percent of the agencies report-
ing, indicated that programs had been discontinued since 1970.

According to Melchiori (1980), four levels of program termina-
tion can be identified: (1) the elimination of “paper programs”
that are often maintained by academic departments for flexibility;
(2) the elimination of programs with no adverse consequences for
students and no release of tenured faculty; (3) the climination of
programs with serious consequences where tenured faculty and
students arc adversely affected; and (4) the elimination of entire
units, departments, or colleges.'If we apply these standards to our
present study, we find the following percentage breakdowns:

Level of Action Percent
Level One 30
Level Two : 61

"Level Three 8
Level Four - 1
100%
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More than anything clse, these tabulations indicate a shift in
recent years from Level One to Level Two-type actions, This is
especially evident in states with longer histories of program-
review activity, Recent reviews appear to be conducted under
greater pressures for accountability and consequently require
more thorough resource and personnel adjustments. Although
two-thirds of the program discontinuance to date has oceurred
with respecet to graduate-level programs (mostly master’s and
specialist degrees), many state reviews on the undergraduate
levels appear to be just now getting underway.,

Evaluation of State-Level Reviews

So far, few attempts have been made to evaluate the evalua-
tors. Among the exceptions are Alabama and South Carolina,
where program-review activity has been analyzed as part of a
comprehensive evaluation of the state agencies, In Alabama, an
evaluation of the Alabama Commission on Higher Education by
an external team resulted in a recommendation for expanded
responsibilities (Alabama Commission on Higher Education,

~March 1979). Similar recommendations were made in South

Carolina as a result of a legislative audit (South Carolina G.A.,
1978).

Ithough official reviews have been scarce, unofficial
reviews—by members of state legislatures as well as colleges and
universities—have become relatively common, Some suggestions
from the latter group include focusing reviews more closely on
academic departments (instead of on programs and degree majors,
which may be only loosely connected with the administrative
structure) and zeroing in on ways to maintain efficiency and ex-
cellence (instead of randomly searching for an institution’s
weakest programs). Some critics even stress that the work may
have been largely completed in eliminating weak programs and
that it’s now time to dwell on more supportive aspects of review.
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Bogue (1980, pp. 81-83), for example, has described a program
cvaluation as a “Renewal Instrument” that ¢can-be employed in a
variety of ways. Some of the renewal functions include clarifying

program goals, expanding understanding of quality,  and
strengthening community and personnel development. .

The present study has added to this list the following benefits

suggested by individuals involved in state-level réviews:

1. Improves resource allocation
2. Helps in making difficult program dec151ons on a statewide
 basis
3. Makes termination of programs less hectic at institutional
levels since some external body is blamed, even though the
institution’s administration concurs (at least prlvately)
with the decision
Tightens admission standards - I
‘Clarifies institutional missions _
" Encourages interinstitutional cooperation
Promotes better mstltutlonal management
“Provides.an’ acccptable rationale for pruning the systemon
a statewide basis : ,

- .

.
.°°.\’.O\.U‘:“

While both criticisms and benefits tend to reflect strongly on
the respondent s individual circumstances, the combined obser- -
vations are highly indicative of the various opinions currcntly
influencing program review.

:
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~ CHAPTER 5

Program Review
Systems: Making
Them Work

o

<

Who has the best program-review system and how can we

implement it? For evaluators, this becomes a familiar
question but one with no easy answers. On the ba51s of this
study, and the author’s experience as.to what works and what
doesn’t, there doesn’t appear to be any best system. There are

" just components of existing systems that may or may not work
well for a given institution or agency.

Attempts to plug in an existing system without modifying it to
the local environment are generally unsuccessful. As Mims
(1978, p. 4) has written, it’s better to “adapt” than to “adopt” the
external model. And in a similar vein, Sudweeks and Diamond

© (1980, p. 1A) note that “no two evaluation designs will be the
same. In eachinstance the evaluation must be structured tS serve .
the mformatlon needs of those involved in the decision-making
' process.” Above all, participants must be meaningfully involved
in the review process, and, accordingly, the reviews themselves

a
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must adapt to local circumstances.

The following principles and procedures are provided to help
with the adapting process. Although program-review develop-
ment is a highly complex and individualized matter, the univer-
sality of the key components helps make them applicable to
virtually all institutions, system offices, and state-level agencies.

General Principles of Good Review Practice

Fairness

Unless procedures and policies are perceived as fair by both re-
viewers and reviewees, credibility will be drastically undermined
(Gentile 1980 and Sparks 1980). Because of this, care must be

taken to build a review system that treats all programs and insti-

‘tutions in a just manner including, of course;, due-process proce-
dures to resolve disagreements: (Berdahl 1975). Ob)ectlons

regarding either review development or 1mplementatlon should

. be prov1ded falr hearing.

Comprehensiveness

Ideally, a program-review system should be comprehensive.

Not only should it include all relevant programs, but also, to the .
~extent possible, the individual reviews should include all factors

relating to any particular program. For example, if 3 program has -

+ a cooperative education component, that component should be

evaluated. Too often quality is compromised by haste. Opinions

of consumers, faculty, peers, and alumni should be collected.
Closely integrated programs and programs that share mutual

concerns should be reviewed togéther. Similarly, consideration

~should be given to a review of related curricular areas, such as
:liberal-arts programs that make up a core curriculum.

1
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Use of Multi-Critetia

To be cffective, programs should be measured against more
than just one criterion (Lawrence and Green 1980; Clark 1977
1979). For example, factors such as cost, quality, need, and cen-
trality to.state or institutional mission should be evaluated along
with several indicators of cach of these criteria.

Both the criteria and their indicators should then be generated

"and assessed by multiple sources, such as students, faculty,

alumni, and peers. This not only enstcxs a balanced qualitative
review but also helps to identify probiem areas from a variety of
perspectives.

Cyclical and Timely Reviews
Reviews: provided on a regular basis (such as five- or six-year

cycles) are generally more effective than one-shot procedures. In
fact, even reviews done every ten years in conjunction:with

regional accreditation visits are usually found to belacking. Par-
.ticularly in times of economic uncertainty, faculty, resources,

and other. program aspects change too rapidly to risk reviewing

“ them just once a decade. Some institutioris and states now do

supplemental monitoring or auditingon a yearly basis to identify
p0551ble problem aréas ahead of time. As one graduate school

report notes, “Through repetitive review, the results of earlier

actions taken to improve programs can also be assessed, an ex-
tremely important input to academic .management” (Gentile

1980, p. 4).
Good Communications

Because last minute surprises often cause confusion and affect
the overall review quality, good.communication is essentlal atall -
levels. Frequently referred to as the “climate component, v1able
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communications should address the “development and mainte-
nance of information dissemination to provide as clear a picture
as possible of the goals, objectives, and major purposes of the
review and evaluation” (University of North Carolina 1977,
Report 2, pp. 6-7). '
A direct correlation emerges between effective communication
and the development of positive attitudes on the part of the indi-
viduals whose programs are being reviewed. The more open the
interaction between the reviewers, the reviewees, and the decision-
makers, the better the chances of a fair, impartial, and effective

" review,

Positive Emphasis

Without avoiding negative aspects—such as possible resource
loss or program termination—emphasis should be placed on
positive review aspects. Somehow a balance needs to be struck.
Overly pessimistic communications can cause morale problems,
while overly optimistic communications may foster false hopes. . .

