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Ix is a precept as old as
parentng iself: Do
as 1 say, not as | do. 1t
- follows us into adult-
hood, into professional
and public life—a sus-
1aining habit of favor-
.ing proclamation over
action that inevitably
leads to a disassociation
of policy and practice.
For more than

three decades. public
"policy toward American
higher cducation has

denived from principles

that are broadly under-
stood; if unevenly applied: that a collegiate education
ought to be available to anyone who seeks to leamn,
regardless of educatonal background. ethnicity, or
economic circumstance; that bigher education should be
affordable, personally rewarding. and conducive to 8 -
broader social contract linking. educativn to the public
weal. To this catatog there have been added other con-
victions, notably that colleges and universities ought to
be publicly accountable for the quality of the educations *
they provide as well as the prices they charge.

Those goals notwithstanding. for three decades
colleges and universities have consistently increased
tuition faster than the rate of inflation; they have suc-
cessfullv avoided the kind of public a¢countability
that has become the hatlmark of pnunury through see-
ondary educaiiun; and. with the exception ot commu-
nity colleges. they have almost unitormly sought the
competitive advantages more selective admissions

bring., Amesican higher education has aclueved Aty «.
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greatest success in the confernng of personal
rewards-—to ‘the extent that a college education has
becoimne the principal if not the sole means of personal
economic advancement. o

righer education leaders and public officials have

been co-dependent agents in a process that bas
wansformed practices without redefining policy. Both
have essentially looked the: other way as states
accorded smaller shares of their total budgets to
higher education and’ institutions increased tuition”
and other costs faster than inflation. Even though

"state appropriations to public institutions as a whole

increased by 13 percent per student in constant dollars
between 1980 and 1998. state funding has declined as
a proportion of the budget of public volieges and uni-
‘versities. In seeking expanded sources of revenue to
pursuc new opportunities, universities and colleges

Higher education leaders and public
officials have been co-dependent ngents
in a process that has transformed
practices without redefining policy.

have helped shift a greater share of the cost of higher
education to students and their tamilies, eflectively
raising the barriers of atfordubility for nmuny. It is the
marker that increasingly supplics the funds by which
institutions both sustain current operations and invest
in new vemtures—a lesson whose importance has not
been lost on either institutions or their sudeni-
consurpers,

in this process. What has become
increasingly clear is that educational
performance in the public interest

and institutional performance are

not one in the same One event

that has helped catch that differemces
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in sharp relief was the publication of and subsequent
response to Measuring Up 2000: The State-by-State
Report Card for Higher Education. The Report Card,
published by the National Center for Publi¢ Policy
and Higher Education, represents a first atempt to
gauge how well cach state’s educational system has col-
tectively served the public interest in five broad
categories: preparation, affordability, purticipation.
completion, and the benefits higher cducation confers

In seeking expanded sources of
reveuue o pursuc new opportunities,
universities and colleges have helped
shift a greater share of the cost of
higher education to students and their
families, effectively raising the barriers
of affordability for many.

to a state 8nd its citizens. The Report Card helped
underscore the differences that exist berween state-
wide performance on matters of broad public interest
on the one hand. and conventional measures of insti-
rutional performance on the other. In the first edition of
the Report Card, onty five states received an “A” for
affordability, only seven received an “'A” for participa-
tion. and just one state. [inois, received an “A” in
both categories. The nation's overall grade in 2000
was a “"C" for affordability and a *“C" for participation.
In the Report Card’s 2002 edition, the grades of most
states on these measures resnained decidedly average.

hile the Report Card gauges the performance of

states in terms of how well the public is served.
colleges and universitics—~-and by extension the men
and women who manage and lead them—are being
evaluated by mecasures of a different devising. For
these purposes. what is important is an institution’s
visibility and prestige and its capacity to competc for
students. for faculty, for research dollars, and even for
athietes. For presidents in particular. what maters
most is institution building—and if that has come 10
mean succeeding in an incrcasingly competitive
market. so be 1!

