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PREFACE

The author enjoyed the rare opportunity of chang-
ing careers rather later than some men have the chance
to change theirs. The change was from participation
in business decision-making to becoming a student of
academic decision-making. Though he sees much of con-
temporary organization theory which is common to both,
he makes no attempt to pPlace both in the same disci-
plinary tent. He sees organizational growth, change,
and adjustment to the conditions of environment as the
experience of many types of organizations and he has a
particular interest in the effects of such change on
organizational decision-making processes.

Coordination is a twentieth century form which is
becoming more widely applied to mechanisms for decision-
making. It is an organizational dynamic which finds
accommodation for conflict through respect for differ-
entiated goals of participants in a combine. Examples
are intra-industry compacts among otherwise competitive
firms, organizations for united welfare fund solicita-
tion, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and state coordinating
councils of higher education institutions.

The newness of this organizational form and its
pervading milieu of conflict account for the dynamic
and changing nature of such organizations and for the
unique character of their decision-making techniques.
Because coordinating agencies in state systems of
higher education are relatively new, the experiences
of one are often sought *y others. While experiences
are not universally applicable, generic principles msy
emerge from exercises in comparative study and
experience-sharing. Tt is the author's hope that this
study will provide one such medium for communicating
organizational experience.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTORY

In very recent years, primarily in those of this
decade when American higher education has hsd to face
the long-predicted tidal wave of enrollments, the work-
ing relationships between the public institutions and
their state governments have been marked by increasing
concern about the organization and coordination of the
public higher education effort.

Statewlde coordination of public higher education
is moving from informel "gentlemen's agreements" to
various forms of necessary, and often mandatory, formal
organization. This has come about, in no small measure,
through the pressures of many areas of state public
services which, in addition to education, are meking
demands for greater taxpayer support-~-highways, parks
and recreation, hospital and penal institutions, urban
problems, and social welfare, to mention only the more
prominent. All command segments of political support.

Coordinating organizations in public higher educa-
tion seek to establish an accommodation between forces
which are often counteracting and sometimes antagonis-
tic. Proponents of fiscal "efficlency" and those who
must allocate limited state resources demsnd better
coordination of expernditures and effort. Proponents
of unqualified academic excellence and traditional
freedoms to teach and inquire have resisted implica-
tions of "arbitrary" standards, budgetary control, the
imposition of functional definitions, centralized
administrative control, and possible curtailment of
historic autonomy.

Organizing these counteracting forces and giving
them appropriate direction taxed the best of organigza-
tional expertise. While a consensus is not yet firm,
educational leaders are taking the broader view of

-l-
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public necessity and seeking to articulate this new
concept of interinstitutional organization. Evidence
ig thig recent statement of Logan Wilson, president of
the American Council on Education:

The movements toward more cooperation
and coordination proceed without benefit of
vary much careful analysis of the forms and
processes entailed. Some advocates of par-
ticuler institutions or particular kinds of
institutions continue to display a reluc-
tance to look realistically at what the
division of lebor ought to be within a given
state or region for dealing with teaching,
research, snd the public functions. Con-
versely, indiscriminate zeal for cooperation
and coordination can lead into hastily
considered arrangements which do violence to
the integrity of institutlons.

With the tremendous costs immediately
ahead in the rapid expansion and improvement
of higher education, we can no longer afford
blunders in the locations of institutlons,
wasteful duplications of programs, unplanned
and plecemeal local responses to wlder needs,
and the general lack of unity which have
characterized too many of out collective
jndeavors in the past. To plan wisely and
act decisively, however, we must be guided
by judgments based on objective knowledge
of the relations between form and function

in higher education.l

New developments of both form and function of
coordinating bodies and of their intra-sgency and
interinstitutional working procedures have been

l10gan Wilson, "Form and Function in American
Higher Education," The Educational Record, Vol. 45,

No. 3 (Summer, 1964), p. 305.
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accelerated in recent years to the point where analyti-
cal examinations of this movement made prior to the
opening of the decade are now outdated.

Since 1940, the number of states with some Porm
of coordinating organization has increased from seven- |
teen to forty-one. In the decade since 1955, fifteen j
of the states have initiated coordination; fifteen |
other states have made significant changes in the form
of organization they originally adopted. Several ‘
others have made less sweeping, though still signifi-
cant, changes--in most cases, additions of duties or
areas of authority to original supervisory require- 1
ments.l |

The Research Problem 1

It 18 axiomatic that organizationsl forms must
provide accommodation for all the participants and for
the objectives of the organization if they are to be
stable and lasting. Organizations also must be viable,
and, thus, capable of changing as conditions change. |
But changes can be disruptive, costly, and destructive
of agreeable working relationships.

State systems of higher education find themselves
in a fast-changing environment of new fields of know-
ledge, new educational progreams, and expanding enroll-
ments. They must accommodate change, yet, at the same
time, they must keep disruptive and repetitive change
to a minimum in the interests of continued operational
efficiency.

Because coordination is an activity initially
entered into by public institutions more as a result
of outside (primarily legislative) pressures than as a

5. 6. Paltridge, "Organizational Forms which
Characterize Statewide Coordination of Public Higher
Education," Unpublished Manuscript, University of
California, Berkeley, 1965.
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self-perceived need, early forms in most states
reflected simply an effort to provide some acceptable
and hopefully workable mechanism which would cause the
least disruption to individuel institutions' plans and
aspirations. It is no secret that most state volun-
tary coordinating organizations were formed primarily
as a means of heading off threatened statutory mandates
to curb wastefully competitive practices and individual
jockeying for budgetary adventage.

Many different organizational forms were created.
Some later proved unviable and, hence, they requlired
adaptation or change and often repeated changes.
Usually, the changes were in response to a need and
demand for more publicly responsible and more authori-
tative mechanisms.

A number of the states, which in recent years
have created new coordinating agencies, have adopted
at the outset the changed organizational forms of
states with longer experience. Changes which seem to
represent improvements tend to be copied from state to
state as institutions and state organizations exchange
experiences.

It is important to know why these changes were
necessary and why they were made. It is, therefore,
significant to study the dynamics of organizational
stability and accommodation to the interests of the
various segments within the state administration and
the higher educational community.

California's Coordinating Council for Higher
Fducation offers a significant case study of the unique
structure required of coordinating organizations and
the changing patterns of their organization and opera-
tion in state systems of public higher education. It
is a leading organization and one that is currently in
a dynamic era.




Purpose of the Study

The primary purpose of this study was to analyze
the principal changes and new developments in the
organizational form and operating procedures of the
Californis Council since its inception in the Magter
Plan of 1960,1 to discover the reasons for these
changes, and to identify the forces causing them.

The study focuses attention on three principal
areas of change: 1) internal changes of organizational
form and working procedures, and the progressive growth
and develoyment of new working mechanisms, 2) changes
in the composition of membership, and 3) changes in
organization and authority brought about by the dele-
gation to the Council of administration and allocation
of intrastate disbursements of funds under certain of
the new federal programs for higher education.

A number of theoretical assumptions related to
coordinating organizations were formulated at the out-
set of the study, and the findings were analyzed for
evidence to support or reject these assumptions. An
additional purpose of the study, therefore, was to
seek explanations for these changes in relevant organ-
izational theory.

This Council is viewed natiomally as a parti-
cularly important one because it was Preceded by a
long history of coordination efforts and because of
the size and advanced development of the state's public
higher education system. Therefore, the experiences
and internal changes of this Council in its first five
years of existence are of some national significance
and, hopefully, they will provide some guidelines for
other coordinating agencies considering changes in
their organizational structures.

lSee The Master Plan Survey Team, A Master Plan
for Higher Education 1960-1975, Berkeley and Sacra-
mento, 1960. -




Basic Assumptions and Guidelines for the Study

The following propositions were assumed to be
valid as they relate to coordinating organizations and
to the California Council in particular. These were
the guidelines for the conduct of the investigation and
against which the rindings of the study were analyzed.

1) Coordinating organizations in higher educa-
tion, as do other social organizations, undergo growth
and maturation marked by orgenizational change and
refinement of procedures. These may be sSeen as
accommodations to their changing environment. They
take place in a milieu of conflict and are the product
of internal and external pressures.

i

2) These changes, hopefully the product of a
consensus drawn from decision-making alternatives, are
expected to bring action programs into conformity with
the organization's goals.

3) Organizations may be considered to have two
types of goals, in hierarchial order: end-goals, or the
ultimate objectives of the organization; and subgoals,
which are objectives to be reached on the way toward
ultimate goals. While end-goals are presumed to be
defined at the outset of the organization, subgoals,
or "operational goals,” are rarely defined at this
time. As the organization matures, it strives for
more precise definition of its goals. In the process,
changes in subgoals are not uncommon, and such
changes may even alter earlier definitions of end-
goals.

4) Because of the requirement for local adminis-
tration of several of the recent federal acts, state
coordinating organizations which have been given offi-
cial roles in the interinstitutional distribution of
federal funds tend to become more authoritative in their
informal influences as well as formal prerogatives.

5) Because public resources are limited and
citizens who contribute these resources have the right

—6-




to know that they are being disbursed efficiently, and
because coordination is necessary under these circum-
stances, complete autonomy of the public institutions
is impossible. The coordinating organization must,
therefore, find an acceptable balance between the
authorit necessary to safeguard this Public interest
and the autonomy necessary to safeguard the quality
and productiveness of the institutions of higher
education.

Literature

their organizational forms in relation to their stated
or required functions. They have been treated, largely,
as static entities and, to some extent, without refer-
ence to the phenomena of viability and change which are
the interest of this inquiry.

higher education has been Lyman A. Glenny. Hig first
work,— published in 1959, was the Pioneering effort in
this field and the first definitive description of
coordinating forms and coordinating functions. He
Surveyed the various forms of coordinating organiza-
tions in existence at the time and evaluated them in
relation to their voluntary, statutory, or constituy-
tional status, their various legal Provisions, their
relationship to institutional officers, legislatures,
and state officials, and their bropensity for encour-
aging diversity or standardization.

Glenny, in 1964,2 updated his earlier observations

lyman A. Glenny, Autonomy of Publie Colleges,
New York: McGraw~-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1959,

2Lyman A. Glenny, "State Systems ang Plans for
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of the forms of coordination and their adoption in a
broader range of states. He also discussed the exten-
slon of coordination to additional functions. His
conclusions were (in part) that the number of voluntary
agencles was remaining static and that statutory coor-
dinating boards were becoming the principal scheme of
coordination. He pointed out that boards having some
areas of authoritative powers were composed of all, or
a majority of, public members.

Tn 1966,1 Glenny reporte¢ further changes and new
developments in coordination of higher education. He
pointed to a "'general acceleration" of the movement
toward creation of coordinating boards of citizen
members with substantial powers. He stated that these
organizations are exercising more and more political
leadership in formulating and adwocating policies for
higher education, and that non-public colleges and
universities are becnmifg more involved in public
policy meking and coordination of all institutions.

Algo D. Henderson (1960)2 foresaw the trend of
organizational change away from the patterns of volun-
tary coordination which were dominant in the 1950's
when states were only beginning to plan for the problem
of expansion of public higher education. He went to

Higher Education," in L. Wilson, Emerging Patterns
in American Higher Education, American Council on
Education, Washington, D. C., 196L.

lpaper delivered at the Eighth Annusl College Self-
Study Institute, sponsored by the Western Interstate
Commission for Higher Education and the Center for
Research and Development in Higher Education, Univer-
sity of California, Berkeley, July 11-1k, 1966. To be
published as: John Minter (ed.), Campus and Capitol,
Boulder, Colorado, WICHE.

gAlgo Henderson, Policies and Practices in Higher

Education, New York: Harper and Brothers, 1960.
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the heart of the matter in his observation that

". . . public higher education, while protected from

politics, is nevertheless a matter of public policy
and hence of politics. . . The granting of funds is
& public issue requiring public discussion." 1 He
also recounted the coordination Rroblems which have
formed the reasons for changes in many state systems
--ambitions of growing institutions, competition for
limited funds and the orgenizational problems involved
in rational distribution of the funds, the definition
of functions of an instituticn, and the necessity for
high caliber professional leadership and staffing of
coordinating sgencies.

It was T. R. McConnell (1962) who expounded the
positive role of coordination as a function which
offered the prospect of preserving historic values and

academic integrity of prestigious public institutions.?

It was he, also, who pointed to the need for viability
in coordinating forms. Having teken the position that
voluntary forms of coordination were preferable, he
was later to reverse this position (in 196k4) with the
statement, ". . . I have now concluded that purely
voluntary methods, at a certain stage of a state's
development of facilities and resources for higher
education, are almost certain to be ineffective."3
This was not entirely a change of mind; it was a
realization that new conditiong require new relation-
ships between form and function. '

lbia., p. 272.

2p. R. McConnell, A General Pattern for American
Public Education, New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc.,
1962.

37. R. McConnell, "The Coordination of State
Systems of Higher Education,” in L. Wilson (ed,),
Emerging Patterns in American Hi er Education, Wash-
ingtog, D.C.: American Council on Education, 196L,

p. 136.
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T. R. McConnell, Algo Henderson, and Robert
Berdahl have cited the University Grants Commission
in Britain as an example of an organizational mecha-
nism for coordination. They differ_ in their evalua-
tion of its effectiveness. Berdahll saw the UGQ as
a force which has welded the universities of Britain
into a truly national system of higher education.
Henderson® sew it as successful because of two charac-
teristics~~the quality of the men appointed to the
commission and its preservation of traditions of
institutional autonomy, distinctiveness, and freedom
from political involvement. McConnell3 was more
skeptical, however. He felt that the amount of posi-
tive planning and coordinstion has been minimal,
resulting in a system of higher education far short
of the nation's needs.

An early work related to the field of coordination
was that of the committee on government and higher
education, and the separatﬁly published staff report
by Moos and Rourke (1959).% This work was significant
for the light it shed on the working dynamics of the
relations between public higher educational institu-
tions and the state governments.

Voluntary forms of statewide coordination have
been the focus of the studies of M. M. Chambers

1R. 0. Berdahl, British Universities and the State,
University of California Press, Berkeley, 1959.

2Henderson,gp_. cit., p. 27h.
3McConne11,‘gE. cit., p. 130.

hThe Committee on Government and Higher Education,
The Effigiengxrof Freedom, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
Press, 1901; and M. Moos and F. E. Rourke, The
Campus and the State, Baltimore: 'Johns Hopkins
Press, 1959. )
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(1961 and 1965).1 1n his conclusions, he articulated
the long-standing fears of state universities over the
loss of fireedom and autonomy which might be imposed by
coordinating agencies ereated by state legislatures.

He recognized the need for coordination and saw in the
voluntary organizations the best hope for warding off
bureaucratic regimentation and usurpation of the powers
of institutional governing boards. In his 1961 book,
he analyzed the voluntary associationg in California,
Colorado, Indiana, Ohio, and Michigan, with briefer
notes on Minnesota, Missouri, Washington, Arkansas,

and others. By the time of the book's publication,
California had replaced its voluntary liaison committee
with the statutory Coordinating Council (see Chapter
IT), and in the next four years the states of Colorado,
Ohio, Michigan, Missouri, and Arkansas had formed
statutory coordinating bodies.

A. J. Brumbaugh, S. V. Martorana, John Dale
Russell, and others have made a number of regional
studies of the forms of coordination in specific states
and geographical areas. These largely have been
devoted to analyses of loeal Problems and recommenda-
ticas for particular organizational mechanisms.

T. C. Holy, formerly special consultant to the
California Council and prior to that a member of the
"restudy" staff of 1955 and the Master Plan team of
1960, reported (in 1964) on the Council, reviewing its
first two years and examining some policy issues facing
the Council.3

M. M. Chembers, Voluntery Statewide Coordination
in Public Higher Education, Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan, 1961.

®See A. J. Brumbaugh, Statewide Planning and Coordi-
nation, Southern Regional Fducation Board, Atlanta, 1963.

3r. C. Holy, "The Coordinating Council for Higher
Education in California," Journal of Higher Education
(June 1964), pp. 313-21.