- In short, be positive but realistic. Remember, negative implica-

tions can be offset by approaches that reward excellence as well.
Either conceivable resource reallocation or special-commenda-

. tions can help provide incentive to those being reviewed. -

Proper Implementation’

Nothing is more frustrating to faculty than to go through an

extensive review process and only later to find out that the

review is not being used for effective decisionmaking. Thus,
serious efforts should be made to_incorporate reviews into the
appropriate decisionmaking and budgeting processes. Whenever
possible, results should be used for program improvement..
Although some institutions try to get by with making only pass-

ing reference’to review results in official policies; implementation

T
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should ge beyond just words As Petrie (1980 p. 1) has noted
program reviews “ought to interrelate to other-segments or
systeins.”

Objectivity

Objectivity relates directly to the rigor of the review process.
For example, if the review purpose is strictly internal then faculty
self-assessment is probably sufficient. On the other hand, if the

_review’s purposes include reallocation of resources or possible

program termination, then steps need to be taken to mtroduce
an cquivalent degree of objectivity. .

Our survey results indicate that the degree of objectivity
relates directly to the credibility of the reviews, especially from
the perspective of extérnal constituencies. Reviews lackingobjec-
tivity often result in self-serving reports that contribute neither
to improved quality nor to effective decisionmaking.

a

How to Develop a Program-Review System

Certain basic steps have been identified in 1 this study for
developing or revising a program-review system. Gcnerally
speaking, they apply at the institutional level as well as system

~. and state levels. A flowchart identifying these stcps is found in

figure 15. .

Because the approach taken here lﬂrgely resembles a goal-
based evaluation, factors that are irrelevant for a particular insti-
tution or agency should be disregarded.

“Other approaches that may be uscful include judgmenital
models (which emphasize extrinsic criteria) 'and decision-
facilitation medels. A general overview of these models can be
found in Popham (1975), and a more detailed description is con-
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“ FIGURE 15

Suggested Stages and Steps in Developing
a Program Review System
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tained in Worthen and Sanders (1973). Although most alter-

‘native models have not been widely used in higher education,

intercst has been generated at other educational levels. !

To reiterate, program review can be overdone. In fact, as wesaw
more than once in this study, it may even stir up other problems,
resulting not only in a poor review but in the total disruption of
the institution. Hopefully, the following steps are developed in
such a way that they may be related to both the review purposes
and the users’ needs in a functional and harmonious ma =r.

Step One—Identifying Purposes and Objectives

Often called a “needs assessment,” this step helps identify the
purposes and objectives of the review. Why is the review being
undertaken? Is it the result of an enrollment decline or retrench- -
ment? Or does it represent an attempt to improve academic
quality? Is the review self- imposed or externally imposed? These
and other questions need to be explored to 1dent1fy purposes and
objectives of the review. :

-Heydinger (1978) suggests that a needs assessment can help
deterriné whether or not a program review is even justified. If a
review is needed, Mims (1978) suggests several groups (adminis-

_trators, faculty, consultants) who may prove helpful in establish-

ing and designing a program-review system. Also, Mims

LOf further interest ta readers interested in additional evaluation madels are two documents
prepired by consaltants to the Ohio Board ‘of Regents (Education and Economic Systers, Ine.
1979; Academy for Educational Development 1979), These present a mach broader view than

" simply that of Ohio institations. Similarly, Gaba and Lincoln (1981) and Anderson and Ball

(1973) provide valuable perspectives in their writings on evaluation models and procedures. In
addition, a host of individual program-review development models are available in Petrie (1980),
Cranton and Legge (1978), and Heydinger (1977). Useful guidelines far selecting an evaluation
model and formulating evaluation guestions are found in Wood and Davis (1978) and Craven

_ (1980). Baderston (1974) provides a set af gaidelines that are especially useful far reviewing under

rerrenchment conditions (also see Brawn, 1970). And, as a final resource note, Hu,'dmg,tr (1978)
puses the question of whether or not a particular institution actually needs program review. His
arguments may help some institutions in deciding if and when they want to undercake reviews.
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elaborates on the essential characteristics of the dc51gn process as

-a whole.

These various models and approaches can help the reader gain
an overview of available options. Since most successful evalua-
tion models arc eclectic, however, Mims (1978) makes the impor-
tant point that the chances of setting up an auspicious review
process are improved if it is user-oriented ficm the beginning.

Step Two—Conceptualizing the Process

Assuming that the purpose has been identified either by man-
date or as the result of a needs assessment, the second step is to
conceptualize the program-review process. At this point, key
comporients must be identified by deciding what will be reviewed,
when the review will take place, who will conduct the review, and
how it will be done. All of these issues need to be considered

~within the organizatiorial context in which'they w111 be imple-

mented (Patton 1978). .
Similarly, responses to these elements %hould be uniquely
related to the review purposes and objectives as identified in step
one. For example, the reader may wish to review the model
developed by Martorana and Kuhns (1977) if the purpose of the
review is to identify program dupllcatlon in state institutions. In
another vein, Wilson (1980) suggests that by setting up a needs-
assessment study team it’s possible to avoid setting up a dysfunc-

“tional program-evaluation system. The reader may turn to Mims
(1978) for discussions on designing a program-review system or

even take the time to explore several models such as those of
Arns and Poland (1979) and Russo and others (1977). A further
recourse may be found in the services of program review and

evaluation specialists. Before a contract is signed, however, care

" should be taken to engage the services of individuals who can ap-

ply theit theories to real life situations. ,
Find out exactly what aspects will most desirably fall under the
review prerogatives. Will all academic programs at the institu-

77 o .
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tion, system, or state level be reviewed or will the reviews be

limited to just certain kinds of programs? Is it possible to cluster
reviewvs by discipline or field of study? And how will the reviews
begin? Will they start with pilot tests or will they be phased in
gradually? Morcover, what definition of program will be used?
Will program be taken to mean a department, a degree program,
or perhaps some other category altogether?

After identification of what programs will be reviewed, some
determination needs to be made as to when the programs will be
reviewed. Will programs be identified by a program audit or an
ongoing monitoring system, or will they be reviewed on a cyclical
basis?

The question of who will do the review relates directly to the
general purposes of the review. Mims (1978) identifies three
distinct approaches: self-review, external review, and multiple or
mixed reviews. Most importantly, however, when the review -
extends beyond internal program improvement, consideration

+should bg given to introducing greater degrees of objectivity by

adding outside persons. In some cases, several different kinds of

. reviews may be put into operation with different levels of

responsibility for each. For example, in several states some in-
stitutions handle parts of the review process and the staté-level
board takes carc of other aspects. At whatever level the review

- takes place, certain critical questions should be asked. Will the

reviews be conducted by the program faculty, an.interinstitu-
tional . committee, state-level staff, outside - consultants, or
pcrh'lps a combination? What role will students play in the
evaluation (see Smock and Bradenberg 1978)? And who will have
primary responsibility: the college dean, a graduate dean, or the
academic vice-president? Morcover, can this person play amean-
ingful role in planning and budgeting? And, ultimately, how can
all the individuals and processes involved best work together?
Who should serve on the review committees? How long should

-they'serve, and what responsibilities will they have?

Responsibility needs to be'defined for each aspect of the review .
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systém, with careful consideration given to existing organiza- -
tional relationships and review goals. In this regard, program-
review or ceria should relate directly to review purposes (Sparks
1980). For example, if program reduction is a major goal, con-
sider including specific criteria to address issues such as those
noted by Davis (1981). While the task of identifying major
criteria (cost, quality, need/demand, centrality to mission) for
reviewing programs nationally may be fairly easy, finding ade-
quate, accurate, and agreed-upon indicators for each criterion is
more difficult.? Remember, entirely different indicators may be
appropriate for different disciplines, and moreover, they should
address adequacy as well as frequency and volume (see Lawrénce
and Green '1980). : '

Determination of how programs will be reviewed is, of course, -
intimately related to previous considerations. If peer consultants

~are to be brought in, keep in mind that they’re unlikely to have

an in-depth understanding of the local situation. Mechanisms -
need to be added that will provide immediate perspective, such
as the appointment of a local committee or other staff
involvement. ’ L

Each step in the proposed review process needs to be identified
and the contents of each step determined. The resulting proce-
dures will help determine the success of the review. By surveying
variou$ alternative approaches in use in other institutions,
systems, and agencies, added perspectives may also be gained.-
Examples found earlier in this volume may further help in devel-
oping appropriate procedures to fit local circumstances.