What has been occurring over the past 30 years is
an incremental but steady privagzarion of higher edu-
cation. The pipeline thar would tund puhlic purposes
does not overflow with doflars. For instinations, the
most promising source of new dollars is the private

2 December 2002 4

sector, and those funds most often target the achieve-
ment of institutional purposes and compctitive advan-
tage. The experiences of states and institurions
through this period have helped delineaw more
clearly what markers can and cannot achieve—as well
as the kinds of roles public policy must résume or
develop as markets come {0 represent the most

. promising resource for institotions seeking 1o achieve

new gouls. Experience has taught that institutions are

. most likely to pursae a public agenda when the focus

is on the creatiom of assets; yielding the possibitity of
more faculty in particular areas, the development of
new programs, or the expansion of programs our-
rendly in place. The challenge confronting public pol-
icy in a ime of budget contraction is determining how

" to engage the intercsts of institutions in refocusing the

use of assets they currently have.

starting point for all such discussions is to pose a

fundamental set of questions conceming the rela-
tionship of higher cducation institutions to their state:
To the extent a state pays to support a system of uni-
versities and colleges, what should that state expect in
return? What obligations do a state’s colieges and ani-

- versities, both public and private, assume ifi requen for.-

the financial support they receive? Can or should

policymakers expect the institutions supporied by

public funds to fulfill publicly enumerated goals and -
purposes? And, not least, can public officials be held

accountable for how well their state’s institutions of

higher educativn serve the public interest?

Our answers o these questions derive from a
Roundtable on Leadership and Public Purposes, con-
vened jointly by the National Center for Public Policy
and Higher Education and the Knight Collabomative in
Junc 2002. Our premisc was that the chemistey of any
successful initiative to achieve better alignment
between policy and practice would involve both presi-
dents of institutions and policymakers as primary
agents of change: Accordingly, our roundtable
included those with extensive policy experience in a
variety of state environments, as wcll as current and

" former presndents of a range of institudons both public

and private.

Practice Without Policy

Anyonc seasoned in the workings of public policy
knows that (he alignmem of a state’s public purposcs
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with the behavior-of institutions is often tangential.
One phenomenon that helped impart the appearance of

unified purpose was the subsiantial growth in higher

education cnrollments that occurred from the 1950s
through the 1970s. la the course of those decades, the
oumber of four-year public institutions increased
from 344 to 426: in the same period. the oumber of pub-
lic two-year institutions increased from 297 to 634. it
was o period in which public purposes and institu-
tional purposes fell naturally into accord. Providing
students with access 10 a quality higher education was
the central theme of public policy. and expanded
capacity was. the means of achieving it. Institution
building benefited the interests of students and of
higher education, while aiso achieving a central com-
ponent of a state’s public policy objectives.

Even today, the chatlenge of institution building
confronts several states in which the demand for
higher education exceeds current capacity. But as
most state systeras of higher education have come to
antain sufficient capacity, the alignment of public and
instimational purposes has become less clear. Growth
makes it possible to entertain several related goals in
the assurance that the competition among them is
small 10 non-existent. In times of budget contraction,
however, the differences between an institutional and
a public agenda stand out. The relationship of institu-
1ional behavior to a state’s public agenda is now lcss
obvious as the challenge facing most public officials
has shifted from capacity building to capacity utilization.

With very few excepuons, this shift has evolved
without sustained public discussion of what
should constittue the public interest in higher education
following the era of capacity building. In the absence
of such discussions. determining both the levet and
distribution of a state’s funding for its universities and
colleges becomes a matter of inertia as interpreted
through the prism of individual politics and personali-
ties. No less than the ¢olleges and universities they
monitor. public agencies responsible for higher educa-
rion ‘policy have themscives bccome instimtions—
with all the ingraincd customs and behaviors the erm

nuplies. As with institutions of every stripe. once the

machinery of governance is set in motion. it becomes
increasingly difficult (o alter course. Whut happened
last year becomes the basis tor deciding what will
happen thix year and the next—-a setf-repeating cycle
that only occasionally takes note of changed circum-
stagees or new leadership.

“fhie result is a condition once described in these
pages as “getting policy without making policy™—-an
enviropment in which a state's higher education policy
is the net result of budget negotiations, without rcfer-
ence (o any larger framework describing educatonal
ends. To proceed in the absence of stated policy is
often a conscious. if unspoken, policy choice: taking
this stance helps prevent latent differences from com-

- ing to the surface in public debate. In the abseénce of

deliberate policy, it is discretionary qhdice and indi-
vidiial pursuit of opportunity—often described as the
workings of markets—that become increasingly pow-
erul forces determining the shape and direction of a

The problem is that those with public
responsibility, for the most part, lack
an agreed-upon agenda, pursuing

-instead a variety of maintenance

agendas that are themselves products of
habit and history, and that accord the
greatest funding to institutions.and
students who are most advantaged.

state's higher education institutions. One expression
of this phenomenon is the dectining power of many
stute systems of higher education to oversee or contain
the growth and ambitions of individual institutions
within a state. A panicularly telling cxample can be
seen in the dismantling of the Florida Board of
Regents, leaviag individual institutions in that state
with greater autonomy to compete with one another in
a Darwinian battle to build rescarch programas and
inch forward on traditional scales of prestige.

