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“As much as we might like to disbelieve allegations of intrusion of
states upon university prerogatives, Frank Newman has now opened his
chamber of horrors. Seeing what can actually happen should serve as a
bulwark against additional unwarranted invasions of proper and essential
university functions. This frightening wax muscum gives little shivers of
deja vu”

Kenneth HE Ashworth

Commussioncer. Coordinating Board
Teaas College and University System

“This book makes an excellent contribution to the literature on this
topic. It has beea quite some years since anyone has attempted to address the
topic in a systematic way, and I can't recall of anyonce attempting to deal
more forthrightly with the issue of state intrusion.”

Stanley Ikenberry, President
University of Hlinons

“Tkrough candid examples and analyses, this study offers guideposts
for states and universities to achieve constructive relationships that can help
io assure healthy and quality universitics responsive to public priorities
and pubiic policy goals.”

Normai toreman Glasgow

Comnussioner of Higher Fducation, Connecticut

‘A ‘must read’ volume for anyone interested in how American public
higher cducation can make quality 1ts goal. This balanced report is a
blueprint that will guide governors, legislators, governing boards,
system CEOs and campus CEOs to work individually and jointly to achicve
this lofty but necessary goal”

Robert L. Gale, President
Association of Goverming Boards
of Universiues and Colleges

“I'm pleased that Choosing Quality features prominently Ohio’s
success in stimulating excellence at our public colleges and aniversities. ..
Our strategy successfully blends the slected official’s need to demonstrate
accountability with the traditional academic value system of peer review. ..
Thus, we are achieving both academic excellence and public accountability.”

Richard E Celeste

Governor of Olio
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PROLOGUE
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At the outset of this project. we held a somewhar npler view of the
state university relavonship — nameh, that there s 4 wendenay tor states o
intrude in the affars of state unnersiaes and a need on the unnersities’ part
for greater autonomy As we studied the ssues, we tound that the relationship
is more complex There s indeed a tendenes for states o ntrade and, m fact,
for the unnersities 1© cause or mvite tha itrusion, What becomes clear s
that the real need 15 not simply for more autonomy but for a relationship
between the university and the state that is constructive for both, built up
over a long period of time by careful attention on the part of all partics. Ow
purpose is to address how states and annersities can achieve such constructne
retationshes.

What becomes clear is that the real need is not
simply for more autonomy but for a relationship
between the university and the state that is
constructive for both, built up over a long period of
time by careful attention on the part of all parties.

The decsion to address this retauor hip grew out of distussions over
the growing importance of state uniersities, the development of new forms of
governance and the inarcasing concern that state Horts O manage unnersites
were often counterproducive, prevenung the veny focus on quahity that the
public needs and that state gosernment should want From these discussions,
we concluded that the natare of the relationship between the state and the
state university was of criical importance and yet was impertectly understood.
The need was o address this refatonship pracucathy and not just theorendally
How does the state actually interrelate with the state universities? How conld
this relationship be improved? What circumstances cause the falure of the
state to achieve its goals and the diminishment of the quality and effective-
ness of the university? What policies or strategies create o climate within
which a state university will flourish?

Thes project mctades case studies of state university relationships m a
wide varety o states thiough interviews with governors, egistators, budget
officers, auditors, legi.taave staft, governots’ policy aides, unnersity presidents

MC PEOLOGUE 1

9 Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




E

Q

RIC

T
AV

XV

and former presidents, board members, exccutive officers of coordmating and
governing boards, university vice presidents and deans and other university
officers. It also is based on a review of a great deal of hterature about state
governance of higher educatior, the most useful of which 1 noted 1n the
bibliography, as well as meetings with many of the scholars that have prou wced
this literature,

To limit the scope of the study, the project was tocused on the major state
universities. We estimate that there are approximately 106 of these, depending
upon how one defines “major state university™! This is not to mply that the
other state universities, the state colleges and the commurity colleges, to say
nothing of the private colleges and universities, are not importang — they are
indeed In fact, many of the individuals we talked to pented out that perhaps
the most serious stute intrusion occurs in the afirs of the community
colleges. Also, it is critically important that the effectiveness of 4l higher
education be improved, not just the few myor state universities, For this to
occur, the state must create rewards and incepaves tha allow each type of
institution to aspire and flourish within its own mission.

However, the decision to focus on the MOr state unwersities was due to
their importance — their land-grant outreach programs, thewr role in research
and the economic and cultural development of the state, the professional
education they undertake and their sheer size. More than 2 million students
are enrolled in these unwversities, many at the graduate level. Their student
bodies include a large share of students who will be filhng the professional
and managerial roles in society.

In addition, because of their visibility and prestige, these umiversities
tend to play a leadership role within the acadennc community. The nature of
their relationship with the states often sets the pattern for other state mstiu-
tions. Usually, they have not only the greatest degree of auronomy, but also are
the most determined to preserve that autonomy. It 1s the major state univer-
sities that most often have constitutionally guaranteed autonomy. Where con-
sututional autonomy covers an entire system including other tpes of colleges
and universities, as has become more frequent in recent vears, it is typically
because the protection was extended from that inttiatly granted the major
university$

While all state colleges and universities are cnitical to the preservation of
freedom of thought and scholarship, certainly the major state universines are
the most central This does not mean, however, that all of the mayjor state
unmiversities are alike Even those that are of sinular size and structure often
have vastly different cultures and methods of O erating. Most important, they
have a remarka 'y diverse array of relationships with their states, ranging
from constructive partnerships that provide universities of a quality
unmatched anywhere in the world to relationships of antagonism and mutua}
distrust that waste the taxpayers’ money and prevent the development of
universities of quality that such stat{s grgcntly need.

CHOOSING QUALITY REDUCING CONFLICT BETWE=EN THE STATE AND THE UNIVERSITY
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The nature of [the university’s] relationship with
the states ojten sets the pattern for other state
institutions.

The term “university,” as we use it, refers tw campus, not to a system of
campuses. Despite the growth of mult-campus systems, the ultimate test as to
whether the university is of high quality 15 whether the campus is of high
quality. We have used the term “president” to refer to the chief officer of a
campus and “chancellor” to refer to the chief officer of a system, though we
recognize that in practice they are sometimes reversed.? In addition, for
simplicity’s sake, we refer frequently to the state unnersity when, in fact, there
are many states that have more than one major research university

A study such as this suffers the obvious difficulty that there are few
objective mearires that deal with the nature of public policy and university/
state relationships. While we have attempted to utilize such measures wherever
they are awilable, we have been forced to use subjective judgments 1, for
example, assessing the amount of mtrusion by the state into the university, the
nature of that intrusion and the influence that 1t ultimately has on the quality of
teaching and learning. To prevent the study from becoming overly abstract, we
have turned again and agun to examples or case studies that make plun the
complexities, the risks, the dangers and the very personal nature of the
relationships between the states and their wniversities. These cases, while they
help improve he clarity and understanding of the argument, rase the question
of how to dea! with the nanmung of names. We have decided to follow the rule
of praising in public and criticizing in private Therefore, if the cases reflect
favorabiy on the state or the university, they are named, where they reflect
unfavorably, the cases are kept anonvimous Each example, however, is all too
real. For each given, we have many more that make a similar point ®

it should be noted that even case studies have serious flaws. In almost all
of the most illustrative cases, virtue is nat entirely on one side. Most often. one
is forced to concede that there are more than two sides, and most of the
parties seem to be both partially right and partially wrong. Sull, they do
provide windows for insight mto both mappropriate ntrusion and appropree
public  olicy.

Past studies have done much to describe the structure through which
states and hicher education instituttons relate.® We are concerned with both
the formal structure and the actual nature of the relationships, with how the
university and the state deal with each other on a daily basis. It 1s not enough
to describe the structure of the typical governing board, for example, without
trying to find out exactly how it governs n at least some of the states.

Above all, the purpose of the study is constructive — to encourage
discussion, debate and improved urderstanding — all of which we hope will
lead to universities of higher quality that better serve the people of their
states.

PROL()GUEI 4
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- See Appendix 1 for the list of 101 umversy campuses that were

considered the subject of this stucly:

Discussion with Clark Kerr In discussions with the presidents for s
report for the Commission on Strengthening Presidential Leadership,
he concluded that the maor research umiversities had the least mteu-
sion and that intrusion was most likely through community college
boards (Assocution of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges,
Presidents Make a Difference Strengthening Leadership i Colleges aned
Univensities [Washington, D.C.- AGB, 1984)).

Among the institutions mcluded in our hst of “major universities,” 48
have constitutional status. Of these, 28 have protection by virtue of the
constitutional status of the boards that govern them directly (the board
of regents of Mnnesota, for example) and 20 by virtue of being under a
statewide consolidated governing board that has constitutionzl status
(the Arizona Board of Regents or the board of regents for the Universiey
System of Georgia, for example)

There are 10 states in which the statewide consohidated bodard for all
seaior institutions has constitutional status (Arizong, Georgia, Kansas,
Idaho, Mississippi, Montana, Nevada, North Caroling, South Dakota and
North Dakota). In these states, all public institutions, whether or not
they are state universiies, have some constitutional protection. In most
other states, it is only the one or two state unmersities that have
constitutional status Exceptions include Arkansds, Lowmsing, Michigan,
New Mexico and Okkthoma — where most, if not all, senior institu-
tions, whether university or not, have constitutional status.

“Constitutional status™ 15 not synomymous with “constitutional auton-
omy” First, the constitutional status of most state universities may be
further delineated by state statute, in other words, the state fegisluure
has extensive authority to define the legal status of the university even
though the university has a certiun status in the constitution. Second,
even in those states such as Michigan where the constitution explicitly
grants the universities autonomy, the meaning of that protection is
defined over ume both by court decisions and precedents in anversity/
state relations Third, as an extension of .he last point, all stie univer-
sities, whether constitutionally wronomous or not, are subject to
actions of the legislature (also rstablished by the constitution) n the
budget and appropriations process. Over time, university may find that
it must sicrifice some autonomy to ensure fegislitive support for
funding Legslative use of the appropriations process to circumvent
awtonomy wits the cause for court action in Michigan in which the
legislative actions were ruled 10 viokute the constttion. Of course,
universities are reluctant to sue their legislatures,

CHOOSING QUALITY REDUCING CONFLICT BE ' WEEN THE STATE AND THE UNIVERSITY
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Other mechantsms may be as effectine as consttution.l autonomy m
providing a legal basts for unnersity autonomy tor example, a number
of universities (the University of inoss. for example) are corporate
entities separate and distnct from state agencies This permits them o
carry out a wide variety of functions (recewing, mesting and aflocating
nonstate funding. entering mto contracts, ete ) that coutd not be carried
out mdependent of state controls without corporate statws Many univer-
sities have a foundation that serves as a vehicle to dccomplish several of
these functions The Universuy of Marvland receives a degree of
exemption from state controls from a stators College Autonomy Act.
although the efiect of this faw has been reduced significanthy i recent
years (See Lyman A Glenny and Thomas K. Dalglish. Public {mer-
sities, Steite Agencies and the Law Constitutional Autonomy 1 Declinte
(Berkelev. Center for Research andd Development m thgher Education,
1973]. for full discussion of fegal and pohtical background and mplica,
tons of constitutional status.)

Stanley Q lkenberry. preswdent of the Unnersity of ot has sug-
gested that an analysis might reveal real differences as to when the
terms “president” and “chancellor™ are ased (letter o Frank Newman,
March 19, 1987). (See Appendsa 3 for detals.)

The information on winch the unfavorable cases are based. however, 1s
available to interestedd scholars

In the course of this study. we benefited from an extensive review of the
literature on state/university relations. Many of the works evolved from
the perimd of dramatic expansion of both higher education and the
state role of the 1960s und 19795 The follow g works are noted m
particular Robert O Berdahl, Statewide Coordmation of Lhgher Educa-
tion (Washington, DC. American Council on Education, 1971), reports
of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, mcluding 7he
Capitol and the Campus. State Responsibility for Postsecondary Educa-
tion (New York McGraw-11ill, 1971), Gorernance of Higher Education
(New York: McGraw-1ill, 1973). Eugene C Lee and Frank M Bowen, The
Mudti-camprs Unavorsity A Study of Academic Gorerneance (New York,
McGraw-Hill, 1971). reports of the Carnegie Counat on Policy Studhes in
Higher Education, mcluding Eugene C. lee and Frank M. Bowen,
Managing Mudti-campus Systems (San Francisco Jossev-Bass Inc, Pub-
tishers. 1975). The States and igher Education A Proud Past and
Vitai Futire, reports of the Carnegre Foundation for the Advancement
of Teaching. inchuding The Control of the Campus, A Report on the
Gorernance of 1hgher Education (Washington, DC - CIATL 19%2). works
by Richard M Millard while he was Education Commussion of the States
director of postsecondary services, including State Boards of Higher
Leucation (Washington, D.C.. American Association of Higher Educa-
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ton-ERIC, 1976), several studies and reports by John D Midlet, mcduding
hts most recent work, Conflict in Fhigher Lcucanion. State Governiment
Coordination Versus nstititional Independence (San Franasco. Jossey -
Bass Inc, Pubbshers, 1984). ECS reports, induding Coordination or
Chaos? Report of the Task Force on Coordination, Governance and
Structure of Postsecondary Ecucation (Denver ECS, 1973), Accornnta-
bility and Academe A Report of the National lask Force on the
Accorntability of thgher Education to the State (Denver, ECS, 1979),
Challenge Coordination and Governance m the ‘80s (Denver. ECS,
1980). works by Lyman A Glenny. Awronomy of Public Colleges the
Challenges of Coordination (New York McGraw-Hill, 1959), Coordinat-
ing Higher Education for the 70s (Berkeley. Center for Rescarch and
Development m Higher Educavon, 1971, Statervide Coordination of
Higber Education The Modern Concept (Denver. State Higher Educa-
uon Executive Officers, 1985), and the report of the Stoan Comnussion
on Government and Higher Education, A 2 ogram for Reneweed Partier-
ship (Cambridge, Mass.. Ballinger Pubhishing Company, 1950).
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I. CHOOSING QUALITY

e

In the United States, the state university 1s the embodiment of many of
the public’s ideals — opportunity through education for our sons and daugh.
ters, progress through research and knowledge. the enhancement of the
cultural environment of the state, the responsibility to be of seryice to society.
To be effective at these aims, the university must succeed in teo dimenstons. It
must be skilled in the arts of education and research, and it must be
responsive to the publics needs. Since ihe earhiest foundings of state unwver-
sities, their importance has heen cleir to statie governments and to the public
at large Today, however, there 15 a more intense interest in therr qualnty than
ever before. In a world of growing economic competition and social com-
plexity, it is the university to which the state turns for assistance.

But, in achieving quality, it matters a great deal hew states and
universities interact. Their relationship directly affects the level of quality of
the university. Yet the nature of the interaction is not foreordained or fixed in
the stars. It is, rather, a matter of will, a result of conscious decisions; and it
can be changed if states and universities make up their minds to change it. In
many states, it should be changed, for u inhibits the future of both the
university and the state Today, in a number of states, it 15 changing as a result of
purposeful steps by determined leaders.

In a simpler age, it was less difficult and even less mportant to have ar.,
effective relauonship Today, when state universities are large, thewr governance
stoncture complex and their role in the state so signific.nt, the most sertous
thought is required What can state governments and state universities do to
create the optimal conditions that cause a university of high qualiy to flourish?

APPROPRIATE PUBLIC POLICY VERSUS
INAPPROPRIATE INTRUSION

It is not unusual to hear, within the university walls, the argument that
the state has no proper role with regard to the unwersity beyond providing
adequate funding This is wrong. The state has an essential role to play in the
functioning of the state university Appropriate public policy is needed not unly
to ensure accountability but also to create a climate that nurtures aspiration, A
constantly evolving state policy 1s needed as a force for change.

But the state must also avoid inappropriate intrusion into the university
— intrusion that stifles or impedes the quality and hampers the responsiveness

i8
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of the university At 1ts best, the relationship between the state and the state
university is an appropriate cffort by those elected and appointed to state
office to set goals, allocate resources, hold accountable and encourage those
who govern the state university. We have called this appropriate public policy.
Inappropriate intrusion is characterized by attempts by those in state govern-
ment (or the university) to interfere with the operation of the university
either to serve ends that are questionable in themselves or to serve ends that
may or miay not be appropriate through means that are questionable. We have
characterized three forms of such ntrusion,

* Burcaucratic — the accumulated weight of unnecessary or coun-
terproductive regulations, which is the most common form ot map-
propriate intruston

¢ Political — the eaercse of raw polincal power tor selt-mterest rather
than pubhc mierest, which s an mportant deterrent o quainy m- a
mmority of states

* Ideological — the attempt o mpede unnersiy actnay on- deologeal
grounds, which now seldom occurs as a result of state actions

The universiys role m creaung an appropriate: relatonship is equally
important Universinv feadership n striving for quahin 1s essential But some
universities regularly invite mappropriate mirusion Universities must asord

* End runs of the governance process o achieve campus goals

¢ Institugonal ambions tha run counter o the agreed  mstitution.
mission

¢ Farlure to address appropriate state needs in a umeh manner

¢ Self-timitation, as has occurred most notably m deological mruston,
where it is the unnersity itself rather than the state that tends o hmt the
freedom of discussion on the campus

For all ot the difficulty m creatng an effecinve relatonship. tor alt of the
abuses (many of which will be documented m the followmg chapters). the
result of public policy over the years hus been the aeaton and nurturing of
remarkable number of state unnversities of lugh quabin: We have not attempred
a systematic compartson of the American model of governance with s
counterparts clsewhere in the developed world Nevertheless, we beliave that
the stae universities m this country are far more: inumately mvohed m the
cconomic and culwral devetopment of their communities than are the public
universities of Europe and the Far East. Desprte the doseness of this mvolve-
ment. governmentadl supervision here has managed o be both more effecne
as o force for change, more shittful at preventing an overtocus on mstitutional
self-interest and more careful about providing the fleaibility that we percene
as essential,
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‘The result is that, at their best, our state eniversities are the finest m the
world ! But the 1ssue is not whether seme state universities m this country are
the best public institutions n the world 1t is whether all state unversities ¢an
and should — even must — be more ngorous. more etfecuve, more mvolved
to meet the increasing needs of American society ma werld that becomes ever
more competitive and complex

THE NEW INTEREST IN THE QUALITY
OF STATE UNIVERSITIES

The indispensability of a sysem of kigher education of the highest
possible quatity has been the subect of renewed public attention In 1985, 38
state-of-the- tate addresses by governors cited econome development as a top
state: priornty In-every case. this was directly lmked to a recognized
dependence on higher education Recenthy. former Teaas Governor Mark White
argued:

“We are very aware in Texas at this moment that the future holds
increasing career and job opportunities which are accessible only
through a high level of education and tramning The recent loss of oil-
reited jobs  1s a clear warning s1gn that the strength and progress of
our economy must be driven mn the future by some other resource In
Texas today: we know what that resource is We know that education 1s
the o1 and gas of our future — the ‘master k' 1 the drve chan of
Americas future competitiveness is a population of well-educated
people.™

fowa Governor lerry Branstad. arguing for an ambitious program to
prove education at alt levels 1o meet the challenge of the farm criss, pomted

out _
“We have to mprove our education system andt dis ersily our economy to
survive™
Former Governor Richard tanmin, of Colorado noted
“The state that 15 second best educationally will be second best
econonically ™
His successor, Governor Roy Remer, in his first state-of-the-state speech,
sawd:

I we are 1o prepere for Colorados future, we must make a stronger
investment in higher education Cur economic prosperity will be more
dependent upon our skilt levels than our resource base s

Where the vision is lackimg, that too is noted. A newspaper m a capnal
city lamented that ats state did not have the necessary sense of purpose and that
the resultig drain of talent out of the state was significant

B ‘ 1 CHOOSING QUALITY
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“Theres frustrating wony for [our state] smce much of the toss of wlent
has been to {another nearby state]. Smacked by recession begmnig in
1981, the state now struggles for economic development. But its budget
for higher education has been whacked so badly that faculty salanes —
especiatty i the research realm that corporations watch — have sagged
far below the competition.”

“The state that is second best educationally
will be second best economically”
Former Colorado Governor Richard Lamm

A study conducted for the Jomt Economic Commuttee of the US.
Congress on ways to foster the unversity role ' economic development
concluded:

“In an extramdinary number of cases, & unnersiy plased & myor role n
the history of the companies that have chosen to relocate™

One result has been @ new determmation in many states to exploit the
university s abilities for economic development This 1s occurnng through such
specific arrangements as the mdustry-university consortia i states such as
Ohig, North Carohing, Texas, Cahfornia, Rhode Island and Pennsyhvania.”

This is not a new concern — or a new response. In fact, as far back as
1862, the Congress recognized the importance ot cotleges and waversities to
local economic development by passing the Mornll Acts These estabhished the
first kaind-grant colleges by calling for the:

-endowment. support and mantenance of at least one college in each
state where the leading object shall be . 1o teach such branches of
fearning as are related to agricalture and the mechanic arts 1 order to
promote the hberal and pracucal education of the industrial classes 1n
the several pursuits and professions in hfe”

Specific sums of money were also outlined.

“{Tlo be applied onl, to mstruction n agriculture. the mechame arts.
the Enghish language and the various branches of mathenzaucal. physical.
natural and economic science. with specut reference o their apphca-
tions in the mdustries of life ™#

The current attention to econonue development s a new and accelerated
verston of this well-established concept. Americans should be aware. howesver,
thot this 15 a subject of ncredsing concern abroad as well In our industriahzed
competitors, such as Canady, France, Japan. West Germany, Span. Austrahia and
Koreg, the university's role in cconontic development has become a subject of
intense public debme?
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UNDERSTANDING THE BROADER ROLE
OF THE STATE UNIVERSITY

The value of the universities to the states is far greater than therr role
economic development, as important as that is. There s a danger that the
current emphasis on economic development will cause states to lose sight of
the role that the major state university plays in enhanang the functioning of
democracy. In this regard, the univ 2rsity educates those most hikely to be
societys leaders, serves as an open forum for ideas, encourages soctal mobibuy
and advances knowledge through research and through the culural develop-
ment of the statewide communty.

An editorial 1 one ste’s mayor newspaper, i support of mcreased
salaries for faculty, cited the following ratonale:

“Legiskators, who must approve the fumversity] budget, often fal to
perceive that the university is a business Its profits, rather than measured
in dollars returned on dolars spent. are found n the graduation of
productive students who contribute to the state’ cconomy and culture.
They are found in busmess tured to [the myor aties] because of the
existence of a good universiv: They are found i students who come
here because of the existence of good teachers and high-quahy pro-
grams They are found in research and cultural undertakings that
improve the overall quality of life in [the state]”

As every aspect of the state’s affurs becomes steadily more complex, from
economic development and protection of the environment to better health
care and the integration of a more diverse population, the demand for 4 more
effective university also grows, This leads to an interesting question How do
‘we distinguish between the reasons for which it 1s appropriite for socety o
use the umversity and those for which it 1s mapproprute? As the umversity
becomes more central and mote powerful, the occastons and the purposes for
which people wish 10 use 1t grow as well What are the distinguishing
characteristics for what is appropriate” What are the linnts?

If state leaders are concerned about the scholastic abilities of high school
seniors, should they mandate university admission standards? I they are
concerned about South Afrtea. should they press the unnersity to dnests If
they are concerned about health care among new immigrants, should they
press for a new medicat school admissions policy? We conclude that no simple
formula will answer these questions, but adherence o the principles put
forward in Chapter V will help to tlluminate the boundaries

THE TREND IN STATE/UNIVERSITY RELATIONSHIPS

At the very time when the country is concerned anew about the
importance of public universitics, relationships between states and  their
public universitics are becoming more complex. More often than not, the
relationship is ambiguous and. in a number of cases, deteriorating. The

O
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picture s put all bleak In some states. the relationship 1s constructne, In
others — Ohto, New jerset, Missourt, Tennessee — a concern tor the impor-
tanee ou e unnersity has led o new and mnovatne mechanisms mended to
foster an improvement in the quabity of the unnversity (see Chapter 111)

Over the last five years, all 50 states have had some form of comnission
or blue-nbbon committer that has exammed the states tuture All have
identified the quality of higher education as 4 hay mgredient In 1980 and 1987,
at feast a dozen states were engaged in statewide studies related directh 1o
improving the governance of therr universities ™ Simular studies have been
completed in seven states since January 19851

The major concerns m these studies were:

* Duphication and confhict between two or more istitutions

s Conflicts between the asprrations of urban areas and the destimes of
more remotely focated land-grant universities

* Conflicts about the future of high-cost graduate and professional
programs

* Concern over too many institutions m & state and partcularh proposals
to change the missions or close solated institutions

* Problems with the effectiveness of various boards
* Concern over the effectiveness of institational ieadezrshipt?

There s, however, no casy way 1o characterize the trend of university/
state relationships  In some states, they have become less effectnve. In others,
they are improving At a time when an effective relationship is known to be
critically important, we should remember that we have much to learn, that
there are 50 different approaches and no “typical” state.

Recognizing the importance of the role of the state university, how then
can the stae government encourage the effectiveness of these mstitutions?
How can the state ensure that its purposes and goals are being met by the
universitics” One would expect that this s, at lewst m part, a function of
structure — the form of governance that the state uses for the state universiny.
But, as we have come to reatize, 1t goes far bevond just the organizational chart
Almost all state universities use the same mternal organizational structure. Most
states use one of only three forms of external structure to govern therr
unwersities — consohdated govermng boards, multi-campus systems, coordi-
nating boards — or some combinationn of these™ Yet, even where the saime
structures dare used, the state, umversity relattonship vartes from eacellent o
terrible

More than structure, effective stateuninersity relations are a function of
the web of understandings between mdn duals and between organzations In
some states, this web of understandings, or tradition, 15 such that every 1ssue
becomes the new battleground for the neat round of invecive and competitive
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maneuvers In others, the tradition 1s so constiuctive that a postine approach s
ensured even i the face of ever changing political env ronments or difticult
problems A carcfully constructed relationship that balances both accounta-
bility and autonomy and that recognizes that the university s by its very
nature profoundly different from other state agencies is required for the
university to succeed.

THE UNUSUAL NATURE OF THE UNIVERSITY
AS A STATE AGENCY

Autonomy and flexibility are important because they enhanee the unner-
sity’s critteal functions The process of teaching and fearnmg, as well as free
and unfettered scholarship. requires the university to have a degree of
difference and separation from the regular process of government. The
importance of this has been recognized since the founding of the first
American universities In many countries. this freedom from control s a
constant cause of susprcion. and when the abidity o tolerate the unique role of
the university decays, as we have seen recenth i Poland or with wfortunate
regularity in much of Latn America. conflict ensues But when unnversities of
quality are needed, as the Chinese, for example tound after the Cultir gl
Revolution, some buffering from the pohtical system must be restored, The
American approach has been o provide separation through a Ly board of
trustees and often through . fegislated or constautional prosision of dutononm,

Left totally to its own, the university will evolve
toward self-interest rather than public interest.

An essential part of the quality of the umiversity is the quality of teaching
and rescarch The nature of teaching and learning and of scholarship and
research depends on the environment within which they take place It must be
an environment conduenve o creatvity and risk-taking, Today. throughout
American society, from fast food companies to automobile plants. there s a
new recognition that a successful organization riust release the Lent creatn i
and desire to excel m its emplosees Sureh no organization matches the
university in its need for creatvity and sett-motivation. Doing this requires a
certain degree of free rewm for both the faculty and students.

The autonomy of the university 1s 2lso mportant because of 1ts effect on
the nature of free iquiry m a democratic society — a kev pomt m the
differerc = between the university and other agendies of the state government,
Here is how Governor Thomas H Kean of New Jersey described this need.

”"

[Both academics and statesmen have tong recognized that one of the
guarantors of freedom aself 15 the freedom of inquiry which the
university must, by tts very nature, espouse. It follows that the dutonomy
of the universy, i e, its ability to govern itself and 1o protect itself from
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external pressure and manipulation, is an essential condition of 1its wery
existence In fact, the insttutional support of academuc freedom 1s so
important that 1t can truly ke said that the academic community cannot
be free if the institution 1s not free!™

Although a significant degi ee ot mdependence is essential, a constructive
relationship recognizes the need for a system of checks and batances  Left
totally to its own. the university will evolve toward self-interest rather than
public interest. The srate must, therefore, act as 4 construcuve force. On the
other hand, the state should leave the university the discreton o meet the
states overall goals by means developed on campus. The governance system
must therefore encourage accountability as well as needed change wihile
preserving the essential traditional values

External forces, often represented by the state or tederal government,
have been the catalyst for many, if not most, of the major changes that have
occurred in American higher education This includes the Land-grant move-
ment, the post-war emphasis on research, the development of the community
college, openness to women and mmority students and the current concern
for economic development The university needs a considerable degree of
autonomy and flexibility so that it has the freedom to teach and rescarch
without politicized interference, so that creativity ar ' imagination are
encouraged and so that resources (including the time wau cnergy of faculty,
staff and students) are used efficiently. The university also needs the mvolve-
ment of the state as a force for mecting the pubhics needs. as a force for
change and as a foree for accountability, The problem. therefore, s not to
elimmate the state’s role, but to perfect i

THE GROWING CONCERN ABOUT THE RELATIONSHIP

There can be cither an upward spiral in which there is gradual develop-
ment of trust on the part of both parties i each other and m which the auahty
of the university improves, or there can be a dow nward spirat of fess trust and
of gradual deterioration in the relationship and ultimately in unnersity qualuy
One legistator described this process in his state

“In the fast few months, a number of world-class scholars have teft our
university for greener academuc pastures . A casual observer might
conclude that the state . seems to have lost nterest in higher educauon,
The real problem. however, 1s not Lack of mterest, but lach of understand-
ing Specifically. our government appears to nusunderstand the mission
of v umversity and the need for autonomy;

A umversity is not just hke any other governmental ageney. It is part of
an international community Its mission is not focused on the state per se,
but on the pursuit, discovery; transmission of hnow fedge. Knowledge
cannot be readily confined. A universitys contrtbution o the state 1 to
carry out its mussion while being a part of the states community, and by
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training the ntellects of the states people. By hosting a university, we ars
participants and beneficiaries of the pursutt of knowledge

The harsh fact that our state government has forgotten 1s that there are
no great universities run by governors or budget analysts or legistators.
There are no great centers of learning that are forced to submut t the
open mistrust and control that we think arc appropriate in this stie

In the interviews that we conducted, there is a perception that the
involvement of the state into the affairs of the university is growing. To allow
a bureaucratic stultification and loss of vitality to occur m the public univer-
sities would be a national tragedy. Yet more and more observers are con-
cerned.

