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FOREWORD

From its inception, the Southern Regional
Education Board has continuously stressed the
importance of rational growth in higher education
if it is to make its maximum contribution to the
social and economic development of the region.

Gur states are now facing a great challenge in
providing postsecondary education appropriate to
the needs of society. As enrollments and costs
increase. there is new concern for coordinated
growth, This concern was reflected in the theme
“New Directions in Statewide Higher Education
Planning and Coordiration™ at the 19th annual
Legislative Work Conference at Hilton Head. S C.

The papers and discussions at the LWC offered
1o ecasy sohitions on proper planning and co-
ordination of higher education. However, the
dialogue between speakers and legistators helped
participants to become more sensitive to the issues.
needs, and duties involved in effectively me.ting
assigned  responsibilities.  in developing clearer
untderstandings between state planning agencies
and individual institutions. and in stimulating
further support of higher education’s mounting
needs.

O
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Although the responsibility and authority of
planning and coordination agencies vary among the
states represented at the conference, there ap-
peared to be substantial agreement on several
propositions:

--The size of the higher educational enterprise
requires some  type of state-level plannirg and
coordination.

—There is a commitment to broader higher
cdacational opportunity, and state leaders arc
seeking ways to complele the commitment.

- Since states provide the largest share of
financial suppori for higher education, they must
decide how much support. and for which insti-
tutions and programs.

Planning and coordination as we have known
them are not panaceas for atl the ills of higher
cducation. But given proper leadership and work-
ing relationships. state agencies can do a great deal
to insure sound growth and to accelerate needed
changes in higher education.

Winfred L. Godwin
President



OPENING ADDRESS

Governor Buford Ellinglon, Tennessce*
Chairman, Southern Regional Education Board, 1969-70

Highcr education in the South has gone through a
period of needed expansion in the past decade,
but now it is time for us to evaluate what wc have
done to determine our future capabilitics.

We must carefully plan professional and grad-
uate education to prevent unnecessary cxpansion
and duplication of costly programs and to insure
that riew programs will mect the changing needs of
society. Our institutions should avoid becoming
pale imitations of each other because this approach
is too narrow to meet the diverse educational needs
of the people of our region.

Our responsibilities will call for additional
facilities, teachers, researchers, and money. How-
ever, legislators and other observers of higher
education are skeptical of requests for appropria-
tions il they see unnecessary duplication of
educational programs, overexpansion of course
offerings, and inefficient use of existing facilities.

We necd a reassessment of our priorities, an
appraisal of our accomplishments; we may well
need new and innovative approaches il we are to
meet the challenge of higher education in the
1970'.

For the first time in the history of the South,
all of our states have some type of state-fevel
agency o plan and coordinate higher education.
This development could not have come at a more
appropriate time because of the financial problems
we face as enroliments rise and budgets soar.

Governors, legislators, and educalors are aware
that states do not have the funds to continue
unplanned expansion of our higher education
systems. Yet, we also realize that we must provide
quality education and programs to meet new needs
il the region is to develop and prosper.

| have spoken many times on the need for a
new fiscal relationship betwecn states and the

*This speech wes delivered by S. H. Roberts, executive
alministrator, in Govetnor Ellington’s ebsence.
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federal government because stale governments
alone cannot bear the burden of support for all of
higher education’s expanding programs.

States, however, must be more concerned with
cllectively using the resources they have. This
tequires that we do our very best to make our
planning and coordination agencies a truly efl-
fective part of both higher education and state
government. I hope that the papers and discussions
at this 19th annual Legislative Work Conference
will be helplul in that regard.

1 also hope that those of you who are not well
acquainted with the Southern Regional Education
Board will use this opportunity to talk with the
Board’s staff and become familiar with its various
programs and services.

In Tennessee, the Board provided valuable help
in the creation and staffing of the Commission on
Higher Education and has assisted us in various
studies on our higher education needs. The Board’s
student contract program has benefited Meharry
Medical College, a regional institution. The Univer-
sity of Tennessee Dental School serves several of
our states under SREB centracts, as do some of the
institutions in your states.

There are many other ways in which this
regional agency, which was planned by the
Southern Governors’ Conference and created by
legislative act of the several states, helps us all. For
rxample, il recently concluded a study for
1lotida’s Sclect Conncil on Post-High School
Education. Presently, it is conducting an inquiry
for the new West Virginia Board of Regints on
passible need for community colleges in that state.

| am particulatly pleased the Board is now
attempting to work with our states in developing
management informaticn systems in higher educa-
tion so that all of us can have more reliable and
complete informalion on operating costs, student
enrollments, faculty salaries, physical facilities, and
other aspects of institutional operation. We need
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more information to plan better for the future and
to gain the public support necessary for the growth
that lies ahead.

As one who has observed SREB’s work in two
administrations as governor of Tennessee and as
one who now concludes his second term as
chairman, [ commend our regional program to cach

O
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of you. You provide support for the program and
your interest is most important, so 1 hope you will
take an active part in its work., The program
belongs to the states, and il we continue to work in
it together both higher education and state
government will benefit.



PANEL. _

MAJOR ISSUES IN PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION
AND EXPEGTATIONS FOR
STATEWIDE PLANNING AND GOORDINATION

Moderator: James L. Miller, Jr., Professor of Higher Education
University of Michigan

The purpose of this session is to identify and then
discuss some of the major issues in public higher
education as they relate to statewide planning and
coordination. The emphasis in the session is to be
upon discussion. Therefore the identification of
issues by those of us on the panel will be brief,
with claboration on the issues reserved for the give
and lake discussion period following our initial
presentations,

There is no doubt that 1970 marks a major
turning point in  American higler education,
Among the cvidence for that assertion is the
following:

The tapid rate of growth in entoliments which we
expetienced duting the 1960's will slow down during
the 1970's. although it will not level off altogether.

The acute shortage of qualified faculty which has
plagued us since the Second World War finally has
become balanced. The scate stories you now hear of an
oversupply of Ph.D.’s (with the implication that some
of them will starve) repsesents an exaggerated reaction
to the initial shock of moving from a sellers’ to a
buyers' market.

The tapid inctease in federal financing of highet
education has leveled off, at least temporarily,

During the 1950°s and ‘60°s we accepted the notion
that universities would, in one way or another, provide
answers to all of society's problems. snd now we are
having the inevitable second thoughts about that. Even
if universitics ere making impottant contributions to
the solution of out nation's peodblems and obviously
they are - universities still are not the whole answer,
not can they provide instant solutions.

The disturbing phenomenon of student unrest has
destroyed the illusion that mass higher education is an
unmixed blessing. solving problems without creating
new ones.

An assessment of the current situation shows
the following. The goal of universal highet educa-
tional opportunity for all who d:sire it or can
beneflit from it has been accepted across the
nation, and a great deal has been done to make it a
realily. Approximately hall of the college-age
population attends school, and the number is
increasing steadily. This has been made possible
principally by the actions of state governments,
but with substantial assistance frcm federal and
local governments. State governnents have created
the community junior college systeir s, which bring
the first two years of post-high school work within
commuting distance of students; state governments
have financed the growth of regional colleges and
universities and the establishment of new urban
universities which have absorbed a major pottion
of the growth in undergraduate enrollments: and
states.  with considerable federal help. have
financed the expansion of graduate and pro-
fessional education in the major universitics.
Duting the 1960° alone, state appropriations for
higher education in the United Stales increased
from $1.5 to $7 billion.

State-level planning and cootdination for
higher educalion is necessary simply tecause of the
size to which the higher education enterprise has
grown. The cslablishment of state coordinaling
agencics was not casy, nor were the carly years of
their operation. Frequently they were faced with
opposition from the colleges and universities and
inadequate staff and financial support for their
own opcrations. It would not be accurate yet to
say that those days of struggle are past. but at keast
they arc passing. Every state in the Soathern region
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now has a state planning and coordinating bLoard,
as does almost cvery state in the nation. Some of
thie strohgest and most cffective boards in the
nation are in the South. They lave suffered
through not only their infancy but their adoles-
cence as weil. They have pained acceptance as
legitimate and necessary. This does not mean there
is universal happiness with the boards. but it docs
mean there is agreement that a state cannot do
without a coordinating board of some kind to
perform a nwmber of impartant state-level funce-
tions that cannot be perforned effectively by any
other type of agency. Just how far we have come
can be appreciated only by those of you who were
involved in the struggles to gain acceptance of the
necessity of planning and coordination. Many of
you here were involved in those struggles, because |
well remember our working together during them.
The following statements will summarize the
present situation and suggest some of the questions
and issues for the future:
The cxistence of state planning and cootdination
agencies is a acality; the questions for the future
concern what they should do and how, not whether
they should exist,
The commitment to universal higher educational
opportunity for all who want or can benefit fron it is
generally accepted: the questions for the future
concein how to finish the task of implenxenting
universal opportunily.
The plinciple is gencrally accepted that the only
realistic way to absorb greater numbers of students is
through state systems of community colleges plus new
uthan universities and continued expansion of regional
universitics: the questions for the fulure concern how
to complete the task of providing these institutions.

The principle that Ph.D. programs and high cost
professional education can and should be ofTered in a
limited number of institutions is penerally accepted.
the questions for the future concern how many
institutions shoukd offes them. ard which ones.

the importance of posthigh school technical and
ovcupational education is universally 2ccepted, and the
principle that it should be offered in comprehensive
community colleges rathet than in separate vocational
schools is widely (though not universally }accepted: the
questions for the luture deal with the resolution of the
issue of which institutions should offer technical and
occupational education and with the expansion of such
programs, Few aspects of education are so widely
praised and so inadequately provided fot as this one.

The principle of federal responsidility for financing
part of the cosis of higher education has been well

Q
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established, even though this support has now leveled
off at approximately $4 billion: the questions for the
future concern whether the level of federal assistance
should increase, by how much, and for what purposes.
The Camegie Commission on Higher Education
recently proposed that future increases in federal
support should not go into the same fields that already
have been recciving considerable federat support (re-
search, graduate education, and science) but instead
should support  other needs, namely: increasing
cquality of cducational opportunity, education for the
health services, and academic reform and innovation,

The states will continue to provide the largest share of
financial support for the operating costs of institutions
during the 1970% just as they have in the past: the
questions here will concern how much support, and for
which institutions and programs. The fact that enroll-
ments are increasing less rapidly than they did during
the past decade mecans that increases in financial
support, if they continue at the rates of the 1960, can
be directed more inta the improvement of quality than
was true when so much had to be used simply to keep
up with the numbers,

State-level decision making aboul higher education is
based more and mote on information and recom.
mendations assembled by state planning and co-
ordinating agencies: an issue of growing importance is
the amount and type of information which these
agencics have available to them as they formulate their
recommendations. This question constitutes the basis
for the session on management infonmation systems.

With more than 70 percent of all students enrolled in
public institutions, higher cducation has bhecome
largely 2 pudblic function, in contrast to the 50-50
public-private enrollment balance which prevailed until
about fiftecn yeats ago: a question for the future is the
extent to which the states should assist private highet
education. and how. This is nol an easy issme to
tesolve. 1 afso is the topic of a special session later in
the week.

Campus anrest is much on our minds these days. and
thetefote the question arises: can the planning and
cootdinating agencies help to quict it? My own answer
to that is a “yes™ and 2 “no’- yes in the sense that
they can do much to help improve the quality of
educational opporlunity and theteby help to resolve
some aspects of the student comphaint; but no when it
comes to intervening ditectly in the management of
individual institutions. Absentee management is seldom
effective management. On<ampus peoblems are best
solved by on-campus people, including not only admin-
istrators, but also faculty and students. They will not
always be successful, of course, but the odds are that
absentee managers would be even less sucvessful.

These are some of the issues that face us -
obviously only a pattial list, but perhaps it is a
starl.
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John E. Amos, Former President
West Virginia Board of Regents

I.cl me observe first that 1 have oae unique
qualification to be on this panel. T don’t know
of another in the land who can chim it. | am
probably the shoitest tenured  governing board
meber in the cauntiy who gualifies for member-
ship in the “fornier prosidents ¢lub.” This may stir
your curiasity.

I was appointed to the West Virginia Board of
Regents upon its ereation July 1, 1969, and elected
at that time by the other cight members of the
board as the lirst president. While 1 think I did a
f4irly good joh and 1 know § worked hard on
more  higher  cducational matters than Ioever
imagined could exist 1 was evicted from my
position as board president two months ago wpon
completion of my first year of seivive,

Pride compels me to mention that the statute
creating the West Virgmia Board of Regenls states
that “Fhe Board shall clect @ President and such
other  officers as they may  determine  neces
sary . ... for a one year term ... the President of
the Board shall not be eligible to succeed himselt.”

So. 1 come before you with an L.L.B. degree
teamned, not honorary). the bricl expericiee 1 have
just related, and a knowledge that my appeintment
as a member of the West Virginia Board of Regents
did not make of me an expert or a professional in
the ficld of higher ceducation. [ acquaint you with
these facts in the hope that 1 may have your
sympathy, understanding. and tolerance.

Although 1 am a rookie in the Ligher education
governing league, 1 welcomed and aceepted Dr.
Godwin's invitation for simple and selfish reasons:
in exchange for shaging with you the expectations |
have for our board of regents, | gain admision to
a conference from which I expect to leam a great
deal about statewide higher educational planning
and coordination. Obviously, the exchange is inmy
favor.

In order to cstablish a bads or a contest (or the
cxpectations that | will outline, 1 ask you to
consider several factors which characterize West
Virginia and the West Virginia higher educationat
SOene,

First, West Virginia bs:

Losing popolation - it suffered a 10 pereent population

Yoss from 1960 to 1970,
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Low in por capita income.

Failing to educate many talented youth, Too fow of

our young people complete high school and ton few of

thuse who do go on ta cullege,

Without a statewide higher educational plan. Priorilics

must he established to meet today's educational needs

and to guide tomorow’s igher educational develop-
ment.

Sccond, West Vieginia has:

Ten fouryear colteges and universities. Several of these

may be too small for economical operation, yet some

have dilficulty in filling their dormitories.

Seven private colleges. These generally have sizable

oul-ofstate enrollments. and | am told that swime face

serious financial problems.