"It is not that states have forgotten about their
higher education institutions. The appropriations for
salurics, operations. capital construction, and equip-
ment confinue to account fur Substantial shares of
every state’s budget. The problem is that those with
public responsibility, for the most pan. lack an
agrecd-upon agenda. pursuing instead a variety of
maintenance agendas that arc themscives products of
habit and history, and that accord the greatest funding
to institutions and students who are most advantaged.

Al the yame time. and purhaps iconically. public
officials over the last decade have intensilied thewr

* complaints abowt higher education’s performance 10

ceneral and the failings of colleges and universides m
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particular. Too-much attention is paid 1o research—

and too much research is esoteric. Teaching and lcarm-
ing are given short shrift. At best. faculty are indiffer-
ent to the wanrs and needs of students who pursue a
college education principally as preparation for work.
Too often institutions are consumed by their quest for
the icons of prestige. Too much time is spent in pursuit
of institutional agendas. Aod ye:, no matter how
pointed their concerns about the quality of education
that undergraduates receive in research universities,
most states allot funding to such institutions in much
greater degree than to those whose mission and hence
central focus is the teaching of undergraduates.

he same disparity can be seen in the call for

stronger partnerships berween publicly supported

colleges and universities oa the one hand, and primary
and secondary schools on the other. Despite the
rhetorical support of programs designed to improve
college preparation, participation. and completion,
there are embarrassingly few instances when a state
acwally aligns its resources to effect the building of

such parmerships. Those institutions that work to

advance the public interest experience neither betier nor
worse rewards from 2 siate than compoting institu-
tions that have not given priority (o public purpose.

Inevitably, albeit quietly, most lenders within
higher education bave come w doubt the conviction
underlying those protestations of public purpose. An
institutional leader does not need rocket science to
parse which prioritics ought (0 matter most, given the
disparity between the funding states aHot to their
research universities, comprehensive institutions, and
community colleges. On most campuses—and cer-
tainly in the offices of the president and thase respon-
«ble for govermmental relations—it is well-under-
stood that the state allots upwards of 95 percent of the
public monies it annually invests in higher educauon to
maintain that which it has already buill.

The question thut is almost never asked, by either

presidents or policymakers, is: Would a roajor recast-
ing of such funding parterns yield a set of inssitutions
more responsive 1o public purposes? In lieu of
addressing that inquiry. the decisions public officials
make are largely confincd o the mechanics of reallo-
cation. weighing the state's appropriation to higher
cducation aguinst an array of competing claims for
statc funds. The fundamental question—To what
cad?—is simply not on the tuble.

4 December 2002

o

. Presidential Agendas

‘Not do btoad discussions of higher educatiun’s
public purposes appear on many presidential agendas.

‘Measuring Up met a deafening silence on <ollege

campuses everywhere. Leaders of private institutions
largely interpreted the Report C ard’s grades as reflect-
ing on the quality of their state’s public system: of
higher education. And the presidents of public institu-
tions for the most pan avoided genuine engagement
with the Subject: the few passions that were evoked cen-

- tered on the fact that a state’s private institugons

might havc skewed the affordability measure. On no
campus. as far as we know, was there a sustaited dis-
cussion of the Report Card or its implications—no
first steps toward a recasting of institutional practices
10 better pursue public purposes. This fact could only
remind most presidents of what they already knew:
that they are paid to build their institution and, then
protect its autonomy against all comers. There is
simply no gain—and much t0.lose—in staking one's’
presidency on the achievement of state policy goals.