"There is a growing fear on the part of academe that government has
become too intrusive into campus matters and that ic provides a real
threat to academic freedom.™s

“[The calls] for accountability from governors and legistaers have
increased significantly in recent years, | 710

“In the 1970s, growth slowed and budgets tightened in many states.
Avoiding dupiication became an urgent new priority even though no one
seemed quite sure where the surgery should begm or end. . . . State
budget officers and legislaive  oversight committees tghtened their
controb over fiscal and admumistrotive responsibilities traditonally con-
trolted by presidents, vice presidents and deans. State coordinating
officers turned to the review of academic programs, a function histor-
1catty controfted by faculuies and accrediting associations,™”

A variety of reasons account for the growth of this activism (see Chapter
1) But the resultis that. just when the United States s mereasmghy challengedd
by a more competitive and complex world, there is also new concern ot the
relationship between the state and the stare university

THE MEASUREMENT OF QUALITY

Although there appears to be a dose relationship between the autonomy
and flexibility accorded a public unversity by the state and the quabiy of that
university, it is difficult to prove. This relatiotohip eludes quanutatine measue-
ment, vet it s widely acknowledged ™ In addition, w also appears o work n
the other direction as well — quality leads to more autonomy and flexibihoy
As part of an attempt to measure the quality of state unnversities and compare
this to their relationships with their states, we ashed university presidents
throughout the country “If you could be the president at any state university n
the country (ignoring geographic appeal), where would vou go and why?”
Only a handful of campuses were named again and again. the University of
California at Berkeley, the University of Michigan, the Uniersmy of Hhnots at
Champaign-Utbana and the University of Minnesota. Also named repeatedly,
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though less frequenthy, were the Unwversity of Washigton, the Unnersiy of
California at Los Angeles an< the University of Virgina,

The reasons were almost always identical — their percewed qualiny and
thew ability to function with a high degree of autonomy that allows the
maintenance of that quality, Interestinghy, a4 number of campuses were ated
with qualifiers because of relatively recent changes in the operational ensiron-
ment which were thought to be detrimental — for esample, the Unnersiy of
Wisconsin at Madison — "A great campus but with an mcreasinghy bureaucratic
systzm” (however, see Chapter IV for the governors proposdl to address this
issue), or the University of North Caroling at Chapel Hill — “Tertific campus
But, will life be different without {recently retied president) Bill Friday 7

“The barsh fact that our state government has
Jorgotten is that there are no great universities run
by governors or budget analysts or legislators.”

State fegiskator

These same institutions show up on the other measures of quality tha
are wvatable the ratings of graduate and undergraduate programs by educa-
tional associations, the Nattonal Science Foundation rankings of institutions by
the number of competitive research grants awarded and even the rankings by
populac magazines. Each of these ranking systems has tts flaws, but taken
together, they represent a rough but reasonable ranking.' Despite the difficul-
ties of measurement, one can say with certainty that those universities
ranked at the high-quality end have developed an effective rolationship with
their state that includes substantiat flexibility. Conversely, in those states
where the relationship is poor, so always is university quality.

THE ROLE OF RESOURCES

“actors other than the state/university relatonshy, are abso essentual in
achieving a high-quality universitn. Most notable among these ts resources, As s
trie in comparmg the more abstract coneepts of quality or autonomy, compar-
ing resources across uniersities 15 not simple. While per-capita expenditures
on instruction. for example, may seem easy enough o compare, i practice
they are not. University revenues and expenditures are affected by the pres-
ence of different types of professional schools (eg., medical schools are far
more costly than Law schools), cost-of-living differences, retention of wition
dollars, treatment of capital expendhitures, income from endowment and gifts.
These are only & few of the factors that make relatve costs hard to compute
Still, we attempted to measure at least the approamate relationship between
use of resources and the quality of the universities

Only a fool would argue that resources are unimportant Most of the best
universities are at the high end of the scale in resources, and most of the lesser
universities are at the low end Yet there are universities with secmuinghy large
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per-capitaexpenditures thar are mired in mediounty on worse yet, poor
quality. A number of universitics of excellent and growng quahty. such as 1 tah,
Vermont and Virgima, operate with fewer financial resources than one nught
; expect.

' It is essential to o ve that this should not be construed as an argument
that quality can be achieved without the necessary funding. All universities
; need resources. Even those noted above need resources o address crtical
: protlems.2® The point is that there needs to be an open d. cussion both about
money and about creating a chmate of asprration and effort that maxmuzes the
results of those expenditures Resources are essential, bu they are not a
guarantee of quality

K The central issue that will determine the quality of a umiversity is the
1 success of its relationship with the state, not just its resources.

THE NATURE OF THE RELATIONSHIP

Irom our experience m this studs, we can draw a number of conclusions
about the nature of that relationship.

* It 15 not the case that the unnersia 1s good and that the state 1s badl.

States do, indeed, intrude inappropriately — and far too frequently;
however, the university is itself often the direct cause of inappropriate
intrusion.

It s common to think of the relationship between the stae and wnver-
sy interms of a single spectrum with university autonony at one end
and state control or accountability at the other. tn this model, the
primary policy deasion deals with how far toward either end of the
spectrum the actual relationship should be placed. We found this model
not only inaccurate but ¢ leading Rather. one should realize that the
university and the state have different roles. A critical question of publie
policy is how do the university and the state work together so that the
appropriate role of cach is enhanced?

The state role 1s essential. Not onhy s the state an essential toree for
accountabiity and for the assurance that the umversity with meet the
public interest, but it 1s clear from the history of American higher
education that external forees are essential o encourage change within
the unversity Often, the most important changes have come about
because of state or federal action. We nee !, therefore, a strong but
appropriate state role

There is a tendency to think m terms of the state and of the university as
two distinct entities separated by a no-mans land  They fob budget
requests and accountabihty demands back and torth with pertodic sathes
by state personnel into the affars of the university — salhies that would
be called inappropriate intrusiveness. This model 1s far too simphstic. In
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the past 35 yeass, the no-man’ land between the state and the univer
sity has been filled by an array of coordinating boards, governing boarcs
and multi-campus systems. It is no longer simple to describe where the
state ends and the university begins. This complicates the concept o! a
separate role for each. As a result, the interaction between them is ofien
misunderstood, and the policy planning necessary for making systems or
boards a success is absent.

Questions about the state/university relationship often are treated
simplistically, but they are remarkably compiex. The same 1ssue Fooks
quite different to different people even when they have been involved 1in
the same meetings and discussions There 15 usually a gray area between
the obvious right and the ob..ous wrong It is hard to find objective
measures by which inappropriate intrusion can be described. As a
consequence, the creation of an effective relationship is not a matier of
following a simple set of gudelines or eliminating a set ¢ intrusive
behaviors that can be readily described

States and universities can do a better job in their interaction. It 1s a
matter of mutual determination. Both the state and the university can do
much to help build a constructive relationship, or they can do much to
subvert the relationship. In some states, the relationship enhances the
quality of the university, and in others, 1t sufles the unversity

WHAT CAN BE DONE?

If the relanonship between the state and university is complex and not
easily described or measured, can mcreasingly  effective relationships  be
encouraged and negative ones reversed” We conclude that much can be done.
No state lacks the capacity to have a state university of high quality. We {ind
no compelhng reason why all of the 50 states and the approximately 100
universities that we have included in this study cannot work effectively to
achieve much higher levels of quahiy, greater accountabihity and increased
fevels of service to the state 2! The benefit to the states and to the country
woukl be enormous.

The aspiration ;0 bave bhigh-quality universities is
absent in... at least balf of the states.

It is clear that the purpose should not be to create autonomy for the
convenience of those who administer the university. Rather, the purpose is to
create mutually supportive relationships that enhance the quality, the effi-
ciency and the responsiveness of the university to the appropriate state need.
In this regard, the way the governance system is used is clearly important.2? To
quote a former president of a major state university and student of governance.
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“The growth of .. cooperation [between higher education and govern-
meat] will be dependent on two things. first, the climate of opimon .. |
second, the availability of practical machinery to encourage cooperation,
[1t) rarely just happens.™3

What is it that makes the difference? We have found that the following
three characteristics are the most important,

* Aspiration — the visible, living and breathing determintuon of those
within the state — i the state government, in the universiy and in e
public — to create a state university that is truly of ligh quality, of
appropriate nussion and of public service

Tradition — the gradual developme 1, over long periods of time, of an
understanding about the nature of the universit. 1ts relationship with the
state and the nature of the working relatonship and responsibilities
among the many people involved

Leadership — the capacity of individuals in the university and state
government to provide not just effective management, but vision, and to
exercise their powers wisely ind with courage. Essential i this 1s state
government and board support for institutionally led risk-taking so that
those leaders willing to ke the difficult and often unpopsiar steps that
lead to quahity will be encouraged. Both political and acadenuc leaders
must sacrifice short-term gains with their constituents for ong-term
progress,

As straghtforward as these pomts may seem, we have come to them only
after a great deal of study Aspiration is perhaps the most criical because it is
the wellspring of the others That 1t is essential does not, upon reflection, seem
to us surprising But the aspiration to have high-quality universitics is absent
in a remarkable number of cases we studied — we would argue that it 1s
absent in wc teast half of the states. This 1s hard to imagine, but it 1s so Where 1t
is absent, 5o 15 quality and even the pronuse of quality n the future

Achieving sigmiicant progress on this front requires a candid public
discussion. States and their universities need to examine — together — the
actual relationship they have with each other, the real incentives that affect the
behavior of leaders, and the roles that are played by the state, the board, the
chancellor and the presidents Then they must ash themselves of they can find
more effective approaches,

There is an urgent need for debate about how to make the swte role
more thoughtful US. Senator Terry Sanford (N.C ) once said, "More univer-
sities probably have been harmed through pohtical indifference than through
pohucal interference™ There is a need for those in office, both i the state
governraents and in the universities, to address openly and carcfully the
workings of the system that is now i place, the incentives that they encounter
as they go about their work and the constituencies with whom they must deal.
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Such a chiscussion 15 comphcated by the obvious fact that the parties © 1t are m
4 daily working relationship with one another, vet we behieve the subject can
and must be aired Given the importance of the state university, we deserve
and should expect no less. Put simply, inappropridte intrusion s & barrier to
progress and «t barrier that we cannot now afford.

NOTES

I International comparsons are mherenthy difficult, but some help can be
gained from the followmg works Barbara B Buin et al . Higher Edvcation
in Nine Countries A Comparative Stucdy of Colleges and Unuwersities
Abroad, & report prepared for the Carnegie Comnussion on Higher
Education (New York McGraw-Hill, 1971), Stephen K Badey, ed.. thgher
Fducation in the World Commumity (Nashington, DC.. American Council
on Education [ACE], 1977), Barbara B Burn, Exparndmg the iternational
Dintension of tigher Education (Berkele, Calif.  Carnegrte Council on
Policy Studies in Higher Education, 1980). Phihp G. Altt W, Compearative
Higher Education (London, Mansell, 1979) and Compenatne Cnivensity
Reform (Washmgton, DC. American Assoaation of Higher Education,
1981). Burton R Clark, ed. The 1Higher Education System Accademic
Organization i Cross-National Perspective (Berkeley. The Uninersity of
California Press, 1983). Perspectives on Hhgher Educanon Eight Disciplin:
ary and Comperative Viens (Berheley Unnersiy of California Press, 19%+4)
and The School and the Unversity: An International Perspectire (Berheley .
The University of California Press, 1983). Maurtc ¢ Kogan, "Government and
Higher Education The Legitimacy of Intersention. The Brish Experience,”
paper presented at the Higher Educaton Conference. Ontario Tnstitute for
Studies on Education, October 1986 In addinon, the Carnegre Council on
Policy Studies. the Internatonal Council for Educational Development. the
European Cualtural Foundaton and the Organisation for Economic Co-
operaion and Development have all published  extensie comparatne
studies in higher educanon The lack of an effecive OVEINIENL UNIVETSIE
relationship has been particularly dangerous for European unnersities
the fast two decades as Eutopean governments have tended © overrun
university autonomy o reach broader socal and cconomic goals The
recent transformatton of the University Grants Commuteee n Brizan or the
U68 Reform in Sweden are examples.

(%]

Remarks to the Steermg Committee of the Education Comnussion of the
States, San Antonio, Texas, April 4, 198% 1
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3 Governor Terry Branstad, quoted by Washington Post colummist David
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Broder in The Denver Post. February 26. 1987

. The Colorado Springs St June 24, 1984,

. State-of-the-state speech, January 1987

Also, on January 9, 1987, the Colorado Association of Commerce and
Industry, a private business group. presented the Bluepring for Colorado
to the governor and fegistative leaders The document proposes a sweep-
ing array of programs to bring the state out of its cconomic woes, Included
in the plan are recommendations for higher education.

"One of the most expensive categories i the blueprint, higher educa-
tion, would receive a4 proposed ncredse in annual tunding of more than
$28 miltion 1o improve college and university degree programs, expand
research and training in computer engineering and develop “centers of
excellence’ in space sciences, biotechnology and Mg systems.

The blueprints heavy emphasis on mcreased fundng of undergraduate
degree programs — up 0 $20 mithon — is a result of projections that
show the bulk of new busmess and industry locating in Colorado will be
small businesses and service industries that depend on employees with
bachelor-degree-tevel educauons™ (The Derer Post. January 8. 1987)

Higher education leaders have also argued this frequently. As one
example, the chancellor of the Oregon State System of Ihgher Educauon,
William ("Budt™) Davis, in a December 12, 1985. speech declared that.

“Oregon’s economy is in rranstion . . [changng from one] that 1s hughly
dependent upon nawral resources o one that is more dversified.
Science and technical training are becoming creasingly important. Uni-
versity research plays a vl role m our states economy Annually, our
umversities attract over $125 nullion in gifts. grants and contracts that are
spent employing people and purchasing goods and services - local
economies Research conducted at the agriculunal experiment stauons has
resulted in lincreased] producuvity and value of Oregon agricultwe Forest
products research has abo increased the growth of Oregon’ forests
Marine saience research has enhanced the productivity of our coastal
mdustries Basic and applied research in electrcal engmeenng and robo-
tics seeks o sustain our growing microelectronies industries. Reeent
developments in genetic engineering and the biological sciences and the
application »f new technology to human health care have the potential of
producing many new jobs m ths state and across the country

[We need] a strong parnership between higher education, state govern-
ment and business and mdustry to idenufy the desired goats, organize the
resources and dehver the programs

Location of 11igh Technology Firms and Regional Lvononie Det clupment,
staff report for the Subcommitiee on Monetary and Fiscal Pohicy (Wash-
ington, DC: US. Government Prinung Office, 1982), p 51
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States recogmize the value of qualty  educanon and boast about 1t
publicly For example, literawre published by the state of California
contains the following “We spend more money on educaton — at all
levels — than any other state. Our graduate schools lead the naton m
the fields most critical 1o growth . Want 10 see vour busmess tahe off?
Write the Cahfornia Department of Commerce” (State of Cahfornia,
Department of Commerce),

Oklahoma’s Department of Economic Development adverises that col-
lege-bound Oklihoma students test well above the nanonal average and
that the state mandates improved eacher educaton. a reduction m class
size and extensive student testing (Oklahoma “The Profitabler Place to Be”
Campaign. Oklahoma Department of Econonie Developmicat, Sune 303,
PO Box 53424, State Capitol Station. Oklahoma Cuty. Oklahoma 73152),

Rhode Istand Governor Edward DiPrete made his states stand on this
issue clear durmg a speech m which he decdared. "It s imperaine that we
act o develop and atract the growth mdustries of the future and ©
cultivate a work force with the educaton, s.\nlls and traming required o
meet the challenge of tomorrow s econonny™ Among other programs, he
announced that his administration was scckmg, $1 nuthon to expand the
Rhode Istand Partnership for Scrence and Technology. a4 “unique partner-
ship between business and gover nment and .. the rich resources we have
in our states educational facilities ™ (speech o the Rhode Island Public
Expenduure Council's annual dinner, Ocober 8. 1986),

Himors intated a vanety of programs that uthize the resources of
higher education to attract business 1o the state Two of these are the
Ifinots Resource Network, “a computerized data bank ot unwversity Laculy
avatlable o work with industry on jomt research projects or for general
consulaton™ and “technology <ommeraahizaton centers, focated eight
universities around the state o help faculy commercralize ideds and assist
compantes to de.elop their products .. 7 ("Preces of a tHigh-Tech Puzzle’”
The Chicago Tribune, December 16, 1985)

The charrman of the Nevada Board of Regents stated "We kno\\ mdustiny
that 15 refocating is mterested in our higher education svstem ™ o mnform
and awract mdustry decston mahers, theretore, the Unnersity of Nevada
chancelfor at the ume estimated that e spent mvo-thirds of s ume
courting them wath the full support of the board ¢ Berst Courts Industry
For State,” Las Vegas Review Journal, February 8. 1983).

For a fuller description, see James Bothm and Dan Dimanceseu, 7he New:
Alliance  Americas Research and Development Consortia ( Cambnidge,
Mass.: Balhinger Pubhishing Company; 1986)

Some examples are the Microelectromes Center i North Carolmna, the
Microclectrome and - Computer Technology Corporatton - Teads. the
Robotics Institute at Carnegie Mellon, the Center for Integrated Svstems m
Cabfornz and the Thomas Edison Program in Ohio These programs make
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it possible for companies 10 tap into the vast pools of talent and knowl-
edge that unversities represent for high-tech research much more cost-
effectively than if they did the research on their own. Hopefully, they will
engage 1n technology transfer to benefit & vaniery of industries and sectors
of the economy,

A particularly good example of a consortum working well s the
Manufacturing Engineering Appheations Center (MEAC) at the Worchester
Polytechnic Institute in Massachusetts It is & partnership consisting of one
institution (with a special exchange relationship with the Technical Univer-
sity of Berlin), four companies (Ernhart, General Motors, Norton Compans
and Digital Equipment Corp ) and one tormer company (Cincinnat Mill-
acron-Heald Division) that excel in technology transfer and specialize in
applications Industry workers are re-schooled by MEAC. students work on
real industry problems, very successful new hires have been docamented.

. US.C. 301, enacted July 2, 1862 Ch 13, sec 1, 12 Stat 503

. For example, in Canada:

A government spokesman argued that unwversities have a role of the
highest order to play in sohing Canadas economic problems. The offical,
who 1s responsibie for postsecondary education, called for an end to the
federal’provincial disputes that n recent years have innted higher educa-
tions potential Only then can alf the plavers i the education community
get on with the task of building the momentum necessary to unleash
economic growth (Mark Gerson, "Canadian Unnersities Charged with a
Key Role m Sobving the Country’s Economic Problems.  The Chronide of
Higher Education, March 20, 1985, p. 39).

And in France, where there is 4 growing campaign to free the unner-
sities from excessive state control

A report pubhished by the prestigious College de France, the country s
leading acadenuc institution, stated that French unnersities should be
gwen greater independence from the state and more freedom to manage
both their internal affairs and therr relations with the outside world.

At the same tme the reports emphasis on the need to encourage
greater differentiation and competition among mstitutions of hugher edu-
cation and to diversify their sources of finanaal support. reflected many of
the priorities being pursued by the government under its new minister of
national education,

The government prepared & set of proposals for legistatne action tha
would icrease the autonomy of universitics, a necessary step toward what
it descrnibed as “umty in and through diversity™ (David Dichson, “Greater
Autonomy for Universities 1in France Urged m New Report.” The Chromcle
of Higher Education. Apnit 10, 1985, pp 35-38) The French government
abso prepared aseries of reforms for parbamentary debate that pros ide for
substantially greater avtonomy (Dickson. “French Plan Would Permat Uni-
versities to- Set. Own Admission Standards,.” The  Chroniicle of  Higher

9
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Education, Julv 30, 1986, pp 31.32). 1t was these proposals that sparked the
recent student protests i France

In Japan. a councit established by the prime mmnister s addressing how
the higher education system must be changed because “Today we are
facing dramatic changes in our arcunstances, both domestic and overseas,
as well as grea changes m the times, T am commeed that the tme has
come to develop new policies for implementing the necessary reforms in
political, cconomic, soctal, educational. cultural and other ficlds so as to
adequately cope with these changes and thus safeguard the future of our
nation. To this end. it s necessary for us. [ beheve. to reform our
educational system with a fongterm perspective and mahe this a responst-
bility of the entwre government. Educational reform mmohes more than the
reform of education alone It will mevitably tead to reform of Japanese
society itself Bearing this m mmnd, [we must] dehiberate on educational
reform 5o as o respond to the expectations of all segments of our
population and take mto account ther opmions 1o the greatest eatent
possible™ (Robert Leestnia et ab . upeniese Edvcction Todery. A Report From
the US Study of Education m Japent [Washington, DG US Government
Printing Office. 1987). p. G+)

In March 1987, ECS held a three-day symposum with s counterpart,
the Austrabian Education Council, the theme of which was the mportance
of education to econonie development

Among these states are Californi, Loursiana, Maryvland. Missourt, New
Mexico. North Dakota. Oklahoma, Rhode Island. “Teaas, Kansas, South
Carohna and Wisconsin The study in Lowstana focused primarth on the
feasibilty of merging the governance of two mstautions. and the study
Missourt related only 1o the University of Missourt In Wisconsin, two
studies were under way — one by the board of regents and the other by a

Joint Legistatve Audit Commuttee In North Carohing, a study funded by the

Revnolds Foundation 1s contmuing Not mcluded m this histing are states
such as Connecticut and New Jersey that had speaial study groups on state
policy and ndependent ngher education or Colorado that had a special
study under way concerning the quality of teacher education

Colorado. Mane, Mississtppr, New York. Petmsy hanta, South Carolina and
Washington Alaska, Connecticut and Kentucky have recently completed or
are engaged m debates about revisions m a state ligher education plan In
Florida, the board of regents conducted a special study of finanung the
states universities (A focus only on spectal swite stuchies as an mdication of
the extent of state activity on major issues affecting unnersities understates
the amount of state concern For example, at least half the states focus on
continuous. strategic plantung and do not emphasize preparation of a
‘master: plan” or simifar document For a detaded summary of these
studies, see Aims C McGunness Jr. The Search for More Effective State
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: Policy Leadership it 1hgher Education. working paper PS-86-1 [Demer |

Education Commussion of the States. May 1986))

12. When we examined the 17 recent studies of ngher education. the issues in
the text appeared with remarkable consistency as the forces motnating
states o mandate reviews of thar igher education systems They melude

: specific, tong-standing disputes that frustrate pohitical leaders because

) seenungly rational solutions do not seem pohitically feasible,

: Beyond these specific concerns are more general allegations focused on
the various boards, including that

The current governance system has contributed 1o (or at least done
nothing to counter) the evolution of a diffuse. directiontess and mediocre
higher education system (the focus 1s often on specttic board members or
the board’s executive officer)

The current higher education board has dnifted mto 4 nimsterial, reguls-
tory mode divorced from or arrelesant to the central policy concerns of
the state. or the current board appedrs to be mcapable of providing the
policy leadership to connect mgher education with the states future, Agan,
the focus s frequently on specific personalities The percened problem s
not unique to 4 speaific kind of board — coordinating or governing. In
both cases, activities drive out policy deliberations.

Whether mentioned exphcitly or not. all the studies pomt to the need
for more effective leadership, Two themes are common.

The need for more effective institutional feadership (by governing boards.
chancellors and presidents). both m terms of meredsing  isttutional
prestige and contribution o the stwes well-bemg and of making a
contribution 1o the effectiveness of the higher education sistem das a
whole The studies frequently suggest changes m system teadership i
order to recrut and retam better msututional teaders (Mame, Colorado,
Washingion).

The need for stronger statewide poliay leadership, The motiation behind
these recommendations ranges from a desire for 4 board or chanctor
who wall "get the system under controb and make it more responsive to
legistative demands.” to a desire for a board or chanceltor who will set
forth a vision for how higher education can contribute to the state’s future,
raise the level of the states aspiraton for its higher education system and
pursue strategies that will resolve long-standing pohicy ditemmas.

13 Consolidated governing boards govern two or more mstitutions, often
only one of which is a university. The institutions function as separate
academic entines The governing board performs all of the functions
normally associated with 4 board of trustees. hinng the chief executive
officers of the institutions, developing and mplementing policy, allocating
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resources among the institutions, ete. In some systems headed by consoh-
dated governing boa, ds, the institutions also have their own boards that
periorm linuted functions as delegated by the central board Multi-campus
systems arc systems that have a clief officer (chancellor) to whom the
campus presidents report. They have evolved from, and function from, the
governing and ccademic base of a magjor univ xrity campus or, m a few
cases, have been formed 10 govern a sizeable numl . r of institutions Some
of these systems have several campuses with unnersity status, while in
others there is a flagship campus and one or more branch campuses with
missions focused more on undergraduate education A coordinating board
is not a governng board but an agency of state government formed to
carry out certain functions in the areas of statewide planning, budget and
program review and approval, admmistraion of state student aid pro-
grams, etc Generally, coordinating boards coordmate several governing
boards — boards of ingle mstitutions or of ether consoldated gUVErnng
board systems or multi-campus systems.

Annual message o the New Jersev State Legistature, January 8, 1985,
T Edwaid Hollander, Policy Studies Journal, Vol. 10, No 1, September 198]

James R Mingle. ed. Management Flexibility and State Regulation n:
Higher Education (Alanta. Southern Regional Education Board, 1983)

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, Control of the
Campus (Washington. DC. CFAT, 1982), p 39

We were unable to find any quantiative studies that helped us measure
levels of intrusion and find this approach often msteading. Among the
most ambitious recent efforts o denufy the effects of autonomy through
quantitative analysis are the stuches by J. Fredericks Yolkwem In one study
of 88 Ph D-granting research universuties in 49 states, as Volkwem himsclf
emphasizes, severe mitations in available data make 1t difficult to show
relationships through quantwative analysis In other words, the hmita,ons
mean that the study can be used netther 10 support nor to refute the
argument that autonomy makes a difference The danger, however. 15 that
studies such as these will be used to argue that, smee no relattonship can
be established by quantstative analysis, no relattonship exists We would
strongly disagree with such an assertion, given the current state of the art
of quantitatve analysis m this ficld In a number of cases where the
information available 1o us from inte dews and other methods showed
serious cases of mtrusion, his measures fuled to idenufy any problem,
Volkwem concluded *Once a number of control vartables dare entered mto
a regression anaiysis, there are virtuatly no differences on the dependent
measures between universities which enjoy a great deal of autonomy and
those which are subjected to relatnvely heavy oversight. Thus, there s no
evidence that a heavy dose of state ﬁ.sg% control saves the taspayers any
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money or forces unversities o operate more efficienth Nor, however, 1
there evidence i this study that freedom fron e burdens of external
oversight enables universiues 1o shift resources out of administratnve
processing and nto other more productne actnities .. (State Finaneal
Control Practices and Public Universuies. Results of a Natonal Survey,”
paper presented to the annual meeting of the Association for the study of
Higher Educaton [ASHE), Chicago, Hlnois, March 1984, p. 8) In subse-
quent research, Volkwein described state regulatory practices and exam-
ined the relationship of these practices to varous state and mstitation.d!
characteristics: While his analysis found partial support for a few of the
expectations (for example, that constitutional status had some relationship
to autonomy from financial and personnet regulations), no sigmificant
relationships could be identificd for most of the varuables (*Correlates of
State Regulation and University Autonomy,” paper vresented at the annual
meeting of ASHE, San Antomio, Texas, February 1986)

ee Alexander W Astin, Achiermg Educational Excellence (San Franasco.
Jossey-Bass 'nc. Publishers, 19835) for review of rescarch or measuving
quality of higher education. Astm identified tour traditional wavs of
defining Juality reputation. 1esources, outcomes and content The most
widely publicized reputational ratmgs for maor universities are those for
graduate schools based on raungs by faculty members m graduate and
professional ficlds These mclude AM Carter, An Assessnent of Qualiy in
Gruduate Education (Washington, D.C. ACE. 1966). K.D. Roose and CJ
Anderson. A Rating of Graduate Programs (Washington, DC . ACE. 1970),
aad LV Jones, et al, A Assessment of Research-Doctoral Granting Pro-
Qrams i the US (Washington, D C.. Natonal Academy of Saences, 1982)
In an analysis of reputational ratings of major uniersities. Astin tound
remarkable consistency among various sunvess regarding the op 20 The
following pubhc universities are most frequenthy in that hist nners.y of
California at Berkeley. Unnersity of Califorma at Los Angeles, Uninersity of
California at San Diego, University of Hhnots at Champaign-Urbana, tachina
University, Universin of Michigan, Unnersiv of Mimnesota, Unnersity of
North Carolina at Chapel 1hll, University of ‘Texas at Austm, Unnersiy of
Virginea In his analysis of reputaional ratings of undergraduate programes,
Astin (1985, p 33) found a hagh correlaton between a waighted combina-
ton of selectnity and size Selectin iy, measured by composite SAT scores,
5 lghly correfated with total educatonal expenditures per student and
average faculyy salaries (Astn, 1985, pp. 5. 100 In s analvsis of reputa-
nonal ratmgs of undergraduate quahitn, san tound only one public
institution. the Universin: of Californua at Betkeley, m the top 20 mstitu-
tions m terms of overall quality of undergraduate education. when rated m
terms of faculty commitment to undergraduate teachmg. no pubhc institu-
tion appeared m - the top 20 (Astin, 1985, p. 35). An example of a more
“popular” ratmg of the “best™ colleges and unnersities are the teports
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published in 1983 and 1985 by 'S, News and World Report, based on
surveys of college and university presidents. In both surveys, the same
universities were listed as the “best” national universities, This mcluded
two public universities — the University of California at Berkeley and the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hilt — which were ranked i the
top 10 “national universiies,” while two other pubhc mstitutions — the
University of Michigan and the University of Virginia — were hsted as
“noteworthy™ ("Rating the Colleges,” U'S News and World Report, Novem-
ber 28, 1983; "Americas Best Colleges,” 'S News and World Report,
November 25, 1985)

In parucular, the University of Utah s m danger of osing much of 1ts hard-
won gains as a result of the difficult financial straits the state finds wself in
in mid-1987, 4 subject of concern to both the unnersity and the state
leaders While recent higher education budgets m Utah have been con-
strained, Governor Norman Bangerter has fought hard for 4 tax increase to
pay for education,

- In some states, o achieve one or more universities of truly high quahty

would take not only a changed attitude about the university, but 4 changed
attitude about the siwte and about resources.