A vary limited offering of two-year pust-high school

cducational programs. The two-year programs which

do enist are provided in the fouryear colleges or in
bianches of the senior institutions,

1t is against this West Virginia backdrop and in
light of the broad issues facing  public higher
cducition today twhich Do Miller has so ably
brought Lo our attentiond that | now summarize
everal of my major expectations for the West
Virginia Board of Regents.

First, 1 cxvpect the board of regents 1o
become. and 1o be recognized as. @ sound and
efficient managemeni agency for higher education
in Wt Virginia. In this regard. 1 believe you may
e interested in the responsibility assigned to the
hoard by statute. | oread you a sentence froun the
act:

“On and after (he eftective date of this article
(July 1. 1960, the general determination, control,
supetvision  and  management  of the financial.
business and educational policies and alfairs of all
state colleges and wniverstics shall be wnder the
control.  supervision  and  management  of  the
Board.™

And a Later sentence from the same paragraph:

“The Buard <hall. upon rcasonable Wusis, pre-
scribe and altocate among the state colleges and
universitios specific functions and rosponsibilities
to meet the higher educational necds of the state
and avoid unneces<ary duplication.™

I am confident the kegislatiite, the governot,
and the citizenry of the <tate--and 1 know §speak
for the board on thic point wanl higher education
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operated in a manncr consistent with sound man-
agement principles. To this end, the board of
regents can be expegied to establish appropriate
data collection and analysis techniques to provide
those involved in thie state decisicn-making process
with clear and precise information about higher
education, For exaraple, information will be
periodically published on:

A) Current expenditures in West  Virginia
higher education by major functions and activities.

B) Comparison of these expenditures with
comparable data o the regional and national
scene.

C) Volure and quality of instruction, in-
cluding data on [faculty, work loads, degrees
awarded, and student odmissions and achicve-
ments.

To summarize, | see greater credibility and
increased support being established in the state
higher educational enterprise through sound man-
agement, including full disclosure in a systematic
and objective manncr of both the strengths and
weaknesses of the system.

Sensible planming on a statewide basis is a
second  expectation I hold for the board of
regents.  Both short- and 1 ag-range higher educa-
tional objectives must be delermined and measures
developed for their utitization.

We have all heard many distussions on how to
plan. 1 will not belabor the point excepi to say that
sound management compliments sound planning
and the opposile is eq aily true.

[ do stress the fact that the buard of regents
must plan in the “arepa of reality” rather thanona
“cloud of bliss."' Stated more dogmatically. it may
be excellent therapy to “dream of the iaeal™ but
the board must “plan for the possibk,” Lel me
illustrate this point,

Qur board must make an carly determination
of the specific higher education needs of the stale.
If in this process it is determined. as our chancellor
and others feel it will be. that we have a setious
void in our two-year lechnical offerings in higher
education, then several critical questions must be
answered, including: What priotity should the
board assign to the two-yecar programs? What plan
of plans are best for meeting this need?

One key [factor involved in answering these
questions is that of (inances. In co.sidering the
financial implications, the board must recogaize

Q
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the cost involved in the different approaches for
initiating a new program. The board must also
carefully project the long-range future costs of a
new Lwo-year development. Of equal importance is
the fact that the board must project future costs
for maintaining existing programs. Then the most
critical question of all must be faced. How do these
projected costs relate to the anticipated financial
capacity of the state to support higher education in
the ycars ahead?

Financial forecasting is a complicated business.
I am not suggesting it is the sole responsibility ol
the board of regents. 1 am saying sound planning
requires that due consideration be given to the
ability to pay. Under-finarced, poor-quality pro-
grams may be worse than no programs at all.

1 would not want to leave you with the
impression that 1 expect financial planning o
preempt all other planning activities ol the board.
Over the years too many questions regarding future
costs of proposed cducational developments have
gone unanswered. | expect the board to improve
on this past performance record.

The financial resources of any slate are not
without limitations. In my opinion the board and
all state Lodies have a moral responsibility to plan
for the most productive uses of the state monies.

My final point or expectation is of a s )mewhat
different order. It concerns the participants in the
state system of higher education.

The board of regents must. it scems lo ine.
define the rights, responsibilities, and standards of
conduct which shall be applicable to cach of the
several  conslituent members of the higher
educational operation (£ e. students, faculty,
administraters, nonprofessionals. etc.).

In addition, the board must establish yro-
cedures whereby effective action can be laken to
insure full compliance with approved personncl
policies.

In blunt terms. it is incumbent upon the board
of regents to define conditions under which
students. faculty. and others may hold membership
in the state’s higher education enterptise. | belicve
the State of West Virginia. through the board of
regents, should control its system of higher
education.

The board at its August meeting took its first
action in regard to student rights. responsibitities,
and standards of coaduct by adopting a set of



policies, rules, and regulations. These were de-
veloped over a three-month period through the
joint ¢fforts of a board committee, the staff,
several college presidents, and extensive assistance
from legal consultants. Each student was or will be
provided a copy of these rules at the fall
registration.

The underlying principle on which these
policies are founded is that attending a West

Virginia institution of higher education is a
privilege, not a right.

I conclude with the observation that meeting
West Virginia’s needs in higher education will
require considerable imagination in addition to
sound planning, good management, sersible per-
sonnel policies, and money. | look to the future
with optimism. I know the new board of regents

will do its best.

T. Marshall Hahn, Jr., President *
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

he intensifying pressures which concern us on

the campus lend urgency to achieving new
dimensions in statewide planning and coordination.
My own views on this subject have changed sharply
in 1ecent years. With the growing challenges facing
higher education, I am convinced statewide plan-
ning and coordination inust assume an increasingly
important function, and the leaders of statewide
coordinating agencies in higher education and the
leaders of individual institutions truly must
become full partners in higher education.

It has been suggested that among the most
serious challenges now facing hizher education are
the downturn in the economy and the upturn in
student unrest. This is, of course, exireme over-
simplification, but it does contain an element of
truth.

It is important that we recognize the basic
differences in our total environment and in the
current student generation from that of our own
student days. Most of us were precducts of the
depression; we struggled to achieve what we were
able to accomplish. We naturally placed a high
value on educational opportunity and were
strongly vocationally motivated. As students we
sought to prepare ourselves for careers that would
be economically productive for society as well as
for ourselves and our families.

By contrast, today’s students are products of
an affluent society. In large part they have had

*This paper was presented by William J. McKeefery, executive
vice president of Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University, in President Hahn's absence.
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little need to worry about economic concerns. As a
group they are accustomed to comparatively
prompt and effortless gratification of their needs
and desires. Many of today’s students lack strong
motivation in their vocational planning and are
quite susceptible to efforts to enlist them in one
cause or another.

Most of their political consciousness has come
from a decade in which have accumulated some of
the most difficult problems which our society has
faced. In a world of instant communication, most
of today's students are keenly aware of the
magnitude of these problems. They want to find
solutions now,; they become frustrated when
instant response to problem-solving efforts is not
forthcoming.

I think it apparent that the great majority of
today’s student generation seeks constructive
solutions and responsible reform within existing
institutions, attempting to make them more
responsive to the emerging priorities of the day.
They are interested in educational programs and
structures which they perceive to be directly
responsive to the issues with which such students
are most concerned.

But, at the same time, the potential is
explosive, for a small minority of today’s students
are dedicated to the destruction or overthrow of
our colleges and universities, as they are to many
other basic social institutions. Unlappily they
offer no constructive alternative to the chaos they
seek to generate.

Such a combination of factors can produce
devastating results. The communications media,
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governmental posture, and judicial attitudes have
tended to populzrize civil disobedience. The small
numbers of students bent on destruction [lind
fertile ficlds in which to sow seeds of deep
discontent. The concerus and frustrations of the
majority of today’s student generation, unhappily,
often can be skillfully manipulated.

These problems, it seems to me, must be dealt
with by the educational institutions themselves.
There is required a blending of sensitivity and
responsiveness to constructive coucerns, and an
increasing commitment of educational and research
iesources in support of efforts to resolve the
problems facing our society. But also necessary are
firmuess and  fuirness in  dealing with actual
disruption.

Statewide planning and coordination must
preszrve the institutional autonomy ana flexibility
to provide sucl a response.

There are some other very serious dimensions
to the situation in which higher education now
finds itself. One is the difficulty of the tuxpayers in
understanding what is happening on the campus.
Controntation, disruption, violence. and disorder
can only generate public concern and resentment.
Pubtic support fnr higher education, at a time
when it is needed more than ever, can be dissipated
very quickly.

The situation is made even more difficult by
general economic conditions. The taxpayer is not
likely to relate the dechning demand for college
graduates and a surplus of Ph.D.s seeking
university faculty positions with a need for greater
public support for higher education.

At the same time, the personal impact of rising
taxes in a softening economy results in increasing
taxpayer resistance. The demands for increased
social services such as welfare and medical care,
coupled with the intensifying needs for physical
facilities such as utility systems and highways, can
only intensify the problem. It is not surprising that
with such competition for taxpayer dollars, public
support for higher «ducation is seriously
endangered.

During the 1960s, legislators and governors
tended strongi; to support higher education. The
climate was spt.mistic and expansive. But now it
appears that the 1970’s are to be characterized by
a much more critical assessment of the direction,
control, and support of higher education. This
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changing environment must be a very real factor in
our consideration of statewide planning and co-
ordination.

The problem is likely tc get worse before it
geis better. The voices of those who would
financially penalize higher education will grow
louder. And yet public unwillingness to provide
itecessary financial support for higher education
not only would curtail the quality and scope of
urgently needed educational opportunities, but
also would provide direct ussistance to students
intent upon destroying the educational institutions
which they are attacking.

State planning and coordinating agencies can
be extremely helpful in dealing with these prob-
lems. Staffed with abte educational leaders who do
not have personal ideatification aud vested interest
in a particilar campus, such agencies can con-
tribute significantly to public understanding and
support at times when social and economic issucs
become volatile. Increased involvement in budget
review, with greater cmphasis on planning program
budgeting, can be an important line of defense
against arbitrary budget reductions precipitated by
campus unrest.

Hopefully, many governors and legislators wil!
turn more to state higher educational coordinating
agencies for advice on major policy questions in
higher education, particularly as the collection,
analysis, and publication of statewide data on
higher education become increasingly important.
Such a role involving these agencies relates to both
gencrating the support f~; and coordinating the
mission uf, the state colleges and universities. Such
data are most helpful to the individual institutions
and invaluable in informing the public and public
officials involved in decision making. These state-

wide studies ought to include results and
evialuations of innovative approaches in in-
structional techniques, including utilization of

newly developed equipment and technology.

As the competition for tax dollars intensifies
and the level of support for higher education is
seriously questioned, a statewide plan designed to
meet a particular state’s need in higher education
becomes essential. More than ever, it will be
necessary to demonstrate that the inevitably
limited share of the state’s total available resources
allocated to higher education is used wisely and
efficiently. This can best be done through a



statewide plan for higher educuation, with effective
coordination,

There is little question of the need for general
agrcement on the role, scope, and mission of the
various institutions of higher education within a
state system: the community colleges, four-year
colleges, and state universities. Statewide co-
ordination and planning must encompass a diverse
group of educational institutions, each with its
own unique strengths and objectives. But once an
overall plan is agreed upon, the focus of that plan
must remain valid regardless of changing political

winds. Otherwise, planning and coordination
become meaningless.
There must also be flexibility in the

development of new programs and approaches. for
innovation and experimentation. Experimental
programs are usually expensive, but only through
such efforts can changing educiational needs be met
most effectively. Statewide agencies can encourage

and assist institutions which are particularly well
snited for the development of new programs in
particular fields, by reason of existing strengths
and related fields, to pursue such development.
Similarly,  stote  coordinating  agencies  can
encourage the termination of unsuccessful or
unproductive programs, new or old. Institutional
inertia is not totally unknown, and strong
leadership by a statewide agency can help to
resnlve problems difficult to settle without such
assistance.

Other points will be brought out by my
co-punelists, I am sure, and in the general dis-
cussion. In short, however, at a time of campus
ferment, increasing competition for the t-x dollar,
and the growing demands placed on higher educa-
tion because of social and technological change, it
is apparent that an effective partnership between
statewide coordinating agencies and individual
institutions is essential.

Lindsay C. Warren, Jr,, State Senator*
North Carolina

I am grateful for the opportunity to appear on this
panel in such distinguished company. As u panel
we lave been asked to identify some major issues
in public higher education and to suggest what is
expected from statewide planning and coordina-
tion. My perspective is that of a tame-duck
part-time legislator, not an educator. [ shall,
therefore, very briefly outline a few of the
problems as [ see them (perhaps with a North
Carolina flavor). The order of my presentation
does not necessarily indicate the priority 1 place
upon the problems.

I suppose for the purpose of our discussion we
should assume that the states have effective plan-
ning and coordinating agencies whose role and
function are clearly defined especially as they
relate to the institutions they serve. However, this
is not the case in North Carolina and I doubt if it is
in many of the states. It seems to me that at the

*This paper was presented by Cameron West, director of
the North Carolina State Board of Higher Education, in
Senator Warren’s absence.
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very threshold of a discussion of issues in public
higher education we are faced witly the question of
what is the proper role and function of a state
coordinating agency.

I knew much has been said on this subject, and
I do not intend to waste your time in discussing
the pros and cons of various forms of coordinating
and governing boards that have developed through-
out the country in the last fifteen years. It is
sufficient to say that we stitl have with us the
problem of determining what role a state co-
ordinating agency is to play in the development of
higher education. The resolution of the problem, in
my opinion, is vital to the future planning and
progress of public higher education.

Is the coordinating agency merely a planning
body with no authority to implement the results of
its planning?

Should it have the power to approve new
programs and discontinue old programs which no
longer meet a need in the state?

Should it have the power to review budgets?

These arc a few of the questions which must be
answered before the role of the coordinating



agency can be determined. Certainty we must start
from the position that a coordinating board dces
serve to bring together independently governed
groups which otherwise would not cooperate
effectively to solve problems involving more than
one of the parties.

After having served five termis in the state
senate, I am convinced more than ever that
planning and coordination by an independent state
agency are essential to the orderly development of
higher education. We can no longer afford—indeed,
if we ever could—the luxury of institutions inde-
pendently determining their place in the sun with
little regard for the actual needs of the state and
the resources available to meet those needs. The
problem is finding the right “mix’ between the
coordinating agency and the institutions. Certainly
the power of the coordinating agency to approve
new degree programs is a must if a state is to pre-
vent the proliferation and unnecessary duplication
of graduate degree programs.