For the presidents of both public and
private institutions, the terms of office
and measures of performance stem

_directly from the question: Where will,

the growth of institutional resources
come from?

in some ways, the pressures confronting a college
or university presidcnt today are not that different
from those which existed 20 or 30 years ago.
Broadening the revenue base. strengthening the qual-
ity and reputation of the institution, and enrolling the
best possible student body have always been part of a
president’s to-do list. What has changed is the all-
pervasive impontance of fundraising in a president’s job
description—aot just in the traditional form of dona-
tions from friends and alumnil but increasingly
through the brokering of deals that shape an insting-
tion's ability to compete in a full range of teaching.
rescuch. and service markets. More often than not,
fundraising is the primary charge and performunce
criterion handed down from an institution's govemifng
board. For the presidents of both public and privite
institutions. the terms of office and mcasures of
performance stem directly from the question: From

where will the growth of institutional resources coime?
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It is i1 this sense that today's president is paid
principally to be-an enterpnise builder. As most states
came 10 achieve sufficient capacity in higher educanon,
they shifted the focus of public policy 10 éther priori-
ties—fighting crime, improving public primary and

secondary education. and -funding the Medicare and -

Medicaid mandates established by the federal govern-
ment. Insudons were imcreasingly left (o their own
devices, expected to pursue their own agendas while
learming to master the discipline of the market. Not
surpnisingly, the resulting institutional agendas sel-
dom corresponded to the public policy goals of
cnhancing students’ preparation for higher education,
improving the rate of participation. making higher
education affordable to all students, or ensuring that a
college education, in addition to enhancing the eco-
nomic quatity of their students’ lives. strengthened the
fabric of society, The only direct, though suill largely
accidental, link between a state’s public purposes und
institutional priorities is the importance each assigns to
increasing graduation rates. For most institutions,
however, the benefits of increased retention are seen as
largely financial and reputational. Colleges and uni-
versities with high graduation rates can both charge
higher prices and practice more selective admissions.

Whal dnnminates most institutional, and hence
presidential, agendas today is the need to
advance the institution's standing in higher educa-
tion's traditional pecking order. To a president it
raeans such things as building cndowment, increasing
faculty salaries, and better branding the institution’s
products. For many rcgional comprehensive univer-
sities. it means building and expanding graduae
programs and winning more cxternal research dollars
in order to advance the institution another notch
toward research university status. Wub regard to
students. the president’s performance objective is
often to lead a process of making the institution more
selective. Colleges and universities have become

remarkably adept at saying 0o tv more smdents and

calling it success.

While a president may give s personal stamip to an
institution’s strategics and tuctics, much of the chief
executive s rale consises of generating funds to support
a long-suanding agenda. one with roots so deep in the
institution as to seem immutable. The sheer inerua off
insututional aspiration often makes presidents re-
luctant to embark on a course of action that depans

substantially from the direéction an institotion “has
already indicated it wishes o pursue.

This pressure also holps explain the relative
scarcity of those who usc their presidencies as bully
pulpits to help define public purpose. A set of focus
groups recently conducted by the National Center for
Postsecondary Improvemeat (NCPI) suggests that
even those presidents who do speak out on behalf of
larger causes understand they are not likely to be

By the kinds of data they collect and
analyze, institutions often come to see
emerging trends that have implications
for how a state funds its universities and
colleges.

taken seriously when they do so. Most audiences
appear 0 think that presideats champion public
causcs only to burnish their own or their institution's
public persong. Like their counterparts in the business
world, presidents are expected to become CEODs,
applying their managerial and cxecutive skills to pur-
suc institutional goals and agendas, while making
sure that the entcrprises they lead arc financially
successful and expansive.

Getting There First

Still, on occasion, college and university presi-
dents can become active agents in the formuiation of
public policies, particularty when they und their insti-
wutions have focused on the details of governmental
appropriation. By the kinds of data they collect and ana-
lyze, institutions often come 10 see emerging trends
that have implicadons for how a stute funds its upiver-
sives and colleges. Insiwtions that enroll greater
numbers of returhing adult students and deliver more
education tuough clectconic means, for example,
bave been the first 10 understand that state funding
formulas based on full-time enrollments—-or even
contact’ hours in the classroom—work ugainst the
ways in which many students actually attain their col-
lege degrees. In one example, data that community
colleges gathered on the number of students complet-
ing their high school education through General
Education Development (GED) tests helped refocus
state priorities 10 cacourage ‘more students to eam
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their high school degrees—and then-proceed to pursue
further study, most likely at a community college. Itis
an example of a group of organized presidents getting
there first, helping draw the auention of public officials
to matters that entail a rethinking of the mechaaisms
and to some extent the purposes of public appropria-
tions for higher education.