Step Three—Developing Consensus

To obtain consensus among those being reviewed, it’s essential
to establish a viable mode of communication regarding the parti-

*In regard to “quality,” the work of Mary Jo Clark (1974a; 1974h; 1977; 1979) is especially useful.
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cular review processes and procedures. Conceivably, this com- -
munication can range from simply distriburing rhe proposal and
asking informally for comments and suggestions, to setring up a
committee for reviewing and making appropriate changes or
recommendations. Whatever method is chosen, it should relate
to the local political and culeural circumstances as well as to the
degree of consensus sought. In addition to involving those who
are subject to the proposed review, it may be advisable to share
the procedures with other groups, such as administrators,
trustees, and legislators.

If so desired, steps two and three may be combined into one
step or even reversed in order. For' example, an institution or
state agency miy want to appoint a committee (step three) to

~develop the conceeprual approach to review (step two) rather
than present an already developed process to a committee or
group of responders. Alternatively, the process and procedures
.developed in step two may be used as straw men for generating
discussion leading toward a final product. Although these steps
may be repeated several times, care should be taken to make sure
participants don't feel railroadéd into using a particular review
systen. '

Since it is unlikely that everyone involved will agree on all
details, a point comes when those ultimately responsible for the
reviews must conclude the consensus-making. If dissenting
groups try to stall the process, they can sometimes be appeased
by advising them that the entire process will be evaluated follow-
ing the first round of interviews, or at a later stage.

Step Four—Collecting Data

Opinions vary about the best ways to collect, compile, and
verify data. Centralized data collection is preferred by some,
since it can increase the likelihood of acquiring comparable data
across all programs and may feduce’ staff reporting burdens.
Others, however, contend that such units may actually end up
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proliferating unnecessary data and, in the process, even incur
qualitative losses. Whether data is collected by a centralized unit
or by program faculty, careful verification is essential. Centralized
data should be shared with individual departments, and con-
versely, data collected by program faculty should be checked for
discrepancies that may arise when tabulation is done by differént
persons with differing viewpoints. When data development is
first beaun, it should be emphasized that no data instrument is
pufau the goal is simply to develop LVldenCC that meets the
major resiew needs.

Almost uniformly, survey respondents complained that,
unless otherwise restricted, too much data was collected. As a
result, reviewers tend to end up with costly information
overloads. According to Petrie (1978, p. 12), one solution to this
is to “balance the amount of information collected with the kind
and level of judgments to be made.” And Poulton (1978, p. 6)

- adds to this by noting that “much of the information collected is-
not necessarily new. The primary value lies in the assembly of
diverse information at one point, in one place, reviewed by par-
ties in different locations in the institution, and subjected to a
series of well-structured questions. ...”

Some assistance in this regard’can be gained by mal\mg use of

* various standardized survey instruments such as those provided
by 'ACT and ETS. Many. institutions and agencies using .
standardized surveys either modify or add their own questions'to
allow for open-ended responses, a process that is especially -
helpful in providing faculty with greater personal involvement. .
Such involvement need not detract from the usefulness of the
standardized instruments and may even make their use and
results more acceptable locally. Usually administrators insist on
a common core ofdata from all' departments for administrative

~use, which, for obvious reasons, frequently involves some give
and take bet\vun both parties.

One way to effectively classify and analyze data for decision-
making is to use the NCHEMS Qutcome Structure: An Querview
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‘and Procedures for Applying It in Postsecondary Education Institutions

(Lenning 1977). This structure has been used by a number of
institutions in developing outcome-oriented program-review
data. Also, the Program Quality Assessment Measures project
developed by the Council of Graduate Schools and ETS has pro-
duced results that indicate that “individual student or faculty
ratings can be averaged to obtain mean ratings that make useful
distinctions between departments. . .” (Council of Graduate
Schools 1979, p. 2). Although their application to other levels
has ot yet been determined, these resules seemingly indicate
that such ratings can be effectively used as a major component

for graduate review.

Of additional benefit to those conducting graduate-program
reviews is the “Graduate Program Self-Assessment Service”
offered by the Graduate Record Exam Board and the Council of

Graduate Schools. Based on the results of the above-noted

rescarch concerning quality dimensions in doctoral education,
this service uses confidential questionnaires to obtain judgments

“about doctoral programs from faculty, students, and alumni.

Data summaries sent to participating departments or other
designated units include tabulations of individual items and
scale scores that represent judgments about departmental activi-
ties in a dozen areas. A useful handbook for the development of
program review has been prepared to complement this service

(Clark 1980),

Step Five—Selecting Consultants

For a varicty of reasons, external consultants must be carefully
selected for the review process. No doubt there is more than alictle
truth to the common opinion that some consultants are willing
to tell you whatever you want to hear. The following guidelines
for consultant selection are based on the experience of our
survey respondents: '

ks
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e Usc “outside” persons for final consultant selection, but
involve faculsy in ways such as asking for names of possible
consultants, o :

¢ Try to ger a balanced. team representing the various
schools of thought within the discipline or field.

¢ Search widely for consultants Check references carefully,

making sure consultants are qmllﬁcd at the necessary pro-

gram level, .

¢ Inform consultants at the outset regarding nature of the
evaluation, salactes, and dates when reports are due.

¢ Brief consultants about the iocal environment and the
specific outputs expected, without unduly mﬂucncmg
their decisions.

¢ Insist that consultants spend an approprlate '1mount of
time on campus and-in the department under review. .

e Allow consultants sufficient time, support, and resources

" tocarry out their tasks in a meaningful way; while centrally,
coordinating the-visits,

Step Six—Conducting the Reviews

At this time the actual reviewing takes place. Consultants
{(when required) make their site visits and the data is analyzed.
Once verified, the data should be reviewed for preliminary con-

. clusions, and any additional data that:may be needed should be

requested. Because data interpretation can be difficult—exc2pt
in cases of extremely good or extremely negative reports—

- statisticians or consultants may prove helpful in- explmnmg
: detalls

StLp Seven: —Assessing’the’ Data

- .

Lxs

At this critical step the preliminary conclusions and recom-

 mendations are reached and shared in draft form with program
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faculey. Usually, however, this is done for errors of fact and

omission only. .
The preliminary reyiew drafe plus the exivinrerviews (1fs|tc visits
are conducted) provide program faculty and administrators wich

“oncearly i dication of the major findings. and conclusions. By

wering errots and omissions .in- time, the lcport final
biliey may bc preserved.