More controversial is the question of budget
review. The coordinating agency’s participation in
budget review can take many forms. Whatever
opinion one may have on budget review, the
coordinating agency can perform an important
service by providing detailed information to the
budget makers.

For example, in North Carolina the planning
function of the coordinating agency has resulted in
the accumulation of vast amounts of information
and statistics about our institutions. This informa-
tion has been of great value to budget makers both
in the executive and legislative branches. [ know
that in recent years the budget makers in North
Carolina have had more reliable information on
which to base higher education judgments than in
any time in our history. And for this we can thank
the North Carolina Board of Higher Education
which does not have the power of budget review.

Without further discussion, 1 restate my first
point: The role of the state cooidinating agency
must be determined and fixed. An impotent board
will not contribute to the resolution of higher
education’s problems. On the other hand, a strong
board working closely and cooperatively with the
institutions can advance the cause of public higher
education.

The structure of the public system of higher
education and the appropriate functional role of

each institution within the system is another
problem which must be faced in most of our states.
Although related to the problem of the role and
function of the coordinating agency, it may still be
viewed as a separate and distinct issue, particularly
in those states that do not have a single governing
board. In recent year. this problem has been a
sensitive one. For example, in my own state all of
the four- and five-year institutions have been
designated regional universities without significant
change in their role and scope. As of now none of
these institutions has authority to award doctoral
degrees, but in 1972 all 15 of them will have the
authority to offer doctoral degrees, subject, how-
ever, to the prior approval of the board of higher
education. You can see that the pressure will build
on the board. Urpopular decisions by the board
will certainly increase the competitive pressure of
the institutions in the General Assembly and
ultimately will test the effectiveness and com-
mitment of the state to central coordination and
planning.

Another important issue which must be
grappled with is the continuing financial plight of
many of the private institutions of higher educa-
tion. What, if anything, should the state do to
help? The range of solutions varies from minimal
scholarship support to outright state take-over. In
my state the 1963 General Assembly was asked to
adopt a tuition-grant program for resident students
attending North Carolina private institutions of
higher education. Although supported strongly by
private educators, the proposal was defeated in the
Senate Appropriations Committee. Since then
North Carolina has approached the problem
cautiously, In 1967 and 1969 the General
Assembly appropriated funds for tuition grants to
nursing students enrolled in so-called private
diploma schools. These are hospital nursing
schools. In 1969 tuition grants were authorized (or
resident students attending the medical schools at
Duke and Wake Forest universities. Both the board
of higher education and a legislative commission
are studying tlie problem in depth and will report
to the 1971 General Assembly. Regardless of what
we do in the 1971 legislature, the North Carolina
Board of Higher Education is giving leadership now
and must do so in the future if this problem is to
be solved.

It is a truism to say that in statewide planning
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we cannot overiook the private sector. It is in the
enlightened self-interest of the state to encourage
private higher education, not only because it
relieves the state of a large financial burden, but
because of the greut contributions it makes to
society. In North Carolina we know that the
percentage of students attending private institu-
tions is steadily declining. The rising cost of private
education is one of the major reasons for this
decline. We must ask ourselves some hard questions
and be prepared to find the right answers.

In the interest of time and without elaboration
I would like to name a few other issues confronting
higher education—the resolution of which will
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demand a stronger role and greater authority for a
coordinating board.

How should institutions react to the increasing de-
mands of students for a more rele ant role in matters
of policy traditionally reserved for administrators and
trustees?

What does the future hold for the predominantly black
institutions?

How do we solve the financial aid problems facing
many of our studenis?

And finally, how can we improve communications and
understanding between educators and legislators who
ultimately make educational policy through the
appropriation of public funds?

4
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SOME REQUIREMENTS FOR EFFECTIVE
STATEWIDE COORDINATION OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Ralph A. Dungan, Chancellor
New Jersey State Department of Higher Education

Before I try to describe those characteristics and
powers which [ think are most essential to
effective statewide coordination of higher educu-
tion, it might be useful to examine briefly why it is
important to have statewide coordination.

Those of you associated with the Southern
Regional Education Board do not need to be
reminded that state coordination has been growing
throughout the United States for more than a
decade. Some areas of the country, such as the
Middle Atlantic and Northeastern states, have been
slower in moving in this direction, primarily, |
suppose, because we have tended to rely less on
public higher education than some other sections
of the country. Nevertheless, it is a fact that
statewide coordination is increasingly the order of
the day.

The phenomenal growth of higher education is
a major factor in the development of statewide
coordination. In the decade beginning in 1960, the
enrollment in all of higher education throughout
the country went from 3,789,000 in 1960 to
7,896,000 in 1968, an increase of some 207
percent. Total private and public expenditures for
higher education increased from $5.6 billion in
1960 to $14.3 billion in 1967. The number of new
institutions, many of them two-year colleges,
increased from 1,975 in 1960 to an estimaied
2,495 in 1970. This itiustrates that we have had a
knowledge explosion and that in order to cope
with it and with the demands of an increasingly
college-oriented community, we have expanded
dramatically our commitment to higher education.

This growth, 1 believe, has altered traditional
relationships between public officials and univer-
sity presidents and trustees. Gone are the days
when a public university’s business might be
transacted through casual conversation or when the
problems that we were dealing with involved

thousands of dollars rather than millions, or
hundreds of students rather than thousands. In
short, like so many other aspects of contemporary
life, higher education has become an extremely
large enterprise with great impact on society.

From the standpoint of the public, the tax-
payer, the legislators, and the state government
executive, higher education has become a large
consumer of public resources, claiming as never
before 50 percent or more of sonie state budgets.
With the large number of institutions involved and
the demands of increasingly complex and costly
programs, society has attempted to find some
mechanism to sort out the important from the
unimportant, the essential from the nonessential
and produce an integrated, sensible plan of de-
velopment.

No longer, [ believe, do legislators have
confidence in their own unaided capacity to make
judgments among the competing demunds of
institutions or groups of institutions, or among
higher education, other forms of education, and
the whole range of competing social demands (such
as welfare, health, housing) which are legitimate
claimants on the public purse. Therefore, for
information and assistance, they tend to look to
the new statewide higher education coordinating
agencies when making the difficult judgments
involved in determining priorities among the many
confiicting demands.

While higher education’s demand for an in-
creasing share of public resources undoubtedly has
been a heavy contributing factor to the growth of
statewide coordination, I believe there is another
even more combvelling impetus. I mention it
because of its intrinsic importance as a factor in
the growth of statewide coordination and because
a sensitive understanding of the principle involved
will prevent misunderstanding by legislators and
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institutional representatives about the role of the
statewide coordinator. The not very earthshaking
characteristic of higher education to which I refer
is that it is difficult, if not impossible, to expect
that any institution will moderate its own
ambitions or restrict its efforts witlout some
external authority to insure that its programs are
consistent with a rational allocation of resources
within a state. This is undoubtedly a truism: one is
hard-pressed to think of a time in history in which
any institution disciplined itself for the good of
others. Under contemporary conditions, there arc
many competing institutions within our states, and
the resources over which these agencies contend
are vast. It is thus inconceivable that they would be
permitted to operate without some sort of central
coordinating authority, able to intervene in terms
of an overall plan of educational development.

The third major impetus toward statewide
coordination, | am sorry to say, is an apparent loss
of credibility which many colleges and universities
have suffered over the past few years. As resources
become more sought after and other conpeting
demands such as health care, problems of urban
blight, and needs of the lower schools, all begin to
intrude mercilessly on the public consciousness,
the public and the legislators seem to turn an
increasingly skeptical eye toward the university.
This is very unfortunate and, I believe, to a large
measure results from some university people and
public officials having perpetuated the myth that
the university could solve all human problems. This
is obviously not true, and the public increasingly
questions whether universities have lived up to
expectations, however unrealistic.

Unfortunately again, this disenchantment with
the university leads to a loss of confidence and
material support, ranging from disapprobation of
student disorder to an inefficient use of physical
resources. Whatever the reasons for any given
citizen’s or legislator’s loss of confidence, I have no
doubt such a loss contributes considerably to the
growth and strengthening of the state higher
education coordinating agencies. It is to the credit
of many state legislatures that they have
recognized the nced for a more or less neutral
agency outside the legislature itself to evaluate and
coordinate performance in higher education. In
this sense, I am always struck by what appears to
be shortsighted resistance on the part of some
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institutions to any involvement in their affairs by
statewide coordinating agencies.

But the focus of this discussion is not on the
why or the desirability of statewid'e coordination
but on what are the conditions nec :ssary to make
it effective. | shall not attempt to evaluate the
coordinating mechanisms which have been estab-
lished by other states or even our own in New
lersey. Rather, | shall try to set forth those
elements which [ think are most essential to
effective statewide coordination, and try as | go
along to touch on some of the obstacles to
attaining these important conditions.

Political Consensus

By far the most important precondition to
effective statewide coordination in higher educa-
tion is an adequate public or political consensus on
the desirability of such coordination. It is obvious
that ideally the agreement to embark on statewide
coordination should be a matter of accord between
the institutions which are to be coordinated and
the political authority (legislature and/or governor)
which sceks to affect coordination. Similarly,
professional associations of educators and citizen
groups should ideally be involved in a decision to
move toward structural change involving statewide
coordination. As desirable as is wide involvement
by all affected, the really critical element isa firm
and explicit statement of the policy of the govern-
ing authority and an accompanying set of statutes
or regulations which set out with sufficient detail
and clarity the functions which the coordinating
sgency is expected to perform.

All of this scems quite obvious. But more than
¢ few of the existing state coordinating authorities
throughout the country are relatively ineffective
partly because their function is not agreed on
either by the institutions or by the political
authorities who created them. It is rarely easy, and
sometimes not possible, to express in legislative or
cother forms the kind of public consensus on the
reed and desirability of statewide coordination
vhich I think is so essential to the success of such
an enterprise. But if I were advising anyone on this
sabject 1 would certainly urge the expenditure of
an extra measure of time and effort to develop this
consensus.

Assuming that such a coalition, even an imper-
fect one, succeeds in overcoming opposition, it is
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still necessary to be cautious. Those who might be
opposed to the formation of a relatively strong
statewide coordinating agency would, having failed
in their efforts to stop the creation of such an
agency, most naturally turn toward a limitation of
its authority. This is most likely to occur in states
where one or even several large public and/or
private institutions have dominated the higher
education scene. Usually such large institutions
have established relationships with public author-
itics over the years, salted us these relationships
sometimes are with football tickets and other
emoluments which the university can dispense.
Obviously a large and dominant university would,
and righttully so, see the creation of a statewide
coordinating uagency uas an instrument for the
diminution of its power and educational hegemony
within the state. Others also, fearing a curtailment
of their legitimate autonomy and creativity, might
tend to resist the establishment or strengthening of
a statewide coordinating office.

Desirable Powers of
Statewide Coordinating Agency

There are three general areas of responsibility
with which a statewide coordinating agency should
be charged. These three areas of power should be
shared with the institutionus in my opinion. They
involve budgeting, planning, and program review.
This is a convenient place to introduce the dis-
tinction between the governing and the co-
ordinating board. In the former, a single board
makes all important policy decisions with respect
to programs and budgeting for a number of
institutions within a public system. Under a co-
ordinating board, a considerable amount of the
authority and decision making is decentralized to
the local campus with the central board or co-
ordinating authority reviewing and setting policies
and standards within which the several institutions
and their trustees operate. Because 1 favor the
latter as a matter of philosophy and advocate it as
a matter of administrative practice, I shall confine
my comments to statewide coordination.

Budgeting

In order to perform effectively, the statewide
coordinating agency must have a budgetary review
function. Ideally, in cooperation with the state
fiscal authorities, general poficy should be made
clear to the institutions in the system. If there are
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standard  student-faculty ratios or dollars per
student for certain levels of instruction, these
should be made clear to the participating institu-
tions in the call for the budget. Within the
framework of standards und policie: set out by the
coordinating agency and the fiscal authorities of
the state, public institutions ought to be free to set
their own budgets and educational goals. Where the
existing standards and policies do not permit
adequate flexibility, institutions should be free to
request programs and monies outside the regular
formulue.

Planning

Of the three essential functions of a co-
ordinating board - budgeting, planning, and

program review—planning is the most widely
accepted function, probably because it means
different things to different people. To the

governor and to the legislator, planning provides an
opportunity to get a concrete idea of what lies
ahead, how many students are going to be
accommedated in what kind of programs, and
what the capital and operating implications arz in
the program outlined. To some extent plannirg is
viewed by political authorities as a set of
parameters within which the higher education
game will be played. On the other hand, some
persons at the institutional level look on a master
plan as a means of outlining ambitious schemes and
of securing an implicit commitment by political
authorities to underwrite these plans. The favorite
cry cf institutional planners is that higher educa-
tion planning in the past decade or so has
invariably been on the conservative side, while our
enrollments and the appetites of our young people
and their families for higher education have far
outstripped the conservative estimates of our pre-
d~cessors. By and large this is true but does not, in
my opinion, warratit an uncritical acceptance of
plans produced by institutional planners.

Ideally, effective systemwide planning invclves
acceptance of responsibility by institutional
authorities to view their aspirations in the context
of overall needs in higher education and to
consider intelligently other socialneeds. Practically,
this is very seldom the case, especially if thercisa
designated central planning agency. The tendency
is for the institutional planner to push for the most
for his institution, leaving to others the respcnsi-
bility to balance competing demands.



Central planning authorities can contribute to
moderating institutional appetites by providing
data on nation:1 trends, comparative cost informa-
tion, and student demand. For instance, in New
Jersey we have recently circulated to all of our
institutional planners the excellent paper which
Lyman Glenny presented to the Southern Regional
Education Board on Ph.D. programs. Such
information will not necessarily dampen the fires
of institutional ambition, but those institutions
with some lingering attachment to objectivity
should think twice before advancing totally
unreasonable plans.

In examining planning efforts of other states
and in our own experience, | have been amazed to
find that institutions and planning agencies alike
are almost universally working with the crudest
data. Moreover, this data is collected and
manipulated in the most primitive fashion. If there
is any area in which we need to make a substantial
investment of time and effort, it is in the de-
velopment of basic data systems. Not only are
these data files important to coordinated planning,
they are absolutely essential to effective man-
agement of resources at the institutional level.
Fortunately, there is an increased recognition of
the need for reliable data at all levels of higher
education, but we have some distance to go before
we can rest assured that our planning is based on
hard fact rather than opinion.