The only complete national survey of coordinating
organizations and other state boards in higher educa-
tion is that made in 1959 by Martorana and Hollis.l
This work presented organization charts of the adminis-
tration and governance of public higher education in
each of the fifty states and outlined the structure
and responsibilities of each board. Because of the
many changes made in organization of higher education
in many of the states--and in most of the larger and
more highly developed state systems--this work is
now outdated, and a similarly organizea current survey
will be a significant contribution to contemporary
knowledge of this field.

A number of scholars of organization theory have
examined the field of coordination as an organizational
Phenomenon and as it relates to a number of areas other
than higher education. Much of this is relevant to
the coordination of higher education, and a number of
works are cited in Chapter VII.

Design and Methodology

The design of this investigation was dictated by
the descriptive and analytic requirements of case
study.2 The strength of the case study technique in
research lies in the variety of methods that can be
employed and the ability to use these various methods
to substantiate and cross-reference the data.

In this investigation the methods employed were

g, V. Martorana and Ernest V. Hollis, State
Boards Responsible for Higher Education, U.S. Office of
Education, Circular No. 619, Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1962.

2See Claire Sellitz, Marie Jahoda, M. Deutsch,
and S. W. Cook, Research Methods in Social Relations,
(rev. ed.) New York: Holt, 1959.
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ttees, ang copies of legislation,
amendments, and final enactments. Uhfortunately, for
burposes of thig investigation, the Californig Legisg-~

observers. Thus, press accounts became an important
Source of datg, Files of the Sacramento Bureau of
Associated Pregg were consulted, and, during 1965 gng
6 legislative Seasions, the gan Francisco Chroni s
Sacramento Bee, Tosg Angeleg Times, and Oakland Tribune
were clipped daily, - These newspapers maintain aotive
Sacramento bureaus ang qualified education writers.




executive officers, and legislators.l However, it was
from subsequent informel interviews with some of these
persons and, in addition, some members of the 1959
Master Plan survey team, members of the 1960 legisla-
ture, legislative consultants, and institutional
officers, that the most valuasble independent appraisals
and cross-reference information were gathered. These
informal conversations sometimes revealed opinions,
preferences, and informal positions on controversial
issues taken by these persons which were at variance
with information offered in the structured interviews
(which sometimes tended to be "on-the-record” or "no
comment" answers) and, on a few occasions, at variance 1
with public statements or recorded votes.

A persistent problem was the fact that concurrent
with this investigation, particularly during its mid-
and latter stages, two official inquiries into higher
educatlon affairs of the state were started, and the
Council 1itself undertook studies which might result in
important future changes. These are described in
Pertinent sections of this report. These discussions
of impending change made more difficult the gathering
of data and opinions through interviews with persons
who held positions with the Council and in state
government and who would ’ikely be called upon at a
later date to take a stand on future recommendations
for change. These persons were acutely aware, too,
that 1966 saw an election ceampaign in which the Univer-
sity and all of higher education unfortunately were
drawn in as political issues. These circumstances
dictated heavier reliance upon informal, off-the-
record, follow-up conversations with key participants
to substantiate and cross-reference information
gathered.

Direct observations of the working procedures
related to coordination and other higher education

lgee Appendix B for a list of persons who
responded to interviews.

-1l
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matters formed en important part of the investigation.
The author attended all meetings of the Council and of
its standing committees during the period of the study.
He also attended meetings of the standing and interim
committees of the legislature which considered higher
education matters.

Limitations

It has noted previously that the Council may be
destined for more changes and for new responsibilities.
The study's findings, therefore, must be limited to
the view of the Council at a particular moment in its
history.

The case study focuses on the historic facts of
change and the factors responsible for change. Tt is
not a historic review of all issues, or even all major
issues, with which the Council has dealt in the past
six years. It is not a record of the Council's many
accomplishments, although several are cited as being
relevant to growth and change.

Analysis of Data

The data yielded by this study were analyzed to
find answers to the following questions: (1) What
specific changes or areas of change have been brought
about in the primary working mechanisms and in the
basic organizational structure of the Californis Coor-
dinating Council for Higher Education? (2) What were
the reasons for these changes, particularly in terms
of internal operating experiences and external public
pressures?

The data were then analyzed with reference to the
basic assumptions related to coordination which had
been made at the outset of the studyl to see if they

lgupra., pp. 6-8.
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Provided evidence which might substantiate or reject
these assumptions. The findings then were examined in
the light of relevant organizational theory.

In conclusion, the findings were examined for
evidence that would suggest answers to the question:
What areas were indicated in these findings for future
studies which may offer more positive generalizations
and possible advancement of theory related to this
unique organizational form?

Order of Presentation i

The presentation of the results of this investi-
gation is organized into chapters described as follows.

Chapter IT will review the history of coordination
of public higher education in California, describing
the nature of previous attempts at cooperation and
coordination, starting in 1899 and continuing through
the adoption of the Donshoe Higher Education Act of
1960. Following this background information, Chapter
ITI will discuss the organizational structure of the
present Coordinating Council, its prescribed functions,
and its membership segments.

Three succeeding chapters (Chapters IV,V, and VI)
will discuss specific areas of change, as they were
Perceived by the author as a result of this investiga-
tion. The first of these chapters will deal with
changes and new developments in working procedures
related to the prescribed functions of the Council, to
the new staff and committee organization, and to other
procedural mechanisms. The second of these will discuss
the statutory changes in the composition of membership
of the Council. The third will deal with the new areas
of authority and power in delegating to the Council
administration of funds made available under certain
of the new federal programs for higher education.

These findings, in summary form, will then be |
discussed (Chapter VII) in relation to the basic
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assumptions made at the outset of the study and in

relation to organizational theory which appears to be
pertinent. |

A concluding chapter (Chapter VIII) then offers a
number of proposals suggested by the findings of this
investigation for future study of the field of
coordination.




CHAPTER IT

THE DEVELOPMENT OF COORDINATION IN CALIFORNTA

Since before the turn of the century concern has
persisted about the need for effective coordination of
public higher education in California. <alifornia's
early commitment to large-scale, high-quality public
higher education developed an awareness of the need for
coordinating the state's financial resources with higher
education's financial needs as well as a desire to
systematize the state's higher educational efforts.
Furthermore, a long tradition of cooperation in areas of
mutual interest exists between the state's public insti=-
tutions and several private colleges and universities
founded at about the same time.

Ecducational Commission of 1899

In 1899, the California Legislature established
an educational commission under the joint chairmanship
of Benjamin Ide Wheeler, ®resident of the University of
California, David Starr Jordan, president of Stanford
University, and Thomas J. Kirk, state superintendent
of education. Seventy leading citizens of the state
were invited to become members, forty-five of whom
attended the commission meetings in San Francisco.
This commission was concerned with a broad range of
educational questions from kindergarten to university
level. Its discussions of admissions problems for
normal schools (the teacher-training institutions)
and its request that the legislature insure a uniform
board to govern normal schools anticipated more recent

lsee Roy W. Cloud, Education in California,

Stanford, 1952; and William Warren Ferrier, Ninety
Years of Fducation in California, 1846 to 1935,

Berkeley, 1937.
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problems of coordinating higher educational endeavor.l

In 1915, the state legislature gradually began to
limit the powers of the seven separate governing boards
of the normal schools. As the result of a study bty a
Jjoint committee of the legislature in 1919, the state
normal schools became "teachers colleges.”" This same
study recognized the need for continuing coordination
for California’s system of higher education, but it
suggested no design or pattern for such coordination. |
Finally in 1921, the legislature gave control of the
teachers colleges to the state board of education.? :

In 1931, the legislature empowered the governor
to "engage the services of an educational research
foundation of nationwide scope. . . to engage in the
work of making a critical survey in the field of
education. . . and to prepare recommendations. . ."3

Carnegie Commission of Seven, the "Suzzallo Report"

As a result, the Carnegie Foundation for Advance-
ment of Teaching was asked to appoint a commission to
prepare the study. It became known as the "Commission
of Seven" and met under the chairmanship of Henry
Suzzallo, president of tEe Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching. The commission's report was
transmitted to the governor on June 24, 1932.

lyerne Stadtman, California's Centennial Record,
to be published, University of Californis Press,
Berkeley.

2Ferrier, op. cit., pp. 327-33k.
3state of California, Senate Bill 895 of 1931.

hCarnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teach-
ing, Recommendations of the Commission of Seven; State
Higher Education in California, Sacramento, 1932,
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A significant excerpt from this document is the
following:

Control. There is a notable lack of unity
in the administration of education. To make
this point evident, it is only necessary to
call to mind the powers of certain of the
controlling officers and boards of education:
the Board of Regents of the University of
California, with constitutional authority;
the State Board of Education, under legis-
lative authority; the State Superintendent
of Public Instruction, an elective officer
responsible to the people for the conduct of
educational matters; the Director of Finance,
an officer appointed by the Governor. Such
plurality of control has naturally resulted
in overlapping of functions, waste, ineffi-
ciency, and lack of unified policy. It has
resulted also in absence ofiproper use of the
results of experimentation.

The report made numerous recommendations concerning
the development of junior colleges, the conduct of
teacher education, and the organization of the state
board of education. One recommendation (which was not
adopted) was that the Board of Regents of the Univer-
sity assume jurisdiction over the state teachers
colleges as a means of effecting needed coordination.

Of particular significance is a longhand notation
by President Robert Gordon Sproul in his personal copy
of this report which reads, "There does not need to be
~ one control. In fact I am opposed to it. There should,
however, be some formal, perhaps legal, scheme of
coordination." 2

lCarnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching, ibid., p. 2.

2Verified, and quoted with permission of President
Emeritus Robert Gordon Sproul.
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The "Suzzallo Report" recommended the formation
of a state council for educational Plenning and coordi-
nation to render advice and make recommendstions "for
cooperative understanding and coordinated effort in
the operation and articulation of the common school
system and the university system. . ."L Tn 1933, the
legislature acted on this recommendation and estab-
lished a state council. Its membership ineluded the
President of the University and s Regent of the Univer-
8ity, the superintendent of public instruction, a
member of the board of education, and five leading
citizens to represent the public of the state. Tt is
significant that in this first attempt at the develop-
ment of a mechanism for coordination of higher educa-
tion, a working majority of the nine-member council
was given to lay citizene representing the public
interest. This council met periodically and issued s
number of studies concerning various problems, but by
1941 it had become inactive.

Liaison Committee

In January, 1945, representatives of the state
board of education and the University Regents met in
the campus home of the University's President, Robert
Gordon Sproul.2 At this informal meeting, it was
agreed that the two boards should be able to discuss

equal representation from each board. Formsal approval
of the plan was given by the Regents and by the board
of education. This body became known as the "Liaison
Committee of the State Board of Education and the
Regents of the University of California." Tt was

lCarnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching, ibid., p. 32,

®Stadtman, op. cit., p. L.
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agreed by both boards that recommendations of the
committee would not be binding. Each boargd also agreed
to discuss, in the committee, proposals that might
affect the brograms and plans of the other board before

The "Strgxer Report"

In February, 1946, the 1liaison committee was
requested to study and respond to a proposal that
Sacramento Junior College be expanded into g four-year
college or a branch of' the University. The committee

to conduct it. The report was submitted on Marea 1,

Junior colleges into upper division instruction~~in the
face of a noticeable trend of the time. It recommended
minimum and maximum enrollments for the various types
of colleges and university campuses, advised that the
university have "exclusive responsibility emong public

it recommended that state colleges be authorized to
grant master's degrees. It also evaluated the needs of

1Stadtman, loc. cit.

2Joint Liaison Committee and Assembly Tnterim
Committee on Education, A Report of a_Survey of the
Needs of California in Higher Education, Sacramento,

1948.
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various areas for new centers of higher learning.
Finally, it recommended tha’ the liaison committee
continue to coordinate higher education in the state.
All the recommendations were approved in principle by
the Regents and the board of education.

The "McConnell Report"

In 1953, the legislature authorized the liaison
committee to make another and more extensive study of
the higher educational system. This was known as "A
Restudy of the Needs of California in Higher Education"
or, informally, the "McConnell Report" after T. R.
McConnell, former chancellor of the University of
Buffalo, who was chief consultant for the study.l The
report contained 140 recommendations to improve the
government and administration of the public higher
education institutions and to improve the coordinating
mechanism, the liaison committee.

Two key recommendations were for changes in the
organization of state and junior colleges. These, in
turn, had an important bearing on the r.commendations
for improvements in the lisison committee. The restudy
staff recommended creation of a nine-member state
college board composed of the state superintendent of
public instruction and eight lay members appointed by
the governor with senate confirmation. The staff also
recommended that s bureau of Junior college education
be established in the division of instruction of the
state department of education, and provided with
adequate staff so the bureau could give leadership and
coordination to junior college programs.

The staff recommended expanding the liaison
committee to nine members--the executive officers and
two lay members from each constituent board (state

17, R. McComnel1, T. c. Holy, and H. H. Semans,
A Restudy of the Needs of California in Higher Educa-
tion, Sacramento, California: California State Depart-

ment of Education, 1955.
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board of education, the pProposed state college board,
and the Regents of the University). The recommendation
Proposed appointment of a chief coordinator and g
staff of high Professional quality to be selected by
and responsible only to the liaison committee.

Figure 1

Proposed Organization of Liaison Committeel

The State Board The Board of The State
of Education Regents College Board

A 4 .

Liaison Committee

Director of : President of : Executive
Education, I University I Officer,
Two Board I [ Two Board

Members I Two Regents I Members
[ |
Technical | _ — _ Chief Coordinator
Advisory _ Professional
Committee Research
Starff

Administrative Statistician ;EbﬁéﬁiEAntE'EHEl
Assistant I Temporary :

| _ _Assistants

The report recommended that the liaison committee
be "advisory and consultative," and that it "should not
in any way usurp the authority of any of the cooperating
boards."

IMcConnell, et al., ibid., p. 301.
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It proposed that the liaison committee should
undertake the following activities:

1) Define the functions of each segment
of public higher education in relation to
particular curriculums, there functions to
be re-examined periodically to see if modi-
fications are needed.

2) Prevent wasteful duplication of
curriculums in public institutions, and
avold undesirable duplication between them
and independent Iinstitutions, in the same
geographic area. This should include
regular dsy programg as well as adult and
extenslion courses.

3) Provide for a balance in the quality
and kinds of educational programs aveaillable
in the populous regions of the State. This
means proposing new programs to fill gaps as
well as endeavoring to have certain existing
courses and curriculums eliminated or
reduced.

4) Facilitate the transfer of students
from one type of institution to another with-
out undue loss of credit previously earned.

5) Recommend admission standards compat-
ible with the functlons to be performed by
each type of institution.

6) Propose future development of new
institutions or the expansion of existing
ones to meet the needs of growing population
centers.

7) Study the relative expenditures in
various institutions for particular educa-
tional programs, discouraging the excessively
expensive ones and encouraging those con-
ducted with economy and efficiency consistent

-25-




with high quality.l

A bill was introduced into the legiglature in the
1955 session to create the state college board, but it
was not enacted. The state board of education did act
upon the recommendation for the bureau of junior
college education, and this was formed in 1957.

The proposed reorgsnization of the liaison
comnittee was not accomplished because the proposed
state college board was not formed. The representa-
tives of the state board of education continued to
represent the interests of the state colleges and
Junior colleges. The cormittee remained in existence
for another five years during which it continued its
Program of studies and recommendations to the governing
boards. T. C. Holy, who had served for eight years as
the University's representative on the Joint staff of
the commlttee, later reported that, of the fifty~five
major recommendations which the committee transmitted
to the governing boards between 1945 and 1959, fifty-
four were approved by the Regents and fifty-three by
the state board of public education, and that of the
elghteen recommendations requiring legislation, sixteen
were acted upon.

s o

By 1959, it became apparent that the existing
structure of coordination had not been able to contain
the ambitions for expansion of facilities and new
brograms on the part of the public institutions. The
governing boards came individually to the legislature
with thelr expansive needs and plans to meet predictions
of vast enrollment increases, and they rallied con-
siderable support for some of them. Communities with-
out a public college or university campus nearby were

IMcConnell, et al., ibid., p. 297.