Another example of the same phenomenon can
be.seen in a series of inifiatives first undenaken by
presidents some 20 years ago, some of which began {0
attain visible momentum over the past decade. While
the particular focus of these actvities vared, the
impetus for each was a common presidental conviction
in the need 10 engage undergraduates more fully in
developing the values of citizenship and service to
society. Small but sigaificant numbers of presidents
came to observe that the nation as a whole had begun
to neglect one of its great strengths: the willingness of
its citizens (0 help onc another. Cotlectively these ipi-
uatives, spearheaded by college and university presi-
dents, served as a reminder that fostering the values of
citizenship and service is an important part of the edu-
cation their institutions provide. The paint was—and
is—that civic engugement means advancing precept
into practice. helping students translate personal values
into actions that scrve societal needs in addition to
benefiting themselves.

As more universities and colleges became
involved in programs of this sor, it became evident that
two things would need to occur if such efforts were 10
achieve full potcatial. First. a given program would
need to link directly to the academic core of the ibsti-
wtion; and, second. a program would need to establish
direct ties to the public policy agenda of the state.

Experience has also shown that, in order to realize
the second of these conditions. institutions and
statc policymukers must work together to create ag
infrastructure that will advance a given set of initia-
tives—not just for institutions but in the workings of
public policy. Within any state. that infrastrucure
must consist of two things: a forum that makes it
possible to advance and debate an issue in the realm of
public discussion; and a vision and sirategy for trans-
luting the purposes identified ino actions. in state
policy as well as instirutions.

‘Campus Compact is perhaps the largest and
most visible result of carlier presidental initiatives to
foster increased commitment o scrvice and civic

6 Devember 2602 B 8.

engagement as educational values. This initianve can
best'be described as a glass half fall. Twenty. years
afier its founding, over 750 collcges and upiversities
throughout the U.S. claim membership to this organi-
cation: of these: possibly one-third arc significantly
engaged-—which is to xay, they have actively sought to
build the necessary links to their academic prograns
and 10 their state’s policy objectives. Even for these
institutions, however, Campus Compact does nol
require a subsmntial redirection of financial resources
or human energies. Most institutions find it compara-
Livcly easy to beiong and to reap the symbolic benefit
of participating without significantly altering much of
anything. ]

The glass is half full. as opposed to half cmpty, in
the sense that Campus Compact-and other such pro-
grams demonstrate that there arc presidents who seek
to be more than just CEOs and institution builders.
These programs offer the hopctul prospect of engage-
ment that could be expanded through the purposcful
commitment of instititions in conjunction with state
public officials. Collectively. they offer examptes of
college and university presidents gewting there first—
becoming the drivers of an agenda that ultimately
seeks lo cngage state public officials in the fulfiliment
of objectives that are important buth 1o higher educa-
Lion institutions and to the public weal in principle,
however, the more likely first movers are a state's
elected officials and policymakers, precisely because
they have the power of the purse. They also have the
advantage of a relatively broad consensus as 10 the
stated goals of publicly supported higher educution.
What they say they seek is easily enumerated: broad
access, economic development, publicly engaged citi-
zens..skilled workforces, und research that promotes
improved standards of living. ' ‘

’l'\he difficulty lies not in the rhetorical support
accorded this agenda. but rather in its implemen- .
tation—in the transation of this specific set of public
purposes into the day-to-day activities and behaviors
that collectively definc institutional goals and direc-
tions.-What is required is a set of public initiatives that
ihs(itutions can perceive as being in thtir owo interests
to pursuc. Pun of the challenge. then. is idenulying
the ureas in which the interests of public officials and
institutiunal leaders overlap as a buss for collaborative
approaches 1o achieving broudly shated public pur-
poses. A well-tunded. well-formulated state initiative
can give presidents the framework and authordy.
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'nccded to enhist their own campuses in what must

- come 1o be seen 1u$ a common cause. The questions then
become: How can public officials frame an agenda i
a way that makes it sensible for presidents to lake up an
issue and move it forward? What are the public policy
issues on which presidents are best soited to lead?
And curtainly not least: What incentives and other
inducements can public officials create that make it
impossible for institution builders not to pay
autention?