Program Review

The final, very important power which I
believe should be possessed by a coordinating
agency is the authority to review arnd approve new
programs. | would also include the power to review
the quality of and necessity for established
programs.

While it might be argued that the budget review
authority provides a sufficient check on new
programs which are unjustified or go beyond the
master plan, the budget is at best a weak

instrument, especially since we have a way to go
before program budgeting in higher cducation is
perfected. Therefore, I believe it is Jdesirable for a
coordinating agency to have the responsibility to
approve new or expanded programs in order that it
may insure adherence to a state plan.

There is another equally imporiant reason to
suggest central review of new programs—the (ulfill-
ment of a statewide responsibility to insure that all
educational programs meet reasonible tests of
quality. Without the authority to monitor the
quality of educational programs, the function of a
coordinating board is shallow and insubstantial.
After all, the goal of planning, budgeting, measur-
ing, and coordinating is quality ¢ducation for
students. I mean to take nothing away from the
record of most of our institutions’ sense of
professional responsibility when 1 state fatly that
the higher education scene in the United States
today is liberally strewn with half-baked, poorly
supported educational programs which should
never have been started.

In these remarks [ have concentrated on
describing some essential powers which I believe
statewide coordinating agencies should possess.
Stressing as I have the role and powers of the
coordinating agency, I would not want to end
without stating how strongly I feel about the need
for equal strength, autonomy, and initiative at the
campus or institutional level. It is folly, I believe,
to think that educational institutions can be
directed in any substantial sense from a central
agency. I believe therefore in preserving essential
freedom of action at the campus level, but, like
other institutions, colleges and universities need
critical examination. 1 conceive a healthy co-
ordinated system of higher education as involving a
good deal of creative tension among institutions,
coordinating authorities, and legis atures. The
challenge is to keep the process creative and
dynamic . .. and to survive.
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BASIC SYSTEM ELEMENTS FOR EFFECTIVE COORDINATION

Frank B. Brouillet, State Representative
Washington

Thc question for this portion of the program—
“How Effective Can Coordination Be, Given
Present  Agency Relationships, Authority, und
Responsibility 7" —suggests a wide range of possi-
bilities. The word “effectiveness™ is itself
ambiguous and has various meanings and connota-
tions devending upon the frame of reference of the
beholder. Certainly, effectiveness is a far different
matter to the university president than it is to the
legislator, the faculty member, or the state’s chief
fiscal officer.

In any event, for my part of the program, I
propose to examine coordination and its effective-
ness from the perspective of some basic elements
of a coordination system. By so doing, 1 hope to
relate effectiveness to the relationships, authority,
and responsibilities of coordinating agencies.

Briefly, we know that approximately 48 states
have some form of coordinating agency, with all
but two (Indiana and Nebraska) legislatively
authorized. Only Vermont and Delaware have no
central coordinating agency or single governing
unit. Of the 48 states with a form of coordinating
agency, 27 are defined as coordinating boards and
19 as governing boards. At this point it should be
noted that my remarks will deal generally with the
27 that are designated as coordinating boards.

As would be suspected, the influence, power,
and authority of these agencies vary widely; and no
one arrangement stands out as a prototype. Re-
search does tell us, however, that the typical
coordinating board is made up of anaverage of 12

members. a majority of whom are public or lay
persons. These members serve six-year overlapping
terms. After this brief description the picture
becomes cloudy.

Most experts would probably contend that
basically a coordinating board should be a state-
wide bourd composed of lay members encompass-
ing all segments of higher education, both public
and private. This board should have the power and
autlority to prepare long- and short-range plans, to
recommend capital and operating budgets for all
segments of higher education, and to serve as the
spokesman for higher education to both the public
and the other state agencies.

In order to examine the key issues in effective
coordination, 1 have developed an elementary
theoretical model. This model is systemic and is
based on the work of such men as Talcott Parsons,
David Easton, Herbert Simon, and Kenneth
Boulding. There are six elements to this model:
two are inputs, goals and resources; one is the
coordinating authority; two are outputs, resource
allocation and goal identification; and the sixth is
communication.

Theoretically, general goals and resources flow
through the system and are operated upon by the
authority of the coordinating agent. The results of
decisions made are the system’s outputs: planning
or goal identification and resource allocation. The
entire system is tied together by a communications
network.
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To make the problem simpler, | propose that
we examine goals, resources, the agent, authority,
and  communications, These are the various
elements that go into a system of coordination,
whether it be a system for the coordination of
higher education or for the coordination of any-
thing else. Treating cach of the parts of the model
in turn allows us to isolate many of the problems
of effective coordination.

In dealing with questions of goals, we often
discover a conflict between the goals of institutions
and the goals of the public. Additional conflicts
arise from the comgpetition of various institutions
within the system and the need for certain
divisions of labor. At this point, issues related to
the social problems of the day enter to cloud our
vision even further and to make effective co-
ordination even more difficult. Nevertheless, it is
the obvious responsibility of all public institutions
to look at these problems and to do what they can
to solve them. To the extent that the interests of
the individual institutions do not coincide with the
needs of the society, the coordinating agent must
redefine the goils of higher education in order to
make them coincide more nearly to society’s
requircments,

An added complication in the process of
institutional goal identification is the problem of
intrainstitutional conflict. Not only is there the
problem of identifying the larger ins.itutional
goals, but various college and university subgroups
have differing views about what constitutes
appropriate institutional goals. As is evident today,
the aculty, students, and administration
frequently cannot agree upon what should be the
overall institutional mission.

During the 1970%, we will see vast changes in
the goals that are identified. During the 1960’s, the
basic initiative was based on a demand by legis-
lators and governors that order and management
must be brought into the higher education estab-
lishment. As a result, coordination was looked
upon as a tool for elimination of unnecessary
competition and program duplication. It also was
seen as a method for providing orderly develop-
ment and as a safeguard for the public interest.

However, during the 1970%, it appears that
goals will be sharply altered from those pursued in
the past. As Ernest Palola has said:

In short, higher education faces a “qualitative crisis,” a
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crisis evidently complicated by a gap in communica-
tion. Students, facully, legislators, and the general
public are raising fundamenlal questions about the
basic aims and purposes of higher education. But today
many planners at statewide and ins itutional levels are
stilt almost wholly preoccupied with quantitative,
physical, and fiscal problems. A major challenge to
higher educaticn is to devise a style of planning which
will allow questions of educational policy to be openly
debated, and the resulting decisions facilitated rather
than inhibited by considerations of efficiency and
economy.!

The conflicts between the goals entering the
system from the public and those from the
institutions require resolution, or coordination
simply will not occur. We know that over a period
of time, voluntary solutions will not work.
Obviously, such resolution of conflicts will require
considerable vision on the part of all those involved
in the system.

A sccond difficulty with goal tdentification is
that of detcrmining a proper division of labor.
Institutions have frequently opposed such clear-cut
divisions. Although the literature of higher educa-
tion is replete with discussions about diversity, the
pressure for institutional similarity is at least as
great as that towards diversity. In fact, we know
that collegiate institutions are more alike than
different.2 Popular and faculty pressure stilt sceks
to convert junior colleges into senior colleges, to
lhave four-year institutions offer more graduate
work, and to expand universities in endless
horizontal directions. A major function that co-
ordinating agencies must pursue more diligently is
that of fostering among institutions the concept of
diversity.

Further, in order for coordination to work,
there must be some control over resources. I gouls
are decided on by state plinners and sesources are
allocated for other or contrary purposes. planning
is a waste of time. A second input to this system,
then, is resources.

Several problems arise when considering re-
source coordination; the most obvious is that therc
are never cnough resources to go around. Man’s
goals and aspirations are without limit. while the
resources necessary to attain these goals are com-
paratively scarce. In addition, there s always
competition with other state agencics and among
the institutions in the system. In coordinating
resources,  the agency’s credibility  with  the
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legislature and the general public is a key concern.
I there is no credibility, then there is a substantial
likelihood that allocations will by-pass the co-
ordinating agency and go directly to the institu-
tions. For example, u strong lobby by a university,
through its administration, trustees, and alumni
associition, can upset coordination if this influence
is not effectively balinced by the coordination
agency. Similar problems of accountability and
credibility affect the competition for resources
from federal prograrm ..

Several issues emerge from this discussion of
inputs. In essence, their resolution requires
balance between the goals of the public and those
of the institutions and the ability to deliver the
resources necessary to meet established goals. To
achieve this balance, the coordinating agency must
have some authority. 1t is difficult to conceive of
an organization without some person or persons
being in a position to require action of others. This
must be authority in fact, not authority in theory.
In some coordinating agencies, the authority lies
with individual institutions, acting as an aggregate.
This results from the fact that the institutional
members—presidents of universities and others
associated with higher education—dominate the
actual decision making within the coordinating
agency. The obvious and easy tendency is for the
agency to base its decisions on the concept of
“Let’s make a deal: you get your medical school
and [ get my agricultural school and everyone’s
satisfied.” Everytliing is satisfied, that is, except
the public interest, because coordination does not
occur,

However, the informai structure should not be
neglected. Equally important to a coordinating
agency is the amount of informal authority that it
possesses. Too often the statutes are examined in
order to determine an agency’s authority, Credi-
bility with the legislative and political process may
be as critical to an agency as the statutory power
contained in its legal mandate, The reaction,
commitnent, understanding, and support of
appropriate political segments may give a co-
ordinating agency authority and power far beyond
that enumerated in law.

Two trends should be noted at this point:
(1) the movement toward lay boards, and (2) the
movement toward the strengthening of the coor-
dinating agency. The vast number of coordinating
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boards now have a majority of public members.
Today only three of the 27 coordinating boards do
not have such a majority. Within the past two
years, three states--Maine, Utal, wnd West
Virginia--have changed their coordinating bourds
to consolidated governing boards; and Rhode
[slat.d has created a statewide board witls jurisdic-
tion over all public education. This trend follows
J. G. Paltridge’s 1963 study, in which he described
the evolutionary movement of coordinating
boards.

The authority of the agency must allow it to
bring public gouls into conjunction with public
resources. The scope of the authority must extend
throughout hizher education and must include and
help define the role of community colleges. It must
include private institutions. Finally, the authority
must be Leard and heeded or coordination simply
will not occur. In most states, the flaissez faire
concept of higher education is gone, because the
authority of coordinating agencies is being in-
creased or broadened.

In the model the place where authority resides
is called the agert. This is the structure where the
actual mechanical activities of coordination are
performed. The key person within the agent is the
executive director. Ernest Palola and Lyman
Glenny both have indicated that the selection of
the executive director is one of the most important
decisions that a coordinating bourd is called upon
to make. An inadequate appropriation which
relegates the executive director to the level of a
bockkeeper will also doom the coordinating
agency to failure.

In exercising its authority, the agency must
develop a product. In the model, these are called
outputs. The outputs are almost obviously sug-
gested by the inputs. Nevertheless, certain
problems exist here that need to be discussed.

Primarily, the agency must carefully decide
where coordination stops and individual institu-
tional autonomy begins. How resources will be
allocated in order to preserve institutional initiative
and the common good is one of the most serious
challenges to effective coordination. [t has been
the historical fear of institutions that a limitation
on their autonomy will be detrimental to excel-
lence in higher education. However, it is interesting
to note that Palola, in his recent three-year study,
concluded that: *“On the whole, educational
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autonomy and the level of performance of the
colleges and universities has improved as a result of
statewide planning duwring the period of massive
expansion in higher education.”’ In short, the
statewide centralization of decision-making power
resulting from coordination has not diminished the
autonomy of colleges and universities, as feared by
the instiintions. This problem of allowing institu-
tional autonomy and initiative on the one hand
and meeting public needs on the other continues to
be widely discussed. This conflict cannot be
resolved in this paper, nor can it be resolved in law.
It can only be resolved by skill. Again, the role of
the coordinating board staff may well be critical.

The final element in the coordination model is
communications. or feedback. A system of com-
munications must exist that allows the agent an
awareness of the goals lo be sought, the availability
of resources, and the support of the individuals
who comprise the group. This is the glue that holds
the whole system together. In many cases. it is one
of the primary failures of coordination because its
scope has been so limited. Communications
between the institutions and the coordinating
agency have usually been frequent and effective.
However. legislative liaison has been limited and
public awarenecss or contact extremely restricted.
By moving more to lay boards and. in some
instances. including legislative members. coor-
dinating boards have sought to fill this gap. In
Washington. we have developed what we consider a
good communication vehicle. Members of the
executive and legislative branches of government.
as well as representatives of the institutions and the
public, are included on the coordinating council.
Whether it will work in practice is another
question. As Glenny has noted. it must be
recognized that the coordinating process is a
political one involving powerful social agencies
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such as colleges and universities, with their in-
tellectual independence and autonomy on the one
side and the central policy-formulating authorities
of the governor and the legislature on the oiher.
The coordinating agency, situated between these
two powerful forces, must communicate with both
in order to achieve satisfactory solutions to the
problems of higher education.

As we examine some of the problems involved
in effective coordination, it might be well to
outline what actually has been accomplished
during the last decade by coordinating boards. In
general, we can say that the boards have: (1) con-
trolled expansion of new campuses and new
programs: (2) stimulated the quantity and quality
of higher education planning: (3} expanded oppor-
tunities to meet new educational and social needs:
(4) extended ecducational offerings both horizon-
tally and vertically: and (5) brought order into
higher education finance.

On the other hand, much remains to be done.
Coordinating boards have generally fallen short of
expectations by uot: (1) eliminating unnecessary
duptication or abolishing obsolete programs:
(2) involving private higher education institutions
in the planning process: (3) defining clearly the
role of the community colleges: (4) developing
institutional differentiation; and (5)giving suf-
ficient attention to the quality of higher education.

Footnotes

I Ernest Palola, “Academic Reform. A Challenge for
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2 See Institutions in Transition: A Studv of Change in
Hizher Fducation, by Harold L. Hodgkinson (Berkeley:
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FEDERAL PROGRAMS AND
LOCAL PLANNING FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

. Johri F. Morse, Director
Commission on Federal Relations
American Council on Education

When VWinfred Godwin inviled me to speak to
you this morning, 1 accepled with some re-
luctance. 1 am becoming increasingly fearful that
eight years in Washington, challenging and exciting
though they have been, have blurred my vision to
the extent that 1 cannot see problems with the
clear perspeclive one possesses, indeed must
possess. oh a university campus. Washington is a
remarkably  parochial city, even though it is
theoretically the nation’s communicalions net-
works center. Sometimes it secms to me that the
Anacostia and Potomac Rivers serve as membranes,
permitling. by a kind of osmosis, ideas to flow out,
but not in.