At is not necessanly he strucnoe of governance. All universities use

essentially the same internal orgamizational structure, Additonally, the
governance structures external to the campus (the multi-campus systems,
coordinating boards and governing boards) are generalh similac Only if
the universities are aggregated uto a system of large size — that s, of
many campuses under one board — does 1t seem to be the structure itself
that affects quality. When one examines the different states, one finds that .4
structure that works well in one state produces quite different results n
another state,

Harold Enarson, “Cooperatve Planning to Meet the Needs of Increased
Enrollments,” Curvent Issues i thgher Education, G. Kerry Snuth, ed.
(Washington. DC Amenican Associauon for Thgher Education, Naaonal
Educauion Association, 1956), p 321, as quoted mn Robert O Berdahl,
Statewide Coordination of Higher Education (Washington, DC. ACE,
1971).
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II. THE NATURE OF APPROPRIATF POLICY
VERSUS INAPPROPRIATE INTRUSION

TY—

We can eastly agree that appropriate pubhic policy s good and map-
propriate intrusion s bad, but how do we differentute between them’ W hat do
we mean by “intrusion™ How do policy makers know when they have crossed
the invisible line from one to the other? What o pe of mirusion matters most?
Should we differentiate between those state actions that affear the qualiy of
teaching and learning and those that simpl; mahe hfe more comphicated and
annoving ior universin administrators?

BUREAUCRATIC INTRUSION

“[Regulation] costs money, stifles creativity and
diversity, defeats effective administration and, at its
extremes, intrudes upon academic freedoms.”

Stoan Comnussion on Government and 1hgher Education

We have identified three broad forms of mappropricie mtrusi 2 —
bureaucratic, deological and polital Bureaucratic intrusion stems fror the
overregulaton of activities for reasons that are usually legitmiate but by means
that uliimately interfere with the abihy of the universiy to perform s
function in a timely, efficient and creative manner. It undercuts the belie! n
campus responsibabity by shifting decision mahmg o eaternal authoriues and
encouraging the sense that entber nothing can be done or that one must beat
the system to get things done It s the most common tpe of mtruston, and 1t
tabes the form of excessively detatled state or system procedures that iner fere
with basic university functions

* In one state, detailed conmrols were cotablished over the hirg, promo-
tion and assignment of clerical and maintenance emplovees at the
institutions of higher education even when the posttions and the funding
werz in the authorized budget At one point, a highly regarded dean of
engineering resigned from the university to aceept a post in private
industry when he could not even shift secretarial positions 0 meet
faculty needs without extensive thscussions with the state budget office,
The lengthy delays i solving a low-level but crnical problem led to
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mounting critcism from the faculty, criicesm woeh which the dean
agreed but felt powerless to resohve

In another case, state auditors teviewing the bibrary at 1 major state
university noticed that faculty and students had boohs out for as tong as
SiIX or cight- weeks Pointing out that these were “state property.” they
demanded the library staff recover the books forthwith. a demand that
led to lengthy negotiatons that absotbed the time and coergy of the
ibrary dean. the president and other campus adnumistrators before the
issue was resoived.

In still another case, any faculty member attempung to go to a profes-
sional meetmg for which money had already been budgeted had 1o
argue with three different stae offices before he or she could get
approval 1o attend Many faculty faced with these obstacles just gave up
and did not attend such meetmzs,

In ats 1eport. the Sloan Commission on Government and Thigher Educa-
ticn argues that regulation “costs money, stifles creatnay and dnersiy, defeats
ehective = linmidration and. at s extremes, inuudes upon acadennc
trec s,

In the words of a New York State comnusston. whose report set the stage
for a considerable reduction i burcaucracy, the State Unnersiy of New York
(SUNY) has been hobbled by such restrictions

“To the extent that SUNYS activaties have been stunted by overregulation
and madeguate support. the victims have beea each and every atizen of
New York.  {A] weakened SUNY means a weakened tan base, less itakity
m the states cconomy and lost opportumties to stem migration from
New York.

New York State has handicapped both atself and SUNY . by relving
upon trachtional governmental mechanisms that are not suited for the
management of higher education, ..

The regulation of SUNY 15 designed to secure the same accountabihity
required of such New York Stare agencrss as the Department of Motor
Vehicles But it 1s the triumph of technique over purpose . . 2 (see
Chapter IV for a fuller description of the commission report )

IDEOIOGICAL INTRUSION

Ideological intrusion represents the attempt to mitertere with the affagrs
of the university by preventing or msisting upon anactn i ostrictly on
ideotogical grounds This would occur i, for example, the state tried to prevent
the teaching of Marist cconomies or demanded that the umversity fire a
pohtical scientist on the grounds that his views were oo hiberal.

A recent example of wdeological intrusion imohed demands of commu-
nity groups pressuring public offlcl:ll.zf)imcrwnc.

)
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* In one state, a group of citizens opposed the showing of the contraver -
sial French film “Tlad Mary™ Infurated by the announced intention of the
state university o show the film. a promment busmessman took out full-
page ads in a major newspaper demanding that the unnversin not show
the film, threatening the universiy with a fawsuit and a - $250,000
campaign to discourage private donors and contributors, and encourag-
ing concerned citizens to telephone the universiy president and the
governor to object In spite of hundreds of negative telephone calls, the
umversity preswlent stood firm, defending his decision on the basts of
free speech and academic freedom The polincal effect of the campaign
was not what the sponsor intended. The governor backed the president
with a pubhic announcement that it would be mappiopiae, 1if not diegal,
for him to intervene

In contrast to this response. the board of another state uninversity deaded
to intervene and reverse the president’s deaston o allow “Hal Mary ™ to
be shown Only after a major student protest and advice from counsel
that the action nught be itlegal did the board back down

The striking fact aboul ideological intrusion is that
states are not usually the intruding agent.

A difficult question to gaage is whether attempts at intruston have a
chilling eftect even if unsuccesstul.

One board of regents, recognized as conservatn e m ats outlook, has ted
for more than a year o end what «t beheves 15 a hberal bus m the
lecturers students imvate o the campus The students argue that those
invited cover the full spccrrum: The Latest board proposal would change
the current mandatory student fee for the pubbe events program to .
voluntary one, leaving, as one toard member put it the “limousine o
pick up the rest of the tab.”

The strikmg fact about deological mtrusion s that states are not usually
the intruding agent Over and over we found that the states redlized this was an
area they must avoid and even, when eaternal threats anse, detend  the
university. This is not to sav there 15 no danger The threat st oceurs and
probably will always be present. For example

A candidate for a recent election to the board of regenes for a major state:
university. campaigned against “the leftist. Maraast bras among the
[university] faculty .. but was defeated

Both state officials and univer ity officers, however, pointed repeatedly
to the opposite concern — ideological intrusion by the university itself. A
distingurshed academician desenibed an mdident on s campus in which
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Jeanne Kirkpatrick (former US. ambassador to the Unated Nations) was pre-
vented from speaking e raised the general concern as to whether CAmipuses
are truly open to all views,

“While . much of the discussion of the madent centered around free
speech andits defense, | beheve that the issue was 1eally acadenne
frecdom A speaker mvited o gne a lecture is not merch exerasing his
or her rights of free speech, bhut comes under the more stringent
protections of academic freedom. the freedom to teach and to learn and
not just to speak. 1 say more stringent because free speech s compatible
with a certain amount of heckhng, the kind that one hears in Ihde Park
in London or on the campuses But m our classrooms and fecture hals,
and in our mvated fectures, we have avery different standard of attention
and civility, We ordmarily do not accept even mild forms of hiecklmg .
A university 15 committed o an intellectual hfe that 1s the very opposite
of heckling and shouted slogans and needs a specaat and protected
environment if reasoned discussion 15 o be carried on -— by the faculty.
by students and by invited speakers

There are many people who have been “discredited” m this way.
people who it is known. will hive a prety rough time 1 they come o a
campus  Mrs. Kirkpatrick was (perhaps is) one. but there are others
For example. I think Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger could not
get a civil hearing on campus, siularly. Alexander ILug when he was
seeretary of state, Henry Kissinger. then and now, and many others whose
names are connected with proscribed positions on foreign and defense
policy  These are people whose views could not get a onal hearng in
many of the leading American colleges and universities

The process of discrediting people. and thus discouraging their
appearance as speakers, 1s part of & more general effort o politicize the
university That effort can also be seen in the demand that controversial
figures be permitted to speak only on condition that they take part ma
formal debate. and that the “opposing view” be heard on the same
occasion and from the same platform. This demand assumes that on il
issucs all views can be reduced to two, the right view and the w rong. the
position of hght and the position of darkness

A university 1s commutted to encouraging the development of critica’
and independent views and to discouragmg the unreflecine acceptance
of positions put forward by any group.

I suspect that the narrowing, by harassment and mtimidation. of the
range of issues that can be fully and freely discussed on ¢ r Campuses 1s
embarrassing and not much discussed for the same c2ason that the
sensitive issues themselves are not much discussed If that 1s true, 1t may
be the most scrious problem our colleges and universities face.™

Unforwnately, we found far oo many cases where the principles put

forward in this measured and thoughtful statement were v iolated from withm.s
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“The process of discrediting people, and thus
discouraging their appearance as speakers, is part
of a move general effort to politicize the unit ersity”

Marun Tiow

POLITICAL INTRUSION

Finally, political intrusion 15 the mterference m a deasion to enhance

the »olitical interest of someone or some group n state government  An
example is the attempt to have someone hred on patronage basts or to
locate . building at a site that 15 neither n the unnersity s nor the states best
interest out which serves the mterest of a particular state official. Some recent
examples,

In one case, a president ordered a campus meter maid fired when 1t wats
discovered that she had been stealing immediuely, the president
receivec a call from the governors office to renst «e her, After Jgonuzang
over the lecision, he did.

In anothe mstance, a powerful political teader decided to gne up his
seatin the egistature of a magor state After his retirement from oftice, he
opened a Hbbying office and, after arranging 1o be nominated, was
subsequentl - elected o the board of one of the state unmersities.
Immediately after the el ton, he asked the chairman of the board and
the presider: 1o meet with him o discuss how  he mught help the
university s new lobbying role One of the ways would be that he
wished 10 adn t students for the converence of those he was fobbning,
and he expec ed the universty o set up mechanisms o effect this
smoothh: The president tr.d o explam that there was a regular
admussion proc s and that such 4 personai and pohitical process would
be out of order After arguing back and forth, the forme. tegislator finally
told the preside w that he was not suggesting what might be but what was
going to be.

For these and other reasons the president soon resigned and betore
fong so did the Hrmer tegishator:

In another exan Hle, the charman of the board argucd (une frankh in
an interview tha s university. as a state entity depending upon state
doflars to oper: ¢, should play the poltical game e sad that “to
deliberately not hire [a quahified job candidate recommended by a
politicran] would be asimne Politicians are catted upon to help constitu-
ents all the time. and recommendations from such people are a normal
part of just abow every resume™ This was the emvronment 1 which the
board was expeted w approve several appomtments for new  vice
presidents and ¢ ianceltors recommended by the new president Among
them were both the brother-in-law of a state representatne and one of
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his long-time friends.

It was the board charman’s belief that this was the first time m the
board’s 10 years of operation that it was truly getting a chance to manage
the way 1t saw fit, and that the trend would contmue The [previous)
administration was already m place when the board was created and,
therefore, the tal just got put in the wrong place — up front” The
chairman was clear that he expected the boards growing control over
the administration would make it substantiath more mvohed and there-
fore more effective poltically

In sull another example, when a state statate was enacted primarily 1o
strengthen a states higher education coordmating structure, the legisla-
ture aso specified that two members of the staff of the previous agency
who had offended several legiskators could not be hired by the new
board, thereby limiting the intended authornty of the new board to
appoint the sentor staff

The allocation of resources can also be a tool for the state to maintan
poutical control For example, many states, despite recognition that the unwer-
sity is not governed the same as other state agencies, requure a rigid adherence
to a state salary structure that i inappropriate for the university One effedt 1s
to altow the legislature a measure of control over the unnersity s teadershup
posttions: This is done by hmiting the pool of those who are withing to take
positions 1o those noneducators and nonprofesstonals to whom benefits fess
tangible than salary accrue — such as patronage posttions or political clout
within the state. For example,

The battte over the chancellorship of the board of regents n one state
mvolved a dispute about the salary. The governor said the salary was too
low 1o attract top talent The House, however, batked at a pay-raise bill
This prompted charges that House members hoped to discourage other
candidates so one of their own could become chanceltor One of the
regents on the search commuttee said of House members who did not
want to support the pay-raise bill “They were fooking for eacuses, They
did not care about higher education They care about someone whom
they can control and who owes them something” Further, one of the
candidates for the chancellorship supported by the search committee
stated, “You won't find serous educators touching it with a 10-fout pole,
Its just unfortunate that the chancellorship s under a doud!

In some states, the tradition of political self mterest s held so dearly tha
any other mode of operation seems unrealistic

A fierce battle raged m one state over the selection of a new chaneellor

of the state lughet education board. A state representatine who had been

on the education commuttee sought the position but was not the choice

of the search commutiee, When tU]c search committee made its recom-
49
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mendations to the board, the legislator’s name was not included  Nev-
ertheless, the board ignored its own search commuttees recommenda-
tions and appointed the legislator

This posed an awkward problem for the higher educauon community
and for the governor because the choice of the chancettor was cleardy up
to the board Yet by poluticizing the choiee, the board compronused the
integrity of the higher education system. The governor immediately
objected, saying that the established search process had been violated. Ir
the midst of the battle, an article appeared i the tocal newspaper. “[The
state representative] has asked the state ethics comnuttee whether at 1s
proper for him to hire his former legislative aide who is a nephew of .
one of the regents who named him chancettor of ligher education
Explamning his request to the zthics commission, he said, T want to be
very careful about this, so there is no actual conflict or even the
appearance of a conflict’ with the state laws on the conduct of pubhc
emplovees.”

fn this state, political interference and patronage scem so mgramed that
the inappropriatencss of the issue 1s overtooked as fong as the procedures are
followed, i e, that the ethics commuttee is apprised of the situation

[t should be noted that universities themsehves are sometimies guilty of
the same practices that, when imposed from the political community, they
resent so intensely

A legiskuor, annoyed by the refusal of the state unnersiy to cooperate
with regard to patronage. ran a computer check on the student pavroll
and found a great many sons and daughters of facalty and adnmistrators,
including many sull in ligh school.

THE DIFFICULTY OF AGREEING ON WHAT' IS INTRUSION

The above examples make plamn that intrusion s not casy to define or to
wentify An intrusnve chmate 15 often one which has evobed over time, 1n
which the camulatve effects of ~cemingh msignificant inadents begin o
erode the refationship between a state and o state unnersits and, i turn, the
relauonship betaeen the president and other admmisirators and the Campus.
Even in the most egregious cases of intrusion, there is often httde documenta-
tion People seldom write memos saving, "1 would Hhe to see Smith appotnted
chancellor even though he is fess qualified as 1 feel that this wall gine us greater
political control™ What actually happened may be difticult o determme even
for the players who have been involved directhy, In almost every case studied,
we discovered that the partiapane had differing recollections of the events.
Even when they agreed on what happened, there were usually differing
opinions of what was legitimate public policy versus mappropriate mttuston

As suggested carlier, mtrusion can tahe place etther w secure ends that
in themselves are inappropridte or 1o secure appropriate ends through mnap-

. THE NATURE OF APPROPRIATE POLICY VERSUS lNAPl’R()PRlA‘al.’\GRl SION




LI

%

H)

LR g R ST e
NS h ;

J

30

propriate means In increasingly frequent cases, nstnutional autonomy 15
restricted in the name of public nterest

o

S T

* A governor recenth opposed the appointment of a4 new unwersity
president because he felt that the search did not constder candidates
frcm the stated large minority population  Nevertheless, the board
proceeded with the appointment. Before long, questions were also
raised within the unwersity abour the new president’s style and admin-
istrative competence At the first opportunity, the governor appointed
new board members, giving clear signals that they had been mstructed o
force the new president’s resignation After more than a vear’s baitling,
with charges and countercharges exchanged n the press, the new
president resigned. In the meantime, several nationally recognized schol-
ars left the unversity, aing the poltical climate & & major reason.
National publicnty of the controversy left the impression that the stae
clearly did not aspire to have a great university

Citing evidence that students were graduating from the states universiies
without having taken courses in the humanities as recommended by a
recemt report on undergraduate education, 4 staes higher education
coordinaing board adopted a regulation requiring alf students to com-
plete a state-specified core curriculum

A speaker of a state House of Representatives, mterested in bolstering the
economic development of his district, recently proposed that the nussion
of a small community college be changed o a unwersity, despite
evidence from several state higher education boards that such a redestg-
nation of mission was inappropriate. Because of the spedkers poluical
nfluence, no one i state government, including the state higher educa-
ton board and other legislaors, raised seri ., objections when he
pressed for the change

As a further complicanion. the same problem approached i different
wiys can lead to different condusions as to whether good public policy s
being implemented or nappropriate mtrusion is occurring W ho has the right
and’or responsibility to dedide whether now programs should be undertaken?
Surely the unwversity may expect the night to decide whether to teach a new
course in istory. but does 1t have the right to deade to open 4 new medical
school” Where along that spectrum does appropriate state imolvement
become mtrusion?

Much abso depends on how states achieve their purposes. Even when
there s agreement on the goal being sought, there may be considerable
disagreement about the means As part of the back-to-basies movement, states
are hegmnimg to pass kaws about spedific curricutum ofterings.

Flortda has been perhaps the most aggressive 1 this respect. In Decem-

ber 1981, the state board of education adopted what 15 commonly
P
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referred to as the “Gordon™ Rule after the state senator who proposed it
The rule requires all students 1n public community colleges and unver-
sities to complete six hours of math at the college algebra level or ligher
and 12 hours of English or humanities coursework, and to write at least
6,000 words of term papers per semester prior to receipt of the associate
of arts degree or acceptance into the upper division,

>
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Is this inappropriate intrusion into the heart of the university or 15 this
appropriate public policy? Should legistation be used to set standards tradi-
tionally set on campus? Florida argues that these actions were justified because
of evidence that education standards were declining  The impositton of
‘- performance standards has not been punitive, rather. it has been accompamed
by additional state funding to belp students meet the new standards. Early
evidence suggests that student performance, including mmority student nerfor-
mance, is rising to meet the higher expectations.¢
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* In one state, new and tougher admission requirernents that will be
phased in beginning in 1988 may have an adverse impact upon the
numbers of Blacks, Hispanics and Native Americans admitted into the
university system To try and ensure that there will be no negative impact,
the state legislature proposed that the university s executive management
budget be reduced by 1% for every one-tenth of 1% drop in the
enrollment of minorties. This 1s not intended to be a punitine measure,
espectally as there is enough time to prepare high school students to
meet the new requirements,

Lz

Reacting to appeals from frustroted students, several legislatures have
now enacted statutes requiring that fore.gn teaching assistants and other
staff be tested to determine of they can speak Enghsh before being
allowed to teach in the state universities.

Each of these cases has the potential of undercutting the sense of
campus initiative even white encouraging the climate of asprranon for quality,
Each is also subject to differmg mterpretations. Few would argue with the
objectives But is legislative action appropriate? We think often it is not. At the
same time, one must recognize that these actions usually result from a failure
by those within the university to respond in a timely way to real problems.

WHAT AFFECTS THE FUNCTIONING OF THE UNIVERSITY?

The cntical issue for this study understanding what effect pohicy
decistons, the mode of governance and differmg forms of state actions have on
what actually happens on the campus. What influence does all of the above
have on teaching ard learning, on research and scholarship, on what we would
call the academic core? By the academic core we mean the central concerns of
the unwversiy:

E l C I1. THE NATURE OF APPROPRIATE POLICY VERSUS INAPPROPRIATE INT RUSION
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* What is taught and researched

* Who teaches and conducts research
* Who 1s admitted o study
* What academic standards are maintained

[tis particularly important that the unversity be open to new or differing
ideas and to.erate multiple views, even those that are unpopular with some
segments of the society or the umiversity. We recognize as & basic ienet of our
democratic faith that any attempt to hmit or influence what 1s taught in a given
course weuld damage the quality of the universiy i the most fundamental
sense.

... [O]ver time, the interactions on the peripberal
issues will ultimately affect the nature
of the university’s core.

This has been the subject of consttutional debate. In a 1957 Supreme
Court decision, the court defined what 1t deemed “the four essential freedoms
of a university™ to determine who may teach, to determme what may be
taught, how it may be taught and who may be adnutted to study. It argued that
“for society’s good, pohticl power must abstan fiom intrusion into this
activity of freedom, except for reasons that are exigent and obviously
compelling.””

Still, intrusion into the core does oceur. In one case, & powerful legislator
objected to the views of a particular speaker at 4 conference held at the siate
university,

He demanded that the university close the conference and apologize to
the community The universiy president refused, arguing that while he
personally also disagreed with the speaker, the conference organizers
had the right to present diverse views The legislator then demanded that
the conference be revised to include representatives of a viewpont he
felt better represented appropriate values. Again the president refused,
saving the faculty organzing the conference had the nght — and
responsibility — to judge the balance of the conference. Next, the
legislator suggested that the unwersity s budget might be the best place
to resolve the issue. At this point, the newspapers of the state entered the
dispute in terms of both news stories and editoridls, and the university s
alumni began to express their outrage at the legislator’s behavior, After &
few further interchanges, the subject of objections to the conference was
dropped.

In another case, a legislator insisted on the adnission of 4 constituent to
one of the most selective Ph.D. programs at the university, When the dean
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of the graduate school demurred. pomting out that the admisstons
committee had carefully weighed alt apphcants and selected the most
promising. the legislator mtroduced a bill to linut aduussion to all
: graduate programs to resdents of the state The legislatve teadership
: refused to go along, and the bill died in committee

Similarly, pohtical groups externdt to the government can threaten the
autonomy of the core. This 15 a description of one group’s effect

“Some professors are not speaking as frecly on the sun-splashed campus
of {a university]. where palm trees and young Republicans grow side by
side. They have seen what happened to [professor X. He) was the first
target of the Washington-based campus watchdog group, Accuracy in
Academia (AIA) Charges aganst the assocute professor are that his
Politicat Science 101 is actually a pulpit for his own passionate antmuclear
views rather than an introductory survey of political ideologies, as 1t is
officiatly described. The AIA founder wants to bring his crusade to
colteges with a national network of informants, combating the alfeged
v malpractice by '10,000 Marxist professors.

Academic groups such as the American Association of University
. Professors regard AlAs call for accuracy and balance as a demand for
) conformuty to the right-wing orthodoxy They fear AIA 15 the harbiger of
a 1950s-style assault on academic freedom that could chill the spirit of
inteltectual inquiry and level classroom give-and-take that enriches uni-
versity life.”
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INTRUSION BEYOND THE CORE

It is not, however, only the interaction on specific issues within the
academic core that matters. We have come 1o sce that the whole of the state/
university relationship affects these central functions. There 1v a widespread
assumption that the interaction between the state and the universtty concern-
ing peripheral 1ssues, such as the paving of roads or the promotion of clerical
and maintenance personnel, is of a different nature and of less concern, But
the evidence indicates that, over time, the interactions on perpheral issues will
ultimately affect the nature of the university’s core

Consider, for example, the following

Last year, the president ot a state university announced his resignation
after a vear in office, saying that the = . . saddest part s that outside
political interference has made it difficult beyond my wildese imagina-
tion™ He was particularly upset that there were ™ . . some people who
want to name the people in all key posttions from football coaches to
vice chancellors,” and he refused to fet the universiy be used as a
patronige university,

In another case, the president of a campus withm a unwersity’s system
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reflected on the difficulties bis campus faced as he approached retirement

“Sometimes 1 think the universits 1s Gulliver tied down wath ropes by a
thousand Lilliputians” His main critiism was that the unnersity system
had become bureaucratized — beset with niggling concerns and
mounds of paperwork, both from the state and from the university
system headquarters — which prevented it from achieving its mission of
becoming the premier university of ats regon, Leadership in higher
education had been replaced with management in its narrow sense. What
is lacking, he argued. was the necessary vision and risk-taking — i part
because of the ack of autonomy at the campus level Instead there were
“layers and layers of supen ision™ which impeded decasion making.

Bureaucracy and pohtics can affect every facet of university hfe. But does
it affect the academic core? Suppose one has architectural and construction
limits such that after gainng the necessary approvals and landing, 1t takes 10
vears to build a building Does this hurt the academic core? Much doser to the
center, what about the effects of various forms of intrusion n the selection of
the president”

After a lengthy sewch for a president who could rase the quality and
prestige of the university to that of a world-class mstitution, the board of
regeats selected the president of a magor university in another state. The
nominee soon found that the legislature would not exempt the president
from strict hmitations on salaries of state employees (the university was
not exempted from state civib service requirements), so that the presi-
dent could not receive a salary even close to what would be competve
at major state universities  In addition, certain fegistators pubhcly
objected to the new presidents fringe-benefit package. Cominced that
the state lacked the commitment and pohtical will necessary to build a
first-class umversity, the candidate withdrew his name The board finally
appo ted the acting president, who, while quahfied, did not bring the
stature to - he umiversity that had origmally been sought.

Leaders in any organizaton necd to be able to deliver This 1s not to
argue that they need to ensure o plush or even comfortable enviconment or
that they must prevent any external problems frem reaching their constituency.
Rather, they need to create a chimate of bekef that things can happen. The more
a state intrudes, the more 1t undercuts that belief. The more the campus
believes that irrational intrusion will occur, the more both teadership and the
willingness to follow are undercut.

articularly hard hit is the wilhngness o take risk and responsibility
which in ime will seep all through the university

An example of how peripheral issues can affect teadership can be seen in
the fierce battle over the department of athletics between the president
of a flagship university and the board of trustees supported by powerful
51
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political mterests. The sssue. the 10ke that athletics was to play 1 the hie
of the unwversity, was outside the academic core Yet n the end, the
power, authority and autononn of the campus were compronused by the
ensuing struggle over whether the athletic department was 1o have a tree
rein or be forced mto accepung that it was an mtegral part of the
unersity:

The faculty senate went on record 10 “condemn anv statements or
actions that undermine the authorty and ability [of the president] to
provide feadership to the universiy during this difficult tme™ It
reaffirmed ite comnutment to be ureless m asserting that the academic
mterests of the umversity take precedence over all other considerations.
It promised to provide “ali necessary and approprite support to [the
president] in defense of thuse acadenuc mterests.” Not only wis & nujor
amount of tme of the president, other adnunstrators and @ven the
faculty diverted, but the ability of the president to lead also was eroded
Ultimately, the director of athletics resigned, but not unul a damaging
and panful two-year ordeal was over. and not until the role of the
president was crippled

It is also important to realize that the mfluence of such peripher:l
problems tends to be cumukuve, The more mtrusions there are, the more
effect they have over time Given enough time, they undercut the spirt of
campus leadership, usurp time away from the critical goal of provicing an
educational vision and gradually drive out of office many of the most talented
people If the experience of bemng the president of the university becomes
onerous enough, it affects who will be willing to become president (or vice
president or dean or department charman) Smuall pomts then ulimaely add
up and create a downward sprral of greater cvnicism, foss of trust and
ultimately a loss of quality

The effectiveness of organizations is m great measure & function of the
way people mteract Because the very naure of the teachmg and learming
process — the art of scholarship — depends upon creatiy ity. the universiy
needs every ounce of this scarce commodity 1t can achieve, But creatn Hy 1S
clusive It thrives on challenge but disappedrs m the face of mtrusne and
burcaucratic behavior While our attention has been primarily focused on the
nature of the academic core and the factors that affect nt chirectly. our consid-
ered omnion s that to the degree that the university and the state find
themselves in an ineffectual refationship on issues outside the core, it will
ultimately affect the functioning of the academic core as well.

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN WISE AND APPROPRIATE

Finally, there is a difference between what is wise and what s dppropri-
ate A state may push for high tuition to reduce the university s need for state
funds This may be a poor or controversial policy. but 1t 1s not mtrusion. The
state has the right to determine the balance between charging tuwiion and
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raising taxes. The issue of enroliment caps 15 often another embuattled area
because of the implications for the campus, Yet surely the campus does not
have the right to determine its own size

How the state government addresses the problem affects whether we see
the action as appropriate or inappropriate. In one state, the tegislaure pro-
posed to set detailed admission requirements for each campus. In another, the
legislature asked the coordinaung board 0 develop o« plan In & third, the
university president, sensing the changing demography and the worsemng
state finances, announced a voluntary plan to linut campus enrollment.

These subtle but significant differences make the task of defining intru-
sion difficult Still, these complexities should not obscure the basic pomt.
Some states have gradually deveioped a tradition of trust und positive interac-
tion that has been a powerful ad in creating universities of ugh quahty. In
other staies, the opposite has occurred. Inappropriate intrusion and the falure
of campus leadership has led to institutions of lesser quality. Intrusion 1s
difficult to characterize in objective terms, but we know it when we see it

NOTES

1 Sloan Commission on Government and Higher Educauon, A Program for
Renewed Partnership (Cambridge, Mass  Balhinger Pubhishing Company,
1980).

2 Independent: Commussion on the Futare of the State University, The
Challenge and the Choice The State Unwersity of New Yort (Albany, N Y.,
SUNY, January 1985), pp -5

3 Insome cases it is difficult to determine when pohey shps across the hne
to inappropriate ntrusion. A recent atempt by a state to intrude on
wleotogical grounds involved the myestments by the board of 4 myor state
tniversity system Within the state legislature, mo of its mayor feaders felt it
was important that the university divest itself of all holdings of stoch in
firms doing busmess mn South Africa. The board, through its regular
investment procedures, deaded to conunue with s existing policy. The
legistatve leaders then attempted 0 hold the state unnersins capial
appropriation budget hostage, demanding that the board raverse 1ts dear-
ston. Arguiag rhat this represented a clear case of ideological mtrusion,
the university and the board held w its ground with the ulumate support
of many other members of the fegistature and the governors office, The
university was able to preval and get its capreat budget released Subse-
quently, the legislanve leaders ,l?“‘“““d a bill requirmg divestment for all
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funcs of the state — a bill that met the test by changing the issue from
intruston mto the universits o what should be state policy It was signed
by the governor.