7. C. Holy, "California's Master Flan for Higher
Education, 1960-1975," Journal of Higher Education,
: January, 1961, pp. 9-16.
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which had beep glven the Uhiversity and the right to
confer doctorates, Several junior colleges sought to
become four~year Ingtitutions, Any number of institu-

located in their areas. They came to realigze that the
existing organizationg]l structures for government of
the institutions and coordination of their Planning
efforts were inadequate %o the new needs,

Ihe Master Plan Surzgg

This legislative session wasg unprepared to make
decisionsg of 8uch magnitude, Miss Dorothy M. Donahoe,
assemblywoman fronm Kern County, responded to the

1see State of California, Legislative Record,
1957 and 1959 Sessions,

Master Plan Survey Team,'gg..gig., pp. 28-29,
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in the state, to meet the needs of the state during
the next ten years ang thereafter. ., "1 Upon passage
of the Donshoe resolution, the education committees in

The liaison committee appointeqd a Master Plan
survey seam, under the chairmanship of Arthur @. Coons,
President of Occidenta] College (later to become a
charter member ang President of the Coordinating Coun-
cil for Higher Education). Tt was composed of two
répresentatives from each of the four segments of
higher education in the state~-junior colleges, state
colleges, the University of California, and the private
colleges and universities.

Debate on Organizational Form for Coordination

The survey team deliberated for Several months
on the matter of the structure of the coordinating
organization they would Propose. Indeed, it wag not
until a matter of & week or so before the report was
to be submitteqd that a decision was made. In their
report the Survey team explained that they had given

The groﬁp was sharply divided on this issue,

1California.Assembly Current Resolution Number 88,
1959.

Master Plan Survey Team,.gg..gig., Pp. L6447,
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according to one of the survey team members, and the
matter, without a recommendation, was brought before
a joint meeting of the Regents and the state board of
education. Consideration was given to the idea of a
strong, authoritative coordinating organization--
"super board," as it came to be labeled~-standing above
the existing governing boards in matters of common
concern. This attracted some support because the
members were keenly aware of the need for coordinated
institutional govermments and mindful of the gevere
trials the liaison committee had experienced in its
former attempts at "holding the line" against aggres-
sive competitive practices of the institutions.

The Regents were of the opinion that such a board
could not be established with any substential authority
over the Regents without going to the electorate for
amendment of Article IX, Section 9 of the state consti-
tution, which guarantees the autonomy of the University
of California. This they opposed doing. The survey
team realized that a constitutional change opposed by
one segment was unlikely to be adopted.l

Members of the survey team pointed out to the
author that there was a minority group who advocated
the idea of a single governing board for all higher
education in the state. However, the report states
that at no time did a specific version or draft of a
single-board plan receive wide acceptsnce. It was
thought by some University representatives that the
single board would be the Regents. Some state college -
representatives felt that it would need to be an
entirely new board, with no carry-over members.
Furthermore, there was the question of whether the
constitutional autonomy of the Regents would extend to
a single board éoverning both the University and the
state colleges.= According to those members of the

oec. cit.

2Master Plan Survey Team, ibid., p. 4k,
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Survey team interviewed by the author, it was the same
fear of "tampering" with Article IX, Section 9 of the
constitution, plus the impasse over the identity or
composition of the membership of this single board
that defeated thig idea.

The alternative to the single~board plan was the
creation of separate but barallel boards. Thig idea,
supported by the state college representatives, finally
was accepted by the University. However, it did not
Provide for s coordinating mechanism, and such mecha-
nism obviously was needed now because competition
between the two segments could become intensified under
these circumstances.

The compact reached during the December Jjoint
meeting of the Regents and state board of education was
an agreement to recommend to the legislature the .
creation of a new board, the trustees of the state:
college system, founded under the state constitution,
and then to create, also under the constitution, an
advisory coordinating council representative of ell
Segments of higher education, with closely defined
functions prescribed for each of the public institution
segments. This, they hoped, would provide liaison
with and between the segments of higher educaticn and
liaison with the legislature and state executive
offices.l

The survey team commented on its proposal for
coordination as follows:

The Liaison Committee, since 1945, hss
had a remarkable record of agreements
reached, but the fact ig increasingly obvious
that enforcement will require more sanctions
than are available at present. . « » the
coordinating agency will require considerable

%Master Plan Survey Team, ibid., p. 51.
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influence.l

Its effectiveness and its influence with
the governing boards, the Governor, the Legis-
lature, and the public will flow from its
mastery of the problems of higher education.
If the Council -~ along with its staff --
performs well, confidence in its recommenda-
tions and their rate of acceptance will be
high.2

Reasons for an Advisory Couneil

In the light of the consideration which had been
given earlier in its deliberations to more authorita-
tive forms of coordination, i.e., the ideas of a single
governing board and of a so-called "super board," the
author interviewed eight members of the survey team to
inquire why they had settled on an advisory board, with
influence that was to be largely "informal." The
responses given were that, in the first place, this was
the "best agreement" they could get that would be
acceptable to both the University and the state
colleges. Secondly, it was pointed out that the members
of the survey team visualized a Council which would
grow in stature and gain confidence and influence with
state government and with the institutions over the
years as it performed its duties well. They felt that
additional powers for the Coordinating Council should
come not through surrender of governing powers by the
institutions, but rather by transfer of some areas of
authority and decision-making exercised by various
state offices. Reference to this point will be made
again in comnection with more recently contemplated
procedural changes in the Council.

l10c. 213.

°Tbid., p. 5kh.




Recommendation against Public Members

Accarding to the Master Plan report, there was
considerable sentiment for an agency of coordination
with public members not connected with any segment of
higher education. But after some consideration, the
survey team decided to recommend a body composed
exclusively of segmental representatives.l The members
of this team who were interviewed pointed out that
this decision was made because of a desire to create
an obvious distinction between the governing boards

coordinating organization would be such that it would
require the experience, advice, and educational exper-
tise of professional educators in order to assure
informed decisions. The report stated, "The problems
of coordination require a degree of expertness that
Someone new to higher education is unlikely to have or
soon acquire."2

The report of the Master Plan survey team was
completed on December 17, 1959, and was approved by
the liaison committee, the Regents, and the board of
education shortly thereafter. With these endorsements,
the report was submitted to the legislature on
February 1, 1960.3

l10c. cit.

°Tbid., p. 52.

3California Legislature, Senate Daily Journal,
February 1, 1960, pp. 33-L5.
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Legislative Changes in the Master Plan

Senate Bill No. 33, calling for adoption of the
Master Plan, was introduced on March 9, 1960. During
the legislature’s consideration of the Master Plan,
and prior to its adoption into law, a number of impor-
tant changes were made in the recommendation of the
survey team.

The survey team had recommended to the legislature
that the principal features of the Master Plan be
proposed to the electorate for incorporation in the
constitution of the state. The legislature decided
against this move. Senate Bill No. 33 proposed that
they be accepted in the form of statutory enactment.?l
The members of the 1960 legislature interviewed by the
author pointed out that the reasons for this change
centered largely around two factors: The University,
after having once approved the survey team recommenda-
tions, gave second thoughts to the matter, and opposed
giving constitutional status to the state colleges and
to a coordinating council which under this Protection
might grow to become threats to the Prestige or author=-
ity of the Regents. -Secondly, the legislature made
the judgment that the organizational machinery of
governance for the previously independent state
colleges and for the coordination of all higher educa-
tion institutions in the state sheuld be more accessi-
ble to change as these new orgar.izations gained exper-
ience, particularly during their formative years.

The second key change made by the legislature in
the survey team recommendations was the addition of
three public members to the Proposed twelve-member
coordinating council (three representatives each from
the University, the state colleges, the junior colleges,
and the private institutions).

1See Senate Bill No. 33, First Extraordinary
Session, 1960.

2Tbid., p. 6, lines 18-19.
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The members of the 1960 legislature who were inter-
viewed pointed out that the reason for this change
centered around a feeling in the legislature that
membership on boards of many state agencies, whether
they were regulatory or simply advisory to the state
government, should contain representation of public
viewpoints. The 1961 legislature, for example, revised
the membership of the boards of twenty state agencies
which dealt with matters of administration of regula~
tory and advisory state services by placing one or
more public representatives in membership on each.
Others have been added since.l Furthermore, there was
a general feeling in the legislature that three public
members would add "balance" to the Council and help
break deadlocks which might arise in voting issues.

A third significant change the legislature made
in the survey team's recommendations related to voting
procedures. The survey team had proposed that all
members of the Council be given a vote on all questions,
but that action on a junior college matter would
require affirmative votes by five of the nine public
institution representatives, and action affecting the
University or state colleges would require affirmative
votes by four of the six state college and University
representatives. On procedural matters, Council rule
would determine voting arrangements. This voting
scheme was to insure that decisions affecting any
public institution, particularly the University or the
stale colleges, would be made primarily by members
whor2 institutions most likely would be affected.

The legislature did not accept this preferential
voting system and gave equal voting rights to all
members and to each membership segment on all issues
before the Council,Z According to members of the
legislature, there was a general consensus that giving

1Interview, and report prepared by Assemblyman
Gordon Winton.

2Tbid., p. 6, lines 27-31.
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virtually a veto power %o the University and the state
colleges over «ach other's measures would not reduce
competition arnd would not encourage expeditious
decision-making. Having decided to change the member-

ship of the Council, the recommended voting system was
no longer pertinent.

Passage of the Donahoe Act

After several amendments, Senate Bill 33 was
passed by both houses and signed into law as the
"Donahoe Higher Education Act," named in the memory of
Miss Dorothy M. Donahoe, the author of the assembly
resolution which had called for Preparation of the

Master Plan and who had died prior to adoption of the
legislation.

Amnouncement of adopticn of the Master Plan
attracted great attention in the state and throughout
the nation. It was hailed throughout the press as a
model of state planning for public higher education.

Ben Hibbs spoke of it in the Reader's Digest as a "far-

reaching and decisive report . . .an exciting chal-
lenge."l Time Magazine, in a cover story, character-
ized it as a "complex fair-trade pattern for Califor=-
nia's higher education."2 Unheralded at the time were
the valuable contributions of preceding studies, plans,
and experiences, and unmentioned were the still smol-
dering interinstitutional rivalries.

However, there was broad, if not general, agree-
ment that the times were calling for more positive
planning and coordination. In the same Time Magazine
story, President Clark Kerr of the University of

1The Reader's Di est, "California Builds Big for
Education" (July, 1961).

2Time Magazine. (October 17, 1960), p. 60.
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California is quoted with the comment, "We could have
gone along with the guerrilla warfare except for

growth, but it would have cost too much; and there was
the problem of quality.l
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may be seen in the new organizational patterns developed

in the Master Plan and in the changes which have been
made since the Donahoe Act.

Membersgép_§egggnts

Council membership is composed of five segments,
Or groups of members, each representing a different
constituency. The members representing the three
public institutional Segments are selected by their 5
respective governing boards. Those of the other two !
segments are selected by the governor, with senate '
concurrence, and chosen from educational leaders of
Private universities and colleges and of the general

o o 1 Sttt b s

As is true of other representative legislative
bodies in our society, it may be saig that the members
are called upon to fulfill two roles-~that of the
"statesman" and that of the "representative" of a
constituent body. Thus, the institutional segment
members representing the governing boards look after
the particular interests of their respective institu-
tions as these interests become involved in Council
deliberations. They also are called upon to take the
role of educator-statesmen, as members of a body
charged with a major responsibility to the welfare of
the state. The public representativesg are expected
to be spokesmen for the interests of the public in
higher education however and wherever those interests
are articulated. They are expected to have g sympathe-
tic understanding of the interests, welfare, and live-
lihood of the higher education institutiong when they
Participate in Council decisions. The Council is,
therefore, a federal body of constituency representa-
tives; it is also a unitary body, ancillary to state
government and charged with respongibility for action
Programs and vital decisions.

Members of each membership segment of the Council

were asked during the interviews to state their
conceptions of their own Primary roles as Council
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felt that he had been appointed to lend his general
expertise in educational administration to the affairs
of all of higher education.

With the advent of recently enacted federal legis-~
lation in aid to higher education, and the assumption
by the Council of the administration of geveral of the
federal progreams within the state, the private Institu~
tions' members will have & much stronger stske in Coun-
cil deliberations since they are equally eligible with
the public institutions for funds under most of thesge
programs. This point will be discussed in further
detail in Chepter VT.

In the years prior to 1963, attendance by members
of this segment wasg inconsistent. Since they did not
enjoy the Privilege of appointing alternate representa-
tives and rarely exerciged the privilege of voting by
Proxy, the segment very often was not present in full
voting strength. However, since 1963, all members of
the segment have been present for a majority of the
Council meetings each Year.

Analysis of the Council minutes shows that members
of this segment have taken & leading role in Council
debate as well ag in Initiation of motions Presented
to the Council. However, two of the three Present
members received their appointments within the past
year and have not as yet taken & leading role in Coun-
cll debate. These members have historically functioned
as8 Individuals, rather than as a group. However,
interviews with the members disclosed that on two
recent occasions thig segment had held & caucug to
determine s group position on & matter before the

Council. Thig may be indicative of a new role in
Council affairs for this segment.

The Public Sggggnt

The competence and dedication of thig group of
private citizens to the affairs of higher education in
California hag been s major force in shaping the

-hg.




Council and guiding it through its perilous middle
years. As wiil be shown in succeeding chapters, it
was largely through the efforts of this group in 1963
and 1964 that interinstitution rivalries over loca-
tions of new campuses were pacifled and & new confi-
dence in the Councll established on the part of the
legislature. It played & major role Iin the reorgani-
zation of the Council in early 1965. |

This segment always had Included two or three
politically oriented individuals, and it was largely
through the efforts of these members that more effectlve
communications were established between the Council
and the legislature. The segment includes two proml-
nent attorneys from opposite ends of the state, both
with firm political connections in Sacramento. It
includes a retired college president, two industrial-
ists, and a management consultant active in the area
of educational finance and administration. Geographi- i
cally, 1t draws two members from southern California,
one from southern San Joaquin Valley, and three from
northern California, one of whom has important business
connections throughout the central valley.

During the Council's first full calendar year
(1961), this segment played a minor role. Each member
was sbsent from half or more of the meetings in that
year, and its full membership was never present.
During that period, some of 1ts members expressed
displeasure with the role of belng a mediator in the
disputes between the Universlity and the state colleges.
Since December, 1962, this segment has become an
increasingly important force in Council affalirs. This
i8 due largely to the appointment of Mr. Bert Levit,
who brought to the Council expertise in public lew and
finance, and to Mr. Warren M. Christopher's leadership
in bridging political relations between the Council
and legislature. In 1965, Dr. Arthur Coons was
reappointed as a public member, and elected president. |
All these factors, plus the segment's presently !
doubled voting strength, have placed this segment at
its strongest position to guide Council affairs.




Conclusions

This Council, as Presently constituted, presents
8 unique orgenizational structure. Tt is an organiza-
tional entity with certain required functions and s
set of goals based on historic needs and a contemporary
urgency for interinstitutionsal cooperation.

Its members are groups of members. Half of them
represent the member institutions which are the primary
concern of the organizational activity. The other
half, appointed as individuals, serve in groups; three
because they are affiliated with cooperating private
institutions, and six because they are expected to
represent the welfare of the citizens of the state.
The representatives of the three public institution
segments are appointed by their institutional boards
for single calendar-year cycles and some are frequently
changed or "rotated." Their conduct on the Council is
not so much as individuals, but as members of the
three-person team representing a member organization.
The members who are chosen for their private institu-
tional affiliation have historicelly conducted them-
selves on the Council as individuals, although the
recent caucuses of these members ag disclosed in the
interviews are indicative of more group cohesglveness.
The public members, recently augmented in numbers and
including several forceful and influentisl persons,
have to be regarded as the dominant force on the
Council. The implications of their new voting
influence will be analyzed in Chapter V. The author's
observation is that the present membership of the
Council represents the most attentive and publicly
responsible group yet assembled.