Thus 1 am not sure that I can address myselfl
adequately to the topic of this session—-"How Does
the Federal Role in Higher Educatios. Affect
Statewide Planning and Coordmation?™ Probably
only you. and of course people like John Miltett,
can answer that one, But perhaps 1 can be helpful
in your detliberations if I attempt to interpret.
rather than advocate. current Washington thinking.

1 might start by suggesting that the vety phrase
“Washington thinking” is an elusive one. and some
might even call it a contradiction in terms.
Washington thinking by whom? At what point in
time? For how long? Subject to what? Four years
ago | think I could have told you with some
confidence what the federal government was doing
and proposed to do in the ficld of higher cduca-
tion. 1 cannot do so tcday.

Four ycars ago | would have said that three
administrations one Republican and two Demo-
cratic- and several Congtresses. through enormous
bipartisan voles. were pulling together a sfructure
that would assure the conlirued strengthcning and
growth of higher educalion. There were those who
charged that the structure wasz being buill
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piecem . al, without architectural design--a few
bricks here, a beam or two there, with a few
amusing but useless gargoyles thrown in for good
mcasure. In a sense the charge was a fair one, but
many of the world’s great cathedrals were built in
just that way.

There is no need to take up your time with a
list of all the items that went into the structure,
but let me discuss one or two for purposes of
illustration.

With the establishment of the National Science
Foundation in 1950 and the simultancous
burgeoning of the National Institutes of Health,
the federal government seemed clearly to commit
itself to the long-term support of graduate educa-
tion and research. Perhaps the r-tionale for this
comnitment was never clearly stated. but onc
could discern it. Whatever the founding fathers
may have thought of the primacy of slate and local
responsibility for education. they could scarcely
have forescen the extent of the nation's ,.ced for
highly educated manpower and for basic scientific
rescarch. nor the enormous expenditlures entailed.
Neither could they have forescen the phenomenon
of the itincrant scholar. cducaled in Boise or
Lansing or Chapet 1lill and ‘working in Cambridge
or Houston or Palo Alto. The graduate teacher-
rescarcher-consultant-entreprencur was a national
asset inclined to gravitate with his colleagues to the
nation’s great industrial and scientific centers, It
scemed - it still scems -appropriate that the cost of
his education be underwritten largely by federal
rather than state or local tax dollats.

Bul about 1958 the scenario was changed.
During the Eiscnhower administration the concept
developed that if the nation was truly to build for
the future. we must develop in all regions of the
country centers of intellectual excellence -



scientific and other—so that there would no longer
be a concentration on the East and West coasts and
a few isolated spols in the Midwesl. The whole
thrust of the National Defense Education Act’s
fellowship program was to encourage institulions
not then engaged in Ph.D.-level work to get into it.
Implicitly il not explicitly, the Harvards,
Berkeleys, and Chicagos were ruled oul. This
program was for Mcntana State, Ole Miss, and the
University of Maine. Even though the University of
Wisconsin had a German department rich in excel-
lence and slarved for students, the goal was to sct
up a new Ph.D. program in German in Kansas! lam
not criticizing the new approach which was de-
signed for the future. ] merely report it.

There fallowed a series of legislative acts and
appropriations, through different committees of
the Congress, to push ahcad along this linc. NASA,
which could do no wrong in its early ycars under
Jim Webb, proudly announced a trainecship (a
cuphemism for [fellowship) program that would
produce 1,000 Ph.D.’s a year in disciplines related
to space. Since space required every kind of
specialist from public refations *“tub thumpers™ to
malerials engineers who could figure out how to
protect astroships and astronauts from incinera-
tion, almost any program coul qualify. And
almost every prozram did, with benefits distributed
geographically. strategically. and to 1 degree
politically. The National Science Foundation.
originally limited to supporting cxcellence where it
found it. moved rapidly toward the NDEA-NASA
concepl. Its nationally and competitively awarded
feltowships. with the winners frec to go wherever
they chose. all seemed to concentrate in a handful
of institutions on the East and West coasts. The
anlidote was clear. Il trainecships were assigned to
institutions. broadly based geographically. which
could themselves award them, wealth would be
spread and additional centers of graduate educa-
tion and research could be developed. I could go
on. The distribution of NIH training grants
followed much the tame pattern. So did smaller
programs in other agencizs.

Although there were certain “pork barrel™
aspects in these developments. 1 think we werc on
the right track. On the other hand. it should be
noted that alt of this was done with litthe regerd lor
potantial nonfederal sources of support and with
little concern [or state or regional planning. Since |

am speaking in the South, let me shift the locale
and ask a quesiion. Given the state and local
resources available, and assuming no federal assist-
ance, how many first-rate graduate centers could be
supported in the area comprising North and South
Dakota, Wyoming, Montana, and Idaho? Probably
only the answers one or none would earn a passing
grade, yet with federal assistance, ten are attempt-
ing it and have been successful. In those five states
a total of 26 Ph.D. degrees were awarded in 1958.
Ten years later the number had risen to
191 —almost an 800 percent increase.

But now what is happening? Everything we
have built in the past twenly years, and par-
ticularly since 1958, is in danger of being
dismantlied. The NASA traineeships are a thing of
the past. The federal budget calls for no funds for
NSF trainceships after this yecar. The administra-
tion proposes to discontinue the NDEA fellowships
after the academic year 1970-71. Three ycars ago
these three programs were supporting 24,132
students in some 225 institutions. Conceivably, as
the administration seems to intend, future graduate
students will be willing to borrow the funds
necessary to maintain themselves in graduate
school. But along with the student stipends pro-
vided by the three programs, there went as direct
payments to the inslitutions a total of
$40,320.000 to help underwrite the cost of pro-
viding graduate education.

Private institutions. and indeed some public
ones, have long understood the policies of the great
philanthropic foundations. They have understood.
or should have. that foundation excculives are
unwilling to make long-term commitments.” They
have been willing to give institulions a starl on
some new pel project to provide the “seed
money.” or funds for cxperimenlation or
occasionally the bricks and mortar to house a new
program. But they have always expected that the
ship. once launched, would sail on its own. It has
been cssenlial. therefore. for instilulions to con-
sider the availability of long-term financial support
befote approaching a foundation for initial sup-
pott. In approaching foundations. therclote.
institutions have been forced to make a careful
assessment of their own priorities.

It now appears that the federal government is
proposing to act like a foundation rather than serve
as a freliable source of continuing suppott for




programs clearly essential to the nation’s health
and well-being. Under these circumstances it is
hard to sce how state and regional bodies can
engage in planning in any rational way.

In 1963 the Congress came to the conclusion,
after several years of debate, that federal ussistance
nust be provided for the vconstruction of new
academic facilities, if we were to come close to
meeting the nceds of enormously increased
numbers of college-age youth. It flatly rejected the
notion that such facilities could or should be
financed exclusively through loans. for the obvious
reason that the debt service on such loans wouli!
have had explosive effect on student fees or state
tax revenues or both. The legislation could not
have been passed if it had not provided large sums
for direct grants. In 1967 and 1968 just over S1
billion in facilities grant funds were appropriated
by the Congress, and we were well on our way
toward bridging the (facilities gap. Now it is
proposed, through budgetary rather than legislative
action. to terminate the grant program and rely
exclusively on loans. This decision has been made
in the face of an official Office of Education task
force report that shows a need for new facilities
costing S14 billion between now and 1974, How
does that strike your planning Ouija board?

In every state there has been established. by
some kind of official action, an acadeini~ facilities
commission broadly representative of all segments
of higher education -public and private, secular
and sectarian. fror lower division to postdoctoral
institutions. Its responsibility has be:n to de-
termine orders of priorities in meeting needs for
academic facilities grants and undergraduate teach-
ing equipment. The teaching equipment program is
cither dead. mummified. or in suspended
animation. and the present Congress is about to
determine which. The facilities grant program is in
roughly the same shape. One interesting feature of
the 1971 budget is that it provides for continued
support for the commissions with no support for
the programs they were created to administer. Asa
former university administrator 1 have always
thought the ideal post would be that of president
of an institution with no faculty and no students.
Now I'm considering applying for a post as director
of a state facilities commission.

Three years ago the ACE Commission on
Federal Relations issued a statement entitled “The
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Federal Investment in Higher Education: The Need
for a Sustained Commitment.” At the time, we
belicved we were enunciating a platforim on which
the nation could agree--without re 1ard to political
affiliation, without regard to labels like conserva-
tive or liberal, new federalist or states-rightist,
hawk or dove, budget-balancer or free spender. We
saw no way by which intelligent planning could be
achicved unless one could assume that the govern-
ment. in undertaking certain programs, was at the
same time undertaking certain long-term com-
mitments. In fact we stated:
[Uis clear that the federal government must continue to
depend heavily on higher cducation to undertake a
n.ultitude of tasks. Higher education must, in turn, r.y
heavily on the government to provide strong and
sustained financial support. In times of crisis it may be
possible to pustpone or slow down programs which,
while highly desirable, are not vital 1o the nation's
welfare. But the dulics that higher cducation must
perform cannot be set aside. Young people must be
tfaught: manpower must be trained: faculties must be
Kept inlact; answers to complex problems must be
found. If higher education is to plan efficiently and
accomplish ils lasks, it must count on a steady Now of
suppotl. The fitful turning on and off of a faucet is not
a method of ecoriomy; it is a guarantce of waste, both
in dolars and in human resources.

\What has happened. | think. is that in the ficld
of education, cach new administration has felt it
must have its own stamp on education legislation.
We faced this to a degree =ik the Kennedy
administration. to a lesser degree with the Johnson
administration. although it was there. and now
inordinately under the new administration. Believe
it or not. the 17271 budget calls for the total
elimination of 1§ existing programs in higher
education with authorizations tofaling
§2.348.500.000. The rationale argued. without
documentation. is that the programs have either
failed or are outmoded.

| would not aryue that every program shoula
be maintained because it exists. To do so would
suggest that cach new administration must be
froren into the programs of ils predecessors, and
this would mean that all conceivably available
funds would be earmarked. leaving nothing for new
initiatives. On the other hand. it is madness to
discard programs merely because they originated in
a previous administration. Mr. Nixon could tele-
phone the moon because Mr. Kennedy determined
we would go there. If we had shifted our space goal
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in 1969, we would have had nothing but a lot of
hardware floating around in space. That, I fear, is
likely 1o be the fate of some of higher education.

My conclusion is that you cannot perform your
planning  function unless there is sustained
Washington thinking on what the government’s
role must be. The problem is not primarily in the
Congress. In fuct | suspect that very few of the
programs now resting in death row will be
executed: | expect a Congressional repricve. Bul
the point is that until successive administrations
recognize that education needs the same kind of
sustained support expected by our atmed forces. or
al a lesser level by our space program or the
Atomic Energy Commission, we will have this kind
of trouble. We don't build a huge standing army in
one administration and rely on the National Guard
in the next. Neither should we foster an
exponential expansion of higher education in one
administration and go back to Mark Hopkins® log
in the next. Somehow all of us concerned with
cducation must get this message through.

Let me move now to some other problems you
must face as statewide planners. Again 1 remind
you that | am seeking to interpret rather than
advocate. Institutions of higher education through-
out this country have had a long history of
virtually total autonomy. 1 spend my life dealing
with their presidents. And | must report that, until
the recent budgetary crisis, they have been almost
unanimous in their satisfaction with most of the
administrative procedures embodied in the federal
programs. They and their staffs like dealing
dircetly with the federal burcaucracy. They find it
casier. more compatible with their own goals, and
more cffective than dealing through several state-
wide coordinating and planning laycrs before they
reach the ultimate source of funds. | am not
arguing that they are right: on the other hand. | am
not surc that we woukl ever have developed as
strong and diverse a system of higher education in
this country if institutions had not. during tke last
century and a half, been largely free to set their
own goals. steer their own coutse, and. in a sense,
determine their own hws of navigation. And |
think they are unlikely to abandon that inde-
pendence willingly. You can distribute any number
of pamphlets on the economic necessity of planned
parenthood in a rabbit hutch. bul you're not hkely
to change a rabbit’s habits. IUs just not in his

nature, and he wouldn’t be a rabbit if it were.

On the other hand, to advert to the crisis tl
may be impending in financing graduate educatic
one can argue that it night have been less severt
there had been more stite and regional planning
its expansion during the 1950°s and 1960%. St
port of rescarch in small chemistry is one thing:
high energy physics is another. Clearly as rescat
becomes more complex, more sophisticated. a
more expensive, there must be some kind
division of labor. The problem is how at the fede
level one reconciles the need for such planni
with the demand for and the values inherent
aistitutional autonomy. The difficulty is coi
pounded by the problem of the private institutic
I believe most of the leaders of our great pub
institutions would agree that if onr private instit
tions, now backed against the wall, were to topy
over. public higher education would itself be ti
weaker for it,

One proposition we are sure to hear more of,
ever cconomic stability returns, is a sharing
federal tax revenue with the states. For ma
domestic programs this may be the ideal solution
am not competent to say. But as a method -
financing higher education it is likely to be resist
strongly. It §s not entirely clear whether the stat
in this instance are the governors, or the legis|
tures. or superboards. or commissions. But wh
ever \he case. the proposal would seem to pla
controt over virtually all funds and. therefore. ove
the institutions themselves in a single body. If or
believes, as I do. that the federal government mu
carry a markedly increased share of funding bot
public and private institutions. the method b
which the funds are provided becomes erircial, It
the opinion of most persons in higher educ
tion that the revenue-sharing concept, attracti
because of its simplicity and perhaps for othe
reasons -would be damaging to all of higher educ.
tion and perhaps disastrous for private education

It is my impression that the state commission
created as a result of e Higher Educatio
Facilitics Act of 1963, have administered Title 1 ¢
that act and the subscquent undergraduate teacl
ing equipment program to the satisfaction of mo:
segments of higher education. Whether this kind «
mechanisom would serve oqually well for othe
federal programs is open Lo some question. Coul
they. for example, function effectively in program
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where a determination of quality, as opposed to
quantity, is concerned?