Finally, a question that can form a central axis in -

the dynamic between policymakers and institutional
leaders is the role that data can play in shaping and
- advancing an agenda of public purposes. One of the
lessons Measurring Up cuches is the power of having
real data and hence concrete measures of how well the
stated goals are in fact being achieved. At the same
time, the response to the Report Card shows the ease
_with which data can be devalued or dismissed out of

hand if the measures do not correspond with an insti-

fution's—or a state’s—own sense of whcre it is going
and what it needs to know. States that have taken the

Repor1 Card seriously have begun to ask difterent

kinds of questions and consider altemative policies
and programs. What has not yet happencd in any sub-
stantial degree is the extension of this process to insti-
tutions. whose practices will determine in part how
well a statc achicves the kinds of purposes the Report
Card helps to gauge. Comparatively few state officials
have created an environment that would lead an insti-
tution 10 ask differem quesdons of itself or its principal
conslituencies.

Asking the Questions

A pair of practical examplcs can help make the
point. Among the saany areas in which higher education
hax the capacity to effect significant improvement in the

well-being of a state, two are of particular imponance: .
adult litcracy. and public primary and sccondury edu-

cation. No state can hope to make significant
improvements in its educatonal. civic. and ecopontic
vitlity if onc-thied or more of its adult population
lacks basic literacy skills. By the same token. no state
can hope to improve its students’ preparation for
higher education without dramatically improving the
guality of education provided tn its primary and sec-
omdiry schools. Bowh of these challenges .represent

Changing mstltuhonal behavior. fulls

' more squarely within the realm of

possibility if a state can establish one or

. two strong priorities that serve to focus

the resources and energies of higher -
education institutions and other

' suikeholﬂ_eys.

_opportunities in which higher education can play a

subswmntial role. If the governor and legislature were 10
engage a state’s higher cducation institutions in 2

- process of reaching these goals through collaboration
" with schools, businesses, and other players. insbitu-

tional leaders would find it in their interests to con-
tribute to these goals, far more than they do io the
absence of such initiatives. -Changing fostitutional
behavior falls more squarely within the realm of
pos,sxbxhty if a state can establish one or two swong

. priorities thai serve to focus the resources and energies

of higher cducation institutions and other stakebolders.

". The challenge facing state policymakers is the defining

of public initiatives that in fact promise real progress in
these domaigs.

B uilding a better alignment between the challenges
of public policy and the agendas of higher educa-
tion institutions is no simple task. and there can be no
generic approach to the process, given the differences
in the policy environments of states themselves. The
extent of a governor's power, the role and strength of
a state’s higber education goveming or coordinating
board, the mix of public and private instiutions. the
amount of resources directod toward higher educa-
tion. the demographics of a statc and its rate of popu-
taton growth—all of these factors shape the dymamic
between public policy and the workings of a statt’s
colleges und universities. In the face of such varia-
tions, specific recommendations are difficult to make.
What can be compelling for any state and any institu-
tion. however. is o ask the following sefies of gues-
tions, the answers 10 which can provide a telling por-
trait of how effectively the state’s policy cnvironment

l ahgms \th the objectives of its higher education fasti-

tutions. They are tough questions that may give pausc
to public ofticials and campus presidents alike: -
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For Public Officinls ' building required to advance an issse in the pnbhc:*

: 2

« How explicitly has the state identified and commu- . agenda’ _ ) e e
nicated the purposes it wishes to achieve Lhrouoh its » To what extent has the insttution collected data to”
higher education insttutions? " gauge its performance in advancing a stae’s public -

. ST purposes? What kinds of data has it collected, and -
How wcll does the funding the state provides 1ts  how have those data helped change: priorities. an d

higher education institutions atign with the public
purposes the state seeks to achicve through its system
of universitics and Colleges? What incentives and
methods of engagement has the state created 10

behavior in the institution?

make the fulfillment of public purposes in the inter- The Power of Colluboration
ests of institutions themscives? . A common way of deﬂecu ng any-initiative ihat
+ What systematic steps is the state taking to delcmune involveschanging behavior is to say that the dme is not
how well its investment in higher education acrually right. In times of economic scarcity. many are heard 10
serves the public purposes it has identified? What observe that reform requires dollars that neither states
kinds of measures does the state apply to determine nor institutions have. In times of plenty, the common
how eftective ils investment is. in terms of advanc- wisdom holds that mcumuons have no xncenu\e »
ing the comumon weal? Are the measures traced change, and that a good recession is the prerequisite to
annually, are wends reviewed, and are discussions any serious reform. ]
held about what is and is not warking? - Public policy is a necessary, bul not sufficient,
« Where are the fircerackers—in the fonn of pro- ~  condition for changing'the behavior of institutions. As’
grams and initiatives—that can break loose the pat- institution builders, umversny and college pmmdems
tern of institution building that bears littlc relation to naturally respond to the wants and needs, both’
a state’s public purposes? L - implicit and explicit, -of the institutions they lead.