CHAPTER IV |

ORGANTIZATIONAL AND PROCEDURAL CHANGES

Significant changes have taken Place in the work-
ing mechaniems of the Californis Coordinating Council.
Some of these changes and new developments emerged
from the trial-and-error experiences of founding a new
organization and attending to the affairs of its growth,
maturation, and response to new problems. Others
formed a series of apparently related changes started
in early 1965 and continued to the present time. The
need for these changes in many cases was self-perceived,
reflecting the results of introspective review of the
organization and its functions; others reflected
organizational adjustments to pressures, criticisms,
external threats, and the continuing conflict which
is the essential repertory of coordination organiza-
tions.

This investigation disclosed a series of organiza-
tional and procedural changes, dating from January,
1965, which seem to constitute sa reform movement
there is evidence indicating they sprang from common
roots. This will be borne out in examination of the
reasons for several of the changes which will be
discussed in this and the following chapter. The
roots of these changes lie in the successful outcome
of the decisive 1963-196L struggles of the Council

with the legislature and the state colleges over new-
campus authorizations. According to legislators and
Council members prominent in the debates of those years,
& Councll defeat at that time could have destroyed the
usefulness and, indeed, the very existence of the
Council. These sources attribute the suceceeding
changes to the lessons learned from the experiences of
this struggle. In 1965, a new director of the Council
was appointed and he has stressed action Programs and
improvement of the Council's internal and external
relations. That year also marked the emergence of an
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active group of appointed members who have given strong
support to the new director and his reorganization
proposals.

The areas of internal change exzcmined in the :
course of this study and discussed in this chapter
are:

1) Execution of the Council's three basic

functions as prescribed in the Donahoe Act

a) Recommendations for authorization of new
campuses

b) Advice on differentiation of institutional
functions

c) Comment on general level of institutional
support

Staff and committee organization

The Council move to Sacramento

Voting procedures

Appointments and terms of office.

=W
NN

The consequences of changes in these areas may be
seen in the various effects they had upon the basic
coordinating processes of the Council: its decision-
making processes, its relations with the state legis-
lature and executive offices, its position of influence
and authority in relations with the institutions, and
its posture of leadership of higher education affairs
in the state. Therefore, these changes and the reasons
they were made are significant mainly because they
-altered in some manner these basic coordinating
processes.

Changes in Execution of the
Councll's Prescribed functions

The Master Plan described with considerable
precision the organizational structures and functions
for the institutions of public higher education. It
was less precise on matters related to the organization
and functions of the Coordinating Council. For
example, 1t left undetermined, or left for Council
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interpretation, such matters ess the scope of its
functions in relation to surveillance of institutional
Plans and programs, the breadth of its authority for
areas of advice to the institutional boards, and the
manner in which it was to implement its actions.

Conslderation must be given to the early and
somewhat irresolute efforts of the Council to esta-
blish the order of its house, and to define its role,
1ts purposes, and its procedures more succinetly than
had been done in the Master Plar.. There wasg great
concern over possible impingements on institutional
autonomy. For example, the document "Scope and
Functions of the Council . . ." adopted in November,
1961, defined the Council as "an agency of cooperation,
not coercion" and as a "fact-gathering and planning
agency."l It will be shown that in more recent doou-
ments adopted by the Council, this organization has
changed several aspects of its scope and its functions
as a coordinating agency.

The first formal procedural guidelines for execu-
tlon of the Council's basic functions were not developed
until 1962, one and one-half years after the Council's
first meeting. In each case, the original organiza-
tional plan and the operational procedures established
to execute these basic functions were submitted to
test in an arena filled with external Pressures for
action (primarily legislative) and internal bressures
demanding caution against transgressions of institu-
tional prerogatives, autonomy, or historic status. 1In
one cage, as will be described, the fact that original
policies were not changed in spite of these Pressures
takes on a very particular significance. In others,
the changes might properly be characteriged as a
continuing gearch for effective procedures not yet
found; and, hence, further change is predictable.

13ce Appendix F.
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Recommendations for Authorization of New Campuses

The Council's execution of this prescribed
function is based upon the 1960 Master Plan agreement
that in 1965 and again in 1970 careful study would be
made by the Councll of the needs for additional
University and state college campuses, with priority
consideration to be glven to a list of specifled areas
to be considered for new state colleges.~ Fundamental
to the Council's authority in this area 1s the legls-
lature’s policy declaration embodied in the Donahoe
Act, which reads:

It is hereby declared to be the policy
of the Leglslature not to authorigze or to
acquire sites for new institutions of publie
higher education unless such sites are
recommended by the Coordinating Council for
Higher Education . . .2

In 1962, the Council adopted a document on "Proce-
dures for Determining the Need for and Location of New
Facilities."3 The criteria established in this docu~-
ment™* are still used by the Council in 1ts considera-
tion of new campus locations. The only change has been
provision for advance acquisition of sites for new
campuses, prior to authorization for construction, in
areas of "definite ultimate need" and under specified

loalifornia Legislature, Senaﬁe Daily Journal of
February 1, 1960, p. 42.

°Statutes of California, Chapter 1, Education
Code Section 22501.

3Coordinating Council, Minutes of Meeting of
January 2k, 1962.

hSee Appendix G.
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circumstances related to land availability and
increasing land values.l

The significance in the Council's custodisnship
of this function lies not in a change of policy or
procedure, but in the fact that change was not made.
This is explained in the successful outcome of the
Council's struggle to protect and retain this function
through 1963 and early 196k.

During its 1963 session, the legislature received
a number of proposed bills for the establishment of
new state colleges well in advance of the schedule
pProposed in the Master Plan and without reference to
the Council study of need for such facilities,
scheduled by law for presentation in 1965. Heavy
pressure was brought to bear by local community
interests, thelr representatives in the legislature,
and by the state college trustees for establishment
of new colleges in several areas--Kern, San Mateo,
and Ventura counties in particular.

In April of 1963, the Council acknowledged these
pressures, as well as a direct request from the gover-
nor that it examine the need for an institution of
public higher education in the southern San Joaquin
Valley, ard undertook the preparation of an Interim
Report on the Need for Additional Centers of Higher
Education for submission to the legislature to make
known the conclusions of the Cogncil based upon data
and information then available.

The report recommended that no action be taken by
the current leglslature to establish a new state
college or University campus during the current (1963)

Isee Coordinating Council, Staff Report 65-9,
April, 1965.

2Coordinating Council for Higher Education, Staff
Report 63-2, 1963.
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legislative session. It stated that before making
specific recommendations on the need for additional
facilities the Council must await further implementa-
tion of Master Plan recommendations on admission,
transfer, and retention of students, reduction of
lower division enrollments in the University and the |
state colleges, diversion of lower division students 1
to the junior colleges, and must also have further
information regarding future statewlde needs. It also
gtated the desirability of walting for the new depart-
ment of finance enrollment projection and results of
the Council's own study then under preparation, of
utilization of existing facilities in the public insti-
tutions. It stated that by 1965, the date set in the
Master Plan for the first reexamination of the need

for new state colleges and University campuses, the
Council could better appraise the impact of the above
factors. Itytherefore, would submit to the 1965
sessior of the legislature a statewlde study of Call-
fornia's need for additional new centers of public
higher education, including the junior colleges, in
1ight of the then existing conditions, and issue an
updated report each five years thereafter.

The comprehensive report on the need for addi-
tional centers, promised for the 1965 legislative
gsession, was prepared by the Council staff in November
of 1964.1 This report contained the recommendation
that the Council advise the legislature that it should
[only/ authorize in 1965 a state college in Kern
County and that advance acquisition of a site could be
started. It advised that no other colleges should be
authorized prior to 1970. This last provision was
aimed at proponents of state colleges in San Mateo and
Ventura counties. It also advised that there was a
"definite ultimate need" for University campuses in
the Los Angeles area and in the San Francisco Bay

loalifornia Coordinating Council, California's
Needs for Additional Centers of Public Higher Education,
Staff Report 6L-11, November, 190k4.
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metropolitan area. It stated that the Council would
conduct statewlde surveys of existing needs and sdvise
the legislature not later than 1969 and each five
years thereafter until all needs had been met.

In the meeting of the Council's committee on
physical facilities on November 23, 1964, the state
college officlals, with the backing of a number of
influential legislators, argued against the staff's
Proposed delay of authorization of the state colleges
other than the one in Kern County. There was a
lengthy and heated debate which went on well into
the evening, and the committee finally voted to amend
the resolution proposed by the staff and remove the
provision which would delay all but one campus (Kern
County) until 1970.

The debate was resumed again when the full Council
met the next morning. The report of the committee
action (amending the staff proposal) was vigorously
opposed by the University of California and by the
private universities. It was supported with equal
vigor by the state colleges and by a number of legis-
lators who were present to plead for immedilate approval
of the new state colleges in their districts. Finally,
a compromise was effected, and t . ‘ecommendation was
amended to read, "It appears at "...s time that authori-
zation for the establishment of one of these three
campuses [Ele., Kern Counqt7:may be recommended by the
Coordinating Council to the legislature prior to 1969
and the second and third campuses Zile., San Mateo and
Ventura counties/ in 1969 or thereafter."l With this
amendment, the recommendations of the staff study were
accepted by the Council by a nine-to-five vote, with
two of the three Jjunior college votes joining the three
votes of the state colleges in opposition.

lCoordinating Council for Higher Education,
Minutes of Meeting of November 24, 1964. Sacramento,
p. 12.
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This was a crucial decision for the Council. The
importance of the decision was described by San Fran-
cisco Chronicle education writer, James Benet:

The issue is whether the Governor and
the Legislature will accept the decisions of
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
on the establishment of new colleges and new
University campuses.

If they don't, the political log-rolling
-~ which five years ago brought into the
Legislature well-backed proposals for more
than 20 new state colleges -- will begin
again more vigorously than ever. This was
Just what the Council was established to
Prevent.

But if they do, there will be scme
bitterly disappointed legislators.

The pressures on the Council . . . came
close, it appeared, to wrecking its authority
even before the proposals went forward,l

The 1965 legislature subsequently accepted the
Council recommendations, thus honoring their commit-
nment to make no new campus authorizations unless they
Were recommended by the Council. The director of the
Council was quoted as having said that "the Council
has finally shown some muscle. 2

The significance of this experience lies in the
fact that the intent of the Master Plan and the
functional relaticnships of the Council to the legis-
lature with respect to new csmpus authorizations were

not changed.

1gan Francisco Chronicle (November 30, 1964), p. 12.

2Ibid.




Consequences--The outcomes of this experience are
many and they have had marked effect on the Council's
subsequent relationships with the institutional boards
and with the legislature. Some members of the legis-
lature and several members of the Council became fear-
ful that a head-on conflict between two powerful
segments could obstruct effective Council action or
that a coalition of two segments with strong political
backing could dominate Council decisions. This was
the root cause of the statutory changes made by the
1965 legislature. It also led to a number of self-
initiated Council changes.

The single fact that the Council withstood the
political pressures in the 1963 legislature, as well
as the strong forces within its own membership, to
change the criteria and the time schedule for estab-
lishing nev campuses gave it a new confidence in
itself and a new stature in the eyes of the legislative
leaders. This observation is based on the responses
to the interview question, "Do you feel that the
Council now holds the confidence of the Legislature
for fulfiliment of this responsibility /for new-campus
anthorizatioq§7 « « « " The legislators saw in the
Council an agency which could "take the heat out of
some of their decisions"; that is, they could rely on
Council advice to help them counter pressures put on
them by local or factional political forces who wanted
the prestige of college or university campuses in
their districts, or ones which would serve particular
interests. This gave the Council new influence in the
legislature--influence which might be transferable to
Council-legislature relationships in areas other than
new-campus matters.

This experience alsoc had an effect on the Coun-
cil’s relationships with the governing boards of the
public institutions. The show of strength culminating
in the November, 1964, Council meeting was visible
evidence of the Council'’s potential power, and undoubt-
edly it paved the way for the Council to agree later
upon more authoritative procedures for obtalning
institutional compliance with its advisory directives
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in areas such as differentiated or duplicatory
functions, fiscal reporting and budgeting prodecures,
and articulation problems.

This experience alone did not immediately estab-
lish the Council as the leader in higher education
affairs in the state, but it may well have planted the
seed of this leadership. The Council changes which
followed this experience, and which in large measure
4re attributable to it, appear to have strengthened
this potential leadership role.

Advice on Differentiation of Institutional Functions
\

It was pointed out to the author during the course
of the interviews that the University originally
favored the Master Plan recommendation that the state-
ments of differentiated institutional functions be
incorporated in the state's constitution, but that the
legislature favored the more flexible arrangement of
statutory enactment which was preferable to the other
public institution segments. A delicate area of Coun-
cil decision-making has been differentiated institu-
tional functions. It touches osest upon sengiti-

ee ac ¢ prerogatives. Surveillance of this
area, in the desire to avoid costly and unwarranted
duplications of programs, has been difficult.

In 1962, the Council adopted a document on
"Procedures for the Differentiation of Function and
Planning for Orderly Growth Among the Segments of
Public Higher Education.”l The import of this
document was founded on the following statement:

The Council reaffirms its belief that
each segment of public higher education

ICOOrdinating Council for Higher Education,
Mimuites of Meeting of April 28, 1962, Sacramento,
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should be the competent custodian of its
differentiated functions . e o « A
corollary is that each segment must make
certain that it is performing only ita
legitimate functions.l

This document stated that vhenever problems
relating to differentiation of institutional functions
aroge among the segments an endeavor should be made
by the segments to negotiate among themselves to find
adequate solutions. Only if specifically requested,
would the Council undertake a study of alleged
infringements and request the segment or segments
concerned to submit pertinent data and a statement of
Justification of their position or positions. The
Council then would issue an advisory report to the
segments concerned and to appropriate state officials.

This procedure was never followed formally,
largely because the institutions were hesitant to
lodge formal complaints. However, there is evidence,
based on the author's conversations with members of the
Council and its staff, that informal complaints of
alleged violations continued to be made by various
public institutions.

In an effort to bring problems related to insti-
tutional functions into the open, this method of
Passive control was changed to one of periodic surveil-
lance. In September, 1964, the Council adopted a
document on "Progedures for Review and Comment Upon
Academic Plans."< Under this new Plan the staff would
review academic plans submitted by the state colleges
and by the University, compare them with programs in
thelir current catalogs, and develop comments about

11pia.
2Coordinating Council for HigherrEducation,

M;ggﬁel of Meeting of Beptember 29, 196k, Sacramento,
p. L]
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any changes that were apparent. The programs would
then be compared with the institutional Tunctions as
they were delineated for each segment in the Donahoe
Higher Education Act.l

Under these newly adopted procedures the Council
Presumably would be in position to take action itself
to bring about compliance by the segments with the
differentiated functions specified for them, and would
not wait for action to be initiated by one segment
lodging a complaint about an infringement by another.
This reflected a changed attitude of the Council
toward assuming a more authoritative position of
survelllance and enforcement.

The Council report made note of the fact that it
was in a position to exert influence to back up its
findings and recommendations regarding any infringe-
ment of segmental differentiation of functions through
the power of its recommendations to the governor and
to the legislature on budgeta.2 If it should deter-
mine that programs of an institution were not in line
with assigned functions, or were duplicatory, the
Council had the power to recommend that they not be
funded. This power has not been used in a formal
disciplinary manner, but the threat of such power
undoubtedly gives added influence to Council recommen -
dations.

The Donahoe Act specifies that the Council
". . . shall submit to the Governor and to the Legis-
lature within five days of the be inning of each
general session L;bnry two years/ a report which
contains recommendations as to necessary and desirable
changes, if any, in the functions and programs of the

lgee Appendix T.

Tbid., p. 2, Section IT, A, (5).
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several segments of public higher education; . . ."1
In spite of occasional arguments over institutional
functions, the records show that the only reports
submitted to the legislature to date have been simple
communications stating that the Council has no
recommendations to make. The Council and the staff
take the position that the statements of institutional
functlons in the Master Plan and in the Donahoe Act
are still valid and that no amendment to the Act 1s
needed. No mention has been made of any problems
associated with institutional compliance.