Step Eighr——Dcvcloping Recommendations

Actions stemming from internal and external reviews can range
from program cxpansions to program terminations. Because of
this, recommendations stemming from the review-process need to
be carefully drafeed, with due-process provisions included at all
levels for those who may feel dissatisfied with the outcomes. If the
recommendations have not been shared with those under review
in the previous step, thisshould now be done. Ample Spportunity
should be provided for rejoinders and explanations whenever
possible. External reviews, for example, may sometimes provide
an opportunity for the institution under review to voluntarily ter-
minate a program. In such cases, opportunities. for cooperative
programs. and censortia can be ckplorcd’ (sec State University .
System of Florida 1979). )

During the appeal process, the credibility of thc entire review is

. frequently given a close examination. But if the process has been
+ well developed and fairly exccuted, there should be nothing to

fear from this close examination. At all review levels, provisions

for due process should naturally be made available. Within an

institution, this can take the form of an appeal to.a higher admin-
istrative level or to the board of trustees; at the state level, the
appeal might go to either the commission, the board, or the execu-
tive director. In some instances, the appeal process at the state
level may even include the unofficial step=of appealing to the

public or seeking legislative action.
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Step Nine—Implementing and Using the Results

Accordingto Petrie (1980, p. 1), “If program evaluation is to do
anything, it must somehow interact with the other segments and
systems . . .such as planning, budgeting, ctc.” Planning and bud-
geting processes obviously help set program priorities; some pro-
grams may be strengthened while others are reduced. In this
way, recommendations stemming from reviews can help insti-
gate institutional improvements.

In this regard, Shirley and Volkwein (1978) have described the.
processes and criteria that enhance decisionmaking on academic
program priorities, including external and 1aternal inputs to
decisions or priorities. And, in a similar vein, Lawless, Levi, and
Wright (1977) suggest procedures for linking academic priorities

-to resource decisions, as do Micek (1980) and Munitzand Wright
il 1 1980). : . o

Step Ten—Evaluating the Reviev Process
{ .

Unfortunately, the last step in developing program-review
systems is the step most frequently ignored. Whether it’sdone by
those conducting the reviews or outside consultants, the review
process itself should be periodically reviewed to make sure that
it’s meeting the original objectives and adjusting t» changing
needs. Mims (1978, p. 2) remarks that “provisions must be made -
for amending the process based on unfolding needs and on ex-

_perience with implementation.” Guidelines noted earher in this
chapter may also he of some assistance.

In .a helpful handbook. for evaluating aspects of ‘program’
reviews, Braskamp (1960, p. 11)suggests that “utility” is § critical
criterion for judging the worth and value of the review. Accord-
ing to Braskamp, “The information presented must also be
understood, credible, and. coherent to the intended audiences

cand the evaluation must be a guide for politically feasible ac-
tions. ... If a two-way communication channel between the *
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evaluators and users -is established, provisions for trust and
muctual proble: - solving are more likely.”

Of the dozen or so cvaluations reviewed in this study, all
recolnmended continuance of the review process, with some im-
provements or refineraents. Obviously, developing an cffective
review process is not casy and some will never be satisfied, but
with periodic evaluations of the process itself, it’s possible at least

to minimize objections while maximizing advantages.

U
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CHAPTER 6 .

Issues and
Observations

During the course of this study, I happened to visit a large
public university where no less than half a dozen profes-
sional accreditations were under way. System and state-level
program reviews were in progress, a regional accreditation visit
“had just been completed, and a self-study-that had begun a year
and a half before‘was in its final stages. Not surprisingly, the
- university president had recently informed the face:ty that he
wanted to initiate a more systematic means for conduicting in-
ternal reviews, Because of all of this activity, the provoét was
worried thar © camp”s might become overevaluated. In his
words, there .. ded to be “some kind of rhyme or reason for all
this program review activity.” Somehow, “two or more of these
‘evaluation cfforts ought to be combined or eliminaced.” The
provost was not opposed to evaluations as such—in fact he
~ viewed them quite favorably—but he wondered if the evalua- -
" tions actually saved that much money in terms of-the amount
of faculty time and resources being spent on all of the duplicate
nc‘ti{(itics. )
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Furthermore, he was openly concerned ahout the lack of par-
ticipation by private institutions in state-level program reviews,
While his institution and the other public instirutions were
scemingly being reviewed constantly, the private institutions
(many of which received state aid) were apparently completely
free of review, “Why,” he asked, “shouldn’t thc privates also be
accountable?”

The provost’s comments are indicative of four key issues
brought up by this study, namely: (1) the apparently unnecessary
duplication of evaluation cfforts; (2) state/institution friction
about the ways program reviews are conducted; (3) the involve-
ment of private/iadependent institutions in statewide reviews;
and (4) whether or not program reviews do, in fact, save
money. '

Duplication of Evaluation Efforts

Understandably, the issue of duplicative evaluation is heard
discussed most frequently at the institutional level, where it hits
hardest. Although duplicate evaluations in and of themselves
may not be a problem, when they complement each other to
the extent that they are unnecessarily duplicative, complaints,
of counterproductivity bear thorough consideration. Several
solutions to the issue of unnecessarily duplicative reviews were ~
suggested at the mstltutlon/st'ltc institutional/ 'ugrgdltatlon,
and state/accreditation levels.

Most often, responderits suggested combinin.: several evalua-
tion cfforts into one. This solution sounds gocat =i wyzh, assum-
ing that all of the various program-evaluaui. eitor are
mutually compatible. However, both theoresi:al -1 pea:tical
cvidence says that they usually are not (see igur- 16). On a
theoretical level, an important distinction -emerges betiveen:
formative and summative evaluations. Where institutional pro-
g-am reviews are usually formative in the sense that they seek
program improvement, system-level (and especially state-level
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FIGURE 10

. Comparison of Review Purposes, Measures, and Evaluators

[nstitutional Reviews
(Dept., School, Callege)

Prinvis

Tn \I\‘\'(‘Iup progranis,
antlvze their direction and
content, assess their quality,

Sec umlun
Resource allocation,

Privnarrs .

Indicarors of quality Jeeimed
appropriate by mstitutional”
departmental personnel,

Primnatry
Departnental or nstitutional

Secondary

Peer consultants: advisory
gronps representing business,
industry or profession;
current students and
praduates.

Accreditation Reviews
(Professional & Regonal)

Promar

Toissess whether progranm
Orifstitution meets
mnmum standards.,

Prismars

Minimum approved
stiidards of the disapline,
state, or region (sually
qualitative.)

Primary
Peer reviewers,

Sceenclary
Departmental or institutional
personnel via selfsuudy.

New Directions for Institntional Research, 16, Winter 1977,
'

Statrr Coordinating

" Agency Reviews

Drintary

To vvaluate the
accountahility and elficient
use o seate resources of an
tstitiution, program, or
sweinetn of posisecondary
wucation viscavs its peers,

Primary

Inpue and matcotne measures
Based o need, cost,
productivity, and quality.

Primary

Ranges from institutional
self-reviewers to outside
peers o estra-institutions”s
reviewers onagency stal',
depending on state.

Secondary
Program graduates, business
or induastry raters.

Performance
Peviews & Andus

Promary

To evaluate the
accountability s eficency
of {0 stite progeam vis-a-vis
other state programs,
Coucerns only global,
judgments about prograins,
not necessartly mprovennent
or atalysis of progran.

Primary

Oucotne meisures based on
progriam goals and
ohjectives,

Primary
Legislative or executive
agency stalfs,

Sccondary
Program graduates, industry
or profession raters,
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reviews) are generally summative, since they have the potential
of leading to program termination. On a practical level of im-
plementation, other distinctions arise. Because institutional
reviews are almost always aimed at voluntary self-improvement,
they tend to skip over the very questions that external
evaluators are most keenly interested in.

To give an example, at the institutional level “need” is fre-
quently defined in terms of student and/or faculty needs, while
at the state level, “need” is more likely to be defined as either a
socictal or manpower need. Similarly, “efficiency” at the institu-
tional level has very different connotations than at the state
level, where it most likely will concern cost comparisons berween
institutions, as well as unnecessary duplication. To resolve these
differences, some advise setting up a system for independent
institutional evaluation by “trained neutrals” (Harcleroad and
Dickey 1975, p. 3) and Harcleroad (1970). Alternatively, some
suggest expanding the triad concept of institutional licensure,
evaluation, and accreditation to include mechanisms for pro-
gram review (Kaplin 1976).