The question to which you are addressing
yourselves today is not an easy one. It is almost
inevitable that some will regard it first of all as a
power struggle. The real and understandable desire
on the part of each institution for maximum
autonomy and the right to sell-determination is

O
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pitted against the equally compelling insistence
that only through rational planning can the limited
resources available meet the almost unlimited
social demands imposed on hijher education.
There is no clear view in Washingten as to how the
two needs can be reconciled. It will require men of
goodwill representing both points of view to
achieve that reconciliation.
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THE FEDERAL IMPACT
UPON STATEWIDE PLANNING AND COORDINATION

John

D. Millett, Chancellor

Ohio Board of Regents

thoul doubt, there is a federal impact upon
statewide planning and coordination of higher
education. Unfortunately. 1 must set forth my
thesis in this paper as simply this: the federal
impact upon statewide planning and coordination
is uncertain, disruptive. and nonsupportive. In fact,
it is no cxagegeration to assert that the federal
government, which supposedly recognizes the
important and indced superior role of the states in
matters of cducation, has yect to recognize the
existence of rtate government planning in higher
education.

In making these observations, | must speak
from tite point of view of my own experience of
almost seven years as a state government planner in
higher cducation. It is a point of view which is
based obviously upon the pioposition that state-
wide planning and coordinating are c¢ssential
activitics and are being performed with some
semblance of compelence by our state govern-
ments. It is a point of view which does not *xpress
any anti-federal government position. It is a point
of view which pleads for federal-state coopetation
in slatewide planning and coordination.

§ think the first observation to be made is that
the federal government has lacked and still does
lack a clear, carefully prepared. and definite
purpose in its relation to higher education. In the
absence of a plan and a program of federal
objectives in higher education. it is little wonder
that federal and slate government telationships
should be strained and often in conflict.

Without attempling to trace a comprehensive
histoty of federat interest in higher education, let
me suggest three major devetopments which have
occurred since the end of World War 11. Largely as
a result of the university contributions to the
science and technology which so greatly aided the
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Allied cause during the war years, the federal
government continued the university-government
partnership in rescarch after 1945. For most of this
period, federal rescarch interest was concentrated
on matters of defense weapons systems, atomic
cnergy, and space exploration. Only little by little
did general research support of universities begin to
grow, and even this was often “sold” to our federal
legislators as somchow important to our national
prestige and our national survival.

In the biological and medical sciences, the
molivation may have been somewhat different.
There were, to be sure. outstanding medical
achievements during World War 11, achievements
which probably in an equal period of time saved as
many lives in the United States as we lost in the
battles of the war, These achicvements probably
encouraged the decision of the federal government
to support health-related resecarch. But the
presence of remarkable individuals in the Congress.
disposed for various reasons to encourage health
research, certainly did much to bring atout the
amazing growth of federal rescarch expenditures
for health.

After 25 years it is possible to draw certain
conclusions about this federal government excur-
sion into support of university rescarch. This
support became the predominant factor in the
development of universily research activity. State
governments suppotted instruction: the federal
government supported research. The two activities.
although interrelated in scholarly concern. were
independently conducted. Rescarch, moreover,
became associated with technology and economic
growth: its incidence or geographical distribution
then became a governmental, which is to say a
political, concern. Rescarch activity tended to
altract the best academic brains and to be equated
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with acadentic excellence. There emerged a rivalry
among states and among universities for the re-
secarch dollar. It scems iikely, as one government
report concluded, that rescarch activity tended to
denigrate undesgraduate instruction. Then as
federal miilitary. financial, and political problems
were compounded because of the Vietnam War,
the expansion of rescarch support came to an end.
and university acceplance of federal rescarch sup-
port came under sharp attack within the academic
community itself.

One other very important aspect of federal
research support must be mentioned. In extending
resecarch support to universities. federal granting
agencies professed to be guided by qualitative
standards which were applied equally to privately
sponsorced and publicly sponsored universitics. But
when this federal research support began to slow
down, many private universities found themselves
involved with high-priced faculty members. exten-
sive facilities. sizeable instructional programs at the
doctoral degrec level, and numerous graduate
students needing assistance. Caught in a budgel
squecze resulting from federal government activity,
many of these private universitics turned to state
governmenlts to assist them in maintaining their
position and their income.

I think it may also be said in fairness that the
econonmic plight of the undergraduate. separate
liberal arts colleges has been compounded in the
past twenly years because of federal support of
research. Faculty salaries were increased because of
the competition of universities for a limited supply
of faculty talent. Young faculty members preferred
appointments at the institutions where research
aclivity was cartied on. The separate liberal arts
college had to find endowment and gift income in
addition to increased student fees in order (o
maintain its existence. By the end of the 1960°s,
more of these private, separate colleges were
turning to state governments for financial succor.

Lest 1 be misunderstood. let me assert emphat-
ically that [federal research support has made
possible substantial American intellectual achieves
ments in the past 25 years. This tesearch support
has created academic excellence in this ccuiry.
This research support is essential to the future of
American higher education. But let's not kid
ourselves into thinking that this federal research
support has had no impact upon state planning and

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

coordination in higher education. And let us not
kid oursclves into thinking that federal agencics
have displayed any great concern or given any
particular attention to the imp ¢t of federal
research support upon state government.

In 1958 the federal government inaugurated a
new era in federal-state relations in higher educa-
tion. This was the year in which the Natioral
Defense Education Act was passed. There were
several titles in this law with special application to
institutions of higher education. Title 11 providad
for student loon funds to be expended throuzh
individual institutions of higher education, privite
and public. Title 1V provided for fellowship funds
to be allocated among institutions of higher educa-
tion for new and expanding doctoral degize
programs. Title N1, Title V. and Title VI provided
for grants to institutions for institutes and work-
shops to upgrade clementary and secondary school
teaching in science, mathematics. and moden
languages, and to improve student counseling. Title
VIII also had its impact in providing for federal
funds to help encourage state government efforis
in the field of vocational and technical education.

There were several complications to the
activities engendered or expanded by the National
Defense Education Act of 1958, Although wilh
on¢ exception this new statule represented once
again a partnership between the federal goverr-
ment and individual institutions of higher
cducation. the law was not without its impact
upon state government. And in the one title. Title
VI, where the existence of the state governnients
was acknowledged. the requirement for one state
agency to handle both vocational education and
technical education funds had an unfortunate
impact upon state governments. This provision of
law confused state administrative organization and
inhibited a clear<ut distinction between vocational
education as a function of secondary cducation
and technical education as a function of high¢:
education.

In the first half of the 1960°s two additional
pieces of [Iegislation,  the lligher Education
Facilitics Act of 1963 and the Higher Education
Act of 1965, were approved. The first statute
provided grants and loans (ot the construction of
academic facilitics. The other statute providel
grants for instructional equipment. provided grants
for continuing education programs. and introduced
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federal financial support for two more student aid
programs: the cducational opportunity grants and
the worli-study program. In addition, the Higher
Education Act of 1965 authorized federal expendi-
tures to assist college libraries, to assist so-called
developing institutions, to assist improvements in
undergraduate instruction and teacher education
and graduate instruction, and to encourage cduci-
tion for public service and the development of
“networks for knowledge.” The programs of
undergraduate facility grants, of continuing educa-
tion grants, and of equipment grants made use of
state government agencies in higher education. The
other programs. such as the graduate instructional
facilitics and the student aid support. continued
the arrangement of direct federal agency-institu-
tional refationship.

If this survey of federal government interest in
higher education were to be complete. it would be
necessary to trace the halting steps by which some
suppott  has been provided for instructional
facilitiecs. and now for instruction, in medicine.
Also. some acknowledgment should be made of the
State Technical Scrvices Act of 1965, another
venlure into federal encouragement of the public
service functlion of higher education. 1t would also
be instruclive to trace the stosy of the vocational-
technical education laws of 1963 and 1968. There
are some other ramiflications. such as that of
educational television. All of these involve too
many details 1o be explored here.

When [ began this historical survey. 1 had
prog ounded a particular thesis: that federal govern-
ment activities presented almost no pattern of a
concerted policy or program in relation to higher
cducation. 1 think the record will sustain this
proposition. The [zderal government has been
interested in research support. in student financial
assistance. in construction. and in certain public
service activities. There has been some operating
support of instructional activities in technical
education and in medicine. No matter how care-
fully one exsmines this record. one finds no
pattern in all this array of undertakings. unless it is
a pattetn of the most politically feacible or
politically keast objectionable endeavors.

Indced. | have been present in both private and
public conferences where United States senators
and certain administrative officers have asserted
that institutions of higher education were

themselves to blame for federal inadequacies in
higher education policies. It was argued that the
failure of higlier cducation interests to unite in
presenting common pocitioni on policies and
programs had hampered and indeed prevented the
development of definite objectives for federal
higher cducation activities. The obligation for sitch
development, it was implied. was not the task of
federal officials. 11 was the federal obligation only
to respond to the clearly defined needs presented
by the higher education community itself.

Now, of course. the fact is that there isn't any
higher education community ir. the United States.
We sometimes speak glibly abo at the higher educa-
tion “system’ in this country, but, of course. there
is no such thing as a system. We also speak of the
varicty and diversity of higher educational enter-
prises. This is true enough. and the diversity of
interests among these enterprises is clear to any
careful observer. This diversity is recognized in the
existence of at least six major organizations of
institutions with offices in Washinglon. not (o
mention at least a dozen other organizations who
claim to speak for higher education in some
particular field.

Rather than assess the blame for the current
situation, let us at least agree that federal activities
themselves in higher educatior present a varied
pattern in which 1t is difficult to discern any
definite strategy or purpose. Obviously also this
circumstance must necessarily womplicate the life
of the state government planiter who secks (o
accommodate the federal role in his own planning
efforts.

In the last four years, 2 new element of
confusion has been introduced in the federal
activity in higher education. This new clement is
confusion aboul funding. about appropriations.
Many persons outside government circles do not
understand the difference in the federal process
telween an authorization and an appropriation.
Morcover. the Congress in an effort to strengthen
its own role in telation to the President and the
buteaucracy has hit upon a mew technigue- the
limited authorization. It is customary in many
kinds of legislation today. especially in education
and similar ficlds. for the Congress to enact bills
which authorize government programs for a speci-
fied period of lime. most commonly three or five
ycars. At the expiration of this period, the
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Congress must enact another authorization or the
carlicr authorization expires and the programs sct
up by the previous law  are automalically
terminated.

This device of a law with a limited period of
authorization is a useful technique for asserting
congressional supremacy over the executive branch
and the bureaucracy. Bul the device is also one
which helps to crowd the legislative calendar,
prolongs legislative sessions, and introduces con-
siderable uncertainty in the continuity of federal
programs in the ficld of higher education. If for
any particuiar reason--congressional dislike of an
administrative  personality. legistative concern
about campus unrest, or public criticism of some
program -the Congress cannol agree upon an
extension of ("¢ authorizing statute, then the
federal program is under sentence of death.

1 might add one other factor which affects
consideration of a bill extending authorization of
an educational program. Even il there is legislative
disposition to extend the legal authorization for a
program, the Congress may well introduce re-
strictive provisions which affect its operation. No
one can properly protest legislative interest in how
programs ar¢ administered. but programs also
become increasingly expensive to administer when
more and more details of operation are wrillen
into legislative directives. And. of course. these
uncertainties about administrative discretion intro-
duce still another complication in federal
governmenl-higher education relationships.

This concern with the provisions of authorizing
legistation is only the beginning of the administra-
tive process. There is still the annual appropriation
battle to be waged. Moreover, in the nature of the
legislative arrangements for consideration of pro-
posed laws. bills enacting substantive provisions of
law are assigned to the substantive commillees.
while appropriation bills go to the two ap-
propriation commiltees of the Congress. Ordinarily
there is no overlap of commiltee membership.
although the unique status of Senator Lister Hill
was an exception to this generalization. H has been
my observation that Senator Hill's role of keader-
ship in the Senate was of greater benefit to health
legislation and appropriations than it ever was lo
educationa! legislation and appropriations. The
reason fot this citcumsiance is. of course, obvious.
But appropriation kgislation in the Congress means
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that administrative activities must come under the
close scrutiny of still another group of legislators,
and their attitudes toward higher educalion in
particular may or may not be simi'ir to those of
legislators who have considered the substantive
legislation.

Moreover, although both the House and the
Senate have rules which forbid the enactment of
substantive laws as parts of an approprialion
measure, the rule is more often honored in the
breach than in the observance. The consequence is
that frequently still additional instructions are
given to administrators in the form of restrictions
upon the obligation of funds or even in the form of
admonitions set forth in an appropriations com-
mittee report. Such admonitions. although lacking
legal sanclion. are nonetheless ignored only at the
peril of committee retaliation the next year.

To all of these normal hazards of the legislative
process have been added in the past four years the
complications of federal budgetary and economic
policy. 1 think it is no exaggeration to say that
both the Kennedy and the Johnson administrations
discovered that their international intercsts and
commitments came into  conflict  with their
domestic aspirations. The conflict was revealed
above all else in the budget process. where govern-
menl spending. taxation, and surplus or deficils
have a profound impact upon employment. pro-
duction, wage rates, and price inflation. As
expenditures in the Vietnam War rose. the federal
budget had to have increased revenue or run the
grave risk of promoting cconomic demand in
excess of the capacily to produce. Inflation based
upon a limited supply of goods. we have dis-
covered. feeds still another inflation in wage
adjustments which adds futther push to rising costs
and rising prices. Good domestic intentions outran
the realitics of federal budget potential. and helped
produce the present conflict in America which now
demands that domeslic programs be given priority
over international assistance.

1 point out these aspects of federal government
activily because the reduction or stabilization of
federal expenditures for higher education hawe
their necessary impact upon state government
planning. Just as we enter the decade of the 19707
with still another 75 or 8O percent expansion of
student enrollment, we find the higher cducalion
facilitics grant program praclically ended. The
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federal government may decide to withdraw from
the construction of instructiona! [facilities for
higher education institutions, but no such option is
available to state governments. On the contrary,
state governments must now find some means to
expand their construction financing or fall short in
providing an expanding opportunity for post-high
school education.