To us the distinction 1s crtical In the Luter case. the state government
has made broad policy for the entire state mn an area over which it has
jurisdiction. In the former, it attempted to intrude mto the aftaes of the
university alone because the two legislatve feaders disagreed with the
board on ideological grounds

Ideological issues sometimes drive public acion m wans that affect the
campus  Linking draft registration to tution loans or other finangal
assistance is a case m point The federal government can withhold loans or
assistance front those who fal o register. At least seven states have passed
similar legistation, and several are following suit.

Martin Trow, “The Threat From Within, Acadenne Freedom and Negane
Evidence]” Change, the Magazine of 1ligher Learnnig, September, October
1985 In the spring of 1987, Kirkpatnick withdrew as commencement
speaker and honorary degree reapient from o privae unmersity, saving
that she felt “unwelcome™ after o faculty resolution expressed disapproval
of the honorary degree.

- As Trows article demonstrates, deological ntrusion may be mitiated,

fostered or continued by students themsehes. Another example mvohed
students protesting or even preventing campus visits by unpopular recru-
ters At one school. politically actne students called upon ther odictals o
cancel a scheduled visit by CIA recrunters, The vice chancellor for aca-
demic services and e director of career services said tat would not
happen. however Their rationale was thai the US government 1s a bona
fide employer, and a Tirge number of students had signed up to tath with
the recrunters

Florida State Board Rule 9A-10 30, as described i a fetier from Caohn
Herrington, policy anabyst, Flonda Postsecondary Education: Gomnussion,
W Aims C McGuinness Jro ECS assistant executne director for higher
educanon, July 17, 1986

- Sweazy v New Hampshire. 351 US 234,203 (1957)

The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancenicnt of Teaching claborated
on the “essentiad core™ I the miegrity of highe,  “ucation 1s o ' e
preserved, the acadenn must have full authority over those essental
functions that relate o teaching and research. These mclude the selecuon
of faculty, the content of courses, the processes of mstruction. the estab-
bshment of academic standuds and the assessment of performance
Academic mtegriy o requires that the unner i funve control avet the
conduct of campus-based research aid the dissenunation of results These
functions constitute. we beheve, the essential core of acaderne bie, 1t s
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here that the integriv of the campus must be' uncompronusingly
defended™ (7he Control of the Cannpus [Washington, DC - CRAL 1982), p
6).

- A prominent businessman, former candidate for governor and a leaching

fund-raiser for one of the major political parties wias a candidate for the
presidency of a university system. Despite public statements and letters of
support from the governor and legiskative leaders, the search commuttee
did not iclude him on the list of six finalists presented to the regents,

Criticism of the search outcome and the search process wis pientiful,
from the governor and other elected officials, They o w,atk of a legiska-
tive inquiry, but it was quickly dropped.
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III. THE CAUSES OF INAPPROPRIATE INTRUSION

TS

Logical forces cause states and unnersities to be more mvohed with each
other than ever before States now play a larger role m all aspects of the public
life as well as i the lives of state universtties. The relationship between the
university and the state is deiven by such comphcated forees as the growth of
state involvenient in a wide range of actwvities, the growing abihity of the state
to intrude, the increasing size and centrality of higher educatien uself, the new
interest of states in the issue of qualiy, the difficalty of mamtening sepadrdie
missions for the institutions of higher education, the pressures of o single view
of prestige, geography, political needs, burcaucratic power struggles, the
pressure of short-term interests and the expanded forms of unnersity govern-
ance The length of this bist atone illustrates the compleaty of the relationship.
As a consequence, the opportnity for both appropriate pubhic policy and
inappropriate mtrusion has grown considerably

THE GROWTH OF STATE INVO(VEMENT

Todiy, states are involved with stae unwversities on o daty basts and on
hundreds of issues — on subjects that would have been inconcenable 30 or 40
vears ago As a result the idea of autonomy of the unnersity from the state
government is simply not practical, addmg to the urgena of developing a
carefully designed and constructive role for each party

Unwersities have always been a part of the structure of the state, even as
far back as the founding of Oxford or Cambridge! But whereas unnersities
then were focused on the mamntenance of the social structuse, today the focus
is on a much broader role? States now interest themsehes m subjects rangg
from programs for econonuc developmend to state-funded stadent ad® State
courts regularly address issues of admissions, tenure or even who wan ccach
football, To understand fully the state relationship, tt 15 mportant to see the
growing involvement of states with the state universtties agamst the backdrop
of more state involvement into almost everything, The public eapects more of
government at all levels — federal, state and tocal

While 1t is true that under the current administration m Washington
there has been a tendency for the federal government to “deregulate, we sti'l
expect the federal government to be mobved in a vy broad range of
activities. At the stute level, we know of no evidence of any decrease
involvement  Rather, states have been more involved in almost every aspect of
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society in the last decade than ever before The growth of more general state
initianves — in collective bargaining, equal pay tor women, laboratory safen or
health care costs — further entangles the states with the unnersities For
example, the followng is a partial Iist of topres, agents., des ices, maertals, ete.,
which are regulated by one state. affecting the operations of a MAor prviie
research university:

Arr and water polluuon

Asbestos

Biohazards

Building and fire codes

Food service samtation /

Hazardous waste disposal (mcluding radioactne wastes)

Insect and rodent conuol

Labor Laws

Life safety codes

Nonmonizing  rachation, mcluding microwanes, lasers, ight. ultraviolet
light, radio frequency:. radhation, ete,

Oil spills, clean up, ete

Pesticides and pestcide usage

Polychlormated biphenyls (PCBs)

Radtation

Right-to-know

Sewage

Swimming pool regulanon

Underground storage tanks'

For a public unnersity; the hist 1s far longer”

THE GROWING STATE ABILITY TO INTRUDE

There is also more involement by the statcs simph because they have a
growmg ability to be molved. Stte legislatures, tor example, have tar more
numerous and. momany states, better staff than ever before: Twenty-five yvears
aco, the Mhmors legislature bad a staft of four Today 1t has 90 Today the states
and terrtonies have more than 16,000 tull-ume and 9,000 part-ume legislatve
employees. meluding statf for bill draftng, fiscal and budget matiers, nforma-
ton services, legal services, program evaluation and research. as well as
personal st for mdividual tegislators and. i some states, sizeable Partisan
staffs S o many states, the legslative education comnntiees now have tull-time
sall. often with advanced degrees. m some cases. with Ph Ds, i addition. there
1

* An increase m o the number of legislatures that meet on an annual rather
than a bienntal basts (from 19 m 1963 10 35 11 1972 (0 43 mn 1986)

* A growing number of legislawres that meet yearround. resulting m

)
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more and more legistators who identify this as therr primasy occupation
(including, California, llinois, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jerses, New
York, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin )¢

States today have sophisticated computer capacity. not just for the legisla-
ture but for tae admumistration, including the budget officer. the personnel
office. the stat:: auditor. cte. Besides recordkeeping and mformation handhng.
legislatures now use computers for drafung and tracking bills. statutory
retrieval tasks, production of journals and individual newsletters and for very
sophisticated, highly detailed. fiscal analysts (first pioneered by Micligan and
later implemented by Washington. Colorado, Lowstana and others).” In many
states, for the first time, stae government is equipped with the capactty o
understand what 15 actually happening on campus, mcluding the detals of
campus expenditures State government today is made up of better-educated
people whe have better support and who are concerned about tssues that
involve the .iniversitn®

THE GROWING SIZE AND CENTRALITY
OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Attention to the higher education community. and particularhy the state
universities, has also been forced by the growing size and compleaity of the
higher education system as a whole and the state unnersities in particalar

The University of Californsa system is a good example of the phenomenal
growth of higher education over the Last 30 years, according to its systemwicle
information data

1957 1967 198~
Numbser of campuses 6 campuses 9 campuses 9 campuses
Faculty 5.372 18,679 33.888
(full professors

through teaching
assistants)

Nonacadenuc Staft No data
{including avatlable
management)

Students 41,925 95,292 150,065

Budget g135 mill $392 mullion $1 2 bllion

In New Jersey, totab state apprepriations tor higher education increased
from $100 nullion 1 1Y 1967 10 nvr than $850 madhon m 1Y 19879

The increased recognition of the centrality of lugher education. and
particularly the emphasts on higher education and cconomic development. has
led states to imolvement in such things as tescarch conters, business. state and

¥
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higher education partnerships. and efforts to mmprove the qualiy of under-
graduate cfforts Ann Spruill has idenutied five generic forms that state
; cconomic development can take that engage unnersities They are 1

I Human capital programs (emphasis on education and trammg)

(897

Research development and technology transfer programs

3 Entrepreneurship training and busmess assistance

YR

'

i. Information gathering and dissemination

BT

5. Proviston of finance capital or physical property rights

These are valuable efforts, but they further miertwme the affairs of the
states and the universities,

When the universay was smaller i size and m significance to the future
of the state, the retevant budgeting and governance deasions were often feft to
those legislators and state officials who had & particular mterest in the subject.
: The university was often out of sight and out of nund as far as 1its admimistra-
) ton wits concerned Now with budgets of hundreds of millions of dotiars and a
role that is ncreasingly crucual, it 1s kikely 1o be very much on the mind of the
state and, consequently, directly in the tine of sight

THE GROWTH OF STATE MANDATES
AIMED AT IMPROVING QUALITY

Perhaps the most significant and most recent change is that states have

begun to stir themselves about the issue of quality — the effecineness of the

campus in the role of teaching and research — an issue that was almost alwas,
dil recently, left to the campus,

As one former state finance officer argued, the state sees atself as a force
needed for changing higher education “Often state government s the onhy
force that can bring change [to the campus] If we could go 1o zero-based
budgets, we would do things differently. We can't and don't Yet it ts concery-
able that reorgamzation may be useful, but the political will s missig. A
governor may be' the only way of achieving [the needed educattonal changes
through external forces™!

This behief 15 one reason states have been mcreasinghy involved i the
internal working of the university Although they are generath motnated by the
best ¢ intentions, the result often is what appears o be napproprie
intrusion for approprisie ends During the last few years states have become
used to intervening in elementary and secondary education i order 1o rase
standards, to improve access to students previoushy feft out or pouthy served, to
correct financual and acadenic abuses and improve the quahty of teachers or
principals.

The temptation is to use the same approach m higher education,
particularly because many issues (such as teacher education or the preparatton
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of high school students) cross the boundartes from school to college For
example, more than 40 states require teacher education graduates 1o piss a test
to receive certificaion The mital results of these tests were startlmg. Sigmifa-
: cant numbers of recent college graduates scored poorly on tests of basic skills
— skills that should have been gamed in courses taught by the arts and
sciences facultes!? Of those teacher candidates taking the Florida test for
initial certificuion, 17% failed the secuons related to math, readimg and
writing. The results not only indicated a need o address the question of
quality, but abo imphed a sense of urgeny. With mamy current teachers
projected to retire in the next decade, a dramanc increase 1s projected n the
i annual rate of new teachers to be hired. perhaps as many as & milhion ' There

K

ar wes

[grovy

¥ is, as & result, a window of opportunity for quality improvement that states do
5

¥ not wish to miss, !

"

“Often, state government is the only force that can
bring change [to the campus].... A governor may be
the only way of achieving [the needed educational
; changes] through external forces.”
James D Nowlan

In addition, there is a widespread and understandable sense that staie
action during the elementary and secondary education reform movement
produced programs chat have worked The result 1s an mexorable pressure to
carry the reform effort further along the educational spectrum o higher
education 'S The danger 1s that the gradual acceptance of direct state action o
achieve these goals — in the place of state action that creates the mcentives for
change from within the higher education community — will become coun-
terproductive, leading to more and more state mandates and 4 dimmished
campus sense of responsibihty '

The determination o improve qualiy s far from the onhy cause of overt
state intrusion ‘There are a number of cuses — some mternal, others
external,

THE INABILITY TO CREATE DIFFERENT MISSIONS

From what we have observed, the most frequent sritant undermming the
state/aniversity relatonship is the difficalty of aciiey ing an appropriate ¢wasion
of missions among the mstitutions of higher education. There 1 a Sroad
consensus that institauional ambiton has led o unnecessary growth of mstitu-
tions as well as a wasteful overlap of programs

A blue-ribbon panel examming the higher education sustem of one state
commented:

* “In the minds of [the people of the state], the roles of the state colleges

and universities have become muddled. Time after tme tegislators old
O
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of the importance of brnging cach of the campuses nto sharper tocus
— 10 have the presidents and taculties understand what they can and
camot do  The situation  has been comphcated by the locations of
campuses, population patterns, the aspiraions of colleges and univer-
sities and the absence of clarity about how each 1s to mesh with the
others Although pohiey documents of the board articulate the roles of
cach campus, these statements are not alwas followed and may be
bypassed, from time to time, m favor of ad hoc judgment. .. Withowt an
agreed-upon role, a campus 15 tempted to expand besond its traditional
boundaries, in part because of the great pressures of self-mterest,
political interests and local status.

In another state, “the system should protect and enhance  different
defmitions of excellence in order to reflect the diverse needs of the state.
Geography alone mandates dramatic differences i the mstitutions that
make up the umversity system . Sing 2 creation of the mult-campus
university, there has been a blurring of the distinctions among the
institutions, & kind of homogenization, sometimes taking the form of
proliferation of offerings, often out of keeping with what 15 understood
to be the unssion Too frequently, some of the instrtutions have appeared
to be competing.

Despite determined attemipts &t trying differing systems, states frequentdy
have been unable to tashion some form of governance that will resolve these
issucs This, m turn, often leads to measures that end up as mtrusne In recent
years, the concern about program overlap has grown stronger because enroll-
ment growth has ended for most states In fact, enrotiments are declining n a
number of states From 1980 through 1984, overall enrollment of first-ime
students in public institutions dechned by 12% 1

The figures are not homogenous, however, and even within a state the
sitiation can be varied and complex  In Mame, for example, enroliment
demand remains strong at the land-grant university campuses and n the
growing soutiiern area, bt s not strong 4t the small solated  regional
campuses The challenge of Mamnes regional colleges 1s “to mamtam program
quahty while adjusting to decliming enrollment and changing student body that
mcludes more older, nontradiional students, many of them part-time.

In a number of staes, igher education s seen as somewhat overbuilt, In
& few — Mississippr, Connecticut, New [Hampshire, Montana and Teaas — there
are proposdls to consider closmg campuses. In one — South Dakota — a state
college has been dosed, and in another — Massachusetts — two Campuses
have been merged. ™

One of the mayor problems, therefore, s that it has been difficult to
encourage clear, differentisted missions that cither separate compuses 1ato
groups with particular goals (as Californta has done m s theee-segrent
master plan), estabhsh specific missions for each campus within a system or
create a separate mission for each campus through & coordmating board. it has
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been even more difficult 10 manage the process by which msutunonal
missions continue to evolve as the needs of soctets change
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THE DIFFICUITY OF A SINGLE PYRAMID OF PRESTIGE

A myor cause of the difficulty over mission 1 the single pyramud of
institutional prestige 2° Despite the assumprion of different goals. the greatest
prestige and most rewards accrue to the research unsersiy, It 1s understand-
ably hard to convince those at region... universities, state colleges and commu-
nity colleges that they should be happy with second-cliss status. Most faculty
the state colleges and the regional universities recerved therr education at
research universities. The result is an mesorable drive within the faculty o ty
and turn each institution into some form of a research unnersity, Often, this s
inadvertently reinforced by the actions of the states, actions that make more
visible the differences in staws and prestige. As a consequence, there s
internally and externally generated pressure drning mstitutions o move from
teachers’ college 1o state college o state unnersity to research unnersity (and
to Division 1 athletics)

One report on higher education governance and coordinatuon stated

T,

™
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“In all states, those employed ar the pubhic ‘comprehensive or “regronal’
universities tend to see themselves as second elass” in the peckmg order
dominzted by large, research unnersities, What 1s more unfortunate,
however. is the perception by many at the regional universities that state
policy refegates them to an inferior, mdeed even third-class status.”

A respondent to one survey administered during this study said

“In this state, the [research university] s altowed to go first cass — The
land-grant umversity goes second lass  and the others are held o
third-class status — supposedly filling a ‘regronal’ nussion

Another respondent siid:

Itis a bad mustake to attempt to categorize the [major research
university] with all four vear insututons It is i the best mterest of the
state 1 actively establish that university as a world-class institution ., . The
pomnt s that all four vear institutons may be allowed w achieve therr
highest aspirations, pat 1t s doubtful that the tegistature 1 able o afford
more than one "flagship” university.”

Consequently, the harnessing of an appropriate nusston o serve das the
central driving force toward quality has been difficult © achieve, Unless
missions can be differentiated and muluple pyramuds of presuge created, the
natural ambitions of the campus cannot become a4 means for channeling
campus entrepreneurship mto useful purposes Instead, the result 1s often that
the entreprencurial drive essential for msttunional quality s often diverted
into competition among the institutions for prestige and resources.

1. ‘THE CAUSES OF INAPPROPRIATE INTRUSION
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In one state, the legistature created a 16-member committee of fegislators
and citizens to study the escalating “warfare” among the colleges and
universities competing to serve part of the state The panel “found a
pattern of expansionism and competition for students and dollars among
the institutions of higher education .. The individual interest of autono-
mous institutions, the lack of an entity with anthority and responsibility
for the broad public interest and the unique characteristics of the
location promoie the competition and result in the mefficient use of
public funds™ The committee went on to propose the consideration of a
merger of two institutions or at least of their boards as a first step, the
establishment of higher education structure “with a clear lne of author-
ity to ensure that the broader public interest is being served .. " and
legislative removal of the economic incentive o establish state-funded
off-campus programs,

The committee charged the mstitutions with conducting a “turf war”
through such uncoordinated and inappropriate competition as lowering
admissions standards to attract more studens, pressmg for new facilines
and opening new programs when the prime purpose was not 1o serve
the public but 1o compete with each other. lowermg tition charges for
courses offered. conducting extensive advertising campaigns, opening
store-front class centers and publich criticizing each other One state
senator commented, “1 see this as these institutions simply wianting o
getall they can before the legislature closes m.”

The political study. rather than cooling the actions of the two univer-
sities, escalaed ther manewvering Even a long-ime advocate of the
institutions, a representative i the state legishature, expressed his frustra-
tton “This could jeopardize adequate funding for the unnersities, and 1t
adds o the feehng that a new structure should be put mto place 0
coordmate these things for the good of the [higher educanon] system”

GEOGRAPHY AS A FACTOR

Whether or not the states colleges and unwersiues are located m key
political and econonuc areas of the stae can b a maor fuctor n the nare of
the state/universiy rekwonship  In many states, the land-grant university,
founded in the fate 1800s. was located in an area appropriate for an economy
based on agriculture, pulp and paper, timber or other industries of that time, It
> not surprising then, that i state after swte, the land-grant unpnersity mamn
campus is away from the major urban arcas

The Unnersiy of Maine s located m Orono, far removed from Portland
and the cconomic growth in southern Maine, the Unnersity of Massachusetts
main campus 15 in Amherst, on the other side of the stae friom Boston, the
University of Arkansias mam campus s at Envetteville, in the far west corner of
the state a number of miles from Little Rock. Colorado State U niversity s in
Fort Collins, well north of Denver, and the Unmiversity of 1daho is in the far
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north of the state miles away from Boise and only eight miles away from
Washington State University in Pullman, Washington.?!

It was quite common during the 1960s and *70s for these umversities to
establish branch campuses in the more urban areas of the state, not just out of
the goodness of their hearts, but because this was scen as a way to forestall
establishment of separate and competing institutions in that area that might
draw enrollment (and state dollars) away from the main campus and to

develop visibility and a political base in the important power centers of the
state.

4
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The president of one state’s land-grant university put 1t this way: “If [the
university] is not visibly serving the metropolitan area, state legislators
from that area start asking, ‘What have you done for me lately?” Given
their influence in the legislature, we cannot afford to be absent”

i
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In several states such as Maine, Massachusetts and Wisconsin, a university
system has evolved In the initial years, the urban branch campus functioned as
an outpost of the academic base of the muin campus Later, the branch
functioned as a relatively autonomous unit but still under the president of the
main campus In the final stage, a statewide governing board was formed 1n
which both the main campus and the branch function as relatively equal
elements in a larger system. In such a system, the tension between the urban
campus and the original land-grant campus (or between these campuses and
other units in the system) often becomes a potent political issue In Mane, for
example, this tension was one of the principal ssues that led to the formation
of the study commission, the Visiting Committee to the University of Maine,

In another state where the governor has been pressing the ligher
education system 1o focus its programs and reduce overlap, several of the
regronal uriversities have proposed to add PhD programs compeung
with the states major research university They argue pubhicly that such
programs should be available locally, but privately argue that t 1s “unfarr”
that the major research university should be the: oaly institution allowed
to give Ph.Ds 22

Solving problems of geography depends on political balance and leader-
ship in the higher education system. Much dopends on whether there 1s an
effecuve goverming or coordinating structure. Hinots appears to be a good
example of this. The leadership at the major institutions wnd by the members
and staff of the board of higher education has, over the vears, gradually
resolved a serious geographic imbalince. A reasonable balance now exisis
among the elements of the higher education system — among the major
university governing 1 Hards, between the senior mstitations and the commus
nity college system, between the institutions in the Chicago area and those
serving other parts of the staie, ncluding southern hnois, and between the
public and independent sectors,?3
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Clearly, it is in the public interest that these geographic mismatches be
resolved. If the coordinating board, governing board or system develops a
plan, the campus in-fighting that so often occurs can be mimmized. Good
examples exist, such as the gradual development of the University of Ilhnors at
Chicago, the evolutionary growth of the campuses in southern Florida or the
long-term plan to develop the nine-campus University of Cahifornia system — a
plan that included both campus differenuation and an understanding of the
political needs for geographic balance,

WHEN THE POLITICAL AGENDA
REPLACES THE ENDUCATIONAL AGENDA

Not all inappropriate intrusion flows from a desire to achieve a hugh
public purpose. It also st2ms from self-interest, lack of teadership, confused or
inadequate planning, a lack of sensitivity on the part of educdtors to the needs
of political leaders and vice versa,?* or from just plain foolishness. A great deal
of inappropriate intrusion occurs in those states that have a tradition of self-
interest politics.

“I control every position in the state, from laborer
to director [of a state department], except those in
bigher education. What makes the university
think that it should escape?”

State budget officer

Self-interest i the political world has, of course, exsted in this country
since the first colonists came ashore i the 1600s, based on the desire to be re-
clected (and consequently the desire to solve problems for constituents) or
the desire to make a name for oneself. But the key 1s whether 1t becomes a way
of hife to the extent that it causes mappropriate mtrusion nto the unnersity We
have found, for example, states m which patr nage in the hirng of unnersity
employees 15 an everyday fact of hife 1 other states, the traditions are such that
it is simply never done

Of course, universities may also act based on political rather than
academuc gain because they dearly understand where their ongoig support
hes.

In one case, an mfluentral member of a state Senate and an enthusidstic
booster of his alma mater’s athletic program worked for 4 new stadium
to be built The school's faculty and admimstration acither favored 1t nor
thought it was necessary. The school had a sizeable reserve fund that was
controlied by the legistature, however. The boosters added another 33%
to the fund, and the administraton, unwithng to jeopardize the boosters'
future support and good will, accepted the new stadum.
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THE DESIRE OF THE BUREAUCRACY °TO EXERCISE POWER

A frequent cause of political intrusion is the desire within the state
bureaucracy to exercise power. Often the state university is the only major state
agency that escapes the full control of the state administrative apparatus. To the
people in the budger, finance or personnel offices, the state university often
appears to be uncooperative or “running free” Frequently, the bureaucracy
finds the university pleading that it has special requirements over and over
again — and it often does.

A university medical center recently found a donor for a kidney trans-
plant and submitted a request through the state comptroller and office of
general services to purchase the kidney for $5,000. The request was
refused because “there had been no competitive bidding to set a fair
market price for the kidney ..." A phone call to another official cleared
the way for the transplant, but time, expense and good will were
dissipated.

Over time, this request for special treatment or the determined push for
autonomy comes to bother many state officials independent of whether or not
itis justified.

The budget officer of one state put the issue 1 the most straightforward
terms: I control every position in the state, from laborer to director [of a
state department], except those in higher educauon. What makes the
university think that it should escape?”

SHORT-TERM INTEREST VERSUS LONG-TERM PRINCIPLES .

Finally, a continuing cause of iappropriate state mtruston s on-campus
thoughtlessness about the' consequences of campus actions. Often, for exam-
ple, the university, in projecting its legitimate needs for auwnony, will appear
as arrogant or aloof,

Even more troubling 1s the tendency of the campus to invite intruston by
appealing decistons over the head of legitimate campus procedures.,

A major state university with a new medical school faced o dilemma over
whether to unlize a new communiny hospital or build a university
hospital on the campus After a long debate invol ing many parties, the
president decided to use the community hospitai. The medical school
dean was determined to have his own hospital and organized the local
legislators to press for a separate appropriation. The svstem chancellor
was able to defeat the proposal, but at the cost of alicnating some of the
legislators,

In one state, several institutions were competing to serve 4 major urban
area To avoid turf wars, the state system assigned the urban nusston to
two institutions and expliertly forbade one universiy from operating
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programs in the city The state university president confided o his state
tegislative friends that he mtended to offer programs i that area, anvway,
“Without a foothold m the states major urban center”” he said, “there s
no way that I will be able to get legislative support for the universin ™

Clear and decsive action by both university and state leaders is required
if the system is to be kept workable,

An example of how this can be done occurred when Californta Governor
George Deukmepar consulted with David P Gardner. newly appointed
Universiy of Cahfornia president, and then vetoed zems in the 1985-86
budget totaling more than $655,000. Deukmeian sad "The regents have
an established method of requesting supp 0 o aniversity acinaties
These requests [did nov recewvel in - vinvensity review nor the
assessment of priority within the university s piograms.”=® He went on to
point out that many were worthy, but that the process musybe ellowed,

BOARDS: PROBLEMS IN BEING EFFECTIVE

The idea of a fay board responsible for the operation of the umversity 1
auniquely American concept These boards traditionatly have three roles, They
appoint the university leadership, they buffer it from undue intrusion, and they
hold the unaversity accountable to the needs of the pubhc.2® Our assessment 1s
that boards of regents and other governing and coordinating boards i many
states are having difficulty percforming as effective pubhic bodies2™ On the
whole, they do a credible job of the first task, appomnung feadership, o the
institutions  There are notable exceptions to this, as when the selection
process becomes overhy political or acnmontous or when the eacellent
information now available about the process of presidential scication 1s not put
10 use2®

Our concern, however, is with the difficulty that many boards scem to
have in performing the other two tasks, nameh holding the mstitution
decountable to the public purposes and buffering it agamst undue mtrusion.
Why do boards have so much difficulty beng effectve at these two key
responsibilities? One obvious answer 1s the need for better appomtments,?
Too often the process of appomnting mdnaduals to the board of regents or
other higher education boards is a task that becomes simply one of the
hundreds and hundreds of other board appomtments that must be made. The
result is that these appointments fail o get the kind of determmed careful
attenuon and  pre-selection screenmg that make for appomiments of the
quality necessary to create a lugher education system of the first rank,*”

The board role is a demanding one, requirmg long hours, stature,
sophastication, a willimgness to learn how to be an effective boatd member and
astrong sense of public service, In today's political chmate, with the protifera-
tion of specialmterest groups demanding @ voice - deasions, the growing

complexity of the university and — m a few states — overly demanding
O
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sunshine Laws, 3 attracting able board members 15 harder3? the state, there-
fore, must think about how o communicate the importance of the board 1ole
- and how to support able people when they serve,

‘ Yet, frequently, the state sends unintended signals about how little it
values the board’s role. Take, for example, the followmg editoral trom one
state:

Two gulernatorial appointments to o public unmiversity board were never
confirmed by the state senate. The term of one member of the same
board expired, and several months Later the governor had nade no move
to reappoint him. The failvre to follow through was acknowledged o be
in part a slip-up by the governors staff But the edutorial comment was
that “ ... 1t also reflects the status of universuty [board members] .. in the
state, no one gets excited about appomments because everyone knows
the boards dori't do anything” The board members 1 this state are
perceived as largely ceremonial because governors have traditionaily
wed board members seats as “rewards for polincal connectons and
campaign contributions rather than as an opportunity to mfluence the
management of the umiversities The end result of this is that .. [board
members] are more vituable for their presence at football games and
ribbon cuttings than their views on faculty pay plans and tinon fevels.”

Because there is not always a relationship of trust,
Dresidents or chancellors (and their staffs) often
keep their boards directed toward administrative

trivia so they will not bave time
to address serious policy issues. ...

There seems, as well, o be a misunderstanding about the nature and
role of the board A recent study of the role of presidents found a4 considerable
difference between the way private university and pubhc universiy boards
operate Every board needs to support and nurture the president Every board
needs o encourage the president o be prudent. yet to undertake essential
risks Every board needs to create the night incentives for proper leadership.
Yet relatively few public presicdents, as compared with private, indicate tht
these functions take place to any significant degree in their relatonship aith
their boards.?* Public university presidents (with some notable excepuons),
are much more likely to feel they could not turn to members of then boards
for advice and support.

This is parth because public umiversity boards tend to focus on narrow
forms of accountability Too much of the time, they concentrate on administra-
tive rather than policy issues. Boards have the responsibilits of ensuring that
the university serves the public in the broadest sense. They should, therefore,
focus on strategic and assessment issues, i.e., what are the university s goals and

. )
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how can the university demonstrate it is achieving them? Because there 1s not
always a relationship of trust, presidents er chancellors (and their stafts) often
keep their boards directed toward administrative trivia so they will not have
time to address serious policy issues, an approach tha, over the long term, 15
always self-defeating. Few boards actually spend anv significant portion of therr
time on the urgent questions of educational policy:

In case after case we found that political leaders viewed boards as fuhing
to exercise the needed leadership — despute the fact that they generated the
board appointments and often madvertently were themselves a force tha
undercut the boards ability (0 function. State Iaders have been concerned
about the failure to address effectively such issues as the overlap and prolifera-
tion of programs, excessive competition among uriversities, kck of clarity
about missions, the need for higher standards for adnussion, the low quality of
teacher education, the need for closer umversity ties to the schools, the
effectiveness of undergradutte education and the need for better means of
assessment.