Despite = cecent trend by some state agencies to include or at
least recognize institutional review efforts, a strong feeling per-
sists at many institutions that such accommodations are
counterproductive. In their views, program accreditation in itself
should sufficiently satisfy state-level inquiry.” A response to this
contention, however, is found in Griffiths (1979), who notes:

[n accreditation, the main question is: What is the program
rrying to do and how well is it doing it? [But] in program
review, the question is: Does the program meet or show clear
potential for mecting standards of high quality and demon-
strated need regar.less of what the program wants to do?

Even when such «onsiderations are taken into account and
program-review efforts are effectively combined on campus with

“regional accreditation visits, at the state level the problem is fur--
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ther complicated Jdue to a frequenty acknowledged animosity
Between state agencies and hoth national and acereditation
groups, Partly bhecause of this, some site visitors for accreditation
purposes have found it dimtllll if not impossible, to serve two
masters when state and acerediting efforts are combined.

tn more than one state, advice was given by \mtu level staff to
“keep acereditation agencies out of the review.” In fact, a fow
states cither have threatened or are threatening to refuse
recognition of regional acereditation effores altogether. At issuc
here s a head-on conflice between the state and professional
accreditation standards, such as those that prescribe how an
institution must he organized.

An attempt at reconciling these differences is posed by Tucker
and Mautz (1978), who, writing in the Educational Record, suggest
involving state hoard staff in regional accreditation visits, Pres-
ent evidencee, in fact, indicates that such an exchange is begin-
ning to take place. For example, more than 80 percent of the
evatiation teams surveyed in the Middle States Association
region said they now enlisethe support of state board represen-

tatives (Kelly 1979). And in some states, such as Texas and
Marytand, the state coordinating board and the regional accred-
iting organization arc actually conibining insticutional evalua-
tion cfforts. As a part of its policy called “Higher Education
Evaluation -and Development” (HEED), the Maryland State
Board for Higher Education agreed to make cooperative team
visits with certain colleges and schools to reduce the ¢ hmvy and
duplicative burden of self-study and planning activities” (State
Board for Higher Education 1979, p. 3).

Another familiar suggestion for reducing unnecessary duplica-
tion of scote and institutional effores is simply to drop one or the
other evaluation. But for various reasons, this is rarely satisfac-
tory. While it may be true that not every institution, system, and
state-level agency should be continuously reviewing all programs,
it is hard to figure out where to cut back on these effores. On one
level, most survey respondents indicated that mstltutlon'll
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reviews were not only necessary but ought to be comprehensive,

regularly scheduled, and a part of a comprehensive institutional

planning and budgeting system. On another level, state-level
reviews are increasingly taking on added significance in light of

present political and cconomic climates. In many arcas of the

country, external reviews are considered essential to reassure

state officials and the public that higher education is accountable

(Geiogue 1980), Governance patterns, the number of institu-

tions, and the size of the state all enter into the decision of when |
to undertake reviews at the extrainstitutional level. All things

considered, the results of this study indicate a need for both in-

ternal and exerainstitutional reviews in virtually all instances.

State and Institutional Friction over Reviews

Aside from issuces surrounding duplicate review efforts, prob-
ably the biggest obstacle to cooperation is an actitudinal one.
College and university faculty and staff openly resent the
increasing state intrusions made into academic autonomy. To
case such tensions, the Carnegic Council, the Education Com-
mission of the States, the Sloan Commission, and others have
attempred  to make  distinctions between  legitimate  state
responsibilities and strictly institutional affairs. The Sloan Com-
mission, for example, recommends that cach statg arrange for
periodic reviews of every program but adds thae these reviews
should be conducted by peers, not state-agendy staff (Sloan
1980). '
- Despite such cffors, little consensus exists as to where respon-
sibility for program review should ultimarely reside. Meanwhile,
concern over rfecent academic scandals, the seemingly endlesy
requests for more funds, and the inappropriateness of at least
some university research press state officials to ask for ever-
tighter controls and greater accountability. Perhaps understand-
ably, program reviews tend to be increasingly popular with
governors, legislators, and the public.
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Perhaps the following cditorial concerning reviews conducted
by the Louisiana Board of Regents is typical:

Carcfully narturing the flourishing programs and cucting out
the obvious losers, as painful as the lacter mighe be, . . s the
way to go for a better, higher education. Just be grateful some-
thing is being done here to assure chat we're geteing a full
measure for what we pay. It's certainly a refreshing change
(Morning Advocate 1979),

When emotions come into play, program review is viewed as an

‘important tool (for both right and wrong reasons) to make insti-
tutions more Accountable, to weed out duplicate programs, to
reallocate resources, and, in a word, to cut costs.

Participation of the Independent Sector in Program Review

Despite the fact that most state agencies feel participation by
private insticutions is an absolute must, only a few agencies have
autherity that actually extends to the private sector. Especially
in cases where state aid is provided and reviews are integrated
into state planning and budgeting systems, lack of input from the
private scctor becomes critical. Obviously, without a reciprocal..
opportunity for state agencies and public colleges to scrutinize
private-college offerings, it’s vircually impossible to rrovide truly
comprehensive statewide planning perspectives. Although on a.
voluntary basis some private colleges and universities do occa-
sionally participate in state-level reviews, to date, this participa-
tion is limited to only a few states. -

By and large, private instirutions fear that participation in
reviews will infringe on their academic independence. But while
these institutions may understandably sacrifice some of their tra-
ditional autonomy, ofie writer has commented that “the benefits
outweigh the costs of intense programmatic competition and ter-

“rific rc;‘.otircc waste” (Wilson. 1979, p.20). This conclusion not
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only has been substantiated by the findings of our immediace
study but also is consistent with conclusions reached by the
Sloan Commission (1980). For a complete analysis of private-
sector participation in statedevel reviews, see Wilson and Miller
(1980).

Do Program Reviews Save Money?

Of ull the concerns raised in this study, no issue received more
frequent commentary than the issue of whether or not program
Jdiscontinuance (especially as a result of state-level reviews)
results in dollar savings. When the author and Robert Berdahl
first wrote on state-evel reviews, a common folk wisdom prevailed
that program reviews would naturally result in great dollar sav-
ings. Later, this was replaced by an equally common bit of lore
that you can’t save money by climinating programs (see Berdahl
1975). As in many issucs, the trath probably lies somewhere in
between. Documented cases for both positions can casily be
found (Smith 1975; Fields 1976). Mingle (1978, p. 66), for exam-
ple, in a study of state-level program review in the South, found
that program review is probably not a “cost-cutting measure if
[emphasis added] we are considering immediate cost savings.”
According to Mingle, “States which use quantitative measures of -
degree output often limit their reviews to programs which are
already low cost. [But] the most likely place to find savings is in
programs with high levels of enrollment and degree production,
which quantitative evaluations exclude.” ’ '

\Whrher or not savings ultimately accrue depends ona varicty
of factors. For example, what is the primary purpose of the
review? Is it to save money or is it for some other reason? And
how extensive is the program beit:  eviewed? In other words, is
it simply a paper program or is it & genuine program with large
numibers of faculty, students, and equipment?