Public policy and the pressures of public cxpectanon

For Institutional Leaders _
Ttis col]aborauon between higher -

* Through what programs and: inisiatives. does the education leaders and public officials
institution actively serve the public interests of a .
that holds the most important key to

state and its citizens? , bli
. s e e ¢ in advancing a state’s public
¢ To what extent arc the institution’s initiatives on success u 8 put

behalf of the public agenda understicod and purposes.
affirmed throughout the institution? "

ke up pan of that cnvironment. but, as it mims oo,
+ Does the fulfillment of the purposes ldenuﬁed ma
engage a broad cross-secton of the facutty, staff, they are only occasional gencrators of presidential

and administration, or is it relcgated to a small priorities. No public policy initiative has ever suc-
v o
number of units and individuals? Does the inita- ceeded by simply appealing to a president’s instincts to

tive's symbolic value exceed the institution’s uctual do the right thing.

investment of time and financial resources to fulfill 1t is collaboration between higher educanon lead-
an objective” ers and public officials that holds the most unporumt
key to success in advancing a state’s public purposes.
The most practical way of beginning is to identify
those areas whcre the interests of public officials and
presidenss overlap, and then to ask: What changes in

« To what cxtent have the institution’s efforts to
advance the public well-being occasioned changes in
the priorities of the institution’s academic core?

« What seps has the instimtion taken to build the  incentives, what approaches to colluborative enghge-
forum for debute and the partnerships that-give an ment, what funding mechanisms. what measures, of
issue traction in the arcnas of public policy” To performance would muke it impossible for institutions

what extent has the institution succeeded in geting not 1o engage in a state's public agenda?
thete first—ptoviding the leadership and coalinon : )
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We conceive a modcl approach as being one that
brings a broad range of players 1o the table to define a
state's public policy objectives and the roles that its uni-

versities and calleges can play in achieving them. For .

any given staie, the process would include the gover-

nor, key legislators, the head of the state’s governing or

coordinating board, and presidents of as many col-
leges and universities as it is possible to convene at a
given time, in addition to business and civic leaders.
More than simply appealing to the presidents’ bener
instincts, a model approach would involve under-
standing just where the state stands in terms of key
measures of public. performance; Setting statewide
goals for improvement; and creating action plans to
achicve those goals—programs that make it possible
for institutions (o play explicit roles that correspond to
their own areas of strength in helping achieve a state’s
civic and cconomic polity. _
Soine s1ates have actively sought to build the
parwnerships necessary 1o achieve broader policy
goals that serve the public interest. Missouri, North
Dakota, Oklaboma, and South Dakota have each con-
vened statewide forums that engage public officials as
well as institutional leaders. These forums have
helped define a common vision to address the educa-

The challenge in any setting is to pro-
ceed beyond agreements in principle—
to forge the working partnerships and
action sirategies that allow a state to
make headway on these issues.

tional challenges cach state fuces. In North Dakota.
that process has yielded a broadly shared conviction
thut a key role of the stute’s higher education system is
1o promote the diversification and continued vitality of
the state’s vconomy. South Dukotu has applied the
technigue ot a periodic statcwide roundiable as effcc-
tively as any setting in the nation for the purpose of

identifying and gauging continued progress in meeting -

the state’s educational objectives. Oklahoma has con-
vened discussions that center on its Report Cand
scores in framing the roles of higher education, K-12
schools. business leaders, and public officials in
improving the state s overall cducational perfurmance.

Convening the dialogues is an itponant step in the
larger process of fonning pannerships that aliow a
state 1o move forward in advancing public purposes in

conjunction with its colleges and universiiies. The Jes-
san of many roundtables, however. is that good talk i
uself does not complete the tasks at band. The challenge
in any setting is to proceéd beyond agreements in
principle—to forge the working partnerships and
action strategies that allow a state to make headway on
these issues. '

Two Last Subsuming Questions

Perhaps the toughest questions are those which
public officiats and campus presidents need to ask of
themselves. For nearly 30 years now, most states have
tended to solve shon-term budget problems by cur-
tailing their rates of invesument in higher education
and then allowing institutions to augment their rey-
enues by increasing tuition and fces. The result is that
universities and colleges have become market enter-
prises increasingly dependent on their own ability to
compete for student enrollments, research grants, and
scrvice contracts to fulfil their own agendas. What
public officials need to recognize is .that markets
reward individuals and enterprises and ondy very indi-
rectly public purposes. The most difficult question
officials must ask themselves is; If a state is not pre-
pared to allocate the resources it does invest more
directly toward thc achievernent of public purposes.
can it realistically expect higher education institutions
10 include such goals among their own priorities?