Why are boards seen as so ineffective? There are numerous reasons.
Clearly, bouards are themselves reponsible because they fal o take the
leadership nceessary to get things done. But they also are hampered by the
lack of outside support with the appomtment process Most governors don't
seem o recognize the importance of strengthening the selecion process,
regents often are perceived to be captives of thewr mstituttons and thus
removed from the issues affeccting quality Many of the nations strongest lay
leaders are retuctant to serve on public bodrds, pointing up the need for state
government somehow to restore incentives for pubhic service. In addaion, it s
difficult for public boards t. do their jobs. Pubhic-interest groups demand a
voice in virtualhy every decision made by a public bodrd, and board members
often find themselves caught between sovernment leaders on one side and the
public on the other** Often the universities and thewr boards seem to conduct
themselves in ways that create pressure (or a structare o reduce the sgab-
bling among insttutions

As one observer noted, * . board members of indn idaal institutions dre
assuring their demise and the transfer of sach power as they have o
centralized councils and boards, by then myopic, anreasoning advocacy
of the interests of thewr insttations as advanced by the faculties and
adminstrations.” 33

In 18 states, boards have responsibilities for multi-campus systems. In
another mine, more than one' unwversity reports o the board While every
public university board needs a broad view of the pubhics need, these 27 have
a speafic responsibility to develop not just insttutional bat also system

strategies,
59
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THE NEW LANDSCAPE OF STATE GOVERNANCE

As states have struggled to find more rational ways to govern a larger and
more complex array of institutions, an mportant change has occurred m the
uriversity’s relationship with the state, Grer the past three-and-one-half dec-
ades, three forms of intermediate agencies that function between the state and
the university campus have grown in numbers and i influence — the
coordinating board, the governing board and the multi-campus system. All are
means of organizing multiples of university campuses in some ratonal form,
All have an effect on the translation of state policy into the higher education
system, and, particularly relevant to our concerns, all have an impact on the
quality of the campus.

The growth of g« 1ing boards, coordinating boards and mults-campuy
systems has made the a.ademic world appear — to the state government —
more like other parts of the state. Dealing with the office of the executive
director of a state coordmating board 15 entirely different than dealing directly
with the office of the president of a campus. Coordmating bodards function i a
position between state government and higher education, serving the needs of
stite government at one point and colleges and universities at another 3¢

When we think about the relationship of the state o the university, we
sult tend to think m outmoded terms, 1t 1s no longer as simple as the state and
the university mteracting The president, from his place on the campus with 1ts
daily contact with the tife of teaching and learning, communicaes less and less
frequently with the governor and key legislitors. The result has been to
undercut the aura of higher education as something specaal, as a community of
a different natare to which we accord a special sense of affection and allow an
exemption from the myriad of rules the state sets for its agenaes we still hold
a special place for the University of Michigan or the Unnersity of Virgmua, but
no one has ever written a song about SUNY,

Each system, governing board or coordinatg boai w can be @ acans for
enhancing the quality and focusing the mission of a «mpus, or at ¢an
inadvertently become a force that undercuts campus quahity It 1s mportant to
keep in nund, however, as La veence K Pettt argued:

“Like poltical science or perhaps as an emergig branch of that
discipline — the study of higher educaton governance has one unrenit-
ting, unassatfabie (and quite bothersome) laiw — it vartes from state to
staie: Consider the organization of public universities mto systems Over
onethied of the stawes (Wisconsin, North Carolima, Oregon, Montana,
Maine, for example) consohdate all state unnersities into o single system
with only one state governing board In Californa, the vartous segments
(doctoral universities orher state universities, community colleges) are
organized into separate statewide sysiems. Hhnois suppotts several pub-
lic univeisty systems, quite different from one another 1 most respects,
Texas supports 37 public semor universities under 15 different governing

boards, six of which govern systems
&) 7 O
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The variety in system arrangements should not mask the important fact
that most public universitics do not have their own boards. and a
significant numbcr of public unnersity presidents and chancettors do not
report directly t¢ boards, but to system chancellors or presidents ™3™

Atter a long pericd of growth in the number of multi-campus systems,
higher education governance has entered nto a period of relative stabihity, Few
new systems are now being formed.? Sinularly, the growth of governing
boards has also slowed Since 1970, the current system of higher education
governance has been largely in place.® When concerns about governance
come up, there has been a tendenay to strengthen the powers of coordinating
boards or to create them in those states where they have not eassted. In part,
this reflects the stowed growth of higher education, n part, it reflects concern
about the effectiveness of sysiems. It refl «cts, as well, a strong sense among
campus presidents that coordinating boards are casier to deal with than
systems, Y

This is the key consideration: What is the ultimate
effect at the campus level on teaching,
learning and scholarship?

Understanding the functioning of a system of lugher education institu-
nons n any of the three forms 1s not simple, particularky because many states
have both a coordinating board and one or more multi-campus systems. Such
an organization has multiple parts, cach of which 15 dynamg, vet connected to
the whole In a way, it 15 more hke understanding a Rube Goldberg machime
than an ordinaty organization chart It is hard to predict what effect state policy
will have after i leaves the statehouse, works 1ts way through these agencies
and finally reaches the actual campus Yet, this 1s the key considetation. What 1s
the ulumuate effect at the campus level on teaching, fearming and scholarship?

Understanding these forms of organmizing 15 mportant. Despite  the
slowdown in the growth of multi-campus systems. there s httle hkelithood that
they will be abolished or atrophy. Many of the countrys most important
universties are within multi-campus systems, ncluding about half of those
named by the presidents as the highest-quality campuses, As Clark Kerr noted,
"More than half of all students m the United States are on campuses that are
part of systems, and approximately one-half of all pubhc campuses — are
combmed withm systems ™" Simlarly, there 1s httle hkehhood that the powers
of governing or coordinating boards will be dinumished.

THE PROMISE OF SYSTEMS AND GOVERNING BOARDS

In addition, multi-campus systems were created to meet real needs. They
are intended to provide the means for thinking about how the whole of the
higher education system is to serve the pubhic, to resolve questions of nussion
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among multiple university campuses and to set priorities among nstitutions.
In the words of Joseph F Kauffman, * . the justification for a system 1s planned,
purposeful diversity to serve all of the population better, mproved planning
and coordination, and keeping the state government officals from decidg
academic program and educational priorities by muking those tough priory
decisions withmn the system."*2

The problem s not that there are mult-campus systems or consolidated
governing boards. If they did not exist they would, i most cases, have to be
invented  Therefore, the critical question s whether new approaches or a
better understanding of the operation of the systems of higher education can
be developed so that extant systems and boards can serve as constructive
forces in state policy

If there is recurring pressure from state governments for some more
effective form of governance, what s 1t that the state hopes to accomplhish? Both
from the recent plethora of commisston reports and from our own mtery iews,
the promise of systems and governing boards is that they would.

* Allow the energies of those at the system or governing board level to
focus on broader policy issues so that there is 4 contmuous effort at
planning that reflects the ever-changing demands on higher education

* Buffer the campus from inppropriate mtrusion and free Campus prest-
dents from the demanding sk of interaction with the state and atlow
them to focus their energies on academic programs at therr mstitutions
— allowng the hiring and retention of more avle presidents

* Empower the chancellor and the board, from within the academic
communtty, to make the decistoins necessary to ensure tivwe effectneness
of the whole of higher education, e g, the need for misstons that, in sum,
meet the state’s needs

* Improve the communication between higher education and the state, n
turn burlding a sense of trust and greater stabihy. partreulfarhy i
reducing the state desire for reorgantzing higher education

How well have systems and governing boards done n mecting these
hopes?

PROBLEMS WITH THE MULTI-CAMPUS SYSTEM

Of the three types of systems of governance, perhaps the most has been
expected of the multi-campus system. Yet it 1s this system that s most
susceptible w0 problems unless great care s taken We need o recognize that
the term “mult-campus system™ includes o vartety of guite different organtza-
tions and entities (see Appendix 3). Perhaps the most veaing problem s that
for those that encompass a variety of types of campuses (research unversites,
state colleges, community colleges) in one system, there is a tendendy to level
"hgy mesearch campuses down so that alt campuses look more alike and lose
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their diversity. This 15 parucularly true where there 1s collectve bargaining
Svstems tend to create more bureaucracy, more lavers of management

and administration. The bureaucracy often results from the systems’ efforts to

prevent criticism from the state government, some of which should be resisted.

A number of vears ago, a4 system with a farge number of campuses issued
an extensive policy covering the operating procedures for campus police,
including the requirement that all campus police be armed The policy
resulted from media stories of an incident that led the board and several
legislators to criticize the system The inadent involved an unarmed
campus policeraan who responded to a burglary report and was threat-
ened by a knife-wielding intruder. Whatever 1ts other merits, the policy,
instituted with no discussion among the campuses, undercut the long
efforts of several presidents to build a different image of their police

All oo frequently, the system office or board spends time on what are
essentially campus issues. There 1s an almost mevitable tendency to build a
burecaucracy to match that of the state in order to deal effectvely wath the state
Likewise, the campus tends 0 butld a bureaucracy to match that of the system
in order to deal with the system, Some multi-campus systems have reached the
point where they are more bureaucratic in therr operation than the state
government itself.

“The governance of systems is one of the really sore
points in American bigher education; a few systems
seem to exist on the verge of explosion.”

Clark Kerr

In one case, the state finance director and several legislators each told us
independently that they had opposed constitutional autonomy proposed
for one of several multi-campus systems m the state because they felt that
the interest of the campuses would be better protected by the state
government than by the system headquarters, which they saw as overly
burcaucratic and intrusive.

According to Kerr. “The governance of systems 15 one of the really sore
pomts in American higher eduddation, a few systems scem to exist on the verge
of explosion.”™**

There s also a tendeney for the campus to lose academic autonony (and
consequently flexibility and mitative) to the system  In these cases, the
systemd office simphy becomes 4 super-president’s office. centralizing many
deasions better addressed on campus. Systems tend to become vehiddes of
bureaucratization rather than buffers against . This has been most evident in
those systems that have failed to . <« that the campus president must play a
different role from that of the system chancellor Both must be effective
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leaders, but in differing roles and modes. The chancellor must support and
encourage campus leadership, ensuring that each campus has the flexibilny to
be different, to be dynamic and to strive for quali,. The chancellor must,
therefore, select and nurture aggressive and imaginative campus leadershup,
but leadership that operates within established system ground rules.

A successful system, both with regard to the roles of chancellor and the
roles of the institutions, depends not on the choices of erther centrahization or
decentralization Rather, it depends on centralizing (and decentralizing) the
right things. The day-to-day management of acadenuc programs, including
appointments and promotions, the development of the curriculum and the
management of campus life belong at the campus level. The establishment of
system priorities, the relationship of the university to the state government and
the public at large, and the creation of fiscal controls are central functions. A
clear understanding of the differences, by all parties, including the state
government is essential, s

GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES AND
INAPPROPRIATE INTRUSION

There is another concern that the governance structure on occdsion
becomes a force for amplifying mappropriate intrusion rather than buffering
against it. If, for example, the system leadership 15 overly sensitive to the
political winds, 1t will force the mstitution to move in directions that may be
counterproductive, a condition all the more dangerous because 1t comes from
within the system The countervailing forces from the campus, the need
understand the centrality of faculty and student concerns, are felt in onhy a
weak or limited sense at the system headquarters or within the staff of the
governing boards System officers are often not in daly touch with campus
activities and with students and facahty. The danger exists that the needs of
these groups lose thewr sense of immediacy compared to the needs of
legislators and others with whom system officrats do have more direct contact.

One reason these structures fend themselves to mcreased intrusion s
that it is harder to recognize the boundary Iine between state government and
the university. Where there is a single university with ats own board, the
president is universally perceived as a part of the university and not a member
of the state administration But what of the chancellor of 4 system? Surely, for
an effective academic environment, the chancellor must also be seen ds an
academic leader But then, what of the commussioner of higher education
appomnted by a governing board or an executive director reporting to o
coordinating board? Behavior that would seem inappropriate for the president
may seemn less so as one s fur.er and further removed from the campus.

Itis important to keep in mind that & crucial role of 4 campus president
is to combine a responsiveness to the externdl (1.¢,, public) needs as well as
the mternal necessity to build an academic commumty through leadership of
the faculty and responsiveness to student interests If a president ignores the
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external neeas, he or she may create a situation in which intervention by the
system officials is inevitable. At the same time, the system officials have a
primary obligation to address external concerns while supporting campus
presidents in their responsibiliy to create an exciting and effective learning
atmosphere on campus When those higher education officials attempt to act in
the place of the campus president, or the campus president ignores important
external considerations, a distorted and one-sided approach to pohey results.

In one multi-campus system, the president of the major uninersity
campus announced without warning to the system chancellor and board
that he intended to find additional funding for his campus’ research and
teaching functions by cutting support for the politically popular univer-
sity extension service Inresponse to strong reactions m the  state
legiskature, the system chancellor — who was pereeived primanly as a
politician and bureaucrat — fired the campus president for being
insensitive' to the external consequences of his actions. Allegations were
then made — with the active encouragement of the campus president —
that the chancellor was ignoring the efforts «f the president to butld a
strong untversity The controversy led to legislative proposals to separate
the campus from the system: The governor and legslature finally agreed
to establish a specal commission to study the 1ssue The commussion
recommended that the campus be retaned within the system but that
there be a clearer delneation of the differing responsibiliies of the
chancellor and the campus presidents,

Campus ambition and energy are essentral Without them there cannot
be a universiy of hugh quahty. But they must be channeled by the system
leadership into the tash at hand. not allowed to run wild or be ignored or
stifled

The critical job of the coordinating board, the governing board or the
system headquarters is to set priorities for the whole system and to nurture
the ability of the presidents to lead within those priorities When the board
or system is unsuccessful ot this tash, 1t tends to focus on admimistratton, which
leads inturn to mappropriate mtrusion mto the affars of the campus. Consider
the situation i one state, as described m a newspaper editorial.

“In a ume of finanaal cnsis for state government i general, the
unversity  needs advocates, espeaally on ats board of regents, who
condluct themselves with the quiet digmity. candor and cordiahty that one
would expect from representatives of a great insttution

Regents are the guardians of a unwversity’s mtegrity. placed bevond
normal political controls. Regents have profound responsibilities. they
are policy makers, not managers and admustrators, they are fund raisers
for the whole unsersity, not just for favored projects. they set the tune
and the standards of the university. and they work quicthy, not as pohitical
actors pursuing private feuds and personal interest, but as gudes,
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philosophers and friends who cherish the principles of free inquiry and

s the institutions and traclitions that make 1t possible.
) [The university] dees not need spectacles from the political gym-
nasium drowning ow its genuine and crying needs. It does not need
public browbeatings of its president, harangues over affirmative action
which only demean its importance i our still racist and sexist socieny. It
does not need regent lobbyists for football stadiums when humanities
scholars with more than 20 vears experience still make fess than $30,000
a year, nor does it need regents meddling secretly or for effect in
admenistrative procedures regarding student discipline.

The university  needs advocate: of Jeffersonian bearing and beliefs
who work for the good of the ‘acadenncal village' because they fervently
believe in its vital contribution to a free and prosperous society”

The irony is that, instead of the frequently ariiculated godi of enhancing
efficiency, the system or board, by undercutting campus adninistraion and
adding to the bureaucracy, often adds to the inefficiency:

THE CAUSES OF INTRUSION

A review of the tong list of facters thar cause mtruston into the unmversity
makes clear why it happens so often They include:
* Confusion over institutional missions, compounded by the unchanneted
ambitions of some colleges and universities

¢ Overlap of institutions and programs and even a sense, m o4 fow states,
that there are too many colfeges and universities

* A focus of boards and systems on admmistratne matters rather than
policy

* A need for more effective feadership
board and at the state

at the campus, the ssstem or

* The desire of pohucal feaders o force the unnersity to respond to
changes i the states economy, geography and demography

* The tendency of some pohincal feaders o fook woward self-mterest rather
than pubhic interest

* The desire of bureaucracics at all levels 1o excereise power

* Patterns of funding and cniasm that create counterproductne incentves
for uniwersities

¢ Campus atempts to subvert the ordinary mode of governance o achieve
short-term gains or to serve narrow seh-mterests

* The falure of those on campus o take state leaders and state needs
seriously
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Given this list. it is surprising that so much gets accomphished. Even

more encouraging, states dare expermmenting with new forms of funding, new
forms of recognition and with wiys of cutting dndy eacess bureaucracy that
hold reat promise.

(897
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NOTES

Harold Enarson has pomnted out that state universities have s been
creatures of the political process, tnat their founding itself was by an act of
the state government during the passage of which the debate about
purpose, loc.tion and iher issues was resohved “politically * (speech . the
ECS Advanced Leadership Program Senmnar for state fegrslators, Kansas
City, Kunsas, September 19, 1985)

We are indebted to Maurice Kogan, the British scholar of higher education,
for pointing out how much state purg.ases were mvolved 0 the founding
of and rules for European universities

Clark Kerr attributed much of the growth of itrus 1 to the advent of
more state “technictans™ who get further and further mto the budget. State
staffs are farge, there has been o growth of systems and coordiniting
boards. and there is more willingness to address a broader range of 1ssues.

Letter from Jack € Faust, Princeton University, Office of Occupational
Health and Safety. April 12, 1985.

William T Pound. “The State Legislaures,” 7he Book of the States (Lex-
mgton, Ky. Council of State Governments, 1984-85 ), pp. 80, 81

The role of state fegislaures has grown dramatically m the past 30 years,
paralicling the overall growth of state governments. In addition to the
increase in the number of legistatures meeting on an annual basss, the
growmg number of legislatures that meet on & vear-round basis and the
dramatic growth i legistative staffs, there has been (a) an increasing
independence of the legistature from the executive branch in areas such
as fiscal analysis, revenue estimation, program evaluation and mformation
svstems, (b) tensions between the fegislatnve and executive branches in
some states (court challenges i Colorado, South Caroling and Wisconsin)
on legisktve dictation of exceutive actton through notes on budget and
appropriations bills, and (<) mntensifying lobbyng pressure, reflecting the
shift of domestic policy making from the federal to stae governments (the
number of registered lobbyists has doubled in some states since 1983).
(See Pound, “The State Legislatures,” 7he Book of the States, 1986, pp.
76-81.)
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: 7. Pound, 1 “ %5 pp 82-83.

8. Pound (1986) observed that "US Supreme Court rulings ou legslative

: districting i Baker ¢ Carr (1963) and Reynolds . Sims (1963) .. [requir-
ing] equality of representation based on population in both houses of the
state legistature have resulted in a shift of power in many state legistatures
from rural to urban, and especially suburban, intereses and, inevitably, a
change in the composition of legis! .. res. The number of farmers and
lawyers has dechned, while the number of educators, urban professionals,
women and racial minorities has grown ™ These changes mean that fewer
legiskuors and their staffs are m awe of the university and are far more
inclined than in the past to have confidence that they are as well, if not
better, equipped than the univeraity to make higher education policy

9. James C Wallace, assistant chancellor for fiscal affars  “hicenties Sor
Improvement in Higher Education, New Jersey. A Case Stueedy,” New Jersey
Department of Higher Education, August 1986,

10 Ann Sprull, “State Policy On Partnerships Between Higher Education and
Industry, ™ Living On 1he Leading Edge. ECS working paper No 15-86-2,
see also Maryland Board for Higher Education, “Stae Imtatives to Promote
Technological Innovation and Economic Growth,” June 1986.

The practical facets of each of the generic forms may be present in any
one type The following are offered as suggested examples of Sprulls
forms of state mitiatves:

Human Capital Programs

The Advanced Technology Development Center (Georgia)
Research Development and Technology Transfer Programs.

Center for Ianovative Technology (Virginia)

Corporation for Saience and Technology (Indiana)

The Thomas Alva Edison Partnerships (Ohio)

The Ben Franklin Partnerships (Pennsylvania)

The Industrial Technology Institute (Michigan )

Microelectronics centers m Minnesot., North Carolina and Wisconsin

Seven specialized technology centers in New Yok
Entrepreneurship Traming or Business Assistance

Institute of American Enterprise (University of ‘Texas)

Center for Entrepreneuriai Studies and Development (West Virginia

University)
Information-Gathermg and Dissenunation-

Michigans database of industry-related rescarch conducted at ats

universities

Rhode Island’ Tisting of areas of expertise of state faculty
Provision of Financial Capital andvor Physical Property Rights.

The Massachusetts Techmical Development Corporation

The State of New York Seed Venture Capital Fund

O
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Innovation centers 1n lowa, Lowsiana, Missours, Nevada, New Mexico and
fashington which assist inventors in developing their ideas with
the intention of bringing them to market

An ccho of the American experience s bemg heard throughout the
United Kingdom and Europe. In 1980, there were just 10 science parks in
Europe. By 1985, there were 47, The goals established varied in each
country — France chose to emphasize regional development, Germany,
technology transfer, the Netherlands, local inttatives, In a study focused on
Europe, Spruill found that as the financial strams on the universities in the
United Kingdom grew, public money created a new wave of parks hinked to
universities but with no significant involvement of local government. Of
the 35 parks in existence m 1986, two now have local authority involve-
ment as well

There is evan a growing presence of formal programs supporting
enteepreneurial efforts Programs using business, government and univer-
sity funds have been estabhished by consortia in five regions in Britain, the
largest at Durham Unnersity Despite the changing attitudes toward gradu-
ate enterprise in Europe, there s sull a vast difference from the Umited
States Approximately 2% of US. graduates start their own bustuess, in the
United Kingdom, the figure is just one-third of 1%, and in Europe,
estimates are even lower.

James D Nowlan, The Polinics of Higher Education Lawmakers and the

Acdclenmy 1 Himois (Urbana, T University of THhnows Press. 1976)

New Jersey recognized a preapitous decline in SAT scores among, ity
cducanon students. graduates of admast ol other courses of study were far
better prepared for therr professions than teacher education graduates.
The state, theretore, ook several steps i 1985 o recufy the situation.
Among these were the requirement that education students must now
major m one of the Tiberal arts or sciences as well as in therr professional
stuchies, they do not begin thetr professional component unul the thurd
vear (concentraung mstead on the basies m the first o years), they must
pass the Nattonal Teacher Exanination for thesr certificaton Whale two
vears 15 too short a ume w assess any change correcthy and accurateh, the
general feeling s that there s definstely a change for the better celephone
comersation with Celeste M Rorro, director of teacher cerufication, New

Jersey Department of Education, April 21, 1987)

The Camegie ‘Tash Force on Teachmg as a Protession progeas that between
1986 and 1992, 13 muthon teachers will be hired 1t esamates that 237 of
cach college graduating class will be required to meet the need tor
teachers projected tor the early 1990s (A Nation Prepared. Teachers for the
20t Cennery |Nashington, DC - Carnegie Forum on Edudation and the
Economy, 1936). p 31)
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When 15 a states mtervention in testing for teacher qualtty mtrusion and
when is it good teadership? That may depend on when, during a teacher’s
career, competency is tested, and how For example, 23 staies have entry
exams for students wishing to declare education as their major. Here the
state in effect is telling students that their judgment about therr aptitude
for teaching is not to be trusted. The further message 1s that they cannot
be expected to grow into their chosen profession should they test below
the exam’s cut-off point.

At the other end of the spectrum, four states are experimenting with on-
site assessment of teachers by trained observers, Virgima waits  until
teachers have worked i their field one vear and passed other require-
ments before thev are observed.

In general, teacher quality control was an issue that was taken on by the
states because the profession itself did not come forward with reforms.
After initial resistance because ey beheved that this was not the proper
doman of state government, professtonal organtzations are now develop-
Ing programs to test their teachers (and weacher education programs)

Twenty-four states reported having statewide nummum  admissions stan-
dards in effect for their pubkic colleges and universities in 1984-85. In 13 of
these states, instituions are not altowed to exceed state requirements,
while the other 11 states altow individual mstiutions the authorny 1o
impose more strngent admissions standards In states that don't set their
own admussions standards, authormy to set them rests with the governing
boards of indwidual colleges and universities. Reflecting on the 1983
recommendations of the National Commission on Excellence in Education
in A Nation At Kisk, about one-quarter of the states acted to strengthen
achmissions requirements from 1983 1o 1985 Most changes mvohved 1mpos-
mg or strengthening a prescribed pattern of high school coursewerk
Others raised mimmum test scores. The most significant increases
occurred at the major state university campuses, Loutstana enacted a statate
prohibiting a high school graduate from attendling a state college unless
the student achieves a certam ACT score 1o be establishied by the stae
boards for © «her education and elementary secondary education (118
885. 1985) Colorado enacted legistlaion requiring the state coordmating
board to set mmimum adnussions requirements for each nstitution m the
state The standards stratified students among institutions aceording to
acadenue preparation for college, with the most stringent requirements it
the major state universiies (LB, 1187, 1985) (See ECS Clearmghouse
Notes, September 1985, Margaret € Goertz and Linda M. Johnson, Stare
Policies for Admission to Higher Education, College Board report No 851
[New York: The College Board, 1985]).

Itis interesting to note that it was the National Governors Assocdation tha
produced the report, Time for Resicdts The Goternon' 1991 Report on
Education (1986), that addressed, among other ssues, the (ualin and
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effectiveness of American higher education and how to demonstrate or
assess the achievement thereof

Enrollment trends varied among regions during this time, however, only
the Southwest reported a slight increase (15%). All other regions
decreased in their enrollment. Plams (-3 3%), Northeast (-5.9% ), Southe:st
(75%), Mideast (-98%), Rocky Mountiins (-15.7%). Great Lakes (-16.6%),
Far West (-211%). There was a greater vartation among indnvidual states, of
course (Amencan Counctt on Education, Fact Book On Higher Education,
1984-1985 [New York. ACE and MacMitlan Pubhishing Co., 1984))

Report of the Visiting Comnmttee to the University of Mame (Augusta,
Maine: Visiting Committee, January 1986)

A similar condition in Austraha led the federal goverument o use the
budget to pressure for a reduction of the colleges of advanced education
(the closest American equivatent would be the four-year state college),
from 97 10 47,

The first recommendation of the chapter on college quaity w Tume for
Resuldts. The Governors’ 1991 Report on Educaton reads. "Governors, state
legistatures. state coordinating boards and institutional governing boards
should clearly define the role and mission of each pubhic ligher education
institution m their states. Governors also should encourage the governing
boards of each independent college to clearly defime ther missions™ (p.
160).

Immedately followmg this, the second recommendation reads (with
explanation) “Governors, state tegislatures, coordinating boards, govern-
ing boards, admunistrators and faculties should re-emphasize — especally
in universities that give ngh priority to research and graduate mstruction
— the fundamental importance of undergraduate mstruction.

The predominant model to which niost colleges and universities cur-
rently aspire is that of the research university Current rewsud strudtures
for promotion and tenure m American higher education often encourage
faculty to concentrate their efforts on research-oriented tasks. This can
lead 1o aloss of instituttonal enthustasm for undergraduate mstruction

Institutions, and the faculy who teach n them, must have the strong
encouragement of governors, legislatures and coordinating boards to hold
undergraduate mstruction in spectal trust and ginve it specal attention.

The task force of governors fully recognizes the synergism that easts
among the functions of teaching, research and public service. Further, the
governors understand that undergraduate stuacats benefit from the
enrichment and example of facalty engaged m 1escarch and service
activities,

There are several ways in which this can be furthered. Governors, state
legislatures and coordinating boards should encoutage public discussions
of the nature of undergraduate education on each college and university

CHOO"ING QUALITY REDUCING CONFLICT BETWEEN THE STATE AND THE UNIVERSITY
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campus, public and priviee, two-vear and four-year

Governors, state legislatures and coordinating boards also are encour-
aged to develop funding incentives for institutions that reward quality
undergraduate teaching and student learning”

Not all of the major state universities are located n remote areas. The
University of Washington, the Unwersity of Wisconsin at Madison. the
University of California at Berkeley and the University of California at Los
Angeles are examples of the opposite.

. The obvious solution for those cases where there 1s truly o need for

locally awailable PhD. degrees — a joint effort under the supervision of
the research university — has not been well received by the regional
universities.

- Informal conversation with Lyman Glenny

One state wished to build its own dental school The staied higher
education commission recommended 1o the legishature that such action
was not in the stated best interest, especially as it had the opportunity to
exchange its few dental students for another states veterinary students,
Acting against this recommendation, the legsshature estabhished the dental
school anyway The comnussion wits then accused of foc using 100 narrowly
on educational reasons for its recommendations and of gnormg political
realities

Letter from University of Cahfornia President David P Gardner to Frank
Newmin, January 30, 1987

As Kerr pointed out i a conversation wath us, they have a fourth task. to
fire the president (October 8, 1986),

Kerrs studly of presidents led him to conclude that boards are inc reasigly
inclined to get into adnunistrative matters, sometimes for the best of
motivitions Boards are also less able to take the tong view. Presidents are
especially worried about growing board mtrusions (Presidents Make
Difference Strengthening Lecadership in Colleges and Uniersities [Wash-
ington, DC Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges,
1984]) Also see Appendix 2.