To date, tauch of the evidence is not yet in. This is particularly
so where resources are reallocated to other programs and may, in
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clfect, remain hidden. Furthermore, in some institutions and in
most states, the firse round of program climinations has focused
on the weakest programs. Those programs with declining
enrollments, poor quality, and lack of institutional support were
aatomatically picked first. Some, iv fact, were paper programs
without cither students or full-time faculty, As the reviews ex-
pand, as enrollments continue to decline, and as new resources
hecome increasingly scarce, reviews will necessarily select more
substantive programs for closure, thus making dollar savings
more evident. Noncetheless, reviews themscelves can be costly, If
done well, they consume large amounts of time, energy, and
money. But despite the expense, survey respondents concluded
in virtually all cases that the reviews are, indeed, worth doing.
At this point, it's virtually impossible to forecast the future
agenda for program review. The facts to date seem to indicate
that —with the possible exception of the cost-saving issuc—the
inherent conflices will most likely persist. At the institutional
level, the conflice will no doubt continue between faculey who
would like to utilize review outcomes {or program improvement
and administrators who wish to use these same results for
resource allocation. And similarly, the inherent conflict between
institutions and external reviewers at the system and state levels
will probably continue to be a further source of friction. Some
states have been more successful in maintaining this friction ata
healthy level than others, and hopefully their examples may
serve as guideposts. Obviously, we are now well past the point of
turning back the clock to the relatively more relaxed eras of the
“fries and sixties. State planning is very much a part of higher
education with lictle indication of abatement. And accordingly,
academic program evaluation-=be hinternal and external—will
be much used and discussed trroughout the decade of the
cightics.
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brief review of evaluation terminology as dcrived from
the literature can help inform the reader about current
trends and applications. To start, cvaluation itself has been called
“an clastic word that stretches to cover judgments of many

‘kinds” (Weiss 1972, p. 1). As such, it can be used to describe a

host of activities pertaining to the commdn notion of judging
merit. For the purposes of this report, two particular kinds of
evaluation are brought into direct focus: program approval,
which offers a process for evaluating new program proposals,
and program review, which provides for evaluation of progr ‘ams.
that are already in existence. (The reader is referred to Kelly
and Johnston [1980] for a more thorough discussion of program
review and its relationship to evaluation.) By way of contrast,
the type of evaluation known as accreditation can be seen as “the
process by +/hich a program or institution is recognized as being
in conformity with some agreed-upon standard. Most frequently
it refers to approval by voluntary associations and accrediting

“agencies” (Anderson and others 1975, pp. 4-5).
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A more precise understanding of the terms “program
approval” and “review can be gained by looking closely at the
context in which they ave often used. For example, wlien these
terms are employed by system or state-level agencies, a notion
of accountability generally accompanies them. Accountability
has been variously defined as “responsibility, explicability, and:
answerability” when used with reference to service in the public
interest; in the field of education, accountability “relates mainly
to a concern for furthering the educational cffectiveness of
school systems” (Anderson and others 1975, p. 1). .

Two related concepts are assessment and critical judgment.
Assessment connotes “a narrower meaning than evaluation, but
a broader meaning than measurement.” It refers “to the process
of gathering the data and fashioning (it) into an interpretable
form . .." (Anderson and others 1975). Critical judgment, on
the other hand, comes at the final stages of the assessment com-
ponent, when decisions are made regarding the future of the
program being reviewed. These decisions can range from cither
termination or continuance, to continuance with conditions,

—_to_program_cxpansion_and_further development.,

Program in this report generally refers to an academic/
occupational course of study leading to a degree or certificate.
Certainly program-review activities, however, extend beyond

————just-degree-and certificate programs to include rescarch and ser-
V vice programs as well as projects such as the College Outcome
Measures Project (COMP) and the Academic Program Evaluation
Project (APEP), which evaluate entire undergraduate programs.

Objectives of program review and approval generally focus on
program improvement and efficiency. On the institutional level,
emphasis is primarily on improvement—with efficiency and
cffcctiveness  today becoming relatively - more. important
—whereas at the system and state level, emphasis is morelikely to
be placed on the cfficient use of state resources. Admittedly,
qualitative improvement (usually in a broader statewide sense) is
also an objective in many state-level reviews. Whatever the case,
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these objectives are met during the review and approval process
by the use of eritevion measurement, which secks to relate goals
and objectives toaserof established criteria (Anderson 1975, pp,
93-100).

A further distinetion is that made between formative and sum-
mative evaluations (Scriven 1967). Basically, formative evalua-
tion produces information that can be used to form aprogram or
help improve it, whereas summative evaluation: sums nip or
evaluares the overall program once it is in operation. Summative
evaluation, for ¢éxample, may result in program madification or
termination. Generally speaking, reviews done internally by
program faculty are formative, whereas reviews done by outside
individuals are summative. More specifically, internal reviews
conducted exclusively for the use of a given department are

located near the formative end of the continuum; reviews con-
Jducted at the insticutional level are slightly less formative; profes-
sional accreditations are somewhere in the middle; and external
reviews conducted by system-level or state agencies are near the
summative end (Barak 1977).
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APPENDIX 1I:

Examples of
- State-Level
Program Approval

he following examples indicate the various approaches to

statc-level program approval. Virginia represents the-
planning-type—approach,- Rhode-Island-exemplifies-the-incre
mental approach, and Washington combines both. Beyond
illuscrating the various approaches to the state-level approval -
process, these three examples indicate the significance presently
attached to scate-level npproval in initiating new programs:

“

Pl'mmng Tpr Approach: Vlrgmm

In 1978, the Virginia Council of Higher Education (SCHEV)
began asking for (and reviewing) all public institutional curricu- .
lar plans. In the hopes of developing a continuing and compre- -
hensive plan for the introduction of new academic programs, -
'SCHEV asked that these plans be revised every two years.

Since the council recognized at the outset that starting new
programs required cither additional funds from the general
assembly or else reallocation of funds from programs already in

o7
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operation, all new academic proposals were to be considered in

~light of projected enrollment figures, operational budgets, and

building needs of colleges and  universities  (Davies  1TO80).
Furthermore, to get approval, edcli insticution'’s comprehensive
six-year curricular plan would necessarily incorporate approval
by SCHEV of all specific academic programs contained within
it. Only under unusual circumsrances could an institation
cither request permission to aleer its curriculum plan or appeal a
council decision. Above all, the SCHEV plan was designed to
curtail unnecessary budget expense, avoid program duplication,
and simuleancously find alternative ways to make essential
programs available to the public.

Incremental Approach: Rhode Istand

The Rhode Island Board of Governors supervises all state
public education. Although proposals may be submicted at any
time, the staff of the commissioner of education asks for ade-
quate time for study and analysis. Because of tliis, proposals
must be submitted at least 90 days prior to the intended date of
implementation.