The problem in this area in not one of changes
in the definitions of prescribed functions, but one of
proper survelllance to assure compliance with them.
An i{llustration of one of the problems in this connec-
tion is seen in a recent case wherein the University
Presented to the August, 1966, meeting of the Council's
coomittee on educational programs a proposal for
establishing a Gr te School of Engineering at its
Santa Crugz campus.© The report of the Council staf?
to the committee pointed out that this school had been
included in the Academic Master Plan of the Santa Crug
campus in 1960 (which predated the policy change
requesting annual submissions to the Council of such
plans) and that a total of eighteen steps had been
taken in developing the program, including appointment
of the firat faculty member and approval of Engineering
Bullding I by the Regents. The report then commented:

The 18 steps listed above suggest that
Council review at this stage in the develop-
ment of the program is too late to be effective
or helpful. Council review of new programs
could be simplified 1f, at an early state, the
Council could determine that (1) existing
programs and potential expansion of existing

lgtatutes of California, Education Code Section 22703.

Agenda Tab 3, Council Meeting of August 23, 1966.

-6k -




TIITICUIPLS g ATt s IS % P P78 TRV oo SN oo s OO e

programs on the campuses within the segment
are not adequate to accommodate projected
needs and (2) no inter-segmental problems
relative to unnecessary duplication or undue
competition will arise from the esatablish-
ment of the new'progrum.l

that the program be approved on the basis of the staff
report which indicated that the proposed school did,
in fact, meet the Council's criteria for such new
programs. The Council confirmed this approval but
only with complaints about being asked to approve a
measure "after the fact fof the school's develop-
ment/ . . ." 2

The coomittee recommended to the Council 1
|
|

Another unresolved problem, according to members
of the Council's staff, is the possibility of new
programs escaping detection by appearing first as |
simply a new course or two buried in a catalog of a
thousand or more course offexrings. After the first
year or so, these courses can then be augmented into
new programs under the guise of "workload increases”
based on enrollment expansion. Workload increases
are based largely on formula and are not subject to
close individual scrutiny by the Council.

The Council has scheduled for 1967 a thorough
review of the effectiveness of its latest change of
procedure in 1964 (see above) for execution of this
function.3 An ad hoc committee on academic planning,
with representation from the staffs of all four (public
as well as private) institutional segments, will advise
on new procedures which might be developed as a result
of the proposed review and study project.

ltpig., p. 3.

2Tbid.

31pid.
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The interviews disclosed that members of the
Council favor continued surveillance of institutional
complience with their differentiated functions,
although some concern on the part of the University
continues to exist over the implication of Council
governance--particularly 1f surveillance is extended
to new programs at levels below that of new schools or
other major division levels. Unanimous agreement was
found to exist on the propoaition that the Council's
authority in this area should remain advisory and that
it should rest on its informal influence with the
segments and its ability to "persuade" segments to
comply with its advice. No member was willing to
express an opinion that this power should be made
regulatory in the sense that the Council be given
Tinal authority to approve all new programs and to
order discontinuance of programs later found to be
unnecessarily duplicative. Two appointed members,
however, ventured the oplaion that if the segments
should regularly ignore Council advice in this area,
more stringent authority would have to be given to
the Council.

Consequences of Change--The Council already has
increased its authority--informal and advisory though
it may be~~by undertaking surveillance of institutional
course offerings. It is now reviewing the effective-
negs of the informal action of this authority in
discouraging ambitious expansions of curriculum offer-
ings which might lead to costly and unnecessary
duplications.

The mechanisms for Council decision-making in the
area appear to adequate (examination of academic plans,
review of performence, and recommendations of action
if action seems necessary). The sanctions upon which
control can be based (recommendation against budgetary
support) are present. Yet there is concern that this
mechanism may not be adequate should the Council be
faced with a concerted drive by one institution or
segment to change significantly its academic functional
role from that prescribed in the Master Plan. This
concern is the motivation for further study of its .
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Procedures by the Councll staff.

The leadership qualities of the Council have not
been put to test over problems related to differentiated
institutional functions, for there have been no smevere
problemsg~=-go far. But the problems may lie just over
the horirzon--in the burgeoning power structure of the
state colleges.

The chancellor of the state college system gave
fair warning of this potential problem in his recent
description of the growing state college movement:

The upstart 1s the state college, or as
it is sometimes called, the state university.
Whatever it 1s called, its ancestry i1s the
same--the normal school or teacher's college
that has gradually broadened its offerings
to match the range and level of the land-
grant university or the existing msjor state
institution. This brash, hearty interloper
has frightened everybody else in higher
education.l

If this problem comes over the horizon in Califor-
nia, as it has in geveral other states, the Council
will be forced into a leadership role, for which it
will require strong leadership to put reins to the
"upstart" and channel its energles into constructive
and not wastefully competitive practices. Here 1s the
true challenge of leadership in terms of the "con-
structive role of coordination" McConnell had in d
in his 1962 essay on higher education coordination.

lglenn s. Dumke, "The State College Upsatart,"
Saturday Review (August 20, 1966), p. 62,

25ee Chepter VIII, "The Constructive Role of
Coordinastion," in T. R. McConnell, A General Pattern
of American Public Higher Education. New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1962.
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Comment on General Level of Institutionsal Support

The charge given by statute to the Councll is:
- «» . review of the annual budget and capltal outlay
requests of the University and the State College System
and presentation of comments on the general level of
support sought."l While the statutory provision did
not require the Council to make commentsg on the general
level of support sought for the public junior colleges,
the Council by its own action adopted the policy that
review of jJunior college finance would be included in
its advisory reports.

Because this statutory charge is lacking in
detail, the Council has developed its own statement of
areas of its concern with budgets. Also, because the
Council's power is only advisory, the institutions may,
and do, go directly to the state officials and to the
legislature to defend their requests.

There 1s more scrutiny of the line-item detail of
institutional budgets by state Pfisecal officers and
legislative analysts than is felt by many to be
desirable. This is the cause of--but it may also be
the result of--frequent and attentive institutional
"contacts” with the Piscal and legislative analysts in
the capitol. Permanent "legislative relations" offices
maintained in Sacramento by each public institutional
segment are probably necessary communications channels,
but they often raise loud, competitive, and confusing
voices in the legislative halls.

The problem of the coordinating agency is to give
some measure of unlty to those voices without Jeopar-
dizing the rightful autonomy of ingtitutions or
preempting the legal authority vested in government
agencles and the legislature. The Master Plan survey
team bypassed this problem when it constructed the

lgtate of California, Education Code Section 22703.
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California coordinating mechanism.l Tt was careful not
to offend sensitivities over unfettered autonomy of

the institutional boards (primarily the Regents) by
giving the Council any authoritative or regulatory
powers over lnstitutional budget requests. Rather than
this, as was explalined in Chapter IT, some of the team
members had in mind that the Counclil would inherit
authority from the state executive branch by winning
the confidence of this branch and thereby "relieving"
it of some of its budget review duties.

This notion was gliven some currency in the early
months of the Council, but it soon became apparent
that the department of finance really had a much
longer "probationary" period (or perhaps an intermina-
ble period) in mind before it would relinquish any
appreciasble degree of 1ts authority. Hale Champion,
state director of finance, when speaking before the
Council in 1963, might have intended to allude to this
notion when he said, ". . . the Council should become
8 successor to the Department of Flnance in maeking
certain higher education judgments."2 The statement
was not amplified and in a subsequent letter written
to the Council at the request of the President of the
University to "clarify" his statement, he in effect

withdrew it.

Officers in the department of finance and office
of the legislative analyst feel that they "reluctantly"
must make certain educational judgments, according to
interviews with them. They feel that such judgments
have been necessary because of overriding conslidera-
tions of public policy. In fact, of the two functions
of state budget preparation (as they define them)--
"mechanical® (fact-gathering and analysis) and

lSuEra, Chapter II, p. 30.

QCoordinating Council for Higher Education,
Minutes of Meeting of September 24, 1963, Sacramento,
p. 6.
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"Judgmental" (decision-meking)--they see the second
function as exclusively in the province of the governor
and the legislature. The "mechanical" function they
would gladly leave to the Council, but they complain
that the Council has not shown an inclination or
ability to assume this amount of detail work.

Educators argue that there is an area of decision-
meking that involves only "educational judgment," and
that within budgetary limits these decisions should be
made by them alone. This argument has never been
settled decisively, and perhaps will never be as long
a8 political legislatures support public colleges and
universities. Certainly, better understanding of this
problem and better educational Judgments in budget
decislon-making will come only in the measure that
institutional boards and coordinating agencies gain
the confidence of legislative bodies.

Governor Edmund G. Brown made the Council's task
no easier when he told it that the Council should look
at the budgets of all educational institutions in
their relationship with other budgets of state agencies
and with total state imcome.l Obviously, review and
comment on the budgets of state agencies concerned
with matters other than education are neither within
the scope nor prerogative of the Council; and the
relative support apportioned among all the agencies
dependent on state support is a matter of public policy
which only the legislature can decide. The Council,
however, does comment on the relationship of higher
educational expenditures to rising state income and
offers comparisons of this educational effort to that
of other states.

The Council's annual budget reports to date have
been devoted largely to interstate comparisons of
support given to public higher education, review of

looordinating Council, Minutes of October 3, 1960,
p. 3.
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institutional budgets and comment on them in relation
to overall objectives and Master Plan goals, and to
reports of special studies of particular problem areas,
such as faculty salaries and admission policies, and
their effect upon expenditures. The Council has not
been staffed to undertake a comprehensive line-item
analysis of budget requests and, in any event, such an
undertaking would duplicate the type of review which
is the specific legal responsibility of the department
of finance and the legislative analyst.

Since the Council’s first budget report to the
legislature, in 1962, continuing efforts have been
made to improve the procedures for budget review. An
example was the action of the Council at its meeting
on October 20, 1964, wherein categories designated as
"new programs,” "improved programs," "program develop-
ment,” "maintenance of continuing programs," "discon-
tinuance and reduction of programs,” and "changes in
funding” were defined and standardized among the
educational institutions for Council use in budget
review.l But such improvements generally have been
made only to meet immediate requirements. The overall
Council role in the budget-making process and the
desirable scope of that role had not been reviewed
fully until recognition of this need at the Council
meeting on November 24, 1965, when the Council asked
the staff to study the execution of this function and
present recommendations.2 This Council request also
noted the fact that the Council, when commenting on
the level of support, often had been confronted with
decislons already made, hence, an immediate need was
improvement in the timing of reports.

Institutional budgets were sent to the Council at
the same time they were transmitted to the office of

lgoordinating Council, Minutes of April 28, 196k.

2C00rdinating Council, Minutes of February 23,

1965.
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the governor. The Council,therefbre,had only a short
time in which to prepare its comments if they were to
get to the state executive offices in time to be of
value in preparing the governor's budget message to
the legislature. Hence, they were either late or
based on insufficient examination. They tended to
support the institutions! requests unless a reason to
the contrary was readily apparent. This resulted in
& charge of "rubber-stamping" which was voiced by
several legislators and Mr. Alan Post, the legislative
analyat who stated in his budget report to the 1965
legislature:

[The Counc1l7 has contributed very little
through its annual review of the university
and state college budget requests, largely
because of a failure to adopt a viewpoint
which is significantly broader than that of
any one of the individual segments.l

The December, 1965, report on "Budget Review in
Higher Education"é adopted by the Council eatablished
procedures which respond to at least part of the
problem of timing. The Council now veceives the tenta-
tive budget proposals of the institutions in September;
hence, it has time to question the institutions on
budget items it feels are not sufficiently substan-
tlated, and it comments only on those it is Prepared

This report advances the thesis that the Council
role in the budget-making process cannot be made
effective and meaningful so long as two situations
prevall: (1) state budget control is based upon an

object-classification method of budget preparation
which emphasizes "things to be bought" rather then

IReport of the Legiglative Analyst to the 1965
Legislature, Sacramento, p. 312,

2Coordinating Council, Report 1022, December, 1965,

-72-




"things to be done"), and (2) the present procdedures
of state budget development and execution continue to
interpret educational programs in terms of object
items which are reviewed only in this form by the
department of finance and the legislative analyst.
The report points out that these situations can be

altered through the "adoption of W . .
:upplenenteg by an informative system o performance

The practice of program-and-performance budgeting
has come into general practice in large governmental
agencies and industrial firms which practice central-
ized planning and decentraliged operation, as well as
in a number of major university systems.?

The Council requested its staff to initiate
individual and joint conferences as necessary with the
director of finance, the legislative analyst, the
President of the University, and the chancellor of the
state colleges with a view toward improving program-
and-performance budgeting and reporting systems. These
conferences were held and the new budgetary system was
recommended for statewide adoption. In May, 1966,
Governor Brown directed that a system of program-and-~
performance budgeting be installed in departments
of the State of California by 1967-1968.3 The Univer-
sity of California has used a similar system for
several years and it needed only a few alterations.

ooordinating Council, op. cit., p. 16. For a
more detalled explanation of program-performance
budgeting, see Appendix J.

2Jesse Burkhead, "The Theory and Application of
Program Budgeting to Education," Address before
National Educational Association School Finsance
Conference, April 6, 1965.

3Edmind G. Brown, Directive to all Govermment
Departments, May 16, 1966,
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A xystem coordinated with that of the University is
now being installed in the other public higher educa-
tion segments.

The author discussed the implications of this new
budget system with Council staff members, institutional
budget officers, and legislators who were knowledgeable
in this area and,on the basis of these conversations,
believes there is reason to speculate that a new and
changed role for the Council in the execution of its
budget review function may emerge from the introduction
of program-performance budgeting. Even though it has
not been in effect through a full budget cycle, its
effects already are becoming visible. In this new
role, the Council is able to coordinate its review of
long-terz educational programs with that of its budget
review, for program budgeting requires--in fact is
based upon--annual initiation of one phase of a five-
Year academic program (which is thereby extended for
one more future year) of the institution and of each
of its operating units. Thus, long-term academic
Planning becomes a requirement of the system.

This point is illustrated in the types of questions
asked by the Council and the types of data requested
of the segments in the preparation of the Council's
budget comments for the 1967 legislature. For example,
in September, 1966, the Council reguested the Univer-
slty and state colleges to supply information such as
the following in connection with specific programs:
"Please define the long-range objectives and inter-
mediate goals of the /specific educationq£7;program.“
"What is the current level of performance in achieving
these objectives and goals?"” "What is the effect of
this program proposal, if approved, upon subsequent
. « o requests for state funds, i.e., vhat is the long-
range financial plan?" It eatablishes a new format
for the requeats for funds in terms of "programs” (such
az instruction, organixed research, public service,
etc.) and of "subprograms,” or "program elements"

(such as agriculture, biological sciences, mathematics,
etc.). It asks if alternative methods (and their

-The
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costs) of attaining goals were considered.

In all probability, the public segments and their
faculty administrators will complain about this new
wsy of seeking justification for budget requests. But
the executive departments of the state must know that
budget requests can be Justified and the legislature
must determine if requested funds can be made availa-
ble. Proponents of the program-performance budget
system have pointed out to the author that if such
questions are to be asked, it is better that they be
aaked, analyzed, and interpreted by the Council, rather
than asked only by the staffs of executlve and legils-
lative agencies whose orientation to educational
problems and educational needs is further removed.

There is still no empirical evidence to indicate
that this new system will make the Council's role more
effective in the interests of the state's higher educa-
tional system or more influential with the state
executives and the legislature. It might be argued
that such detalled involvement by state agencies in
educational programs will be detrimental to the best
interests of higher education institutions whose
educational programs must be as free as possible from
external authority.