There are excellent summaries of how to conduct presidential searches
written expressly for board's. These show thai there 1s frequently lack of
candor between the board and potential presidents, sometimes careless-
ness, rudeness and lick of confidentabity, Kerr argues that considering
how many searches are conducted, society is getting better presidents than
it deserves

. In five states (seven unversities), members of the board of 4 major state

university are elected. Even here the process can be improved by screen-
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ing In Hlinows, the slates for board electuon are nommated by 4 commitiee
of university admimstrators

Kerrs study recommends “constituting boards with persor » devoted to the
tong-term welfare of the i rutions for which they are responsible”™ and
“eliminaung ‘where 1t sull exists) political patronage in the selection and
retention of staff™

Harlan Cleveland examunes sunshine faws in 7he Costs and Benefits of
Openness: Sunshine Laws and Higher Education (Xashington, DC - AGB,
1985). In 1t he defines the “ridemma.” composed of (1) the pubhic’s night wo
know, (2) the mdividuals nght of privacy and (3) the public mstiution’s
mandat¢ 1o serve the pubhic interest None of these three elements 1s of
more importance than any other, and cach of them must work m harmony
with the others — “ethics s the art of combming them,” he says,

A side issue here is the dilemma of altonmg board members w0 be
politicatly actve (endorse candidates, support campaigns, run for pohucal
office) or of penalizing them after they hase done so Functioning as a
trustee s a political endeavor, and certanly capable trustees are polincal
creawres Forbidding or penalizing them for outside political acuvities
may discourage able people from taking board posittons In one state, a
board member who ran for governor m 1936 was refused reappomtment
to the board based on s (unsuccessful) campaign (“College Officials
Who Want to Take Part in Polines Must Strihe a Dehicate Balaroe” The
Chronicle of Higher Education, November 5, 1986, p 23)

Retr, Presidonts Mdake a Difference and private comersations w.th Frank
Newman,

Robert 1. Gale, pre ident, AGB. w1 a letter to Frank Newman, March 17,
198

John Corson. The Governeance of Colleges and T nersities, ey sed cdition
(New York. MeGraw-Hidl, 1973)

When the Colorado Commisston on Thgher Education was reconstituted
196 the legnslature direcied the commission to undertds » several speaific
studies and to report back o the legistaure. These mcluded o study of
how to reduce the number of teacher education programs and «F commu-
niny college governance The commussion: must be responsne o the
fegistature, andk, 10 some respects, it serves s an arm of the fegrshane staft
From the viewpomt of legislators, the commisston 15 more part of state
government than of the higher education commumty At the same tme, 1o
be effecine, an agency such as this must funcion i ways that buidd a
repuwation of trust and fairness, f aot always agreement, wah the lugher
education comn, ity Other coordmatim; boards such as the Cabfornia
Postsecondary ' ucation Commisston and the Flonda Postsecondary Edu-
cation Comnussion serve m smilar “in-between” roles
CHOOSING QUALITY REDUCING CONFLICT BETWEEN THE STALE AND [ UNIVERSUTY

83




o

3'7

38

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

<

Lawrence K- Pett, “The Admmustration of Pubhc Unnersity Systems. An
Organizing Perspective” When Colleges Lobby States  Ihe [hgher Educa-
tion‘State. Government Connection, leonard Goodall, ed (X, ishington,
DC Amencan Associanon of State Colleges and Universities {AASCLY,
1987)

A few continue o develop as a result of the turther davelopment of branch
campuses by a flagship compus, such as the branches of the Unnersity of
Colorado which contnue to e.pand m Denver and Cotorado Springs

No new coordinating boards have been established since then, with the
exeeption of commusstons such as the ones in Alaska and Nebraska that
evolved trom federal fegislation (Sec 1202 of the Higher Education Act of
1965, as amended in 1972 and subsequently repealed), which required
states 1o establish or designate state commisstons to be ehaible for federal
planning funds On thie other hand. cooran amg boards 1 Massachusetts,
Wisconsm and North Carohing were abohshed and replaced with consolt-
dated governmg boards  In any vear, three 1o fne states will debate
formation of a consohidated govermng board structure, bat, in most cases,
the choice is to - rrengthen the coordmatng board instead

- Interview with Kerr on his stuay of presidentral feadership

Kerr, p 71

Joseph F Kauttowan, At the Pleastre of the Board The Sertice Of the College

and Unweersity President <Washmgton, DC . ACE, 1980). p ™9

While we did noc undertahe any systemazte analysis of the efteds of
collective barganing 1+ common concern of those interyiewed was that 1t
had the effect of pushing the svsiem toward equal conditions tor all W hile
admirable for some factors this causes. m many cases, 4 leveling, particu-
tarly at the rescarch unne sy, This became 4 mues ssue at both the
unnetsties of Mame and Wisconsim T1 - Visitin, Commitiee to - the
Unnersity of Mame tound that » since zanon of the mult-campus
university, there has been a bluring of €. distinctions among the
mstitations, a kind of homogemzaton .. ™ The commutiee tound that the
share of the system’s discretonany tunds altocaied o the Unwversiny of
Mame at Orono, the land grant unsersity and kargest mstitauon m- the
state, dropped trom 55% o 18% between 1972 and 1985 At the same ume,
faculty salaries tell far behmd those i peer mstitutions, while the taculty
salaries at the other smaller campuses were comparatnels beter, vet sull
behmd thewr peers The committee did not attribute this levehng ettet
systemwide collecive bargeming (miplemented - 1974) but noted that
“collective bargaming 15 not known for enceuragmg dnersin, but there
is nothing - ¢ollectve bargammg o prevent dnersity af it s seen o be
important enough o be on the agenda for discusston Members of the
teaching profession are wteresced in - the condtions tor reaching and
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learning s well as the financial reward™ (Report of the Visiing Committee
to the Unversity of Maine, pp 7.8 and 1)

Kerr, p. 71.

For further discussion of the distribution of authority, see AASCU, fnstitae-
tional Rights and Responsibilities (Washington, DC . AASCU, Nov 9, 1971),
The Carnegie Commission on Higher Educauon, Gorernance of Higher
Education Six Priority Problems, A Report and Recommendeutions (New
York McGraw-Hill, April 1973), pp 25-27, Board of Governors, The Code,
(Chapel 1il, NC. The Unnersity of Nordy Caroling, July 1972), and Kerr,
wp. 84-80
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IV. CREATING A POSITIVE CLIMATE

TR

An active state role represenung the public mterest s essential, but how
the state plays that role has a profound effect on the outcome, Oby 1oushy, state
involvement can be both posttive and negatnve. as can the 1ole of the unnersio
Success on the part of the university — achieving a lugh levet of qualiy and a
responsiveness to the states fongterm mterests — feads to willingness on the
part of the state o provide nore resources and ulimately more autonom
That 15, high quahiy can help a unnersin: mamtam an approprudte relationship
and combat mapproprie state meddling. poor performance appears o have
the opposite effect Which comes first s debatable. the effect s not

The state’s responsibility, in additiion 1 providing funding, should
include the willingness -

* Resohe issues baween the stae and the unwversity and budd public
confidence

* Decentralize the decisions as 1o how o achiese the unnersiy s PUrposes
and centralize overall pohiey and goals

* Value dversiy amoug campuses

* Be exphicit about mstitational missions — detine the arena withm which
the mstitutions can innovate and aspire

* Recognize the value i geographic balance fest political torees be created
that undercut atl of the above

* Creat  approprate mcentives (and chimnate disincentnes) o awen
canas 1o push aself 1o change and improve

* Recognize quahity publicly

For such a system to vork saceessfully, there must be open discussion
and a shared understanching about these pomts

states need to develop avariety of pohicy tools that allow them to set the
appropriate climate that draws the unnersiy tosard quality, To be haned o
only one approach or to only a few approaches tor such a complen problen s
inadequate A range of options can provide the state with choices that better
match means to goals — the elimination of out-moded bureaucrauc controls
that provide disincentives for institutions to assume responsibility for

O
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improving their internal management, state leadership in setting an agenda
for reform the initiation of state competitive grant programs that reward
universities for centreprencurial efforts to strengthen programs consistent
with their missions, steps to inhibit efforts to circumvent the governance
process by those within the university, public support of those academic
leaders who take the risks that are part of building toward quality and the use
of governing boards and multi-campus systems in ways that create a climate
of excellence. The key o achieving both the necessary mstitutional independ-
ence and yet the willingness 1o change is for state leaders o create a cimate
that encourages the appropriate mtratve from within the universay!

An encouraging development s that several states recenth have begun to
experiment with innovative ways 10 encourage unversties to move themsehves
forward.

High quality can belp) a university maintain an
appropriate relationshif) and combat inappropriate
state meddling; poor performance seems
to have the opposite cffect.

MOVING TO CUT BACK BUREAUCRACY

The level of bureaucracy the state mposes is not fised or mmovable In
the fast few years, at least s states — Colorado, Hawant, Kentucky, Maryland,
New Jersey and New York — have moved 1o reduce the burden on CAMpuUse
while definmg more clearty campus responstbihines =

NEW JERSEY

As part of an effort o mprove the qualiy of s public higher education,
New Jersey has been moving o tree s state colleges and uninversities
from the constramts of the stte burcauctacy In 1982, the egislature
granied the Unneraty of Medicme and Dentistey of New Jersey auton-
omy from many of the more burdensome state fiscal and procedurat
controls apphicable to- other state agenaies Rutgers, the: states major
unversity, hadt always been exempt from such controls In 1985, Gove
nor Thomas I Kean proposed that st milar autononn be extended 1o the
state colleges He argued that the state needed mstitutions of higher
educatton as good as the best i the United Staes 1o meet its own goals
for development and that both incentnves o improve and greater flesibil
ity were needed o achieve such quatin

Exampies of the controls that had been apphcable to these mstitutons
mclude Al trmsacuons, including purchases of equipment and con-
tracts, were subject to ngid pre- and post-audit review and approvat by
the Treasury Department. ali revenue generated through wition or other
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means had to be depostted with the department — the institutions
received a state appropriation for an approved expenditure budget and
had no revenue of their own, alt faculty members were subject to the
state awvil service system, and all appomtments and other transdactions
had to be approved by the state personnet board

The governors legislation proposed three steps. (1) establishment of a
state college governming board associ mon thae serves as an advocate for
the autonomy of the cotleges and has authoriy to Ale sut, (2) authoriza-
ton of the cotleges to contract and handle all their own transactions
without gomng to the treasury, (3) empowerment of the boards of
wustees to manage thar mstitutions, ncluding having responsibibity for
the institutiont fiscal operations The assoctation was approved m 1985,
but strong opposition from the state affibate of the American Federation
of Teachers ted the fegislaure to delete the removal of faculty from asil
service The Senate finath passed the bilt m June 1986 over mtense union
opposition The detaits of implementaton will now be worked out over
three vears under the direction of the Department of Higher Education.
Each college 1s to develop ats own plan (over a maximum of three weas)
for assuming responsibilities as specifted 1n the new legistation

The key to achieving the necessary institutional
independence and yet the willingness to change is
Jor state leaders to create a climate that
encourdages the appropriate initiative
SJrom within the university.

HAWAII

ERI
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For years, the Universty of Hawan has been subjedt to bureaacr.atic
controls apphicable to state agenaes but inconsistent with the role of 4
myor state unnersity The Hawan fegislature ey 1986 enacted
fegistation to provide the unnersity with greater flexibity budgeting
and expendmg approprations Specificath, the legistanon allowed bud-
gt requests and expenditures of appropriations to be made according to
the unnersin s own priorities as fong as they were witlun the budget and
alfounent cedings established by the governor Most of the provsions of
the legistation had been miplemented admmnsiatnely by the governor

These changes were prompred by the deasion of a promment lugher
education feader to withdiaw as a candidate for the presidesay prn-
apatly because the state detarled burcaucrane controls of the unnersie
signaled a lack of commitment 1o the encouragement of 4 (st lass
institation In-addmon, the regional acaediimg assocation had dhreat-
ened to place the unversity on “warnig”™ status unless signiticant
improvements were made mstate unnersiy relations In-enacting the
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changes, the legislature still eapressed concern that the annersity was
not “capable of handlmg its own atfarrs™ But m hght of the unnersiay s
new strategic plan, the: appomtment of a new president and an adnim-
wtrative reorgamization. the legiskuure indicated that it was willing to 20
along with the changes and to give the university an opportuntty 1o
demonstrate its capabihities

COLORADO

In Colorado. the states role became mcreasmgly mtrusne until 1981
when the state legslature and the higher cducation governing board
signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)., Operating on good
will, without the force of law. the MOU nevertheless succeeded m
gamnmg increased budgetary management flexibihty for ihe governing
boards In turn, the governing boards agreed to i therr requests for
budget increases

Detailed hne-tem budgeting emerged in the carly 1970s after an
unfortunate series of events that seriously undermned trust between the
legistature and the unversity For example, when the fad that Colorado
ranked low n faculty salanies was ated. the legistature approved a faculty
salary increase of 7% When facultn members complamned. however, that
they had recewed only about %, the legistature vowed to hne-tem
salaries the following vear The universttys rationale was that other osts
were mncreasing and that funds had to come from somewhere The
“other costs,” however, did not have the tobbying power of the facuhy:

I the mid-1970s. an increase mtended by the tegistacure for student
ad helped fund 172 new admmstratne positions, - wwion which did
nothing to foster cordial university ‘state relations The more the tegislta-
ture moved to hine-tem eapenditures, the more uniersities were torced
to lonby on every 1ssue

The mncreasing level of mutual nstrust had fed to ¢y er-eapanding hine
items Footnotes with precise eapectations for expenditures were added
o hnes One result was a growmg political buas to Lagher education
deensions Community and small regional colleges were patticularly
vuinerable because they could serve the needs of mdi idual fegislators
seeking to establish farger or more presugious schools m therr districts.
(One legiskator was mstrumemal m getting expansion funds at 4 commu-
nity ¢ ge, which Later dedicated the building to lum ) There were
many ainer instances in which political motvations rather than edug a-
tional needs seemed to determme the chorce of buillding at communty
colleges

Legislation reorgamizing the higher education system was finally
enacted in 1985, with certam aspects of the MOU ncorporated mio .
The bill included reforms - financial matters, institational toles and
misstons, admissions standards and higher education accountabihis It

)
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alvo re-estabhshed  the Colorado Commussion on' Higher  Education
(CCHE), increased its authorny and made several other changes

The MOU between Colorados governig boards of higher education
and the Joint Budget Comnuttee of the General Assembly teduced the
iegiskative responsibility o two budget decisions (1) number of full-tume
equnalent (FTE) ressdent students and (2) appropriation per such
student Al other decisions became the responsibihin of the governing
boards, which also recenved authory o carey forward unspent funds

KENTUCKY

An unfortunate side effeet of a 1930 reoiganization of Kentuchy s stare
government wis increasing centraitzation of fiscal controb of stae col-
teges and universines

“By the mid-1970s, the state department of finance controlled il
procurement for higher educauion, including capitadl projects: Almost all
universiy funds, mcluding student fees, were accounted for centratls, and
most payenecks aad vendor payments were wntten centraltly L. causing
long delay, . Goods and services purchased were not alwavs the best
value for the money Inefficiencies arose also on campuses where tie
prime responsibility of admumstratve units was “pushing paper  through
the state bureaucracy™

In 1981, by directive of Governor John Y Brown Jr, two consulting
firms began a study of management practces and funding levels of the
state colleges and unnersities. They concluded that heany state control
prevented managerial and admumstrtnve improvement of Kentuchky's
insttutioiis of iugher cducanon The consultanis reconmmended dhanges
in " purchasing, personal service contracts, printing, computer pur-
chases, out-of-state travel, pavroll, surplus properny, the selection of
architects and engmeers, the oversight of capital construction and the
treatment of clums Mamy of these recommendations, which were pre-
sented with more than one alternative, were incorporated m House Bull
622, which passed during the 1982 sesston . 75

House Bill 622, the "Universities Management Bill,” reversed 40 vears
of state centrabization Purchasing may now be done on campus, from
suppliers of choice, even cooperatively (f desired Institutions may mittate
their own capital construction, making then own deasions ¢n ey enthing
from first plans to final lindscaping Accounting and audiing s stream-
hned, with eapenditures Eemg made from cach campus and the state
rembursing cach campus daily for 1ts disbursements the previous day.
By law, cach campus 15 tequired o hire quabfied accountants tor an
annual audit.

An important feature 15 that cach mstutution may exercse some or il
of these options (or none), dependent on s staft, eaperience, resources
or inclinations

)
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MARYLAND

As ke as 1983, “state ofticials seroush (uesttoned the need o trea
instuutions of higher educaton any differenth than other state dgenaes

T The result was an adversarsal climate of distrust and chssension
between the sate and the unnersity, cemtering spectficalh around the
stes budget process As - strong-governor state, Manvkands execvuve
branch reserves the night o prepare the budget, allowing the General
Assembly only 1o delete, not add. ems

“Four-year pubhic institutions were required o support detated bud-
get requests with extensive document.ition Requests for funds a ore g
Maxmum Ageney Request Certing mposed by the governor had o be
presented separately and stood shght chance of approval

The [Department of Budget and Fiscal Planning]. the State Board of
Ihgher Education and the legislature bt rov iewed budget tequests, and
the two stte agenaies used different approaches [As a result]. the daa
required by the iwo agencies difter and are ditticult to compare ™ ®

There were also other problems created because the state budget
ofhce convobled federal tunds, mcluding research grants. gitts and the
flow of funding from jhe states General Fund. Unexpended and unen-
cumbered funds went back mto the state treasury at vears end. as dud
meerest meome from mvestnents Finally, purchase of services, com-
modhties, supphies, constructton and ¢ven omputers were severely
arcumscenbed by state procurement faws

On July 1198+, legiskaon ook effect that began solving sonee of these
problems The new budgerary flexiibty: meant that mstitutions could
transter up 1o 5% of funds among progrems without state approval,
postions could be ransferred among programs (within certam gude-
tmes): unespended spectal and federat funds would be carrred over from
one fiscal vear e the nest. interest ncome from tuhion, fees, room and
board would be credied 10 cach institution’s account .is would 50% of
the overhead from rescarch grants. private gifts would be used as therr
donors wished and not substituted for state aeneral funds. and insttu-
tons could now buy computcrs (used solely for acadenuc and research
purposes) outside the state purchasing requi ciaents

Furthermore, a Finance Ads sory Commutiee tha began meetng at ihe
begmmag of 198+ recommended consistenay - the budget tora,
reducing the number of budget programs (and support detal) and
allowmg cach nstitution a certam amount of unrestricted funds

NEW YORK
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The State University of New York (SUNY). wineh has the largest number
of stucents of any universiny svstem m the world, has had 4 reputation of
being among the most — f not the most — bureaucratized universiy in
.
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the country In 1984, the system chaneellor, Clifton Wharton, organized a
IS-member panel of distiagushed atizens 1o examine the ssue and
propose wavs o transform the uniwversiy s relatonship with the state The
pancls report was remarkably oatspoken, 1o wit

[Thwo distubing conclusions stand out when SUNY 15 compaied
with feading pubhc universities m other states, and they form the major
findings of this report
I In research and graduate education — areas that are cruaal to the
future well-bemg of New Yorks ecconomn — SUAYS achievement s
well behd thar of leading public unsersiies m other sttes and
leading independent unnersities m New York
2 The commission finds that SUNY s the most overregulaed unnersity
in the nation Given the vast array of laws and practices that govern
New York State agencies, a fundamental and basie change 1 SUNY's
structure 1s required to allow the uniersity o carry out the function
for which 1t was created This commisston has concluded that SUNY
should be restructured m- the commg vear as a public-benefit
corporation, under the SUNY boad of trustees

AL present. SUNY Lachs the flemibtlis to compete with leading unner-
sities i other states 1 rectinung — and retammg — top faculyy and
admmistramve talents Overregulaton weahens SUNY and deprines New
York of benefits that other states realize from thar public unnersities It
also resubts i waste and ineffiaiency i the use of state tay doltars

In hght of ths commussion’s major findings. New Yorks promise that
SUNY will provide a'truby equal opportunity for hugher education i the
pubhic sector must today be judged untulfitled

The state has entrusted ns unnversiy with the education of a genera-
ton of New Yorkers, but state government docs not trust SUNY s board of
trustees, chancetlor or campus prestdents with even the most elementary
admnstrauve deasions concernig the mstitutions they have been
asked to menage

Sadh. and umntentionally, New York State has become an extieme
example of what not to do m the management of pubhc mgher
education

Unammously, the members of this comnussion beheve that no gicat
unnersity, and no very good one, has been butlt or can be built under
the state rules that preseatly govern the adnmistration of SUNY. There s
a clear choice before New York The state can decrde New York 1s not
gomg o get a pubhc unnersity of igh quahty Or 1t can change the
rules Durmg the nest decade, SUNY can become better. without neces-
sanly growmg bigger, by providing true equaliy of educatonal oppor-
tumty n graduate and professional education and by becommg an equal
partner with other educational institutions m the cabtuat and cconone
development of the suite.
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However, this commisston cauttons New York State and SUNY that
achtevement of these godls i the future depends upon what 15 done
today It 1s our considered judgment that SUNY stands no chance to
realize its potential unless there 1 change drastic enough to permst
SUNY to carry out the funcuons for which it was created,”

That report came out m January 1985 By nud-1985, New York had
passedt legiskation that granted trustees and admumnistrators authory over
areas of SUNY operauons that other state agencies hac prey 1ously
regulated On March 26, 1986, the SUNY Board of Trustee oved four
measures to impiement that legistatiion They were:

I Gretter controb over unwersity personnel, purchasing, contracting

and budgert acuvities

Greater freedom for campus adminastrators to make personnel

decistons in the professtonal and management ranks

3 Greater authority for local managers to contract for purchases and
services

4 Local authority 1o realtocate financial resources o areas of greatest
need within statutory hmits as wetl as authority, also withm statutory
linmts, to transfer funds among SUNY units to balance resources with
educational needs.?

o

On October 21,1986, m an attempt to capitalize on the new oppor-
ity to ggve toward qquality, the state umversity further proposed a
myor metiatve - graduate educanon and research that would make
SUNY competitive with the best public universities in the land  Four
goals were established to be met over the next 10 years, including.

I The estabhishment of multi-disaiplinary centers of excellence on its
doctoral campuses

2 Doubling the number of PhD programs that rank i the top 10% m
the nation n thew disapline and doubling the number of others
ranked in the top third
Doubimg the real-dollar voluhe of externally sponsored rescarch
Substantially mcreasmg the enrollr.ent of mmontties graduate and
professtonal programs?

Other states are continuing to consider wiys to gne therr unnersities

greater management tlexibilny

In Wisconsin, the newly elected governor, Tomnn Thompson, supported

the recommendations of a task force that would gne the University of
Wisconsin system increased management flexibibt.'” The governor’s proposal
relates to areas such as purchasing requirements, edrry forward of funds, ability
to spend revenue when received, regent authoriy to set auxibiary fees and
control of positions within the nmversity

93

CHOOSING QUALITY REDUCING CONFLICT BETWEEN THE STATE AND TH, UNIVERSITY




—5—

INCENTIVE FUNDING AS PATH TO PROGRESS

Perhaps the most promising new form of mitiatve are state meentive

grants designed to create university intiatives toward (udity. Nne advantage of
a focus that encourages leadcrship from within the unersity Jas opposed o
mandates from without 1 that it allows for considerable varation and dversiy
among umversities and among programs This diversits 15 essential because the
public needs and the students that universities must serve dare so dnerse
Diversity also allows, and even encourages, contmuing mnovation and change

OHIO

In the past two yedrs, Ohio has undertaken several new itiatves to
enhance the excellence of the states gher education svstem through
the leadership of Governor Richard Celeste, the General Assembly and
the board of regents In 1984, the board of regents began twvo new
programs Emment Scholars Awards, which muast be matched by mstitu-
tions from private sources, to estabhish endowments for distmgushed
faculty chairs m selected graduate programs, and Program Excellence
Anards to reward undergraduate programs n the states pubhc colleges
and universities  The Program Excellence Awards were intended to
encourage: state institutions to - identfy ther best undergraduate pro-
grams i statewide academic compeution for one-tuae enrichment
grants Beth awards were competiive Selection vas made by the board
of regents upon the advice of ex .nal review teams of distingusshed
scholars and business leaders from both within and out of the state

In 1985, further changes in the state funding of higher education were
made The state made 1 commitment to stabilize the base supporc for
public insututions and expanded the selective excellence mitiatnes to
mclude five mterretated chatlenge grant programs

Eminent Scholars An extension of the program natated in 1984
Program Excellence An extension of the program sntiated m 19844

Academic Challenge. Unlike the Eminent Scholars and Program Excel-
fenee mitiatives, this program s not a competition among public colleges
and universities Tts purpose is to ¢ncourage mstitutions to set prories
among their programs and o build “centers of oxcellenee waich serve
the states meeres's The program provides cach college and umversity a
budget supplement of 1% or $50,000, whichever s greater Programs
designed by their institutions for mcreased funding would then contmue
to be funded for sty years at the agher Tevel through the states subsichy
formula,

Productivity improvement Challenge This provides incentives for the
states Ommumty colleges, techmical colleges and umversity regronal

34
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campuses o develop mnosatine approaches o mareasing partcpation m
postsecondary education, job traming and retraning

Research Challenge. This program offers a partual state match of tunding
secured from external sources for basi rescarch The mstitutions them-
sehes then mvest these dollars in research projects of their own choos-
mg w cnable faculty o leverage support tor emergmg ideas of high
prioriy

Several features of these mitiatives deserve attenuon

They are packaged as a mggor etfort o connect excettence - hugher
education with the states economie future

The supplemental programs are ued w0 efforts 1 sustain the base
support for higher education and make up onh 6% of the ol stae
funding for higher education A portion of the funding 15 avwarded on a
competitne basts and @ portion on & noncompettne basis o all
mnsututions

The mmatves are mtended 10 remforce the dinversin of mstirutional
misstons withm the state, from the needs of the magor 1eseareh mstite-
tions to those of the community colleges. wechmaat colteges and unnver-
sty regronal campuses

Perhaps most importantly, the governor and Generat Assembly have gnen
the program and the mstitations that have won the compettne awards
highhy visible attenuon and support

MISSOURI
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Under the leadership of the Coordinating Board tor Higher Educaton,
Missours has tahen & series of steps sinee 198+ 1o improve the quahiny of
higher cducauon programs  Colleges and unnersiies are urged o
reallocate: resources - mvestment areas important to the states eco-
nomic future and o adjust pubhc college and unnersiy purposes
mect current and tuture state needs A kev element has been o adneve
an exphat defition of the purpose and nussion of cach mstiation and
then to relate deastons regarding the fevel of state support, program
priorities and other pohicy deasions o that definon In essence; in this
approach

Each mstitation 1s requested to present mstitutional plans to the coordi-
nating board, includig priones, programs m which the insttution
proposes o achieve excellence and plans for how 1t will achieve s
prioriies

The coordinating board mnated @ comprehensive state-level program

review process, focusmg on the denuticatton, satistaction and financing
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of state needs After anabvzmg data on all touryear undergraduate
programs, the board selected eight disaphnes tor futther examination
Reviews of cach of these areas were then spored over o threesear
period,

The coordmanng board mutiated a program of Targeted State Investments
— specific supplemental funding focusing primanly on the mpottance
of lugher education w the states future cconomy  In effect. cach msttu-
ton i challenged to request fundmg that will both enhance s misston
as well as make a umque contribution o state prioities as defmed by
the board For fiscal vear 1986, these mdduded mprorement of under-
graduate education, muprorements suggested by recent state program
reviews and state manpower and research needs. and ibrary smprore-
ments The coordinating board 1eviewed cadh program as to s relaton-
ship o the mstututions mussion, the merit of the proposal atself and (a
key factor) the extent 0 which the msttution had actualh reallocated
funds o reflect s miseon m the previous fiscal vear. The process
provides an exphicit incentne for mstitutions o reatlocdte 1esources

If an msttuion contnued 2 program that was determmed m- the
program review process nat to be needed m teims of state prionues, the
state funding for the program was subtiaced trom the msttution s
budget

The coordinaung board’s budget recommendations to the governor and
the egistature, then, directly reflected major state priorines tor strength-
cning higher educanon, the newly refined  msttetuonal nisstons. the
results of the state program review process, the commatments of institu-
tions 1o reallocate exsung resources and the plans of msttutions 1o
enhance the eacellence of ther progranss through the Turgeted State
Investient funds,

As with the Ghio imttatves, the Missourt program mahes an exphen
connection: between improvement - igher education and the future
stte cconony Ths reflected a central priory of Governor John Ashicroft
who ook office in January 1985 The ituatves also dlustrate how a state
can use @ combmation of regulaton authonny tor program review and
budgetary incentives o promote teallocation of resources m line warh
refined mstitutional ni.ssions

NEW JERSEY

Beginnmg i FY 1984, New Jersey moved from 4 formula-based funding
system drven by enroltment to a “base-plus-prionn ™ incentne funding
system. The system works this way

* Each institution is provided an appropriation equnalent to a negotated
base operatung budget This base budget s adjusted annually on the basis
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of negotated saky mercases and factors tor mtlanon No - ad;astments
are made automatically for changes me enrollment as was done i the
pist

The Department of Figher Educaton provides policy doecuons which
nthe 1t necessany for msutitions o nke realocatons withm then base
budgets Bedause httle discrenonary money other than certain speaal
project funding s avalable, mstutations must reallocate funds to respond
to changes The depariment then adds o the on gomg meentnes tor
redllocaton by setung policy paramieters, such as the requuement tha
mstitutions spend no more than 73% of ther base budgets on salares
This hay led o substantuat sumis bemyg duceated from salary 1o nonsalany
RIFANY

Inceninves for reallocaton are also ted o meentves tor regronal or
shated programs It an msutaton joms moa cooperdaine effort with
another msutution, for example, the msttution decredsing s effort s
dble o retam the tunds saved s base budget, while addiionat tunds
are provided to the msututuon thae witl be the siue of the ceoperative
program

Two tpes of meentne tunding tor gquahiy programs have been
established

Y Compettne grants tor 1Y 19870 Governor kean recommended $118

million tor competnnve grants to be adnunistered by the Department
of thgher Educanon These e for areas such as computers m
curriculy, techmaal engmeermy educatien, humanities foreign Lan-
auage and the Tund tor Improvement of College Education The latter
program s tunded throuagh the staes igher education assistanee
authory unds recened from compettine grants die not built mto
the wstwtons base budgets. msututons must reallocate then base
to tamtan the newh estabhished etfornt

Governors Chatlenge Gramts Iniated by Governor kean i Y 1980,
the program challenged cach New Jersey public institution o be the
best within s detined mission Total fundimg ot these challenge
arants was 823 mdhon i FY 1980 and $32 4 nuthon m 1y 199~ !

Other staes teporimg meentne prograns mddude Colorado, Tlorda,

Tennessee and Virginina

UNIVERSITY LEADERSHIP IN BUILDING TRUST

Both the state and the unnarsin have a sizeable stahe m the proper

functioning of the governance ssstem A oo reguenth, however, unnersiy
groups e wilhng 1o tun 1o the leaslaure o contronted wih an adverse
decrston All oo frequenty, thes wre abl, o ind o seusune car among, local
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tegrstators While these same groups would decny stae inttuston m campis
decision naking. they often tab o see that they have mvieed the camel mito the
went Such appeds for inenention can quickly move irom w rare occurtence 1o
the normal way of domg business o the onk way 10 get things done.