A primary consideration of Rhode Island’s review process is
to find out if program duplication is involved and, if so,
whether the -duplication increases costs. In other words, to
what extent can the propesed activity utilize available resources
at other institutions? Toiadequately respond to such queries,
program proposals must include answers to the following: What
cooperative hrrange’nent"s will_ be made with institutions offer-
ing similar programs? Will provisions be made for students in
other Rhode Island institutions to transfer into or out of the
program? And if the program happens to be in an occupational

- field, what are the current and projected manpower needs at the

national, state, regional, [and local levels? In a wotd, how large is
the projected clientele, and to what extent might it conceivably
draw students from other existing programs? Specifically, how
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will the the proposed program be administered and how much
will it cost? ' ‘ ‘
Upon completion of the review, the commissioner submits a
recomiendation for actiont to a special subcommiteee for
postsecondary education, which in turn presents its recommen-
Jdations to the board of governors. Approval by the board of
governors is predicated on the assumption that an institutional
evaluation of the new program will take place on or before the

N

completion of one full program cycle. e
Combined Approach: Washington

The Washington Council combines the incremental approach
with the planning approach in such a way as to coordinate pro-
gram approval with the legislative budget cycle, The following
flowchart (figure 17) illustrates the normal sequence of events
from conception to implementation of a new program, After
deciding to plan a new degree program, the institution enters
inito informal discussions with council staff to determine whether
the proposed program will requiré a preliminary (or category 1)
planning statement. This preliminary planning statement is then
reviewed by staff and forwarded to the institution,

To coincide with the budget calendar, the main stage of the
review must begin on or before July 1 for inclusion in the normal
review agenda. Final action by the council must occur on or
before December 15, If the council makes favorable recommenda-
tions, stipulations arc included that the program must undergo
institutional evaluations no later than the fifeh year of its opera-
tion. At that time, new evaluations will be compared with the
original projections to examine the overall impact of the pro-
gram. A final cvaluation report is then sent to the council, con-

" taining the findings as well as any necessary measures to improve

the program.
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APPENDIX I11:

Internal Review
Examples

lthough no particular approach tointernal program review
A is reccommended as perfect, the following examples provide
an overview of current procedures. The University of lowa ex-

ample indicates how a large research university approaches the

subject, the three community colleges illustrate the variety of

yrocesses found in smaller institutions, and Harvard Universit
} ’ y

represents a highly unique approach based on the schools -

history and traditions.

University of lowa

G

Although typical of the approaches found in many large
rescarch universities, the University of lowa’s internal program-
review process is especially noteworthy because of its integration
into long-range academic planning. Initiated in 1971, the Ul aca-

demic review process enables the university to systematically

review all programs and levels, including individual support

1
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units as well as the university as a whole, For example, resules of
departmental and graduate program reviews are incorporated
into the overall collegiate review of priorities and directions,

using the guidelines for “colleginte veviews.” These collegiate

guidelines then serve for review of such nondepartmentahzed
colleges as Law, nursing, and pharmacy. And tinally, in conjunc-
. . 1 ~ . . . . P

tion with the North Cenrral Association acereditation visits, a

ctotal university review is completed.

Above all, this plan is designed to allow flexibilivy in meeting -
individualized program needs and characreristics, To gain a het-
cer understanding of the specific applications, we'll turn now to
the separate processes involved in departmental reviews, col-
leginte reviews, and the university review.

Departmental Program Reviews

Basically, Ul's departmental reviews aim at gaining quality
control while surveying the overall future direction of the aca-
demic encerprise. At the heart of Ul's departmental review is a
self-study that focuses on goal statements, resource requirements
for ateaining these goals, and comments by the deans on stated
needs. ‘ .

For cach departmental review, an ad hoc review commiteece is.
appointed to interview students and faculty, enlist reactions
from external sources, and evaluate teaching, research, and ser-
vice functions. Resource persons from outside the universicy:
serve with faculty from other university disciplines on the review
committees. Among other considerations, the review committee
members try to gain an understanding of the relationship of the’
program or department to other college programs and units; to
evaluate faculty contributions; to review program goals in the
context of projected needs, as well as existing financial and
material support; and to identify strengths and weaknesses in che
program. - A '
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Copies of the tinal review report are submitted to the appro-
priate deans, who, in turn, submit theiv reconmendations to the
vice-president for academic affairs.

Colleginte Reviews

Collegiate review committees are appointed by the vice-
president for acadenmic aftairs and consist of faculty from other
university colleges plus at least one person from outside the uni-
versity. The actual review makes use of a self-study prepared by
the collegiate faculty but focuses primarily on the mission and
priorities of the college as a whole with respect to teaching,
rescarch, and service programs. In addidon, the review evaluates
the collegiate organization, administration, and fiscal structure.

After the review committee obtains faculty self-studies, repores
from the dean, plus additional information, it then prepares a
formal report that is submiteed to the vice-president for academic
affairs, who then consults with the dean, the president, and an
appropriate college faculty committec.

University Review

Begun in the fall of 1976, the university review surveys five
general arcas: '

-

|. Undergraduate Education. Issues are genceral education;
student advisory services; job-oriented programs; inter-
disciplinary teaching programs; honors programs; and use
of teaching assistants. o

2. Preprofessional and Professional Education. Issues are inter-

- relationships of teaching, rescarch, and professional prac-
tice; professional education and the University; prepro-
fessional advisory services; and professional accreditation.

3. Graduate Education. Issues are faculty vitality; employ-

ment of graduates; new graduate programs; inter- -
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disciplinary researchy and libraries, computer resources,
and other rescarch support services.

4, Continuing Education. lssues are professional growth
programs; inservice programs for teachers; relations with
area-community colleges; off-campus degree programs; pro-
grams for adults; and recreational and cultural programs,

5. Governance, Faculty Macters, Student Affairs, Issues are
faculty organizations; student organizations; teaching
evaluationy academic reviews; affirmative action; and the
role of students in academic affairs,

Evaluation of Uls Academic Review Procedures

Interviews with executive officers of deparements and pro-
grams at the University of lowa that were reviewed between 1971
and 1978 revealed that faculty who served on review committees
from other departmental units felt chat chey had gained a
broader understanding of the university, They also fele that,
despite the significant invesement of faculty and administrative
time and cffort, many positive benefits had been derived for
academic program evaluation and development, especially as a
resule of the self-study process, The interviews further indicated
that procedural guidelines for academic reviews needed greater -
clarification and refinement, and that improved follow-up
mechanisms were needed to enhance the overall review process.

. The Community Colleges

.

California Community Colleges

COPES is the familiar acronym for the Community College
Occupational Programs Evaluation System,:a process that was -
developed by the chancellor’s office of California Community
Colleges (Sacramento) and Foothill—De Anza  Community
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College Districe (California) to evaluate occupational education,
Between 1976 and 1977, 53 evaluations using COPES were
undertaken in California Community Colleges. According to
the findings, although a number of people saw need for further
refinement, the overall reaction was favorable. Among the
acknowledged benefits veported by institutions using COPES
were: better targeting of fund arcas for needed equipment;
clearer roles in administration and: program operations; and
stronger planning, evaluation, and student follow-up.

The way COPES works is by offering a self-study method that
can readily be applied to a variety of situations, First of all,
COPES can be used to appraise a college’s total performance in
oceupational education or it can concentrate on a single
program area, Also, it can evaluate specialized programs and ser-
vices such as those offered for the disadvantaged and the handi-
capped or cooperative work experience projects. All in"all, the
COPES approach involves teachers, counselors, administrators,
students, und occupational  education  advisory committee
members. And in some instances, a team of outside experts from
other community colleges visits the campus to validate the find-
ings of the sclf-study. Primarily, the COPES process offers a tool
for use by the requesting college, the results of which are not
reported beyond the campus.

Broome Community College (New York)

A sccond model of program evaluation for two-year colleges is -
the RBE (Reality-Based Evaluation for Two-Year Occupational
Programs) developed by the Cornell Institute for Research and
Development in Occupational Education. Since Broome Com-
munity College (in Binghamton, New York) uses an adaptation
of the RBE model, it serves as an appropriate example. A key
asset of this approach is the flexibility it allows in acquiring infor-
mation for improved decisionmaking in aveas such as standards,
goals, and ~xpansion or curtailment, while simultancously de-

[
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emphasizing individual performance, With the RBIE system, pro-
grinm evaluation s done by the department chairperson program
coordinator and by faculty who are assisted by the dean of cur-
riculum. As such, it proceeds through three general phases:,

Phase Iseeks to clarify program objectives and activities, To do -
this, an evaluative worksheet is developed to look at such aspects
as enrollment patterns, instructional techniques, course objecs
tives, and projected program needs, If concerns arise during the

evaluation (such as a need for better evaluative strategies or 2
pmlﬂlcm with meeting program expectations), a mmmxrtcc is set
up to do an in- LlL‘p(h study. Otherwise, Phase 11 heghns.