Because of the ultimate responsibility of state
officials and legislators for accountable husbandry of
the state'!s resources,it is unlikely that authoritative
powers for budget allocations to and among the public
higher education institutions will be delegated to the
Council. A majority of the members of the Council who
were interviewed--appointed members as well as institu-
tional members--felt that the present Council was
"better of f" with advisory rather than regulatory
powers in this area, for similar but not identical

looordinating Council, comments and questions
concerning new programs, correspondence directed to the
University and state colleges, September, 1966.
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reasons.l Those appointed members who expressed an
opinion on this matter agreed that more could be
accomplished through "influence" and "persuasion" and
thereby conflict and seeking of political advantage
would be minimized. Institutional representatives
also preferred advisory powers, but because they
favored the "conventional” executive and legislative
processes to what they fear might otherwise become
"another layer of governance." In fact, one institu-
tional executive stated that his institution felt that
they would prefer "to take their chances" with the
legislature on requests for budget increments, rather
than with the Council. The state officials and legis-
lators interviewed on this question were in agreement
that they could not and would not give up their
decision-meking authority on budget matters. Ome
legislator remarked to the author, "They [fthe Council/
can’t take the decisions awvay from us. We just want
them to take the heat out of the decisions before
they send them to us."

In February, 1965, the Council director commented
on the continuing problem of the public institutions:
"The ZEbunc1£7 should continue to be concerned sbout
the degree to which basic educational decisions are
made by the Department of Finance or are suggested by
the Legislative Analyst and are thus preempted from
the governing boards."? Every member of the Council
interviewed during this investigation felt that in
fact some "educational decisions" were being made by
state agencies and legislators. Institutional repre~
sentatives were more concerned sbout the "undue number"
of such decisions than were the public members.

1The only Council members interviewed whose
oplniong are not represented in this statement are
three newly appointed members who did not feel they
had sufficlent experience to comment on this matter.

2Coordina.ting Council, Minutes of February 23,

1%5, p. 9.
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Public members felt that a growing confidence in the
Council on the part of state agencies and the intro-
duction of new methods of budgeting and budget review
would ease pressures in this regard. This, however,

is yet to be proved. Legislators defended their
decision-making areas as necessary extensions of public
policy, though several criticized some obviocus attempts
of their colleagues at unwarranted probes into areas

of educational policy and details of institutional
administration. It is apparent that the line between
areas of "educational policy” and "public policy"” 1is
drawn differently by the several educational institu-
tions and by the agencies who have responsibility for
the provision and legislation of public higher
education.

Consequences of Change-~Changes and new develop-
ments have come about in the scope and methods of the
Councll's budget review and comment function. All the
consequences of theme changes in their relationship
to the basic processes of coordination camnot be seen
at this time, for the moat significant change~~the
introduction of program-performance budgeting--is still
too new to gauge ite effects. Tt has been pointed out
that the Council, since its founding, has sought in
several ways to refine and make more effective its
statutory responsibility in this difficult sarea. Ir
this new statewlde budgeting system bears out most of
the promise which has been made for it, significant
Progress will have been made.

The Council’s development and refinement of its
decision-making processes in this ares have been-:
difficult. From the outset, the Council's objJective,
or end-goal, in this ares has been apparent. It is to
Provide a professional, education-oriented expertise
to the process of analyzing and evaluating the budget
requirements of educational programs so that the state
officials and the legislature can decide more wisely
on the extent to which the state is willing to and
capable of supporting them. The means for attaining
this goal were not defined for the Council in either
the statutes or in interinstitutional agreements.

=77 -




The Council has had to define for itself the scope of
its role and devise its own procedures for fulfilling
this role and thus attaining its end-goal. It has had
to do this in an environment of conflicting forces,
both internal and external to its organization. It
has had to contend with the concern of its member
institutions for their own traditional prerogatives

in budget-making and the concern of the institutional
boards for individual autonomy. It has had to contend
with the concern of state officials and the legislature
for the protection and retention of thelr authority
and traditional prerogatives in fiscal matters of the
state. As a result, lts decision-making procedures
had to be devised keeping in mind these conflicting
forces. Intermediate objectives in the form of new
procedural guldelines were devised in the hope that
they would be a means toward attaining the desired |
end result. |

In 1965, the Council took the initiative in urging
the introduction of program-performance budgeting on a
uniform basie In both the University and the state
colleges. If this system proves beneficial, it could
become the means of the Council's most direct approach
to attaining its end-goal. Judging by the experience
of the federal governmment agencies that have adopted
this system, it can be expected that a few years of
experience will be needed to prove or disprove its
benefits to a coordinated state system of higher
education institutions.l

The ability of the Council to fulfill this
responsibility satisfactorily, however, rests not so
much on the procedures it devises or even the decisions
it makes (for they are advisory only) as it does upon
the degree of confidence it establishes in its rela-
tionships with member institutions and the agencies

lsee Charles Hitch, Budgeting for Defense.
Berkeley, California: University of California Press,

1965.
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of state government. While the statements made to the
author during fact-gathering interviews would indicate
that the Councii's reservoir of confidence ig filling,
there are contradictions. Approximately & third of
those interviewed and who held an opinion on this
matter indicated that some institutions and gome state
officlals are subscribing to a "wait ang see” attitude.

It is apparent, in any event, that the Council,

toward performance of more detalled analyses of their
budgets. If the state agencies and legislature
increasingly rely upon these analyses and the comments
of the Counecil, the engd effect will be an increase in
the influence, if not authority, the Council will have
in 1t8s relationg with the institutions.

The role of the Council in developing and gaining
acceptance for uniform procedures of Program-perfor-
mance budgeting offers indication that the Council is
enhancing itg Position of leadership in the state's
higher education affairs. Thig had been a most difei-
cult area of the relations between higher education
institutions angd their state funding Bource, and if
the Council hag found an acceptable and mut
satisfactory bridge for thig relationship, its position
of leadership will be strengtheneqd.

Changes in Staff ang Committee Organization

The Council staff, as it was established in 1961,
was organized into departments or divisions corre-
sponding to the three bagic functions of the Council.
The first director appointed two associlate directors,
one in charge of finance and facilities, the other in
change of educational programs. Each headed a staff
of research Specialists concerned exclusively with
matters related to assigned functions (gee figure 3).

From the beginning angd through the year 1964 ,
most staff work was concentrated in the ares of finance
and facilities. Fewer studies were undertaken in the
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Figure 3

The 1961-1963 Council Staff Organization
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area of educational programs. Thesge were done largely
through technical committees on continuing education
and medical education.l In late 1963, following
designation of the Council to adminisgter certain phases
of the federal Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963,
8 department supported by federal funds was created

1See Coordinating Council, Staff Report 66-1,
January 25, 1966, p. A-38.
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for this purpose under a new assoclate director
position.

This pattern of organization lacked flexibility
to respond to the wide varilety of work required of the
Council. Most matters assigned to the finance and
facilities staff Involved considerations of educational
programs and, therefore, most tasks were forced to cut
across these "departmental™ lines.

There emerged from the Council's critical problems
of 1963 and 1964 (described earlier in this chapter)
two new forces which have altered the form and the
thrust of the Council's staff and coomittee work.

The first of these was a movement toward organi-
zational emphasis on the Council'’s external relations--
the interplay of forces and influence between the
Council and the public institutions, the Council and
the apparatus of state government, and the Council and
the federal govermment. This movement was spearheaded
by appointed members of the Council (the public and
the private institutions segments) and gathered support
from some of the institutional representatives. It
was favored by the leglislators who were active in
higher education matters. ILeaders of this movement
blamed much of the 1963-1964 trouble over new campus
authorizations on a lack of mutual confidence, as well
as on the lack of frequent communication between the
Council and the legislature and between the Council
and the institutional governing boards. They sought
to remedy these problems in new organizational and
operational patterns.

The second force was the appointment of a new
Council director. He placed emphasis on action
programs and an orientation of staff relationships
geared more closely to the agencies which were the
recipients of Council advice (by the terms of the
Donahoe Act)=--the educational institutions and the
agencies of government. DPlans for reorganization
of the Council?!s staff and many of its executive
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procedures soon were drawn up and aspproved by the
Council.l (See figure k4.)

The assoclate directorships were changed from the
previous functional orientation to: associate director
- relations with segments, associate director - rela-
tions with government, and assoclate director - federal
programs. The rationale for this change was based on
the belief, as stated in the director's recommendations,
that requests for staff studies and reports could be
classified more easily under this orientation of the
staff leadership. The rempinder of the staff was
organized on a "task force” basis. Teams were composed
of staff specialists and general research assistants
according to the expertise needed to undertake specific
tasks and were under the direction of one of the
associate directors.

The staff has increased in size and, in the
opinion of most observers, it has improved markedly
the quality of its output of reports and research
studies. But of much more significance, it is now
emerging as an active participant in Council decision~

making.

The director has made a policy of backing up
staff recommendstions with a strong stand on the issues
as the staff sees them. He participates in Council
debates and argues the position of the staff recommen-
dations, though he does not participate in the voting.
In a statement to the assembly education subcommittee

looordinating Council, Minutes of March 30, 1965,
and the report entitled "Suggested Improvements in
the Organization of the Council and Its Staff, and in
Council and Staff Procedures" contained therein.

2See Appendix K for an example of task force
assignments to Council staff members. See also
Appendix L for a listing of present members of the
Council staff.
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Figure 4

The 1965 Council Staff Organization
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on higher education, January 13, 1966, he spoke on the
matter of a study of Junlor college governance, which

was to be made for the Council by an outside

research

agency, as follows: "Since the staff had already
taken a rather strong position on this issue, we felt
it was not likely that we would be completely unbiased
in making this study."




Another example of a strong Council staff position
championed before the Council is found in the March,
1966, Council debate on the subject of admissions to
the University and the state colleges of transfer
students from the state's Junior colleges. The
director argued at length and eloquently for the
recommended position on the matter taken by his staff.
In this argument, the staff was aligned with the posi-
tion of members of the junior college segment and
directly opposed to the viewpoints of the University
and state college segments. The director's argument
was quoted in the press as follows:

Dr. wWillard Spalding, Executive Director
of the Council, said he submitted the proposal
to make it easler for students to start in
Junior Colleges - as envisaged in California's
Master Plan for Higher Education.

Such students, he declared, deserved
guarantees that their junior college work
will not be Jeopardized later on by the
"arbitrary and capricious whims" of UC and
state college facultles.

Professors at the four-year institutions,
he added, "should have respect” for the quality
of Junior college instruction in Californis
and should permit JC faculties to set their
own lower division requirements.l

It would appear that the Council staff is emerging
a8 a "sixth force" among the five membership segments
of the Council when staff recommendations go to Council
coomittees and to the floor of the Council itself.

This force is backed up by the considerable profes-
sional expertise of the staff as well as by very detail-
ed analytical studies of the issues involved in the

1gacramento Bee, Sacramento, California, March 29,

1966.
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matter. In Council relations with state officials and
institution officials, the staff representatives speak
to the position formally taken by the Council and in
: the interests of the positions articulated in Council
: actions; but they also enjoy the privilege of speaking
on educational matters from a personal or professional
viewpoint, clearly defined as their own, and occasion-

ally do so.

Another major change in the working mechanisms of
the Council is reflected in its progressive development
of the use of coomittees.

At its second meeting in November of 1960, the
Council unanimously passed a resolution stating that
"the functions and duties of the Coordinating Council
should be performed by the Council as a whole and no
standing committees of the Council should be estab-
1ished."l The Council functioned on this basis for
two and one-half years, appointing only occasional
ad hoc committees.

The productive work of the Council lagged, and
members complained of lack of adequate preparation for
the important decisions they were being called upon to
make. In February, 1963, the president of the Council
Presented a proposal for the establishment of standing
committees to assist in the conduct of Council busi-
ness. %‘his proposal was adopted at the April
meeting. Standing coomittees were created in terms
of the Council's basic functions: committee on educa-
tional programs, coomittee on finance, committee on
Physical facilities.

1Coord1na.ting Council, Minutes of Meeting of
November 7, 1960, p. 2. )

“Coordinating Council, Minutes of Mesting of

Februﬂ Y 121 l%i, P. 50

3Coordinating Council, Minutes of Meeting of
April 2, 1965, p. 5.
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A somewhat dilatory approach to advance prepara-
tion for Council decisions continued, with committees
meeting only an hour or so prior to the meetings of
the Council itself. It was not until mid-1964 that |
the practice of calling Council meetings for two-day !
sessions was established. By calling two-day meetings, |
the coomittees were given sufficient time to consider
matters presented to them and make necessary revisions
in their recommendations before they were presented to
the Council meeting on the second day.

In the 1965 recommendations for reorganigation,
the report states that consideration was given to the
matter of changing the orientation of the standing
committees to correspond to the new organization of
the staff.l The staff concluded, however, that the
existing coomittee structure was the most feasible,
but it recommended, and the Council approved, the
addition of a fourth standing committee, the committee
on council relationships and procedures. As its name
implies, this coomittee has responsibilities for the
Council's relationships with the governing boards of
the public institutions, with officials of the state
exscutive and legislative branches, and responsi-
bility for Council organisation and procedures.

There was also created an advisory committee to
the director to provide a focus for discussion of
policy in respect to the content of staff reports.
This committee, in addition to including representa-
tives of the four ingtitutional segments, includes
representatives of the department of finance, the
legislative analyst's office, and faculty representa-
tion from the University, state colleges, and Junior
colleges. This committee meets with the director
prior to Council meetings.

The use of ad hoc technical comittees has

lCQOrdinating Council, report entitled, "Suggeated
Dmprovements . . ." op. cit., p. 1.
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increased considerably since 196Lk. They have served
in almost every major field of study undertaken by the
Council. These committees are composed of those offi-
cials and staff members of the segments who are expert
in the field under study, officials of state government
or the legislature when appropriate, and, on occaslion,
outside consultants.

Consequences of Change--The changes in staff and
coomittee organization are further manifestations of
the movement for reform which grew out of the diffi.
culties the Council experienced in reaching decisions
and adopting tenable positions during the 1963-1964
debates. One of the principal motivations of this
movement was a feeling on the part of the members that
the Council did not have adequate lines of communica-
tion open at all times with either the institutional
boards or with state officials and camittees of the
legislature. This lack of regular commmunication, they
contended, hampered the Council'’s decision-making
Processes.

The majority of the Council members now agrees in
general that these changes have lmproved and expedited
the Council's decision-making processes. A minority-.
and this composed of a few of the institutional repre-
sentatives~-feels that as a result the staff now has
more influence on Council decigions than they would
prefer.

While the nomenclature of key staff assignments
has changed (reflecting orientation to relations of
the Council to institutional boards and governmental
agencies, rather than orientation to Council functions),
this does not seem to the author to have changed funda-
mentally the direction of its work, for individual
task assigmments to Council studlies are still, by their
nature, orlented to the Council's functions,l The new

1Reference 18 made again to Appendix J for
descriptions and assigmments of task forces.
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titles of the associate director positions indicate an
orlentation to better communication with the organiza-
tions to which Council studies are directed and with
persons by whom they will be considered. The task
force organization of the remainder of the staff
undoubtedly has given it more flexibility for handling
assigned reports and research studies.

The new staff organization has improved the
Council's relations with the legislature, according to
each of the legislators and legislative officers inter-
viewed. Comment to this effect was also made by one
of the Council members in the July, 1965, Council
meeting when he commended the director and his staff
on "greatly improved relations of the Council with the
Legislature."l

The Council Move to Sacramento

When the Council was formed in 1960, the matter
of a permanent location for the Council and its staff
was decided in favor of space made avallable in the
State Bullding in San Francisco rather than in offices
in the capitol in Sacramento. The San Francisco
location was considerably more convenient for most of
the institutional representatives and public members.
The primary reason for the San Francisco location,
however, lay in the fear that the Council's proximity
to the state executlive departments might lead in the
future to absorption of the Council as a state adminis-
trative agency, according to the statements of charter
members of the Council. However, from the beginning,
the Council malntained a small space in a Sacramento
office bullding for the use of the dlrector and the
asgsistant director when they were in that city.