Breaking this cvdde sometimes regurres jont and determned acaon One
example of a successtul effort o create o more disaphined approach from
within the universiv: occurred through the jomt efforts of the governor and
unnersity president m California (see Chapter 1)

The universiy can butld trust and respect for autonomy by demonstrat-
mg understanding and shared responsibihiny tor ditfieult problems that state
officrals face: Sometmes this tahes finding a4 graceful wa o sohe a problem
rather than force a confrontation Tike for examiple, the follow ing teter trom
the president of the Universiy of California o the Assembhy Wass and Means
Commuttee, in response to a demand o e uninersite salanies which the
unnersity felt viokaed 1 constitutional protection

“In recognion of the concern you have expressed and i view of the
stues diftrcult fiseal problems, [wiite to express the unnversity s willing-
ness not 1o use staee funds i 1983-84 1o mncredase the salaries ot the

[semor unnersity ofticals ] by an amount greater than the awerage salary

2

mcerease provided for all other unnersiv emplovees

fn Mame, after several yeas of antagomistic rebationships between the
unversty swstemand the state, the newh appomited cdanceltor has
espressed @ new willmgness o respond o sute needs Inoa recent
mrervien with the Chronade of 1highor Education, the duncellor, after
argumg thae much could be done o mprove the unnersie but that the
oat was not to credte @ huge center of research, commented  Mame 1
ot rich state so vour goals must be reabistic Were not gomg 1o
butld a Berkeley here Following the recommendations of the Vistng
Commuttee to the Unnersiy of Mame, whneh teported i carly 1980, the
new chanceltor v working o mprove the detinmons of campus mis-
stons, to strengthen the staes historic lindegeant uninersits a Orono and
o encourage cach campus o denufs unigue wans that 1t can sernve the
states needs '

As sted m Chaprer 1L stae othicrals e concerned about the quudhiny,
roles and misstons of ther stte unnersities The Natonal Governors. Associ-
tton ‘Lisk Force on College Quahn tecommended that more aientuon be patcd
@ “the fundamental mportance of undergraduate educauon, thus balinang
out the pyranids of presuge '™ One such successtul ettort occurred
Missoun

One ot the regronal uninersiues, Northeast Missourt State, has spent the
Last decade davelopmg ns onn means of assessing the qualiy of s
undergraduate education through o umigue *valuc-added assessment o

, the mpact of ns programs on students Prestdent Charles McClam usedd
v
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the program to build confidence and wim the wrust of state offtcals and
show that hes msttuton was making o ditterence Under the leadershap
of Sh. "a Aery, the commissioner of higher educanon, and with the
supp ort of the governot and iegisiacne e stae has changed the
unneesin s masston: from o regiondl © a4 staewide msttaton with a
speatfic misston o be the states “public hiberal arts unnersay™ The new
prestige of Northeast Missourt State has not onhv led o a rise m
appheants but also has spatked a new mterest on the part of the other
Missourt regiond unnersiies m ther undergraduate qualiny 0 well
Mostimportant. 1t has grnven the campus 4 new sense of the importance
ot excellimg at therr nussion tacher than attempting to become anothet
tesearch unnersiy 1%

The preswdent of a tour vear msttuton e another state westified on
behalt of his unnersin colleagues before a governors” blue-ribbon
commuission on igher educanon The president emphasized o the
commission that the state had proporuonaiehy fewer stadents enrotled m
programs at two vear commuity colteges and wechnical mstitutes than
mam other staes He argued that the state shoeld give riore emphasis o
wo-vedt programs o l).l!.\l]((' Its commument to tout }C.ll' Uunnersites
This kind of concein of unversiy preadents tor higher educaton
bevond self meerest buillds voast and confrdence among those who
represent the ste

THE GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE AS A POSITIVE FORCE

While svstems of govconance can be an impedment © - qualiy (see

Chapter 1D, they can also become a posinve force enhanang the abihiny, the
cftectneness and the responsneness of  he cimpus What s the e
difference’ Where should decisior s be made within the sysiem o muke o
more of & posine force? As we dise wed these gquestions around the country,
the followmg seven tules tor etfecane svsiem o goverming board operauon
emerged as essentudl

O
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Leadership s needed, mcuding the kind that estabhishes a cdear vision
of the role, misston and standards ot the whote ssstem as well as for
cach unnersiy campus and that 1ecognizes the difference between
them

Pohucal teadership s required from the heads of the governance
structure, be e the svsteny chanectlon, the commussioner ot ligher
ceducation ot the board chanman This mdudes leadership n the
establishment of @ broad image tor the whole of lugher education as
well as the mdinvdual uniersity, the settung of approprate expectations
of higher educaton and of the unnersin, the butterning of the campuses
from mnappropride ntrusion and - ey mportant -- the support
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of those at the campus level who tahe the rishs mberent 0 bringing
about change and mprovement

3 The system or board must set dear rules and priortties, induding
priorities for cach campus

+ The board must be wilhng to delegare the admumistraton of the da -to-
day aftarrs 1o the campus

5 The ssstem must be tolerant of, widling to presenve and genuinely
apprecuative of differences among campuses

0 The swstem o1 governing board must enforce the rules that it sets for
the campuses There can be no end runs o the budget bureau or to
tocal legslators 1o get spectat treatment for one campus over another

The system or board nust deselop credibiliny: both instde and out so
that 1t can athitrate armong contending parties

The operation of a4 multc campus ssstem, decause of the further danger
of submerging the denun and aatononmy of the campus, requires three
addhiional rules

1 The chancelor must be percened as an educator, not as a state official
Both the universiv svstem and the chancellor need a speat aura to
tunction effectvel In this sense, the chancetlon s much ke the chiet
justice of the state supreme court Individudl courts methe staee are el
pati of the states courts svstem, but we eapect cach of them to function
mdependenthy and o render a deasion i every case onan idepen-
dent basis Theretores what s needed s ajadical system m whieh cach
COULL IS seen as petforming ats own role as a partof an overalt sysiem in
which the chiet justice exerases broad authoriv For the svstem o
succeed, both the courts and the dhaet justice nust have a speaiet aura
that tidkes plan that the courts are not just another government agency
So 1t s wath the chancetlor and the uniersities

(8%

The dhiancellor must see ds one ol the most antieal tashs the nurturmg
ot campus feadership 1o assist this, policy dedistons must be made
an open, partiapative mode

3 Both the chancellor and the presidents must see that ther roles are
ditferent but complementary The problem s not o divade the teader
ship role with the tight amount for cach, but to ¢nhance the total
amount of leadership by enhanang the tole of cach wathm then proper
spheres 17

Some form or governdanee s needed when many campuses mdst co exist
within a stae A molte campus system or govarmg ot cootdmating board can
be a positve force for mstitunional differentiation and campus qualiy. However,
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unless the tradition - that s 1o sav the wadeh aceepted view of the reat mode
of operation of the governance svstem — suppotes the above tales, the system
will ulumaeh undercat the effecuveness of the CAMPLSCS

What became dear to us as this projgect progressed s thae when states

and when unnersities set ther minds o . there s beerally an unbinined
aumber ¢ ways o make then micraction mote productne The approdches
aoted 1w this chupter have proved 0 be workable, but there are - rely
hundreds more that we have vet 1o disconer

9
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several sttes. mdudmg Cabfornea, Towa, Dielaware Michigan, North

Carohna and Twah, have been successtul in creatng such a climate over
Jnumber of vears

For details on several of these changes, see James R Mingic . Meanage-
ment ety and state Regadation nr Hhigher Lducation (Alanta
S uthern Regrondl Educanon Board, 1983) and John b Folg r and Ams
C o McGumness Jr. Catale goof Changes Incenties for Quality aned
Mavicagement Ulexinliy nq Lhgher ducanon (Demver ECS. 198 1)

ECS Memorandum, Major Provisions of HB 118 7 —— Reorganizaton of
Higher Education, May 10, 1985

Folger and McGumness
Mingle
Folger and McGumness

Independent: Commission on the Tuture of the Stae Unnersis, 7
Challerge and the Chotce The steite Unversity of New rvork (Albany, N Y
SUNY, January 1985)

News refeases SUNY Oftice of Uninversiy Mbars aned Development, March
20, 1980
News releases SUNY Office of Unnversin Attars and Development,

October 21, 1986

Meeung in Madison Wisconsin, betveen rank Newman and the gover-
nor legslane feaders nd the presideat of the annersin, Apnl 14, 1987
Governor Thompson tose abonve pohies i this actton i that he had
just defeated his prodecessor

Bedause they had already developed mprovement plans, Rutgers and

O
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the New Tersev Insttute of Technology NI recened $8 7 nulhon and
$13 nullion, respectnels, tor 1Y 19800 These amounts were to be
mereased m Y 1987 10 313 nulhon tor Rutgers ana $3 o nullion for NJITF
[he Eonnersiy of Mediane and Dennsty of New Jerses wall 1ecene $38
mullion Y 1987 In addion, i Y 1980, cach stae college cother
than Ratgers and AT recened o S10.000 plasiing grant io beam
competing tor part of a 310 million Challenge tund This plannig
process required that cach college dosely oexamine its misston,
strengths and weaknesses, aeate a threesear mstitunondal plan tha
would reshape the insttation and subnut a grant proposal hased upon
the plan Two state colleges recenved dhallenge tundmg m Y 19806, and
more will recene tanding i 1Y 19587 and FY 1988

fetter rom U nnersiy of Californm President David S Savon to
Assenibhvimen John Aasconcelles and Robert Camphelll June 11983

Three Nea Chancellors of State Svstams Iy o Balimee: Academite
Autoro me With Inevitable Political Prossures, The Chrovadde of THhigher
Fducanion, Januay 24, 1987

Lime for Resudts The Gorernors” 1991 Report on Fducation (N ash-
mgton, DC - Natonal Governors Assocition, 19860)

Missourt Coordmaung Board tor Thigher Education, Strengthenmng the
Tavestment e Misornn Public THhigher Leducationr hastitietional Prrposes
(Jefterson Citv, Mo MCBHEFE, 1981

We e mdebted to tor ner Governor Joseph Brennan of Mamne for the
analogy

The pssstem leader] should have d broad sision of the ssstems role i
meetng the higher edncanon needs of the state and should encourage
cadh component msatution o devetHp and achieve its mission wath
appropruate independesce [ This person| should recommend policy o
the board and work with the [campus leaders] collegially o mplement-
ing board pohiay

The cet executve officer ¢t cads campus has the delegated respon-
sibithty tor miplenientung existung board pobicies and tor recommending
personnel matters and new pohiaes o the board ether directls or
through & svstem execatne I addion, [this persoa] should create and
mdmitun & stiong vision and sense of common mstitutional duection
and self-esteem THis or her ] prmany responsibiliny s o adnimister the
msttution m so constructine Jtashion as o enhance the possibiliy that
*will adneve s ol mession. mddudimg education, research and
<opvice i accordance wath stae and federal laws and the poliaes of the
governing board and within the resources made avallable o the
msttunon’ (Goro nance eof Saie Colleges and Uniceoritios: Adhering
Institretional Mission. AASCU . November 1981)

IV CREATING A POSIIIVE CHIMATE
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V. WHAT IS I'l' THAT MATTERS?
i S

When one considers all ot the evidence of the carlier chapiers, what s 1t

that matters m terms of buildmg a constructne state unnersity 1elationship? We
behieve that the mgredients most necessary for suceess tall mto three
categories

Aspiration  The most mportant mgredient 1s the aspration o have d
annersiy — and. m fact d svstem of higher educanen — ot hugh quahin
It the most mportant because st s the wellspring trom whnch all ot the
others flow Unless there s a deeph held and sadehy shared aspitation to
budd a first-rate unnversiy, 1t witl not happen

Tradition. In staes where the unnversity s of high quahiy and where the
stale unnersity anteraction s constructine a web ot relatonships buidt up
over tume proteds and encourages the unnersity and ver ensures that the
unmversiy s accountable We would call this web tradiion A tradition of
a constructive relavonship may  deteriorate ot a wradinon of o« poor
retanonship may be impraved, but the Laeer takes conscrous effort

Leadership Leadership by the unnersity president, the svscem chaneellor,
the board chaeman, the governon, the fegiskaiors, the deans and - the
faculty is absolutely crincal Impottant aspeds of this indude avision of
what 1t s 0 have a great unnersity, wilhngness to ke those 1ishs
necessary o achieve that vision, an abilin to empower others as leaders,
willingness to work with others to bring about Change and willingness .
sacrifice short term gans with ones consutuenas tor the long term cttort
to build excellence

“States should lead, not regulate; challenge not
dictate; set initiatives and climate, but leave the
institutions free to respond.”
T Edward Hollander

The cruaal relationshp between the state and the unnersin shou' 1ot

be left to chance Tt can be changed There are states that have set about o
mprove the relavonship wih thar unnversities, ottenn with - considerabsle
mnagmation (sce Chapter 1IV) Speatic steps can be tahen 1o improve the
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chances of success Oar suggesnons for these e sammiartzed a the end of
this chapter

A cnuadl role o the states s o establish o chinsate widhm which the
unnersiy and those sadun the unersiy are iotnvated o achieve the highest-
possible qualie witnin the assigned and appropraaie misston, Wit masinum
efficiency A New Jersey Commssioner of Higher Education Ted Hollander
pomted out, St s should lead, not regulate, dhallenge, not dictate, set
mitraenes and Cmaee, but Jeave the istiutions free o respond © This s not an
casy Lisk

How then docs the ste areate the meentives for campuses o pursue
ther own sense of greaness, set encoutdge them to stay within the boundaties
of thew appropraate nussie’ What mcenines encourage legisliors o stae
adminstaors o Lhonor the plan that the ennersi, the sssiem o the board
develops for growth e gualin cassumimg that it embodies the meres: of the
state) rather than to focus on narrow parochial mterests?

Wiat meentnes encoutage those on campus, as well, 1o avoid therr onn
narrow self meerest The merits of public-policy godls are not alwavs seen
mmmediate by othe unnersiies Tor esample, when states have proposed
pulici « that favored broader access, etraena, aftiimatne action, a focus on
teaching and learnimg cconomue development or the: chimmation of duphe.t-
ton or outme ded progeamis, these were,and are, often tese ted by unnersities

One saving grace s that, e nopical mode of acadenie change m the
United States, when unnersines are prodded by esternal torees, the wesponse
s ousudhv stow and sometmes aggiavatmg, but i the end 1s usually
construdne Lnnersines often sttt out clamnng, the esternd] pressare 1s an
mfrmgemeat of acadenmic treedom, then graduallv accept the need for acuon
(clamimng all the whnle duat o wout work o1 would cost oo mudi) In tme
thev mteralize the necessany dhange and alumately clam the dea was theres
m the fust place: While an fust thes seems more than annoving, i does work It
dllows the unneran 1o ke ownerstup of the deas 1t mphes an openness,
albet grudgmg, o change The resalt s that American annersies ae far more
responsie o evoluttonaes change than therr coutaterparts i Futope or Asia

ASPIRATION

By tar the most mporant mgredient of a0 suceesstul effort w buald o
aninersiv of high qualiny s common asprraton o that end

For example, the chancellor of one sties medicat center and dean of the
medical school on the eve of has departure captured the essence of the
IMpottance of aspiration

“In 0 vears of mtense development of pubhc educazton, expecta-
tons ot real exeellence me public hugher educauon have never been
chuncrated They are not expected 1 be as good as the ndependent
sector That s the crincal nussing ingredient m [dus state] s s not

O
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¢y for more money. this s a ey for retorm i the expectations by [the
stares] restdents and political leadership

[t would folfow that as soon as a dear message ol expectation (not
demand, just expeaation) of excellence rang trom all quarters of the
state, these mstirations would tespond tapidhy: No tonger could there be
tolerance of therr status as patronage reservations tor elected ofticnls at
al levels No longer would crineal budgetary decisions rest on the
precarious balance of regronal polincal logrothing, and no tonger would
judgments of indis whaal nsttutions be made other than on their pro-
gress toward excellence

Al that s needed for [the stae] to add one more mmense asset o

help mamtam its ¢conomic, soctal and mteltectual tuture v the dear
enuncration that the people and the leadership ot [the sate] expect
nothing less than excellence mall that 1t does The final sieps toward
greamess will foilow raprdh”

To our surprise, we found over and over that both state gosernments and
the unnersiies often Lich that aspiration Qur estimate 15 that m more than
half the states there 1s simply not the aspiration to build universities of the
first rank The aspiration to be second rate isn't worth much as a motivating
force. Some swtes seem afraid of having a grea unnersity for fear that it will
become a political threat or an expensnve habit Some simply do not beheve
that they have withm themsehes the abihiy to be first class

An ade o a governor told us that the comnumity and pohtreal feaders
hirs state do not behieve ttis m therr power or even appropiiate to butld o
greav unpversity 1t s g popuhist state and g peaulr way harbors an
ant-mtetlectual stram The tesult s an acceptance of the et of hmited
aspiration

By far the most important ingredient of a
successful effort to build a university of high
qu2lity is a common aspiration to that end

In one state dfter another. we ran o the queston as to whether or not
all 5O svites could each have o great unsersiny, fet alone more than one That
led us o rase with oursehes the question of how many first-rate state
universites there can be’ Is 100 oo mamy# Is there a natural nung, factor,
such as the avarlabihity of high-qualn faculty, research dotlars or o good
students? Is there a limited demand for graduates of fiest-rate: professtonal
schools? We would argue, after examiming thas as caefully as we can. that 1t s
perfectly possible for every state university in our sample to mprove —
simultancously — and that it 1s perfectly possible for cach to aspire to He of
as high a quality as the best of the current state universities, We can find no
evidence that would support the theory that there are s pravenung us

E \I)C V WHAT IS I'T THAT MATTERY
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trom having 100 unnversities of lugh gqualin other than those mhibations tha
states and waversities create for themsehes

A ddemma m dealing wath the question ot asprraton s that while a hygh
level s essential to hugh quabing mstitutional aspication s often the cause ot
much ot the problem of nussion overlap What 15 needed, therelore, 1s a
aaretuth construated framework that atlow s insttutions to aspue o nhpiove
therr gqualin, o do more research, o atract better students — but withun the
boundaries ot an approprige nussion - The state, through 1ts appropridte
governance mechansm muast spelt out these nissions, as well as atraniework
that ensures that those withm the unnersity aspue to more than just qualin
They must aspire, for esample, 1o be ethiaent ot to be responsne to the
changmg needs of the sue

These added condions requure the areanen of o clean idiosvaciate set
of expedations tor cach campus Aspuation should be the dinmg force tor the
mstitution but within the appropate detimtion of purpose The asprration that
diives the campus must be shared by thie board, the svstem, the governor and
the legslature of the st is o value and support the stated misston of the state
unnersity L mstead, the unnersinn divoses o pursue it own goals, and the
board and the stae do not meervene, or f the state actually rewerds some
other mussion at the expense of stving tor quabiny, that s what the public wall
get — msututonal overlap and kesser qualin: There must be a dearly
understood, shared set of expectations

There s no reason why amv state should seule tor a second-rate
unnersity In the nature of oday s Groumstanges, o second-ate unnersiy will
serve the real needs of a gnen atae fess and ess as the comapennon for
ceonomic, politicat and cultural development aceelerates So cach state govern-
ment must ask atselt whether 1t has set out deat lugh aspuations for quahny
and whether the unnversity understnds and shares these asprations tor nself

One state m 1985 ook astep toward enuncratmg its godls and asprrations
i d Report of the Hhgher Education Computtee o the General Assembly

[Hhigher education s an essential engie for achieving the gqualiny of
hfe and cconomic opportuniies desired by the atizens of [this state],
The goals of the state and of its higher education svstem are permanently
connected Our compettneness ds 4 ndion depends more than ever on
4 quabiy hugher educanon system wehm the stae There are, howeve,
storm clouds oser fus] The wirt wars of Jour states} Ingher educanon are
being fought m the legislature and chironicdded in the nauonal press.
Without change, our svstem will fatl o attract educational leaders, lugher
qualy faculty and. mevitably, will farl moats essenual sk of education,
We are eaperienang a spardl of dedine e the public confidence
necessary to support excellence in higher education”™

How then are aspirations set? Can they be dainged? How can they be
changed? As noted above, a large nuniber of mstitutions are indeed upwardly
mobite in terms of quality The force that brings this about 1s often quite
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differeri Inomany staes, 1t s the torce of commuminy pressure —  the
deternmation o move ahicad ds a4 SUe 1S an cconomie COmmuniy s g
abcomnumy and the recognimon that thie unnersity s centead o tis
In some staes, that communiy pressure has become refleaed meoan under-
standmg that pervades the board Untortunatels, this s all oo tue In other
states, the governor s stepped torward (Some examples of this appear m
Chapter IV) In certam stares, 1t s the prestdent or dhancellor of the sue
unpetsity ssstem that has tihen that teadership role o the best ot all worlds, ot
is o coaltton of the board, the governon, the Tegislative feaders, a community
group, the chancellors, the prestdents Because there s such a diversiny among,
states and state unersies, there are dinverse torees that have brought torwaud
the needed aspiration 1o qualin

turt of the difficulty w creanng a powettul aspiration for having unner-
stties of fugh qualie s that at s aed 1o the broader issue of the states selt-
image 10 both a chirchen and an egg issue: A saaee with o Lo selt-miage has g
hard ume muagnung that © can create a unnersie o thie lughest qualin: Onthe
other hand, the process of building b unnersas of Tugh quabits s, i wsell, 4
step towdard improved stae seft image Clea s, tor the states at the end of the
line, miprovmg the states mage of aselt and improving the quahin of the
unnersite muast go hand n hand

Does the Tevel of aspranon aftect the polincal relanonship between the
state and the stae unaversins 1e appears it not onhv does a lugh level of
asprration miprove the relatonship bue also that the opposite s true N state
that does not teet a annersiv of Tigh qualiy s an mpotant goal st more
willing o burden wwah murusve behavior s breahing the avde o avricsm
and mtrastion tha s difticalt

TRADITION

Most acadenies are aware that there s something catled a0 pohieal
calture They know, for example, that somie states tend o elect a governor o
fegistature from one party tather than tihe other They know that some states
are known for then dean polities, othiers for then tendenay toward pattonage
or other practices that dean saies would frown upon Yet few acadenies seem
avware that the pohtical calture also medudes w tadion ot how the stae and
the unnersin mictaet I some states the relatonship seems more libe an
JCTINONIOUS N LIge & tadiion ot constant hichermg, distrust, charges
and counterdharges Whether the relatonship s crimonious or lammonious,
becomes, over the decades, awan of Iife o tradition with aforce ot s own a
self-fultilling prophea

We ware mipressed wih the abihin of one sties magor university o
weather successtully the reign ot a governor who was pubhidy antagonis-
te How was it that the unnersiy could escape the open wiath of 4 man
who came nto office wih the wowed mtent of “getung” the unnersit

and had eight vears m whidh 1o do wz T owr surprise, we tound tha
O




quicily, m an unspohen win, without 4 campaign of anv sort on the part
of the uniersiy, the rest of the sue government had ralhied o the
unnersin s aid Bven the governors tinaace staft ol 1us of cases m which
they had guetly preserved the unnersin s autonomy and qualin because
as they pomnted out. “This state needs a great unnersin Ye have one, we

need to protect

must be obvious that sach a tradiion encompasses o . tching
responstbihy on the unnersin s part: Gan such @ iradiion of supy ort tor the
unpersity et without a companion tad.ion of uninersiy seivice to the state?
It the populaton v changimg ~o that more mmonties are ol el the
unnersive mst be open to the adea that it has o responsibiliny toward those
mmortties 1 the sttes ccononn s threatened. the unnersin has an mterest in
helping the stee addiess economic development I, mistead, the pattern of
anversin: behavior s alootness, arrogance and - disdhun toward the state
government, the matage s onats wan toward detet iotaton

YCLJUSUas 18 true i a marrnages arelanonshep can be miproved by the
consaentious cttort of both parties One problem s that there are tew
nmurrLige coanselors around for states and then unasersites, the wgh there are
groups that do care On atew occasions, s word of this stuch  spread,
concerned azens groups have approached us with the question ot how thay
might mtercede o mtgate e tension in then state between the sate the
unnersiv One group of busmesspeople felt then st was talling hehind
because they did not have a igh quabn unnversite Fhey saw the cause Gas did
We) s apoor rclionship between the stae and unnersin and wanted o
haow what they coutd do o help correct w Inanother, a group of communiyy
leaders telt that both the ste and the unnersin Liched am dsprration to
mprove things But just as s true w the marrage analogy that no Progress ain
come anless both spouses wishi i, <o 1 s wath the unsersin and the state

LEADERSHIP

Ataveny pomtan our studv, the wgenay of mproved leadership became
more cudent The improsement of the quahin of a4 unnersity does not just
happen by some sort of natural evolution, or even by the expenditure of more
resources e requues those conscious, planned steps =< focus on certam
programs. rarsing stancids tor promoton and wenure, mtroduction of a4 means
to cwduate weadnng,: estblishment of requirements that demonst e wiing
shills and heerally hundieds ot others cach of whieh s kel o ottend some
estabhished interest

Feadership s necded notonh trom the president of the campus but also
others onthe campus as well - the deans, the vice presidents, the taculty Thas
s equath true tor the sssiems as aowhole Teadership s needed from the
chancellor and the & wad Leadership s needed from the governos the
legishators, the ste hagher education esecutne otficer — e wlership tha
credes and supports achmate of aspitation, that suppotts canipus Ieaders who
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push tor qualiy and that ashs hard questions about the anersiy s dinecuon
and level of excellence

A good mstitutton does not have o tied amount of feadershp, so that if
the prestdent exerases more, the derns o the taculn must enerase fess
Rather, o good mstitwtion expand.s the amount of asailable leadership 1 s
importnt at every level to expand the exerase of responsible power (i e, the
dbihty o get things done) within the higher education system 1t shadled
feadership s present, power will be shared and more poaer will be created
Leaders must empower subordinates so s o enhance then aivhiny to fead The
chancedlor, for example, should trv o expand the amount and - Guahty of
leadership eaerdised by the presidents In some of the swstems we studied. |
chanceltors spent then energy uving o reduce the abthin of the campus
president o fead The president should be trving o expand - among the
deans and so on ,‘

As the report of oue stites commuttee sa, the unnersiy must hase
both a1 strong [chancellor] and strong {presidents) In the past, the
unuversity has osatlated between ettorts o strengthen and then eftorts o
wedhen the tuncions of [the chancettor| In part. the commuttee believes
this oscitlation s based on the noton that a strong [chanceltor] wethens
the roles of Jthe presadents] This s not the wase A sttong unnversi
feader and strong campus leaders are required tor sucees

The eaerase of teadeship s never casy In understanding the process of
feadership as e afteas the stae unnersin refaconship, s unpartant 1o
recognize that cach parts, mdduding the unnersin president, has constituents
The preswdents most important constituencs s the faculiy, a0 constituencs
ustitlh more demanding, more vocal and fess tolerant than that tiang most
pohiical leaders But jcgishtors, governors, boards, ste gher  education
officers alb have then own constituencies Tor the public mierest o be served,
cach of them must tihe the rishs necessany o lead then constituents to an
effectve sharmg of the viston and to an understandmg ol the appropaate tole
that cach group must plin oo often the tadure of leadership 1o channel
constituent pressure frustraes this

John W Gurdeon tounder of Common Cause, detined the relauonship
tike this

“The Feader constiruent velatenship s at its best muataath nourshing,
mutuathy strengthening [eis not a bland relationshup I not wathout
tenston i conflict: One must not suppose that the adeal consists of
feaders and constituents so - deferential o one another that nothing,
happens The wdeal is feadership strong enough o propose e dhieg-
tons and folfowers strong enough to aittcize and amend — and tinathy
cnough community ot purpose o resobve disputes and move on ™

All 10 often we have found that the ste and svstem, instead of
nurtuning those presidents who tihe rishs o mprove the qualay of therr
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msttutions, gne them hatde suppost In tact such pressdens are bheb o pea
price Sidarh, those chanceltors who have a clear visoon and who are striving
to buttd great mstwtions often do not get the support trom their boards or
trom the state They are attacked tor oftending some established mterest as
they chattenge the status quo and. over tme. are atmost certam o be drnen to
distraction

The same state committee report abso sad

On A teast o ocaasions i the past. presidents have undertaken
evtensne program plannmng. program difterentiation and: the sharper
defintton of the misstons ot the campuses Therr efforts faited For
the most part. batdes were never canned on within the format structure
of the unnersiy Canipueses that believed themisebes threatened by
presidential murusions” harmtut 1o then best mterests ok therr cases
out of channels 1o constiruents, o mtluental tegiskitors and even o
ind rduat [board members!

[Rlegretabhy., there now exists i the memors of the msttation the
view that end runs are alwas possible More than anvthing ehse. this
explams why [the unnersiy | has osatlated between astrong: executve
modet and a weak executne” modet

JOMen the eflorts of presidents to exerase strong feadership have
been frusttated by embittered criies on campus —  who have not
hesttated to 2o out of channels o appeal an adverse deaston or to fend
off the mianes of centtat adnunmistration In subtle and not <o subtle
wavs, the unnersity becomes polinazed. o ats fong-term detrmment”

Leaderstup. theretore. must indude the withmgness ot those oft campus
to 1esist responding to such end runs

For feadership to be ettean ¢t must encompiass more than just the dathy
admistration of the campuses A central tash ot teadership s the need for
viston L hat has most often hetd back many state unnersiies s simply the fack
of amv sense of what the vision 1s tor the unnersin “Take. tor example. the
tollow mg tindings hom a4 recent blue nibbon commission on a state uninersity
saslem

The lack of dear statements of mission tor cach mstitation and for the
swstem as o whote has contrtbuted to the Lack ot understanding as o the
responsibihities of the otticers of the system and ot the campuses. The
subtlenes thar mhere m the debicate organtsm of an educattonat insutu-
ton do not lend themsehes to chams of command

I a penod o that has been notable for frequent administrative
turnover on the campuses, the absence ot a dear viston of the otal
enterpiise has probably exacetbated  tenstons™  between the central
oftice and the unnersity campus where presidential turnover has been
great

" - ~
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fe s abso mmportant that thes he o shared vision, articulated dearhy and

repedtedhy so that 1t s built into the consaousness ot all patues Ttiequires a
bonding ol beliefs and acuon

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The Advisory Panel on the Tuure of Thgher Educauon in one stae
achnowledged that the people of the state possessed mporant intangi-
ble resources that mdude o frierce prade, a will to carry through even
m the tace of adverssy and shared commumny sprest that places the
common good above parochial mierest. None ol the other states have
“people with the level of spu, prde and deternination fthat the panet]
saw m osuch abundance However the panet also warned clearly and
directlv

o alt whose decaistons shape higher educanon, we sav — repeatedly
— 1 our teport Pour state] needs above all a shared visten of what it
wants tom ats colleges and unnersities, and from the board  and ns
commissioner”

Furthermore

“We tind that [vour state] does not have in place a ssstem of higher
educanion equipped by tadion and public undersuanding to delner the
range and qualin of educatton and services needed by aitzens as the
state enters 1ts second century [Your] key feaders  are not working i
concert to strengthen higher education or to increase the confidence of
the people m higher education [The states] pressig finanaal difficulues
have served to aggravate this conditon Each campus relies on its own
tegislane support bases and communities compete without a vision of
the whole  The sitwaton has been complicated by the locatuons of
aimpuses. population paterns, the aspriations of colleges and unner-
stties and the absence of darnmy about how cach s o mesh with the
others™

When o comes o plannmg for the future of this stes higher
educaton, the panel tells us that it has

[N]o wlerance tor master plans’ that gne the impression of . job
done once and for all - The undertahing Jof the planning process] self
Is contnuous A process such as this, tar rom developig plans as
blueprts tor action, becomes a was 1o extend viston, to imagime how o
cope with the many uncertamues that hie ahead and o mahe deastons
now that will help realize tuture goals™

And finally

“Leadership s required at adl teveds it the colleges and uninversiies are
to become sttong partners i the building of a buighter tomorrow All
partics o the higher education enterprise must become stronget., better
leaders.