Phase ITis the data-collection part of the process, which entails
gathering information about cach objective and/or cluster of
activities as well as evidence related to the attainment of the pro-
gram abjectives. At this point, the dean of curriculum and the
department coordinator put together a second evaluative work-
sheet to determine the most appropriate evaluatidn sources,
such as faculty, graduates, students, employers, and so on. To
find out which sources are, in fact, most suitable, the following
questions are asked: What evidence can best determine actain-
ment of the objectives? Where can it be found? How can it be”
acquired?

Phase I focuses on the findings and recommendations when
the data is collected. Actua) interpretation of the findings and
recommendations is made by the dean of curriculum after the
department chairperson program coordinator has forwarded a
summary to the dean. Mainly, this reportis concerned with pro-
gram cffectiveness, necessary modifications, findings of merit,

“and unanswered questions.

Finally, a recommendation report is written up in the followmg
format:
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College Name
Evaluation Report Title

TIdentification— - - - CollegeMission—Sratement; Depart=—
ment or Program Goal; Program Title
Introduction— Brief summary including -purpose of

evaluation and names of those involved
in evaluation.

Overview— Brief description of the process used,
including objectives and activities of

. the program. (A copy of the Phase I

. worksheet may be sufficient.
Findings— A summation of the findings, answer-
: ing the question, Now that we have
, evaluated, what have we learned?

- Recommendations— Answers the question, What do we do
' with what we learned? ‘

Metropolitan Commumty College DlStl‘lCt
(Kansas City, Missouri)

The Metropolitan Community College (MCC) District Has
" been selected as the third community-college example to illus- .
trate a vocational curricular evaluation model. This model was
_ orlgmally funded by the Bureau of Occupational and Adult Edu-"
cation of the U.S. Office of Education. The project primarily
sought to evaluate the MCC program in six arcas: (1) program
relationship to the job market; (2) level of community support;
(3) program success in meeting vocational aspirations of clien-
tele; (4) program success interms of student pérformance; (5) pro-
gram cost-cffectivencss; and (6) program success in reaching the
handicapped and disadvantaged. According to its developcrs, an
advantage of this model is that it provides a strategy anda set of
procedures for assessing the quatity of existing vocational educa-
" tion programs at any postsecondary institution.
For the actual project, each of the above criteria was opera-
tlonallzed in terms of subcriteria evolved from MCC evaluator
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responses to a serics ofquesnons A weighting scheme was then

incorporated . into the model, | reflecting the perceived impor----

tance placed on cach of the criteria and subcriteria by an ad-
visory committee consisting of 121 state and local legislators,
educators, college trustees, and business people. The resulting
proportional weights of the subcriteria are shown in figure 18.

Once the evaluation criteria and subcriteria plus their respec-
tive weights were established, a means for measuring a program’s
level of success in attaining the subcriteria was developed. To do
this, proficiency levels for cach subscription were established
that categorized a program'’s subcriterion attainment as strong,
adequate, or weak.

The criterion and subcriterion weights were then combined
w1th attainment ratings on an evaluation score sheet (see figure
19). A final step in the process was the development ofevaluatlon
profiles. '

FIGURE 18

Paxred Comparison and Propomonal Weights

Paired-Comparison Pl:opnrtionn'l
Criteria . Weight Weight
Progr:{m's relationship to job :
market profile 0.764 100 (1 + 0.764)/6 = 30
—Programi’s-success-in-meeting -
vacational aspirations of ’ .
clientele 0.548 100 (1 +70.548)/6 = 26
Program’'s success in terms
of student pecformance 0.462 100 (1 + Q.462)/6 = 24
Program’s level of community
support - 30,515 100 (1 - 0.515)/6 = 8
Program’s cost-effectiveness -0.563 100 (1 - 0.563)/6 = 7
Program’s success in reaching ' . ’
handicapped and .
disadvantaged -0.696 100 (1 - 0.696)/6 = 5
Total . 100
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FIGURE 19

Criterion and Composite Scores of the Ten Field Tested Programs

Criterion Criterion Criterion Criterion Criterion Criterion Composite Attainment

Program 1 2 3 +4 3 3 Score riting
Program A 220 259 00 228 300 16y 253 Strong
Program B 211 214 258 218 227 193 224 Adequarte
Program C 160 233 290 254 250 IeY 224 Adveguate
Program D 229 259 287 282 273 216 238 Strong
Program E 230 224 266 264 277 165 240 Adeguate
Program F 211 224 250 229 150 141 217 Adequare
Program G 232 245 247 239 250 141 236 Adequate
Program H 167 8l 0 90 100 127 92 Wenk
Program 1 231 245 240 275 300 - 201 244 Strong

’ Adequate
Program ) 211 224 219 212 150 181 211 Adequare
“Indicates highest projections for the three missing current student responses.
(SOURCE: Ory et al., 1978) '
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Program Title: All Ten Programs.
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Harvard

Harvard University offers one of the oldest and, perhaps, most
traditional approaches to' program review. Partly due to its
historical evolvement, the Harvard approach is probably the
most difficult for other institutions to adopt. At the heart of Har-
vard’s review system is the Harvard Board of Overscers, which is
one of the two central governing boards of the university; the
other is the president and fellows, commonly known as the “cor-
poration.” The board is comprised of 30 members—all alumni by -
custom—whose primary duty is “to keep the University true to
its character as a place of learning.” Although in the very broad-
est sense the executive management of the university rests in the
president and fellows, it is the job.of the board of overseers to
review and sanction the acts of that body. _ x )

With the growth of the university-in size and complexlty, the
overseers have had to seek help both in evaluating effectiveness
and in providing-support and counsel for the president and
fellows. In this regard, they rely heavily on visiting committees,
which are primarily headed by overseers. These committees are
made up of experts from outside the Harvard faculty or adminis-
tration who are asked to evaluate a particular department in =
sucit a way as to bring fresh ideas to the university, to prevent . .
provincialism, and to “bring the University into direct and "
active sympathy and communication witir the outside
world. . ..” By way of explanation., “department” in this sense is
broadly interpreted to mean a school, museum, institution,.or,
of course, adepartment. One further purpose of the visitingcom-
mittees is stated in an 1889 committee report that notes that

-every “really useful” visiting commictee must “always remaina -

continual applicant for means.” Members of the visiting commit-
tees are therefore encouraged to help raise funds, or if they are
able, to contribute directly to the activities of the departments
with \Vthh they are afﬁllattd
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Once a review is undertaken, visiting committee chairmen are
expected to report orally to one of the following standing com-
mittees of the board of overscers: natural and applied sciences,
social studics, humanities and arts, or student life and financial
policy. For example, the Committee to Visit the Department of .
Physics reports to the Standing Committee on Natural and
Applied Sciences, and the Committee to Visit the Department of
Government reports to the Standing Committee on Social
Studies, and so on. The several standing commiteees, in turn,
report to the full board, which thien brings matters of particular
significance to the attention of the presidenr and the
corporation.’ '

Feor those who wish further examples of program evaluation in state collepes and universities, in-
formation can be found in a publication of the Resource Center for Mlanned Change of the
American Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) entitled Program Evaluation
~(November 1976). Also, 2 more recent publication by Munitz and Wright (1980) describes the
evaluation process used at Michigan State Utliversity, the University of Michigan, and the Uni-
“versity of HuusnnTTﬁI]ﬂ) see Craven 1980), . - '
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