For presidents. the fundamental question to be
asked requires less of 1 preamble. What every president
must consider in the candor of the mirror each mom-
ing is: Do { really want to be just a CEO? Are the chal-
lenges and rewards of leadership wholly confined to
managing the enterprise—building its revenues,
improving its brunding. burnishing its im:igc'.’ What is
the possibility that there are sufficient allies within the
institution—among faculty. students, staff, and gov-
erning board—who want and expect the institution to
be more. to serve truly in the public interest? What
would it take to make me a first mover?
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A Case in Progress . . .

Sharpening Vision and Purpose in g Multi-Campus University

Successful strategy in any organization emtails the willingness of different pans 0 work together in achieving comn-
mon goals. Higher education strugales with the challenge of building shared commitment to institutional purposes—
on singlc cunpuses. and particularly in large mulii-campus universities and systems. Too often multi-campus institu-
tions give risc to a mindset of hierarchy and disassociation, in which a large campus claims supcriority over smaller ones.
and ench pursucs separate visions with minimal reference to onc another.

A large sysiem works most effectively when each of its campuses is perceived as being a distinclive, high-quality
learning cnvironment in ils own right, with a particular contribution to fake in achicving common institutional pur-

poses. The question then becomes:

+ How to empower a shared vision of 2 mojor university that includes onc large and scveral smaller campuses ...

« a vision that sees each campus as having distincive smengths, providing o range of leamning venues and

opporwunitics ...

« avision that accords differcnt roles 10 each campus, helping the University become more effective in serving the needs

of individual students and communities throughout the smte.

A group of some 30 members of the University of Connecticut 1T Conn) have taken on this challenge to help
strengthen their own campuses and the University as a whole. UConn is 2 major land- and sea-grant university com-
prising a large campus at Storrs and scveral regional campuses that were: once designated as feeders to the main cam-
pus. In the past five years, the mission of these regional campuses has been expanded, allowing euch 1o offer baccalaureate
degrees in some fields. In a time of changing economic circumstances as well as changing patiems of educational demand
and attainment, how can the University engage the strengths of different caropuses 10 greatest cffect in serving the needs

of the state and its citizens?

Moving Forward

An imponant step in addressing these questions occurred in Seprember 2002, when UConn convened a work-
shop/retrcat with administrative and faculty leaders of its regional campuses. This event provided opportunities for the
regional campuses to reflect—buth col lectivcily and individually—on the particular qualities and values each contributcs

to the University and to the regions UConn collectively serves.

Leaders from each campus have since continued 10 work with
their retreat teams and presented summaries of core values and
strategies developed in the workshops 1o their respective campus
communities. The next major chatlenge is to bhuild the on-carupus
groups that can engage their colleagues in the process of refining
and impleenting particular campus strategies. In the meantime,
periodic meetings and calls among leaders of the differem regionu
cumpuses and the rewreat’s facilitalors help to spur continued
momentum and exchange of ideus.

Reflecting on the progress made thus fur, Fred Maryanski. Vice
Chancellor for Academic Administration at UConn, ohserves, "1
believe we've moved forward in defining our communications
strategies and fine-runing our visions of the University’s regionul
campuses.”

In September 2002 the regional campuses of the
University of Connectieut engaged in a
workshop/regeat faciliuited by the Knight
Collaborative, with expentise in the fields of acu
demic and curriculumn issues, strategic plapning.
marketing, 26d communication.

The UConn regional campu Initiative is being
overseen by Fred Maryanshi, Vice Chancelfor for
Academic Administration at the University of
Connecticut: Fred. Maryunski@'uconn.edy

A deseription of Knight Collaborutive Strategic
Warkshup~ 2ap be found ar:
www.irhe.upean.edwknightworkshops.pdf

Canmet Rick Morgan: morgan('irhe.upenn.edu

Certainly it is tov early to rcat UConn's progress as a completed task. but in the course of its wark. the University
is atdressing some of the mont imponant challenges facing lugher education. The potential is here tor & future

Exeinplars. Sy tuned.
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