Tn the April meeting of 1962, the president of -

lcoordinating Council, Minutes of July 29, 1965,
p. 3.
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the Couneil, reporting on the budget bill then before
the legislature, stated that there had been the possi-
bility of a rider being attached to the budget bill,
requiring the return of Council headquarters to Sacra-
mento, but that the matter had been dropped.l Again
in 1963, a bill was introduced which would have
required movement of the headquarters of the Council
to Sacramento,2 but this died in committee.

In the July, 1965, meeting of the Council, upon
the recommendation of the director, the Council
approved preparation of a ghaff study of the advisa-
bility of moving all Council staff operations to
Sacramento to better advise the legislature and execu-
tive departments. The director reported that he
intended to move hig personal resmidence to Sacramento

In September, the staff report recommended that the
Council offices and staff be moved to Sacramento during
the 1966-1967 fiscal year and supported this recommen-
dation as follows:

The desirability of closer working
relationships with state government can be
questioned by those who fear a possible
erosion of working relationships with the
public segments of higher education . . . .
Since the Council adviges the Governor,
appropriate state officials and the Legis-
lature . . . the Council must remain digtinct
from these branches of government. But
remaining distinet from thege branches of

lCoordina.ting Council for Higher Education,
Minutes of Meeting of April 28, 1962, p. 11.

Assembly Bi11 1216, 1963 Regular Session.

3Coordinating Council, Minutes of Meeting of
July 29, 1965, p. 2.




government is not the same as remaining
aloof from them. On the contrary, close
working relationships lead to better under~
standing of the problems to which advice must
be directed and to better knowledge of when
advice 18 timely. . . .

If the Council is to fulfill its role as
preserver and extender of the quality of public
higher education in Californla, its resources
should be where they can influence develop-
ments. Both the Council and its staff can
perform thelr Punctions more effectively in
Sacramento than in the present two locations.l

The staff recommendation was approved, and the
move subsequently effected.

Consequences of Chenge--The move of the Council’s
offices to the state capitol is further evidence of
the change in the Council’s orientation and furtherance
of the movement toward emphasis on external relations
which was originated by a few of the appointed members
following the conflicts of 1963 and 196k.

While the action for the move was tsken by the
Council, it was done under threats by the legislature
that they would force guch a move. The move hasg drawn
the Council closer to the agencles of state government
-=to whom they are charged by statute to render advice
on higher educationsl matters. All but one of the
appointed members of the Council approved of this move,
but in the interviews some institutional representa-
tives withheld comment on their reactions, which
probably was indicative of a lingering reluctance to
move.

Ltoordinating Council for Higher Education, The
Director's Report About the Desirability of Locating
the Coordinating Council's Headquarters and Staff in
Sacramento, September 28, 1965.
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Charges in Voting Procedures

No provision was made in the Donshoe Act for
alternate or substitute members or for voting proxies
which would allow members of the segments to cast
votes in the absence of one or more of their members.

The rules of procedure established by the Council
in January, 1961,l granted the right to the public
institutions' segments to appoint alternate representa-
tives at their own discretion to sit in place of desig-
nated members. They also permitted a representative
of any segment to vote on behalf of one or both of the
other two representatives of that segment provided
that proxy was given in writing and 1limited to one
meeting. This latter provision, however, fell into
disuse.

During the heated and highly partisan Council
debates of 1963 and 1964, the privilege of voting
proxies was used by the public institutions!? segments
as & means of insuring the full strength and voting
solidarity of their segment representation. Further-
more, criticism was raised of the lack of continulty
of attendance of principal officisls and other members
of the public institutions' segments. In the Univer-
sity segment, for example, the President of the
University was absent fourteen times, and the other
two designated members were absent seven times each
during 1963 and 1964. Tn the state college segment,
two of the members were absent gix or seven times in
these two years. Each was represented at these
meetings by a number of different alternstes.®

In the course of the interviews, it was pointed
out to the author that appointed members of the Council

1Coordinating Council, Minutes of January 21,

1961,

2See Appendix D.
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were critical of the absenteeism of the principal
Institutional representatives from key debates where
thelr opinions and comments were needed most, yet
where thelr votes usually were cast by proxy or by
alternates. This practice also came to the attention
of several legislators, many of whom were present at
these crucial meetings.

In the February meeting of 1965, one of the public
members brought up discussion of the use of Praxies
and alternates at the Council meetings, and suggested
that the Councll's rules or procedures should be
amended. After some debate, the Council adopted
(unanimously) the following motion:

Proxies. The vote of each member of the
Counclil is personal, and masy not be vested
In any other person by proxy; this revision
shall take effect lmmediately with the
unanimous consent of the Council to a waiver
of the 30-day notice rule; and changes in
the Rules of Prgcedure be made in conformity
with this rule.

The matter of the use of alternate representatives
also was discussed In some detail and the staff was
asked to consider the problem and report any suggested
changes which might seem appropriate. At the March
meeting, a staff paper was presented which recommended
elimination of the use of alternates by members in
Council meetings, but would permit a member of one of
the standing or special committees to request anotner
member of the Council representing the same segment of
higher education or the general public to serve in
his place on the committee in circumstances when the
member could not attend. The matter was held over
until the next meeting to allow time for further

lCoordina.ting Council, Minutes of Meeting of
February 23, 1965, p. 7.
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consideration.l

In the meantime, on March 25, Senator Walter
Stiern had introduced Senate Bill 550 to increasge the
number of public members (which will be discussed in
the following chapter) and, on April 6, he amended his
bill to include g Provision that no alternate members
be appointed to act in the absence of regularly
appointed Council members and that Proxies not be
Voted in Council actions.

At the next meeting of the Council, it was
suggested that considerastion of changes in the Cdun-
cil's procedures relative to alternates be postponed
in view of the legislation then Pending. However,
concern was expressed that elimination of alternates
would weaken the Council through possible under-
representation of some segments and the Council
President was asked to convey the Council's recommendg-
tion to appropriate legislative committees that the
governing boards of higher education be ensbled to
designate one alternate for each member. 1 May 12,
Senator Stiern again amended SB 550 to provide for
the appointment of two alternate members to act in
the absence of regularly esppointed representatives of
the University, two for the state colleges, and one
for the representative of the state board of education.3
The bill was enacted in this form.

Consequences of Change~-~The records of the
Council show that personal attendance by members at
Council meetings has considerably increased. The

1Coordinating Council, Minuteg of Meeting of

March 30, 1965, p. 16.

2State of California, Senate Bill 550 as amended
April 6, 1965.

3State of California, Senate Bill 550, 1965
session, as amended on May 12, 1965.
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bresence of these members, and particularly that of
the principal administrators, undoubtedly has expedited
the Council's decision-making processes.

Changes in Appointments and Terms of Office

Mention has been made of the imprecise nature of ;
the Donahoe Act on matters related to organigation and §
brocedures of the Coordinating Council. Another ?
example 1s seen in the fact that no provisions' had {
been made for terms of office of the members. The
public institutions' representatives were to be
selected by various institutional governing boards and
Presumably would be replaced at the will of thege
boards; the private institutions'’ representatives and ;
public members were to be appointed by the governor 2
and presumebly serve at his Pleasure. This left open
the possibility, or probability, that since the latter
members served at the pleasure of the governor, they
would resign as a body upon change in the office of
the governor. This potential problem hss not actually
arisen, since the same governor has been in office
since the time of the founding of the Council. This
arrangement, however, placed the Coord.nsting Council
directly in the political arena and presented the
possibility of periodic major changes in Council
membership and Council policy. This oversight was
corrected in the Stiern Bill of 1965.1

O

The Stiern Bill first clarified the representa-
tional membership of the public segments to make them
consistent with each other. The Donahoe Act had
provided simply that the University would be represented
by "three representatives appointed by the Regents,"
yet in the case of the state colleges it specified
representation by the chief executive officer and two
trustees sppointed by the trustees. The Stiern Bill
changed the University representation to specify

l1pia.




"the President and two Regents appointed by the
Regents.” It further provided that the governor's
sppointments of public members and members representing
the private institutions would be made subject to
confirmation by the senate.

The bill then specified that representatives of
the public institutional boards would serve for one
year, subject to reappointment by their boards, and
that the appointed members (representing the publie
and the private institutions) would each serve for
terms of four years, with appointmenta or reappoint-
ments on a schedule arranged so that no more than two
of these terms would expire in the same year.

Consequences of Change--These changes rectified
errors or oversights in the original (Donahoe) legis-
lation. The last provision of this bill, however, had
the effect of removing the Council farther from the
political arena and preventing the possibility of
substantial change in membership of the Council with
change of office of the governor.

Summary

This chapter has discussed a series of internal
changes in the Council's organization and operating
procedures and has examined, in each case, the apparent
consequences of these changes as they relate to the
fundamental coordinating processes of the Council. The
need for changes was largely self-perceived by the
Council, but it cannot be denied that strong pressures
external to the Council made many of them necessary.
They may be looked upon as evidence of the maturation
of a young organization in search of better mechenisms
for decision-making and implementation of organira-
tional goals.

At the outset of the chapter, the Council's
executlon of the three basic functions prescribed for
it in the Donahoe Act was examined for evidenceg of

change.
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The first of these--authorigation of new campuses--
was not changed to any marked degree. However, fulfill-
ment of this function was seriously, but unsuccessfully,
challenged in an organizational crisis in 1963 and 196k,
which threatened to destroy the usefulness, if not the
existence, of the Council. Thisg episode triggered s
movement of reform which effected changes in the two
other baaic Punctions and motivated a number of other
organizational and pProcedural changes.

The second bagic Council function--adviaing on
appropriate differentiation of institutional pPrograms--
was changed in the direction of 8iving the Counci] a
greater degree of authority for surveillance of
instructional pPrograms in relation to the long-term
academic plang of each institution. The third basic
function—-commenting on the needed level of financial
support--has very recently been changed by the intro-
duction of Program-performance budgeting which may
Prove to have important implications for more Council
influence in thig vital area.

The thrust of the reform movement begun in early
1965 is seen as a directional change in orientation of

and working relationships with organizations external
to the Council itselr, specifically, the institutional
boards and the agencles of gtate government which, in
the terms of the law, are the recipients of Council
advice. Thig new orientation is seen in the reorgani-
zations which were made in the Counecil staff and
coomittee structure and the direction of thelr work.

bressures demanding more responsible barticipation ang
attendance at Council meetings. Also, certain changes
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were made in the manner of appointment of Counci}
members and in the Specification of theip terms of
office. These latter changes corrected oversights in

Most of thege changes improved the Council's

dec:laion-mking processes. Most of them also increased
the influence of the Council in itg relations with

inatitutional bouards and with agencies of gtate
government. Several bear the implication that the
Council ig moving to a stronger position of leadership
in higher educational affairs of the atate.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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CHAPTER V

THE 1965 CHANGE OF MEMBERSHTP COMPOSITICN

It was reported in Chapter II that the Master Plan
survey team of 1959, after considerable debate on the
matter, had recommended against the inclusion of
public members on the Coordinating Council. The domi -
nant position of the University, as well as the
emerging power of the state colleges, was apparent in
this recommendation which represented the fears exist-
ing to this day (though somewhat abated) of a powerful
"super board” wherein "uninformed" lay members would
have substantive decision-making powers over the
Professional expertise of the institutions' repre-
sentatives and over the prerogatives of their lay
governing boards.

The Donahoe Act passed in June of 1960 substan-
tially changed the recommendation of the survey team
by placing three representatives of the public,
appointed by the governor, in Council mamberahip.l
Members of the 1960 legislature who were interviewed
during the course of this investigation pointed out
that they and their colleagues were most aware of the
power which could be wielded by the University and by
the fast-growing state colleges and they felt that a
segment composed of public members on the Council
would give "better balance" to the composition of the
coordinating organization. Thig also conformed to a
pattern of feeling in the legislature that membership
on boards of many state agencies, whether they were
regulatory or simply advisory to the state government,
should contain representation of public viewpoints.
The 1961 legislature, for example, revised the member-
ship of the boards of twenty state agencies which

lcalifornia Legislature, Senate Bill No. 33, 1960.
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dealt with matters of administration of regulatory and
advisory state agencies by placing one or more public
representatives in membership on each. Others have
been added since.l

Since 1960, nine states have established new
coordinating agencies or reorganized existing ones
wherein representatives of the general public have
been placed in a majority position. These are Arkansas,
Colorado, Illinois, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan,
Missouri, North Carolina, Ohio, South Carolina, and
Wisconsin.2 Tt is interesting to note that in Wiscon-
sin, public representatives were Placed on the Coordi-
nating Committee for Higher Education when it was
formed in 1955 and that committee was given a number
of regulatory powers. However, the committee through
the majority vote of its institutional representatives |
chose to exercise little of that authority and to make
most of its actions advisory only. Thus the University
of Wisconsin, and to a lesser extent the state
colleges, could exercise their considerable influence
with the legislature to counteract actions of the
coordinating agency if they so desired. This situation
continued in Wisconsin for ten years until its 1965
legislature changed the composition of the agency by
Placling the public members appointed by the governor
in the majority and glving it a mandate to exercise its
previously existing powers.

Throughout 1963 and 1964, there was increasing
comment in the California Legislature, among members
of the higher education subcommittees of the senate
and the assembly, as well as among seversl members of
the Council itself, that greater public representation

1Interview and report prepared by Assemblyman
Gordon Winton, Januery, 1966.

27, G. Paltridge, "Organizational Forms Which
Characterize Statewide Coordination of Public Higher
Education,” loc. cit.




was needed as a "balancing force" against the influence
of the segment representatives, particularly those of
the University and the state colleges. The charge was
made by legislatora, and supported by appointed members
of the Council, that the segments representing the
Public institutions voted as "blocs" and engaged in the
Practice of trading ofr support for each other's impor-
tant issues when their positiona were not in conflict
with each other.

The "Bloc-Voting" Charge

The "bloc-voting“ charge is difficult to substan-
tiate for several reasons. In the first Place, the
requirement of the Donahoe Act that votes of all
representatives be recorded has been ignored gince the
very beginning. The great majority of Council votesg
has been by voice, and most of these are recorded as
unanimous decisiong. Furthermore, all of the segments,
and not Just those of the University and the state
colleges, cast the majority of their recorded votes in

animity (whether in prearranged "bloes" op not).
The minutes of the Council ghow there were a total of
seventeen roll-call votes during the years 1961 through

segment.

As a matter of Practical observution, however, it
can be seen that if one segment were able to bargain
for the support of another, their bloc of 8ix votes
would require only two more to carry a majority,
pProvided all fifteen votes were present at a parti-
cular meeting. During 1963 and 1964, out of twenty
Council meetings, there were Do occasions of fuij

18ee Appendix M for record of votes of a1l
members in thege roll-call votes.
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attendance.l Most of the absentees were from the
private institutions and the public members. The
University and the state college representatives were
absent often, but their votes usually were given to
alternates or proxies. Hence, it was relatively
easler for blocs of votes to be formed among the
Public institutions' segments in order to obtain
majorities.

Analysis of Voting Records

The voting records of the Council for the years
1960 through 1965 show that there were 271 voice votes,
264 of which were unanimous. During this time there
were seventeen votes on which the ballots of individual
members were recorded. A record of these votes 1s
included in the Appendix.

Analysis of the seventeen roll-call votes shows
that fourteen were decided by margins of four or more
votes.

Wheéther arrived at independently or through
caucus, the roll-call votes of members of all segments
tended to fall into bloes. The University representa-
tives voted together sixteen times; the state college
repreagntativea thirteen times; the Junior colleges ten
times;< the private institutions sixteen times; and
the public members also sixteen times.

Study of the voting alignments among segments
reveals that the University segment and the state
college segment voted opposite to each other on twelve

lgee Coordinating Council for Higher Education,

Minutes of Meetingg, Sacramento. 1963 and 196L.

2Six out of seven times, the junior college vote
was split by the member of the state board of education
sitting as a junior college representative.
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attendance.l Most of the absentees were from the
private institutions and the public members. The
University and the state college representatives were
absent often, but their votes usually were given to
alternates or proxies. Hence, it was relatively
easier for blocs of votes to be formed among the
Public inatitutions' segments in order to obtain

majorities.