Or let us look for a moment at yet another
general area  of federal government activity:
student aid. As 1 have already mentioned. Title 11
of the National Defense Education Act of {958
provided for a low-cost student loan program.
which has been surprisingly popular. Then in 1965
the Higher Education Act added several new forms
of student financial assistance intended primarily
to reach students from families of low income.
These pew programs included educational oppor-
tunity grants and worksstudy payments. along with
“talent secarch™ and “upward bound™ efforts to
encourage certain disadvantaged students to under-
take higher education. A federal loan guarantee
program was added to the carlier direct student
loan program.

Under the impact of Vietnam financing and the
economic policy of reducing inflationary pressures,
the federal government has had to curtail its
financial commitments for student loans. educa-
ttonal  opportunity  grants.  and  work-study
payments. The difficuity. of course. is that
programs for blacks and for students of low-
income families simply cannot be turned off and
on in accordance with the nceds of ¢conomic
policy. When expectations are aroused among
disadvantaged groups in our socicty and then ate
suddenly dampened with the word that it is not
ftnancially sound for the federal government to
honor its promises. this action is bound to be
interpreted as just another fal<¢ hope hehld out by
the “establishment.”” Aad as college and university
administrators will tell you. black students are
little concerned with nicetics of governmental
jurisdictions and intricacies of appropriation
processes. Rather, these students expect promises
to be fulfilled, if not in one way. then in tome
other way.

The consequence it that on top of other
complications. stale government. because it bears
the primary burden of higher education instruction
in this country. is expected to lake on the task of
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financing student aid as well. Thus federal good
intentions end by becoming another state govern-
ment appropriation problem. The state government
planner, as well as higher educat.on administrators,
finds himself harassed by additional demands
which are difficult to fulfill.

[ think many persons in higher education are
beginning to wonder whether or not  federal
interest and concern with higher education is
reliable. The state government planner sees federal
activities in higher education as tending to be
incidental or peripheral to his own tasic concern.
The federal interest in rescarch appears to be
incidental to a major preoccupation with national
defense. Other federal activitics in higher education
seem to be incidental to preoccupation with the
welfare problems of society. And in a conflict
between (he cconomic demands of national
security and  higher education, we have had a
convincing demonstiation in the past four years of
which priority receives the first consideration.

Finally. 1 wish to mention another concern of
the state government planner which is complicated
greatly by federal activity. No aspect of higher
education planning on a statewide basis is more
troublesome than that of determining the role of
individual state sponsored and financed colleges
and universitics in graduate education, especially
education at the doctoral degree level. Up to the
end of World War 1. state governments indi-
vidually financed several different Kinds of
institutions  with a fairly clear<ut distinction
among them. Apart from junior colleges, this
structure of state public higher education institu-
tions usually consisted of a comprehensive state
university, a college of agricultute and mechanic
arts. several teachers colleges. and sometimes one
or two hberal aris colleges.

After the end of World War 1. this structure
bhegan rapidly to change. Under the impact of a
lazge increase in students and with the advent of
faculty domination of much internal institutional
planning. the college of agriculture and mechanic
arts became a second comprehensive state univer-
sity. and the teachers colleges became general
purpose colleges and then general purpose univer:
sities. Municipal universitics tended also to become
new slate universities. Indeed. il is no exaggeration
to say that state planning in higher education
became a state necessity because all of a sudden
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state governments found themselves confronted
with the expectation that they would finance a
whole array of comprehensive universilies rather
than the fairly well defined structure of differen-
tiated institutions which had existed before 1945,

I believe it is not unfair to say that the federal
government contributed substantially to this com-
plexity in state higher educational planning. The
federal government by its extensive support of
research did in effect give primary encouragement
to the developtent of doctoral degree programs.
Faculty members receiving research grant support
were able to integrate this activity with their
wiversity setting only by expanding instructional
cffort at the graduate and especially the Ph.D.
level. Rescarch assistants were found primarily by
recruiting  and  supporting graduate students,
Furtheimore, [faculty members were able to
rationalize their research activity within the univer-
sity framework only by pointing out that research
was an essential part of instruction at the doctoral
level.

In addition. prestige in the academic world
after 1945 quickly came (o be associated with
graduate programs at the doctoral degree level.
Because of the prospective enrollment demand of
the 1960°s and because of the continuing rapid
expansion of federal research support, especially
after Sputnik in 1957, the demand for doctoral
degree graduates seemed almost beyond calcula-
tion. Title 1V of the NDEA in 1958 called for an
cexpansian of doctoral degree programs through
federal fellowship awards to institutions. Futther
federal effort to advance graduate instruction was
authorized by the Higher Education Act of 1965,

In this federal interest in graducte instruction.
almost no attention was paid to state planning.
Federal agencies made their fellowship grants, their
graduate facilitics grants, and their resea<h grants
directly to institutions. In the process originally
these federal agencies paid no attention whatsoever
to the existence of state government planning and
coordinating agencics. If there was a state master
plan for higher education, tus fact was of littk
interest to federal government officials,

tn fairness. 1 must say that some federal
officials did begin slowly and partially to concern
themselves with trving to cooperate with state
goeernment master plans. But it is ako fair (o say
that fot the most part the federal government has
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not looked upon its concern with graduate educa-
tion as a matter calling for federal-state coopera-
tion. On the contrary, federal encouragement of
graduate education has proceeded independently
of state planning.

Yet here also it has become apparent in recent
years that graduate education is going to be
supported mostly by state governments, Thus the
state planner is confronted with the increased
pressure of faculties and institutions for graduate
study and must try to find some rationale for state
universitics gencrally to be involved in graduate
education. And obviovsly the state planner must
cooperate with state chief exccutives and legis-
lators in finding the financing needed by graduate
cducation.

1 have heard faculty members and others in a
state institution whose role as a comprehensive
state university antedates 1945 argue vigorously
that no other state institution should award the
Ph.D. degree. If the state university belongs to the
prestigious Association of American Universitics,
this sense of an exclusive prerogative or divine
mission is even more likely to be evident. And yet
this very attitude of superior status is one of the
reasons why faculty members in other institutions
press for graduate study. The academic profession
has a strong cgalitatian drive and does not take
kindly to claims of status based upon distinctions
other than individual scholatly performance.

[n the realm of all actions affecting graduate
study and rescarch, the federal government dugln
to make a choice. One choice is to say that
graduate education is a national function and
support of all graduate education will be assumed
by the federal government, Then the role of the
state  government planner c¢an be  exclusively
assumed by the federal government planner, The
other choice is for the federal government to make
state master plans the basis for any federal actions
with an impact upon graduate education. On? or
the other choice i« the alternative for rational
higher education planning. But in candot 1 must
say | see little likelihood of any such rationality in
federal activities in  higher  education. The
unfortunate state government planner will be lteft
iy the pasition of continuing to try to make sense
out of the conditions which federal actions make
for him,

1t appears to me that the state partnership with
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the federal government in the field of higher
education is at best today an unhappy working
relationship. . The federul government tends to
recoghize state universities as partners but not
acknowledge the existence of stute governments as
having a major concern with higher educational
planning. The impact of federal action then is to
underminge state government planning, or even to
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make state government planning impossible.

Perhups it is not too much to hiope that one of
these days there will emerge a true partnership
between the federal government .nd state govern-
ments in the field of higher ecucation. 1 cannot
help but feel that such a partnership, when it does
emerge, will be mutually beneficial.
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IMPLICATIONS AND ADVANTAGES
FOR STATEWIDE PLANNING AND GOORDINATION
OF EMERGING PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

Ben Lawrence, Associate Director
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education

The call to accountability in higher education is
unmistakably clear. Some are heard mumbling,
“You had better do it or we will do it for you.”
Others pass laws intended to restrict funds that
might assist rebellious students, to reduce faculty
travel, and to curtail budgets in what appear to be
punitive ways. Still others plead for a better
understanding of the educational process; for a
clearer picture of what the dollars are buying; for
mission-oriented, relevant research, rather than
faculty-determined, blue-sky research; and for a
back-to-business, stop-the-ideological-nonsense,
get-on-with-the-learning approach that makes for
productivity in the instructional program.

This call to accountability stems not from
revenge, but from a sense of frustration—frustra-
tion with vociferous students, dissatisfied faculty,
and the unsolved problems of war, racial crisis,
pollution, unemployment, and inflation. It stems
from a sincere and dedicated feeling on the part of
political and public leaders that, indeed, something
is wrong with higher education today. While they
do not know precisely what the diagnosis is, they
have read the thermometer and believe the patient
to beill.

Consider the Past

Higher education is perceived as having made a
significant contribution to the development of this
country during its formative years. It developed
and nurtured the practices of freedom through law
and order and contributed intelligence to the task
of developing a productive industrial society.

During World War !l when our country was in
grave peril, our universities assisted with the
development of modern equipment to assist our
fighting men and developed the atomic bomb that
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terminated the war significantly earlier than
anticipated, at a tremendous savings of life on both
sides.

When Sputnik circled the globe in 1957, we
turned to the universities and colleges for the
production of necessary manpower in scientific
fields. The universities and colleges, true to form,
responded in a magnificent way. While higher
education was always asked to report fiscally what
it did with the funds made available, it was
perfunctory and routine reporting because the
benefits of higher education were perceived by the
public as being real and obvious. No one seriously
challenged the use to which the dollars were put.

Consider the Present

The longest war of this country’s history is still
being waged. The old ways of fighting apparently
are not working. The bomb cannot be used.
Universities and colleges have not produced the
genius of a new weapon or new insight to
negotiation to bring the war to an end.

While millions of dollars have been cxpended
on educational research, we still do not know how
to educate our poor and our minorities nor how to
provide equal opportunity for them.

Pollution plagues our major cities. While steps
are being taken to control pollution, the colteges
and universities have not come through with a
dramatic technical solution nor with enlightenment
on how to reduce the human problems involved.

Inflation runs wild, while our nation’s experts
debate the best way to solve the problem. Higher
education’s demands for more money are perceived
by many to be encouraging a course of spiraling
inflation.

Unemployment is high in spite of inflation.



Moreover, for the first time in history, unemploy-
ment is high among Ph.D.'s. The university is
accused of poor planning and overproduction. In
view of Allan Cartter’s warnings, the accusation is
not entirely unjustificd. -

Higher education does not appear to be per-
forming at the same level of excellence as in former
days. The benefits of higher education are not so
casily perceived as being real and obvious. Perhaps
higher education has overextended itself. In any
case, many people are seriously challenging the usc
to which the dollars are being put. They openly
wonder if they should give at least some of those
dollars to other agencies or for other approaches to
solving problems.

On the other hand, legislators and public
leaders should resolve not to throw out the baby
with the bath water. Part of the difficulty higher
education faces regarding accountability is that it
has pever really been called to account in this
manner before.

Lest someone suggest that higher education
should have teen prepared for accountability, it
should be pointed out that several previous
attempts have been made to develop comparative
management systems, but they failed because
accountabitity was not demanded. Legislators did
not look kindly on the higher education official
who wanted to spend more money on management
or “overhead” as it used to be called. What
incentive was there to spend momney on manage-
ment when no one seemed to be interested in
better management? Why should the university
official press an unpopular view, especially when it
got him in trouble for increasing the overhead
expenditure?

Look at how hard it has been to develop state
coordinating agencies. Their reason for being is
planning and management. For years where they
existed at all, it was only with considerable
controversy. Then, gradually, more authority was
given the agencies. Now that the demand for
accountability is upon us, legislators are not only
creating coordinating boards, but giving them
substantial power and authority—in some cases,
governing authority over all higher education.

Yes, the demand for accountability is upon us.
Improved planning and management for higher
education is an idea whose time has come. Every-
one wants to get into the act. Demand for instant
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planning and management systems is high.

Limitzd resources, expanding enrollments, and
student, faculty, und public dissatisfaction with the
processes of higher education today uare con-
tributing to the ecagerness with which adminis-
trators in higher education are secking to improve
the management of their institutions. The need is
now evident. The demand is here for better tools,
sharper tools, and more selected tools to address
the planning and management problems of modern
higher education.

What appears as a need for some provides an
opportunity for others. Management technicians
and developers look upon this situation as an
cpportunity to prove what the new management
techniques can do. Superanalysts seek to develop
supersophisticated systems which, while tech-
nically superb, are too costly to be economically
feasible. On the other hand, there exist the
opportunists who sell shoddy products. Serious-
minded management specialists and technicians
attempting to develop worthwhile products at a
feasible cost must compete with the superanalysts
and with those who sell shoddy products at low
costs.

A major difficulty related to the emerging
management information systeimms is the dis
enchantment and confusion that comes from a
pell-mell, ill-considered rush to discover new tech-
niques. While management information systems
should be developed with all deliberate speed,
caution is urged. Those seeking these services are
advised to look at the credentials of those offering
the services, both in terms of their capability for
the development of the new techniques and in
terms of their experience with the processes of
higher education. Those who ofter quick, easy
solutions at low cost and those who talk about
supersophisticated systems at astronomical prices
should be viewed with a healthy skepticism.

Because planning and management systems

have not evolved with higher education and
because of the immediate demand for fully
operable systems, the development of these

systems is going to be costly. Accordingly, there is
an urgent need for careful planning of these
planning and management systems for higher
education today. Planning and management must
be brought to the development of planning and
management systems. Some new analytical tools
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are obsolcte Dbefore they are fully developed.
Through a process of careful planning. someone
must determine which analytical tools we are going
to use, even though they could be replaced with
better tools. We must get some tools operational
and usable within  institutions and agencies of
higher cducation in order to justify the develop-
mental costs we are pouring into this field.

There are several differeat routes by which
plamning and management systems may be de-
veloped. [f we follow each of these, we are apt to
accomplish none of them. We must plin the
deployment of our resources with a view of getting
a system operational at the earliest possible date,
leaving the refinement and exploration of other
alternatives for a time when resources are more
plentiful and the need for establishing operational
planning and management systems is less urgent.

The urgency of the present need places an
equally important constraint on the development
of planning and management systems. These
systems must be developed in a modular format--in
“stand alone” modules that are compatible with
each other, developed in stich a way that when one
module becomes obsolete, it can be replaced by a
newly developed module designed to perforia the
sanle function without destroying the integrity of
the entire system. This form of development is far
less expensive than revising an entire system euch
time some portion of it becomes obsolete. If the
concept of compatibinty is to be followed in the
development of planning and management systems
for higher education, institutions, state agencies,
and the federal government must cooperate.
Without careful cooperation we will commit
ourselves to irreversible, costly courses of action
that are unjustifiable with the knowledge now
available to us.