Cooperanon, not coeraon, s required  Leadership from one group
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that works aganst another s counterproductne The cotlege campus 1s
unbhe amy other stae agenay, or busmess tor that matter No one wan
coerce a professor o gne a quahiy performance The desire o eeel
comes trom deep withing s o be nurtured rather than comnuanded So
11 at every level m o the world of higher educanon.”

But w merit this support, the campus must be aware of the broader
social framework withim which higher education operates Despite the emphua-
sis state universiies place on serviee, presidents and even chaneeltors do not
always pay attention o what 1 happening within the state that ulumatedy wall
affect the campus It a state 15 faced wath o dedhiming industrial base, a shift m
the natare of the states poprilation, a rise i the numbers of atrish vouth or an
eroston of the tax base, these must, at a nunmmum, be seen and understood by
the campus

In one state, three of the umiversite s colleges of agricalure, an agor-
cultural expermment station and the cooperauve extension service were
sued on behalt of small, noncorporate farmers for tirning thewr research
mto practical apphications that would benefit myor agnbusiness corpora-
uons while helping to put the small farmer out of business Naturally,
there are two sides o every such wase, but certamby farmers and farm
workers beheved the states schools were not pasing attenuon o their
needs *

In another case. one commentator on the American scene (4 former state
governor) called for maor reforms of our schools, even o the extent of
credting "4 network of alternative schools to educate those students who
would otherwise drop out of school™ His implication was clear, The
nature of the world eccononiy s changing with great rapidity, but our
schools dre o slow to respond and must extuba more flexibibin m
meenng stae, national and internanonal needs

It1s essennal that the campus feadership must help bring the unnersiy
and the higher educaton system into harmomy wath the states needs Camous
feaders must not only trear these problems with the respect and coneern that
they dererve, they must also treat state leaders with respect and concern. Too
often, university leadership treats these leaders at best with patent mdifference
and at worst with arroganee and aloofness

For every state, ... there is an urgent requirement to
take every feasible step to improve the quality of its
universities. ... Surely the same sense of urgency
must energize the university, for its stake is no less
profound than that of the state.

112
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WHAT MUST A UNIVERSITY DO TO BE GREAT?

How then can states and unpersities encourage a4 positne retationship
and an evolution ward quality From this stadh, we would suggest the
follow g ground rules for unnersiies that wish o move toward higher quahn

I The unnersity must hase a sense of s niche: 1ts particular role among
other mstituttons of higher education, s partcular programs and
characterstics o which 1t will be outstanding. It must tocus s
resources on these arcas and recognize that no unversiy ever moved
to greatness by trving to be evenything to erervbody T will not spend s
resources where it does not aspire to greatness

v

While 1t must succeed at the task of research and graduate education,
must also devote the energy to excel at undergraduate education

3 The unersity must create a chmate chat will attrace 4 preswdent, deans,
faculty and students of high quahey 1t must be a place where people of
dnerse backgrounds mvolve themselves in teaching and learnmg,
rescarch and scholarship with the shared expectaton of high standards
But the expedanon of ngh standards must not sufle the takimg of risk
and the exploration of new deas So the unnersin must be supportive
— atall levels — of carefully thought-out risk-taking

4. The unmersity, must move to ensure freedom for all pomts of view on
campus, first by restating clearh and unequnocally the responsibiliy of
the university to be open o all views, inciuding the unpopular, and
then by acting to exerase that night and responsibibinn so that 1 does
not wither

5 Canpus feadership must have the courage o set standards, evatuate
results, chminate outmoded or meffecuve programs and scarch
refentlesshy for wavs to improve

6 The university must tahe those actions that ae needed and sesponsible
so that state {rustration does not lead o mappropriate actions Academ-
ics need to remember that, left without a solution o a pressing
problem, the political svstem will create one

The essential exerase of msttutional strivmg must take place within a
clearh understood misston that 1s shared with the board and the state
and must avord constant attempts to subvert that misston for reasons of
self meerest

8. The unversity must tahe the state leadership serroush, must recognize
the state has legitimate mterests and an mportant role in higher
education 1t must underswand the needs of the state and work dibigently
at adapting the university o help achieve these

V WHAT IS T THAT MATTERS? -i 1 3
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WHAT MUST A BOARD DO TO ENCOURAGE
A UNIVERSITY TO GREATNESS?

t The agenda s an mportant kev Boards should be sure that thesr

dgenda focuses on policv and not on assues of datlh management A
critical board tunction 1s to ask the hard but fundamental questions s
qualiy improvings Is the gquabin of the faculy mproving? Who s
admatted and why2 How does the adnunsstraton know how  much
students are learnmg? How many of those who enter complete therr
studiesy How many Blacks and Ihispanics enter and complete? How s
the unnersin contributing to e states economie deselopment? Does
the flow of the unversity s resources match 1ts priorities?

Boards must think about how then action will affect the presidents and
other inststuttonal feaders They need to act m way s that encourage ther
chancellor or president to tahe mreihigent rishs i order to attack the
ditfricuit problems that stand m the way of reachmg high guahity, sach as
the reallocation of resources In encouragmg such rish-taking, boards
must tecognize that they are not qust supportig the president but
commiutung themsehes as well Boards can use their program  review
and budget authormy o remforce presidentdd efforts o mprove the
anersity

Buards need te spend some of then ume seemg actual programs and
real. Ine students oo often they deal m abstracts They need to refresh
therr understanding of and commument to the putposes of the unner-
sty the nature of students and the nature of tacuhy

A system of pre-screening ot bodard appomtmeents is essential to qualiy

Boards need courage —  courage to chaltenge the msttutional leader-
ship with the night questions, to challeage the political feadership when
MAPPropriae mrusion oceuts, to challenge the state to address mpor-
tant problens through appropriate use of the higher education system,
and o be self-disaphned  enough o avord getung o the wrong
Bues

WHAT MUST A SYSTEM DO TO ENCOURAGE
A UNIVERSITY TO GREATNESS?

The system must support and enhance campus leadership, meduding
support ot nsk-takimg and the striving tor qualny

- The svstem miust butfer the campuses from mappropruee ntruston and

not create more of its own

With the partapaton of the board, the campuses and the state
government, the svstem must create dear, speatftc misstons for cach

campus and enforce them ”
B
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The system must work out long-term corrections for geographic
mismatches

The system must provide the flesibihny and autonomy necessany for
Ghapuses by detegatmg to them maters of daly admimistration

The system must demand and get trom the msttutonal leadershp the
answers o those critiaal questions thae sum up o the accountabilin to
the public and that allow the swstem o delegate the responsibiliy for
daly adnunstration o the campus

Where necessary, the system must campaign o chninate unnecessary
burcaucracy from the state or from nselt

The system must be a force for continuing change o ensure that the
unnersiy conunues o asohe o meet the needs of the stae and that o
constanth: moves toward higher quahn

WHAT MUST THE STATE DO TO ENCOURAGE
A UNIVERSITY TO GREATNESS?

The stae should create meentnes o0 ensure needed deasions that
should be made on campus are made there and resist the temptation to
mahe them by degislaine mandiate: Onlv a few aspects of university
quatity end themsehes o mandates, and: these usuathy ol larger
soctdl ssues

It should take clear steps o reduce unnecessary regukation or cumber-
some bureaucracy while detinmg more dearh campus responsibilities

It should msist that the appropriate planning body: estabhshes, with the
patuapdton of the campuses, dear. appropriate,. understood and
shatred nussions for cach campus that meet the current and anticipated
needs of the stae

The state government must support, by recognition and mectnes, the
differmg missions and, by encouraging different pyramds of presuge,
support the value of different tpes of institutions

Legskitors should woid jommg with ocal campuses o sabvert
tational starewide plan for the development of higher education

The state government should ensure that the form of tunding for the
unnersiy meets stae purposes and does not create w rong mcentives or
punish sensible behavior

The governor and fegisltors must support boards. chancellors and
presidents who take the rishs mherent m butlding a great and respon-
stve university and anahy z¢ state actions o prevent unthinking dismeen-
ives 1o nsh-taking State feaders can use pubhic recognition o encour-
age appropriae behavior,

V. WHAT IS 1T THAT MATTERS/ j 1 5
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8 The state should set the agenda for quahnn by actions and speeches of
the governor and legistators 1t showuld mahke plam to the pubhc that the
community needs a great unneisi ana o the unnersiy those areas of
pubhic need that mas be addressed

Those i state government should use information wisely by monnoring
the more mportnt sssues that bear on public needs (such as the
enroltment rates of mmortties or the rates of complenon of students),
kg care to obtam relevant data and  recogmzng the necd for
multiple and nonsimplhisuce indicators,

The state raust believe i and msist on a unnersity of guahty

HOLD'NG RESPONSIBILITIES IN TRUST

The major state unnersities hold m trust for the Amenaan pubhc
important responsibthiies There are eapectations that the universities will
foster the evolutons of our cconomy and spearhead our scienutic and
technologreal advance so we may remain leaders in an ever more demanding
world The public eapedts as well that, unhhe unnersities elsew here, ours witl
provide a pathway to socal mobihity for all people with abibits and determina-
ton, not just those from prvideged fannbies Unnersities are also expected to
be great centers of thought and caltare that are part of and not aloof from
society

As the United States moves toward the 1990s, these roles are more
needed than ever For every state, even the most bounufully endowed, there s
an urgent requirement to take every feastble step to improve the qualiy of i
universities Surehy the same sense of urgenay must energize the university, for
its stake s no less profound than that of the state 1t 1s not simphy that the state
university has a responsibihiy to respond to the needs of the state. (which we
would argue it does), but that as a center of mieltedual effort, the university —
as a fundamental aspect of ats nature — should be constantly attempting to
understand tts own workmgs and to mprove and move forward.

The purpose of this study has not been to pomt fingers, but rather o
assist in that shared responsibihity for improving American igher education. In
the relationship between state and unnersity, there 1s muach that 1s wrong and
much that can be done But there s fr more of which we shoukd be proud
and upon which we can build, By openly discussing both aspects, by seehing
new and better appaoaches, we beheve significant gamns can be made

116
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NOTES

In some states, the behef that a first-class unnersiy could be buitt would
require a change m the states behel monsedf, some resources and o decade
or beter of hard work

The state must make plamn the unnersin’s mission and reward efforts o
improve qualis through 1its finanang policies, the process for presidential
and facubty evaluanion and the use of measures used o judge mstiational
performances

John W Gardner. The Moral Aspect of Leadership, one of a series of papers

on leadership. January 1987

The oppostte view was expressed by the new chancellor of the Unnersi
of Mame when he was dhided on the unnersity s Mane Lobster Institute
"Don't laugh For us, obster is an important part of the econonn And this
uneversity should be. and s gomg o be. o part of " ("Three New
Chanceltors of Stte Svatems Ty o Balanee Academie Autononn with
Inevitable Political Pressures! 1he Chrondle of Higher Educenion, Janaary
21 1987)

Former Colorado Governor Richard Lamm., speech 1o the Amenan Assoar-
aton of Colleges for Teacher Educanon, June 1981
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STATE UNIVERSITIES INCLUDED IN THE STUDY!

Consttutional

University Enrollment? Starus
Alabama

Auburn Unnersity, man campus 18888 1
Universiy of Alabama, Tuscaloosa 15145 1
Universtty of Alabam-, isnnungt.om 13517 i
Alaska

Unnversity of Alaska., Fairbanks 478" 1
Arizona

Arrzona State Unnersuiy 40.223 2
University of Anizona 30400 2
Arkansas

University. of Arkansas (mam campus) 1-4.890 1
Califormia

University of Cahfornta (LC), Berkeley 31.008 1
UG, Davis 19.540 |
UC, Irvine 12,681 |
UC. Los Angeles 34.504 1
UC. Riverside 1.855 ]
UC. San Diego 14.303 !
UC. Santa Barbara 16,936 1
UC. Santa Cruy, RN |
Colorado

Colorado State University 18.00+4

Unnersity of Colorado, Boulder 22.299 1
University of Northern Cotorado 0.28™

his s not mtended s ajudgment of wstational gquahing nor s the fact that an o mstitaion s
omitted from the bise audgnent about it potental as aunnersin Beaase we wanted o mclade
unpersuees fromall states, sonie of tie better known and Larger nisututions we not o the st

2Enrollment as listed 1o Higher Fducation Diectory, 1986 Editton

Monnersiies with separdate or mualo campus boards are Iisted as baving constanonal stas 1,
unrrersities e astieside ssstem under a governimg board have consuutional staus 2

]:l{[‘C APPENDIX 1 1 8

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERI

Connecticut

Unnersity of Connecticut 22970

Delaware

Unnersity of Delaware 18.083 |
Florida

Universtty of Florida 35.301

Florida State Universiny . 20191

Georgia

Georgn Institute of lechnology 10.938 2
Universiv of Georgia 25.230 2
Georgia State Unnersiy 21,306 2
Hawaii

Universuy of Hawan, Manoa 200960 1
Idaho

Idaho State Unnersin =103 2
University of Idaho 8970 2
Mlinos

[Hhinois State 20.903

Northern Winois 23,500

Southern Hhnois Universin, Carbondadle 2287

Unnersity of Himons, Chicago 21,799

Universiy of hinos, Champaign-Urbana 3,760

Indiana

Indhana Uninersits, Bloonungton 32715

Purdue Unpersin 31.108

Iowa

lowa State Universin 20,530

Unaversity of Towa 30.629

Kansas

Kansas State Unmiversit. 18.092 2
Umiversity of Kansas 21219 2
Kentucky

University of Kentucky 20,63~

Universtty of Lowsville 19.79-1

Louisiana

Louisiana State Unner: v 30,590 |
Maine

University of Mame, Orono 11.180

Maryland

University ot Marviand, College Park 38307
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Massachusetts
University of Massachusetts, Amherst Campus 27156
Michigan
Michigan State Universin 42,193 1
Universiy of Michsigan 34.593 1
Wavne State Unnersity 29.070 1
Minnesota
Unaversity of Minnesota 04,179 1
Mississippt
Mu. sissippi State Universiy 13.292 2
Unnversity of Mississippi 8715 2
Missouri
Uaversity of Missourt, Columina 23410 ]
Montana
Montana Stawe Universiiy 11035 2
Unnersuy of Montana 9.213 2
Nebraska
Umiversity of Nebraska, Lincoln 24,288 1
Nevada
Universiy of Nevada, Reno 9.891 2
New Hampshire
Umiversity of New Hampsture, Durham 12,31+
New Jersey
Kutgers University, New Brunswick campus 33,048
New Mexico
Universiy of New Mexico 24,610 !
New Mexico State 12.786 I
New York
State University of New York (SUNY), Albam 15,938
SUNY, Binghamton 11.960+4
SUNY, Buffalo 23.036
SUNY, Stonv Brook 15,160
North Carolina
North Carolina Hate 23,002 2
University of North Carolina, Chapel 1hill 21,012 2
North Dakota
North Dakota State 9.453 2
University of North Dakota 11,053 2
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Ohio

Bowling Green (ninn camputs) 17104

Kent State University (main campus) 20,324

Muam University, Oatord campus 15,420

Ohio State University (maun campus) 53 +0

Ohio Untverstty (meun campus) o8t

Unaversity of Akron (maim campus) 20,0t

Unaversiy of Cinemnau 30830

University of Toledo 21.039

Oklahoma

OkLthoma Stte 21031 i
Unoversity of Oklihoma 22907 1
Oregon

Oregon State U nnersiy 150214

Unnersin of Oregon 15810
Pennsyltvania

Pennsyvlvania State Uninersiny 31101

(Temple Unversi ) 39.956

(University of Putshurgh)? 2949

Rhode Island

University of Rhode Islind 13.965

South Carolina

Unnersity of south Carohina 23.300

Clemson Ennersity 12920

South Dakota

South Dakota Stae Unnersiiy 815 2
Universiy of South Dihota 0.9 10 2
Tennessee

University ol Tennessee, Knoaville 27018

Texas

Teaas A and M Unnersan 30,827

Unnersiey of Houston, Unnersin Puk M NERI

Teaas Tech Unnersiny 23433

Unnersity of ‘Tesds @ st 17973

Utah

University of Utah 24911

Utah State Unnersiny 11819

Vermont

Unnersity of Vermont 10,007

‘lemple and the Unnersite ot Presbaigh are state related and not Jully stae owned and

controlled 3]
f
O
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Virginia

University ot Virgima 17043
Viegnia Pohvtechnie Unnersin 171143
Virgmia Commonwealth Unnersaty 19773
Washington

Washington State Universin 10,159
University of Washington 34,152
West Virginia

West Virgmia University 20,024
Wisconsin

University of Wiscansm, Madison 11,500
Unnersity of Wisconsin, Mitwauhkee 20,407
Wyoming

Unnersaity of Wyoming 10,270
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IMPROVING TRUSTEE SELECTION

The following 18 recommendations are excerpted from Reconnnenider-

tions for mprovowg Trustee Selection m Public Colleges and Unuersities, A
Report From the Nationeal Conmussion on College and Unaversity Tiustee
Selection, Association of Goverming Boards of Unnersities and Colleges, 1930

1 Trustees of public governing boards should be appomted by the

v

NN

governor or other established aathonty degislatures, mavors, county
comnussioners, local boards, governing boards, etc) from a hst of
nonunees who have been carefully screened by a speaal committee

A nominating commuttee for each institution should be appomted
the governor 1t should consist of at least five people and its compost-
tion should take into account the diversin of the state, region or tocal
community the institution primarily serves

The nominating comnuttee should have wrefully detineated respon-
sibilities. Ainong hese should be:

* To assess board membership needs i terms of background. skills and
diversity (ethnie, racual, sexual, age. geographic, socuat and pohitical)

* To consult with trustees and the chief executive

* To determine which of the basic board responstbihtres needs to be
stressedt ina given appointment and balance this need with the
assessnmient of the board

* To conduct a broad search for qualified canchdates
*To screen candwdates for nomimation. iduding review of trustees
eligible for reappointment

The search for quabified candidates should be continuous 1t should
mclude four steps

¢ ldentification of the statutory and other quehfications necessary to be
a trustee of each particular institution

¢ Publication of the process (time . and deadlines) under which
the search functions
APPENDIX 2
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A broad wlt for prospectine candidates for nomination. mctudig
consultation with the president. admmstr. s facutn, students and
cach board member o ascertun membership needs

« [denufication of candidates for tiusteeship by embers of the nomi-
nating commiuttee

. Qualified candidates should be carefuth screened The screenmg of

candidates should mvolve at feast five steps
o Analvsis of brographical imformation
* Review of supporung documents provided by nommators

o [denufication of a group of “finahists” whose personat and professional
bachground and sense of commitment can be proved i more detad

o Intersiews wath cach of the finahsts o (1) daernmime ther mterest and
hnowledge of the mstitution and trusteeship. (2) assess their mndr-
vidual sk Hs, abibities and personat characterstics o deternune how
they woul benetit the board. and €3) explan the requuements of the
trusteeship

¢ Preparation of a4 statement on cach person o be recommended,

speatung the teasons why the person would be a good trustee and
what particulae ooard need(s) would be fifted by his or her
appomntment

The committee shoutd mahe at feast three nomations for each vacancy
from which the governor or other apponting offical must make the
dppomtment

o It none ot the nominees s aceeptable. the committee shoutd be given
an oppottumts o consult with the appomting authorits o tearn why
the three nominees are unaceeptable and shoutd then submnt three
MOIe nanes

o Incumbent trustees should continue to serve untld then successors are
appomted

The sote senate should have the opportuminy o confirm trustee
apporanents and should use this opportumiy for substantive, nonpar-
SN review

New trustees should be provided with a systematic and thorough
orientation program The foltow g elements should be induded

* Bricting on the obligauons and responsibihities of trusteeship

« The opportunity o become more fully acquainted with the mstitu-
tons misstons, plans, problems, weaknesses and strengths, and future
prospects j a A

A
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A tour ot the campus, mdduding mecungs with admmistrators, facule
and students

The opportuniy to meet and exchange views with trustees of the
institution outstde of regular board meetigs and. idealh. the oppor-
ity to do the same with trustees of other mstututions

A raview of the structure of the board showmg how the new uustees’
area(s) of expertise and mterest fit in

When eleced public offictals are members of governmg be ~ds. thes
should be ev officio ond without voung privifeges Atthough the com-
mission 1s comvneed of the potenual usetulness aod appropriatencess of
having the views of pubhic offtaats when boards detiberate. no board
should have more than two such officrals

Pohwicat party attthation should not be a ariterion for apportment

There should be no residence requiements which prevent quahified
people trom serving on goverming boards,

»
Goverming boards should have at feast nme votng members whose

terms should be appropriaeh staggered

Trustees should be apponited for erms of not more than siv sears and
should not serve for more than 12 consecutnve vears

Students should not be voung members of the goverming boards of the
msttanons in which they are enrolied

Faculn members should not be vonng members of the goserming
boards of msttations by which thev are emploved

. Governig boards should adopt a code of conduct for trustees wiich
spedifies board dutes and responsibilities and estabhishes procedues
for deating with potentiat conflicts of interest

The code should speafs the duties and responsibihiies of the board
and s indvidual members

The code shoutd mddude provisions for comphance with the conflict-
of-nterest policies and disclosure forms developed by the state or the
governing board.

* Trustees shoutd not partiapate m discusston o1 vote on ssues where a
potentiat conflict of mterest has been dentfred

- In states where trustees aie eledted by the public, nomimaung comnia
tees, as spectfied m recommendations 2 through 5. should be
appomted to assure that all candidates on the baltotare tugh.hy quahfied

Trustee elections should be umed w comade with other local or

general elecuons.
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APPENDIX 3

T

TWO VIEWS OF STATE UNIVERSITY GOVERNANCE

In reacting to an early draft of this report. two authortties, Lawrence K
Pettit, chancellor of Southern lHhnows University, and Stantey O Tkenberny,
president of the Unnersiy of Hhinos, wrote msightful comments to Frank
Newman about variations in state aniversity governance

Lawrence K Pettnt
(Excerpt from letter
to Frank Newman,
dated March 18, 1987)

A Atone extreme aie those whose objedines are the pubhc interest”
and the apphcation of state pohey: This would include the governor,
fegiskatare. legislane staft and state agencies These are clearly
eaternd to higher cducation, and they have no legitimate rote m the
governance and managensent of colleges and unnersities

B Neat are the state coorduating boards and agencies They are state
agenaies, but for lugher education. They usually are viewed by each
do the advocate tor the other Iven when thev have strong
coorda iting powers, such boards agenaes stll are eaternal to the
governance and management of the state’s unnersities Any intrusion
on their pat mto the internal affurs of cotteges and unnversities
would constitute state ntrasion

G Neat are consohdated governing boards with "weak™ eaccutines —
that 15, with excautne secretaries who do not have hne authorty
over campus presidents  Examples are lowa, Kansas, Idaho and
Arizona These boards and thewr executive officers are mnternal to
ligher education, but often viewed by he campuses as external”
authoriies The weak executne does not have mherent exeautne
authorwy, but onh that which he exerases on belwalf of the board
He s not accountable for what happens on the campuses, only the
presidents are 10as mappropriate, theretore, for the "weak™ execu-
tve to become very much mvolved i “campus matters ™

D Neat dlong the continuum are the consohidated statewide governing
boards with "strong’ exceutives, e, chancellors presidents (and in
Montand, “comnussioner”) who have fine authouty over campus
presidents chancetlors These boards and therr chief eaecutive
officers + EOs) differ verv hude fiom less-than-statewide multi-
campus systems n the legiimacy of therr governance and manage-
ment tesponstbihiies Here, the chanceltor s head of the admun-
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istration rather than simply chief of staff to the board, '+ has
executive authorty mherent m his role as system CEQ, and he s
accountable admmistratively for what occurs on the campuses 1t 1s
not inappropriate, therefore, tor lim to be concerned with and to
some extent mvolved in “campus matters” While the “weak™ execu-
tive, described above (C), would not become involved - campus
admimistration any more than would the board itself, the “strong”
executive, descnbed here, must be so involved ... The problem s
that no one has ever defined what 15 approprate and what 1s not in
the exerase of this kind of executne prerogatve, there are no
agreed-upon standards — Some of the obvious examples of this
“strong” executive model are Wisconsin, North Carolma, Georgia,
Mame and (v pohcy, if not iclnation) Montana  Somewhere
between the weak™ and “strong™ models are North Dakota. Rhode
Istand and Mississippi

E  Moving along the continuum away from the state end and toward
the campus end, the next model would be the less-than-statewade
mult-campus systems (Universities of THhnors, Cabforma, Marsland,
Alabama and Missourt, Southern IHhnos Unneraty, SUNY, CUNY,
Unnersity of Massachusctts, ¢te ) The assumption is that [most] such
sstems have CEOs wath hine aathortty over the campus presidents

These multi-campus systems () are hike the “strong” executive
state systems (D), exeept that they coeanst with other systems and
mnstitutions withimn their respectne states and, in addition, must deal
with a state coordmating board agenay. There s, n the coordinating
agencies, a buffer between these chancellors and the pohiteal
branches of state government, a bufter that the staewide goveriang
CEOs do not have This distancang from government makes 1t casier
for these chancelors to be readihv acknowledged as mternal higher
cducation authorities than for thei statewide colleagues. who often
get categorized mistahenh wath state coordmatng agenaies

Foo Fmalh, at the other end of the contmuum s the campus president

Stanles O Thenberny
(Excerpt from letwer

to Frank Newman, dated
March 18, 1987)

[Off all the svstems of governance, the multi campus ssstem in ore
form or another 1s now the most common i pubhc higher educe-
tion, the day of a freest mding camipus wich its omn goserning board
iv more and more the exeeption than the rule  [Thhe term mudu-
ampus ssstems” incdudes a mualtitude of quite ditferent organtz-
tonal entities There s what nmght be described as a "Type A malu-
campus model that might mdude SCUNY, Wisconsn, North Carolina
and the Calfornir sstems A Tvpe BT moded represented by places
such as Indiana Uninersity, Penn State, Hhnots, Ohio State and others
suggests & multi-campus ssstem that s much smaller fess complea
m some respects, with a dear center of gravay ma flagship or
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central campus das m the case of Bloommgton, State college, Urbana-
Champaign. Columbus. cete Perhiaps there s bso & "Type C7 multi-
campus system m which relatively autonomous campuses report to
a sigle governing board, as 1s illustrated in the case of lowa or n
the case of mors in our board of governors and board of regents
ssstems, or perhaps by the board of regents svstem in West Virginia

The differences among these three different types of muhi-
campus systems are so substantial that 1 suspect it is hazardous to
make generalizanons about governance, admmstration and pohtical
mtrusion without danbying the tpe of multi-campus system being
talked about In the case of Type B systems. for example, and to a
certam extent T,pe C as well, they tend to operate as of they were
not systems & all but, as we used to say at Penn State, " one university
geographically dispersed.” 1 doubt that the University of Califormg,
and certamly SUNY, any longer thinks of nselt as “one unnersity
geographically  dispersed. wlhile at dhe same tume T osuspect that
Penn State, Indiana, o and mam others do view themsehes in
this fashion.

Resulting are some significant imphaations for the roles of presi-
dents and chancellors and the general mpaat of the unnersiy, the
campus and state government.

Inadentalh, there are so many eacepuons and contradictions that
we usualh tend to say that the ttles chancellor and preadent are
used mterchangeabh, and yet Thave & hunch that a careful anahysis
of the use of these titles nught vield some maght While there are
manmy - exceptions to the rule. my eaperience s that there s a
tendenay for unnersities 1 use the title president to adenufy the
chief exceutne officer — be it at the campus or statewade level —
and to use the utle chancellor at the campus level o denote the
chiet operating officer. or at the ssstem  tevel to adenufs the ¢hief
coordmator manager of the ssatem: Californw, himos, Indiang, ete,
retan the utle president for the dmef executne officer ot “the
unnersity, while the use of the title president for the campus heads
m the SUNY svstem may be a deitberate effort to convey a greater
sense of campus dutonony and a looser svstem The same 1s
thustrated i the ase of Southern Hhnos Unnversity, for example

The dnersiy of models within the multn campus system nomen-
Jdature and the confusion m the use of president and chancellor
utles make 1 ditticult 1o talk and write about the subject {One|
should avord tathng uto e trap of appeanng 1o endorse either
centralization or decentnalizavon of deasion making  In greater
specthan about effedone funciomng, my own view s that diy-io-
du management of academic programs, mdduding appomtments
and promotions. the development of the curricujum, the manage-
ment of campus bfe, ete, are funaions that fend themselves to a
high degree of decentialization, given careful oversight and aware-
ness from the central office Somewhat more cenurahized controls,
however, probabh nead o be exerased moerms of fiscal controls,
the relauonship of the unnersity ssstem 1o the outside world,
particular by the generdd assembly, the waighing of priorties. et
Whatever the dinvsion of Labot it s true that dns should detine the
distribution of stati
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