Analysis of Voting Records

The voting records of the Council for the years

1960 through 1965 show that there were 271 voice votes,

264 of which were unanimous. During this time there
were geventeen votes on which the ballots of individual
members were recorded. A record of these votes 18
included in the Appendix.

Analysis of the seventeen roll-call votes shows
that fourteen were decided by margine of four or more
votes.

Wheéther arrived at Independently or through
caucus, the roll-call votes of members of all segments
tended to fall into blocs. The University rapresenta-
tives voted together sixteen times; the state codlege
represgntativea thirteen times; the Junior colleges ten
times;< the private institutions sixteen times; and
the public members also sixteen times.

Study of the voting slignments among segments
reveals that the University segment and the state
college segment voted opposite to each other on twelve

Igee Coordinating Council for Higher Education,

Minutes of Meetingg, Sacramento. 1963 and 196k.

281x out of seven times, the junior college vote
was split by the member of the state board of education
gitting as a junior college representative.
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of the seventeen votes. The Junior college segment
supported the University position thirteen times,

while supporting the state college position nine times.
The private college segment supported the Unlversity
position eleven times and the state college position
eight times. The public segment supported the Univer-
sity position twelve times and the atate college
position eight times.

Early Proposals for Membership Change

Tn the January, 1964, meeting of the Councll, the
gtate board of education member who sat on the Council
as a junior college segment representative Introduced
a resolution calling for "consideration and later vote"
on & proposal that the membership of the Council be
augmented by the addition of four more publlic members.
He stated that he was placing the matter before the
Council as an individual, and not as a representative
of the board of education or of the Junior colleges.l

This proposed change would have created a Council
membership of nineteen, with seven public members
sppointed by the governor, three private institutions’
members also appointed by the governor, and nine
representatives of public institutions. We have
alresdy pointed out that the private institutions’
members have alwasys regarded their roles on the Coun-
cil primarily as educators with profeassional expertise
who represent the public's interest in public higher
education. Under this proposal the seven public
members, augmented by the votes of the three private
institutions' members (all appointees of the governmor),
would have controlled a majority of the Council. For
any one of the three public institution segments to
have commanded a majority, it would have been necessary
for them to have aligned with them at least seven more

looordinating Council for Higher Education,
Minutes of Meeting of January 28, 1964, p. 7.
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votes. A so0lld bloc of the votes of the three public
institutions' segments (nine votes) would still not

have commended a majority. Since, up to that time, a
8olid btloc of these votes had never appeared on any

roll-call vote, it was probsable that any one lInstitu-
tional segment would have had to acquire support from
a substantial number of public members and/or private
ingtitutions' members in order to commsnd = ms jority.

In this meeting, one of the public members, who
was to play en important role in this and the other
organirational changes of 1965, made his first state-
ment before the Council on this matter. He implied
approval of some kind of membership change 1n his
statement that this was "a very provocative proposal
and 1t ought to be considered in the months shead."
However, he u{ged that no action should be taken at
that meeting.

President Kerr of the University gave voice to
his own opinion, and presumably that of the Regents
(which has been since repeated), that the Coordinating
Councll should not be made into an asuthoritative
regulatory body, or "super board." He stated that
"if the Council were to be a coordinating agency then
the segments should be in the majority, but 1if the
intent was to create a ?'super board'! then it should
probably be composed entirely of public representa-
tives." He added that he did not favor a "super
board" approach.

One member representing the private institutions
stated that such a resolution would present the future
possibility that one segment with three votes could
combine with the public members (seven),.who might all
be of one particular political party, and thus control
the Council. He indicated that this would place the

1mpig.

2Tbid.
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private institutions?
cult position.

state colleges,
belief that the

operating in an effective fashion and that no changes
in membership should be made.l

representatives in a very diffi-
Representatives of the University, the
and the junior colleges expressed the
Council as Presently constituted wag

This resolution failed of

& second and never was
acted upon.

The legislative analyst, in his report to the 1965
budget session of the legislature, recommended expan=-
sion of the public membership on the Council without

specification of the number. His statement was ag
follows:

We also believe that consideration should
be given to expanding public representation
on the council so as to broaden the viewpoint
of the council as a whole and give expression
to public policies which g0 beyond the inter-
ests of the individual segmentsg. 2

First Legislative Proposals

In January of 1965, a joint executive session was
held by the education comnittees of the senate and of
the assembly. Two Council members and the agsociate
director of the Council were invited and in attendance.
The, purpose of this meeting was to discuss g proposal
for increasing the public membership of the Couneil,
and members of both the senate and the assembly
indicated that they were ready to introduce legislation
to this effect. No public statement on this meeting
was issued, but in the author?’s interviews with five

1tbia., p. 8.

“State of California, "Legisletive Analyst's
Report to the 1965 Legislature," Sacramento, p. 313.
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of the participants, the legislators stateqd that they
got the impression that the Public members of the
Council favored enlargement of their Segment. However,
the two Council public members in attendance denieg
taking a positive stand on the issue.

On February 8, 1965, Assemblyman Charles Garrigus
introduced a bil1l which would have changed the member-
ship of the Council to two members representing each

n———

institutional segment, and seven bublic membersg,l

Under this measure, the University would be represented
by two representatives appointed by the Regents.2 The |
staEE-bolleges would be represented by the chancellor
and one trustee appointed by the trustees. The Junior

colleges would be represented by a member of a local ;

Junior college administrator, to be selecteqd by the
state board of education. The private colleges and
universities were to be represented by two bersons,
either a governing board member or staff member in

an academic or administrative capacity, who were to
be appointed by the governor. The general bublic wasg
to be represented by six members appointed by the
governor and by a member of the state board of educa-
tion or its executive officer.

This measure could have established these
political alignments within the Council: (1) eight
institutional representatives versus seven public
representatives, (2) six public representativesg
vVersus seven public institutional ang two private
institutional representatives. It would have meant
that any one institutional segment, wishing to secure

lCalifornia Legislature -~ 1965 Regular Session,
Assembly Bill No. 93k,

®As in the Donshoe Act, the President of the Upi-
versity was not Specifically named ag one of the Univer-
sity representatives, nor were members of the Regents.
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action on a measure which was not Supported by the
other institutional segments, would have to win the
support of the entire public membership. Hence, this
measure, in effect if not in practice, would have

with the possibility, however unlikely, of as Tew aa
two professional educational adminiatratora--the

chancellor of the state college aystem and one junior
college administrator,

The Stiern Bill--Senate Bill 550

Assemblyman Garrigus subsequently withdrew hig
bill and became a coauthor with Senator Stiern of a
bill which was introduced on February 17, 1965.1 mye
8tiern Bill did not change the number of representa-

tives of each of the institutional segments, but 8imply
added three more Public members.

Introduction of this legislation WaB8 reported at
the February 23, 1965, meeting of the Coordinating
Council. The minutes of thig heeting simply reflect
that "it 18 the consensus of the Council that if
clianges in membership on the Council were mede, that
not more than two Public members be added to maintain
the balance as now exlsting."2 The interviews indicate
that thig statement represented the opposition of the
public Institutions! representatives to any addition
of public members, or, if change were inevitable, to
any arrangement which would destroy their (nine~vote)
voting majority.

1Californ1a Legislature - 1965, Regular Session,
Senate Bill No. 550.

QCoordinating Council, Minutes of Februggx_gz,

1965, p. 8.
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of the participants, the legislators stated that they
got the ilmpression that the public members of the
Council favored enlargement of their segment. However,
the two Council public members in attendance denied
taking a positive stand on the issue.

On February 8, 1965, Assemblyman Charles Garrigus
introduced a bill which would have changed the member-
ship of the Council to ivo members representing each
institutional segment, and seven public members.l
Under this measure, the University would be represented
by two representatives appointed by the Regents.2 The
state colleges would be represented by the chancellor
and one trustee appointed by the trustees. The junior
colleges would be represented by a member of a local
public junior college governing board and a public
Junlor college administrator, to be selected by the
state board of education. The private colleges and
universities were to be represented by two persons,
either a governing board member or staff member in
an academic or administiative capacity, who were to
be appointed by the governor. The general public was
to be represented by six members appointed by the
governor and by a member of the state board of educa-
tion or its executive officer.

This measure could have established these
political alignments within the Council: (1) eight
institutional representatives versus seven public
representatives, (2) six public representatives
versus seven public institutional and two private
institutional representatives. Tt would have meant
that any one institutional segment, wishing to secure

lCalifornia Leglslature - 1965 Regnlar Session,
Assembly Bill No. 93k.

“Ae 1n the Donahoe Act, the President of bhe Uni

versity was not specifically named as one of the Univer-
8ity representatives, nor were members of the Regents.
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While official positions of the three public
institutions! segments were not made public, the
assoclation of state college professors in their 1965
neeting passed a resolution calling for, first, an
all-public board and, second, support of legislation
which would decrease the number of institutional
representatives to two each and increase public repre-
sentation to seven members, as had been proposed by
Assemblyman Garrigua.l No official action was taken
by the state college academic senate, the official
faculty body. Neither was a position on the matter
taken by the University Academic Senate.

The Stiern Bill was still before the senate at
the time of the April 27 meeting of the Counecil. In
that meeting, a state college representative suggested
that the Council take a position on this matter, and
expressed his belief that the present membership was
appropriate and that a change was not required. A
resolution was placed before the Council stating "that
it 18 the view of the Council that its membership
should not be changed, for the Council is operating
well with its present membership, "

A roll-call vote was requested and the results
were as follows: Voting ye8 were two University,
three state college, two junior college, and one
private institution representative--eight votes.
Voting 10 were two public representatives--two votes.
Abstaining from voting were one private institution
representative and the state department of education
representative of the junior colleges--two votes.
One University, one private institution, and one
public representative were absent from the meeting
and not voting--three votes.

;Association of California State College Pro-
fessors, Minutes of State Council Meeting, Fall 12§§,
in San Diego, Sacramento, p. L5,

2Coordinating Council, Minuteg of April 27, 1965,
P. 7. Also, see Appendix M.
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One month later, the president of the Council
conducted a telephone poll of Council members,
resulting in a reversal of the April 27 position taken
by the Council on this matter and placing the Council
on record as favoring the change proposed by Senator
gtiem.

The Stiern Bill was passed by the assembly on
June 14 and by the Senate on June 17 and subsequently
signed by the governor.l

Prior to the October, 1965, meeting of the
Coordinating Council, the governor appointed, subject
to later senate confirmation, the three new public
members, including Dr. Arthur Coons, the former chalr-
man of the Master Plan survey team who recently had
retired as president of Occidental College and, there-
fore, was no longer eligible as a representative of
the private institutions. He also appolnted two new
representatives of the pr%vate institutions to fil1
vacancies on the Council.

New Voting Alignments

The new composition ~f the Council suggests a
number of possible intersegmental voting alignments.
(The simple majority vote now reguired for all Council
actions, other than appointment or reucval of the
director, is ten of the eighteen votes. Twelve votes
are necesgsary to appoint and remove the director.)
Presently possible alignments might be as follows.

Institutional Segments, Twelve Votes, versus Public
Representatives, Six Votes

Such a voting alignment is highly improbable

lgee Appendix N for complete text of the Stiern Bill.

23ee Appendix O for a list of present members of
the Coordinating Council.
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because it suggests a confrontation of all higher
education institutions in the state against the votes
representing the public. Such an aligmment of seg-
ments has never occurred on any substantive voting
action.

Public Institutions, Nine Votes versus Private
Inatitutionsrand’PUblic Members, Nine Votes

This suggests that if all three public institu-
tions' segments are in agreement on a particular issue,
they will need only one more vote from the private
segment or from the public representatives. But if
the agreement involves only two of the public institu-~
tiona' segments and ig opposed by the other public
institutions! Begment, the combination needs the
support of four votes fram the privete institutions!®
and the public representatives. In this case, the
opposing segment needs the support of seven votes fram
the nine available in the public and private institu-
tions? segments to block action effectively.

The reverse of this latter alignment applies when
action is initiated by'ggg segment and is opposed by a
combination of two other segmenta. An isaue appealing
to the interests primarily of only one segment can
find effective action only through The support of seven
of the remaining fifteen votes. '

Private Institutionaz Three Votes, versus Public Ingti-
tutions and Public Members, Fifteen Votes

Practically all Council actions to date have been
on matters relsted to the public institutions. However,
it 18 possible that, with broadened Council interests,

particularly in such areas a8 state~supported scholar-
ships and allocations of federal funds, the Private

sively to their institutional interests, and they would
, then £ind themselves confronted with the above voting
alignment. N
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In such case, the private institutiong would need
to have the 80lid support of the 8ix public representa-
tives and, with full membership Present, stiij recruit
at least one additional vote from one of the public
institutiong! representatives. Such an alignment might

institutional'boarda for one year (renewable) terms,
and the nine bersons appointed by name by the governor
for four-year (renewable) terms. There are, of course,
five other members of the Council who receive their
appointments from the governor. These are two members

the governor actually appointg fourteen of the elghteen
Council members,

This can hardly be taken, however, to Imply that
& single governor of the state 18 likely o "control™
the Council, since the four -year terms of the direct
appointeea to the Council are staggered with no more
than two eppointments in g single Year, and the
indirect appointees of the governor serve their ingtity-
tional boards for much longer terms, and their appoint-
ment to the Council 1s for only g one~year period.

Profesgional Educators versus Non-?rofessional
Educators

Under the Present membership Provisions for the
Council, it ig Possible, though quite unlikely, for
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thls body to have as few ag three professional educa-
tors on its membership. These are the President of
the University of California, the chancellor of the
state colleges, and one Junior college administrator.
No other members are required to be professional
educators, though in actual Practice at least one of
the private institutions!? representatives probably
will always be an institutional administrator, and
all three of the present Privete institutiona! repre-~
sentatives are now active administrators. The
Present Council ig made up of six professional educa-
tors versus twelve lay, or non-professional educator,
members.

While there is nothing in the statute to Prevent
the governor from appointing active professional
educators to any of the general public representative
posts, and it 18 also quite possible that professional
educators might serve on institutional boards from
which they could be appointed to the Council, such
posgibilities are not likely. The lay membership
of the Council, in all probability, is not likely to
be a group lacking in educational expertige. One
public representative, Dr. Arthur Coons, qualifies
highly as a professional educator, and all of the
other public members have served on public school
boards or boards of higher institutions. Tt can also
be argued that the members of Institutional boards
chosen by those boards to represent their segment on
the Council are not truly lay members. Their exper-
ience with these boards would quallfy them otherwise
and their sppointment to represent a particular insgti-
tution or particular institutional segment is expected
to give them a blas in favor of the interests of the
segment they represent.

Probably the strongest Present alignment is that
of the equal balance between the public institutions!?
representatives (nine) and the public members and
private institutions! members (nine). The latter have
in common their direct appointments by the governor
and confirmation of their appointments by the senate.
From the personal interviews conducted with the
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members of these two segments, little distinction

can be drawn between the perceptiona each of these
nine persons holds toward his role as Council member.
All but one of them individually saw their role,
primarily, as that of representing the general public
interest and offering their expertise to the affaira
of public higher education.l

Summary

The Coordinating Council has undergone two major
changes in its membership composition and voting
regulations. The first took place on the eve of its
inauguration, and the second in 1965. The reasons for
these changes and the forces which brought them about
were similar. In 1960, the legislature foresaw the
probability of a Council whose actions could be dead-
locked over University-state college controversies.
Therefore, in the Donahoe Act, the legislature elimi-
nated the veto from the voting procedures and added a
f£1fth three-person membership segment to represent the

intereasts of the public at large, in the hope of giving

better "balance” to the Council. As was described in
the previous chapter, in 1964 the state colleges, with
strong political backing, were deadlocked with the
other public institutions'’ segments over the number
and location of new campuses.

The legislators were also disturbed over charges
of the ™ploc-voting" and "bloc-vote trading" growing
out of unrestricted use of voting alternates and
proxies.3 Therefore, in passage of the 1965 Stiern
Bill, the legislature gave greater welght (though
gti1l short of the majority position) to lay, general
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