The advantages of the emerging planning and
management systems for statewide coordination—
in fact, for any level of decision making—lie in
their promise of a new dimension of understanding
in the decision-making process. In the same vy
that power steering augments the driver’s control
of the modern automobile, so new planning and
management systems promise to augment the
power of the decision-making process in higher
education. This analogy may be pressed a little
further. A Volkswagen has no need for power
steering. On a Cadillac 1t is coavenient and
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expected. On a five-ton truck power stecring is
optional but increasingly preferred. However, can
you imagine a modern 27 cubic yard carth-moving
vehicle operating without some tyoe ol power-
assisted steering? For many institutions, new
planning  and  management  systems  are  still
optional. For many others there is ample evidence
that some powertul assistance is needed in under-
standing the processes of higher education and
making decisions about it. In seeking and de-
veloping this assistance, we should not become
enamored with names. PPBS, MIS, and Cost-
Benefit-Analysis offer no magic in themselves. We
should look upon them as tools with specific
characteristics. When they meet our needs, they
should be used. When they do not help us, we
should avoid their use. Hopefully, administrators
will learn the uscs of each of the tools available and
be able to determ. e their appropriate uses.

To describe the specific advantages of these
new systems would have the effect of losing my
audience. When 1 go to buy a new car, I'm
interested in the way it drives, how it looks, the
upholstery, its size, gas consumption, price, the
guarantee of reliable operation, and good service.
I'm not interested in gear ratios, carburetors, and
other technical performance specifications of the
car.

Likewise | have assumed that this audience is
not concerned about the details of resource re-
quirements prediction models, student flow
models, data bases and data element dictionaries,
program classification structure, faculty activity
analysis  procedures, input/output measures,
faculty tlow models, cost-finding principles, and
cost-exchange procedures.

Rather, I believe this audience is interested in
knowing that planning and management systems
offer hope for improving the planning and manage-
nient capability of higher education in several
ways.

1. Speed. Higher education could improve its
management and planning today if it had more
time to gather and analyze the necessary informa-
tion. Through the use of simulation techniques--
models of various sorts-information can be
analyzed with high-speed computers to provide the
decision maker with much more useful information
and many more fcasible alternatives prior to
making a decision.
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2. Conparable Information. Information that
can be used for comparison purposes is valuable to
the educaiional enterprise. The concept of com-
patible planning and management systems offers
hope that large amounts of information will
eventuall,y be available for comparison purposes
within institutions, among (nstitutions, ameag
state agencies, and for national analysis of higher
education. To be able to relate data to data in a
meaningful way, with a reasonable assurance that
one is not comparing apples with oranges, is, in
itself, probuably worth the investment currently
being made i planiing and  Canagement systems.

3. New Methods of Organizing, Analyzing, and
Iiterpreting Data. A major problem confronting
top-level decision makers in higher education
today--particularly those at the state level—is that
there is an abundance of data but very little
information, interpretation, and insight. The effort
required --particularly for administrators at the
state level-is in the formulation of .neaningful
information tor decision making from the
mountains of available data.

4. Increased Understanding of the Processes
and Benefits of IHigher Education. In order to
develop planning and management systems for
computer application. the processes of higher
education must be carefully examined. Casual
relationships must be determined. Thoughtful
debate that determines these refationships unr asks
many myths, identifies those relationships that
produce most o the differences, and enlightens all
those involved in the discussions.

5. Hdentification of Benefits Provided. Finally,
the development of planning and management
systems requires that considerable uttention be
given to the questions: What for? What is the
product? How cun we be assured that spending
dollars on higher education is more important or
equally as important as spending those sine dollars
on weltare? The public is no longer convinced by
rhetoric and is no longer awed by the wisdom of
the college president and the faculty seaate. The
public knows that a student faculty ratio of 6 1o 1
does not mean class sizes of 6 to |, but class sizes
of 30 to | with ample time for the faculty
merbers to do their own (research) thing. The
public appears to be arguing that an institution’s
values and objectives are articulated by the use of
its scarce resources, and they are questioning the

present use of those resources. New management
techniques call for careful consideration not ot
how the dollars were used, but the benefits the
dollars provided. New management techniques
offer the hope of a language through which the
benefits of higher education can be discussed and
evafuated--a language that will communicate to
legislators and others responsible for funding
higher education, much more clearly, what they
are buying with the dollars they spend and. more
importantly, in what other ways they may be able
to have the same product produced at lower cost.

If T understand legislators correctly, they feel a
heavy sense of responsibility to provide quality
education at as low a price as possible. Not too
long ago one legislative analyst, when discussing
quality education, said: “Quality. That is the crux
of our differences! Define quality and then tell - .e
it you can provide it at two cents a ton cheaper.”
The emerging planning and management systems
oftfer this hope.

Of course, these new systems have many
implications for higher education. These imyglica-
tions may be good or bad, depending on one's
perspectives. They may also be good or bad,
depending on what happens as the systems
develop.

Most administrators of higher education are
disturbed by the fact that most modern manage-
ment tools work both ways. They are like double-
edged swe.-'s: They may provide capabilities for
better accountability, but they alse provide better
capability tor identifying the fat in financial plans,
They promise less uncertainty, clearer identifica-
tion of the issues. and a better presentation of the
alternatives, but they do not alleviate the difficueity
and debate over decision making. While they may
improve muanagement efficiency, increase pro-
ductivity, and enhance human satisfaction, they
may also provide the opportunity for those respon-
sible for funding higher education to suggest leaner
budgets, rather than improved productivity.

For example, to be able to compare costs in
the production of B.A.’s it mathematics may be
very good if your costs are below the average but
very bad it your costs are above the average.
Simulation, using a resource requirements pre-
diction model, may be very helpful to the
president of the university in determining his
budgetary requirements, but the same technique

35



E

may also be very useful to the statewide coor-
dinator in determining at what other institutions
the same dollurs are cqually as necessary. A
determination of the products that an institution
produces may result in demand for more of certain
products, but on the other hand it may also result
in people saying they do not like or want some of
the other products.

As these new tools are developed, we may
expect that not only will the administrators in
higher education become more enlightened, but
those responsible for the establishment of state and
national policy and the public in general will have a
better understanding and be capable of making
more intelligent decisions about higher education.
These decisions may not always be in accord with
the decisions of the administrators and faculties of
the institutions.

A second implication is that these new systems
may induce, if not require, changes in the de-
cision-making process in higher education. Vested
interest, not always but quite frequently, is
affected by the force of logic. As these new
systems demonstrate their capability to predict
with reasonable accuracy the consequences of
altemative courses of action, we raay expect that
the effective decision makers may well turn out to
be the persons most knowledgeable concerning the
development of the alternative courses of action.

Those who are developing planning and
management systems for higher education are
closely related with the top administrative group in
the institutions and state agencies. This may resuit
in a greater centralization of decision-making
authority within the institution for a period of
time. In fact, if the new planning and management
systems are to be implemented, state agencies and
boards of regents may be forced to require the
reovgaitization of the institution. Planning and
management systems, at least as yet, cannot
withstand a concerted effort to undermine their
usefulness. Skould such undermining occur, the
systems would be doomed to failure without some
sort of reorganization of the decision-making
process to protect them.

On the other hand, over the long run, if
systems are appropriately developed, we may
expect a considerable decentralization of decision
making. Planming and management systems offer
the hope for better understanding of the processes
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of higher education. Given mutually agreed upon
well-specified objectives for our institutions and
agencies of higher ceducation, the system can be
highly decentralized. This encourages imnovations
within the limits of objectives. Decentralized
decision making shortens the span of control,
making it possible for the decision maker to
evaluate the effects of the decision rapidly and
make adjustments as hecessary within the limits of
the objectives.

The third major implication of the emerging
systems for statewide coordination is that new
staffing patterns and new staffing requirements
may be anticipated. We may expect a new breed of
administrator, one familiar with the uses of com-
puters and not threatened by sophisticated
analytical techniques, a breed which knows that
there must be a way to improve understanding of
complex problems.

[ do want to stress that while planning and
management systems will assist the good adminis-
trator, they will not make a good manager out of a
poor administrator. At least part of the problem
associated with the planning and management of
higher education today is associated with the fact
that we recruit our administrators from among
teachers and researchers, without giving them the
extensive training they need in management of
modern complex institutions.

You caniof increase the typing output of your
office just by giving your secretary a magnetic tape
selectric typewriter. You must either train her to
operate the new typewriter or hire a new secretary
who can. Likewise you will not improve the
management of your institution by adding a
management information system. You must either
train your president to use jt or get a president
who can.

The new administrator will require new i-‘nds
of support staff. He will require high-lever gen-
eralists, thoroughly familiar with the processes of
higher education and, at the same time,capable of -
using modern  analytical tools and techniques.
These will be backed up by computer systems
analysts who will be as familiar with computers
and computer technolcey as a top-level steno-
grapher is with a typewriter.

The lines of authority stemming from the new
breed of administrator will be reorganized to
reflect the new decision-making processes and the



new kinds of support staff he needs. To be sure,
the new analytical capability will be increasingly
observed among the top-level administrators in
higher education,

A final implication. Improved planning and
management systems may well provide the tempta-
tion for statewide coordinators to control
education. Improved management information
may make it possible for coordinators to have
sufficient information available to them thut they
think they can shape and control the process of
education completely. They may be able to make
judgments about an institution through the use of
that institution’s resource requirements prediction
model, equally as well as the president of the
institution may. However, they will not have access
to that information which provides the *“‘feel” for
the institution. We need very soon to examine the
levels of decision making and the degree of
centralization that is best for statewide planning,
lest the new systems route us into a system of
control that turns out to be undesirable.

Conclusion

There are many uncertainties in the develop-
ment of planning and management systems [or
higher education. The implications and hazards
involved in their development and use are suf-
ficient to cause us considerable concern. Those

who oppose the development of planning and
management systems very often display their
ignorance when they attribute decision-making
capability to computers ard display their lack of
faith in the discernment capabilities of human
beings by arguing that computer responses (o
specific queries will be interpreted as a decision. 1
believe we should not overestimate computers nor
underestimate humans. On the other hand, let us
ot neglect the fine capability of computers
because of the limited discernment of some human
beings!

The probabilities of successful operations of
planning and management technologies in higher
education are high. The advantages appear to be
sufficient to warrant the investment of time,
money, and effort. The perceived success of these
systems in other segments of our society, together
with the high demand for improved resource
allocation techniques in higher education, make it
inevitable that these¢ new management technologies
will be developed and applied to higher education
in some form or other. This does not preclude the
possibility that at some later stage they may be
discarded. In any event, it seems appropriate that
institutions and state agencies of higher education
should take the leadership in the development of
the systems, in order to insure that they adequate-
ly serve the purposes of higher education.
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DEVELOPING RELATIONSHIPS
BETWEEN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE HIGHER EDUCATION

Allan O. Pfuister, Professor of Higher Education
University of Denver

What is the relationship between public and
private higher education in a planned and
coordinated system? As an initial comment in
response to the question, may 1 combine u word of
caution with one of reassurance. The word of
catttion is that the question itself is of rather recent
origin. It is unlikely that such a question would
have been raised in quite the same way ceven as
recently as ten years ago. A decade ago private and
public sectors, each fucing more demands for
service than could possibly be met, found little
incentive for examining the possibilities of coop-
erative planning.

The word of reassurance is that if we have not
yet arrived at any final answers either about state
planning and coordination in general-or about the
inclusion of the private sector in statewide plan-
ning and coordination--we should be neither
surprised nor disappointed. A brief review of the
development of American higher education soon
reveals that statewide planning und coordination is
a relatively recent phenomenon and that the issue
of whether or not to include private institutions in
stich planning is even more recent,

American higher education began as neither
private nor public. That is to say, the term
“privaie” or “public” had Ilittle meming for
Dunster’s bouarding school on the bunks of the
Charles River. What was shortly to be named
Harvard College was an institution estublished by
the General Court of the Massachusetts Bay
Colony. The General Court on October 28. 1636,
agreed to give 400 pounds “toward a schoale or
Colledge.” On September 14,1638, John Harvard
died. The day before he died he bequeathed half of
his estate, valued at 1700 pounds, and all of his
library to the college. The lolfowing March the
General Court ordered “that the college agreed
upon formerly to be built at Cambridge shall be
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called Harvard College.” Thus it was that the
combination of government grant and private
funds helped to establish and maintain America’s
first attempt at higher education.

Among the eight more colleges founded prior
to the Revolutionary War, William and Mary was
established by the Colonial Assembly of Virginia
with private gifts from the mother country, a royal
endowment, a tax of one penny ott every pound of
tobacco exported from Maryland and Virginia, and
all of the fees and profits arising from the Office of
the Surveyor General. The wandering ‘‘collegiate
school” first established in Saybrook, Connecticut,
changed its name because of a gift of books from
one Elihu Yale. It also received funds from the
General Court of the Colony of Connecticut. Kings
College, later to become Columbia College,
benefited from a lottery permitted by the General
Assembly of the state of New York.

It was the Durtmouth College Case and the
decision handed down by the Supreme Court on
February 2, 1819, that made a clearer distinction
between **private” and “public” institutions.

For higher education in America, the Dartmouth

College decision put on the way toward clarification

the distinction between private and public institutions,

a distinction that had not been made nor required a

half century before. Although serving a public purpose,

Dartmouth, said (he Court, was essentially an expres-

sion of private philanthropy. It was therefore a private

agency subject not to the control of the state but to
the control of a board of trustees into whose care had

been committed the money and the benevolent inten-
tions of many good men.!

As the distinction between private and public
institutions became clearer, state support to what
were clearly private institutions began to diminish.
Harvard received its fast direct support from the
state of Massachusetts in 1832, And generally
speaking, after the Civil War, colleges sought new



means of support among alumni and among the
newly wealthy. A good many institutions spoke of
the virtues of independence and freedom from
state support. Yet Cornell University was created
with a combination of land-grant funds and a
private bencfaction. A number of other private
institutions were recipients of funds derived from
the Morrill Act of [862. The General Court of
Massachusetts in 1861 provided a grant of land in
the Back Bay for an institution that opened as
Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 1865, By
1890 the Court had provided $200,000 for this
private institution. Other private colleges raceiving
funds were the Sheffield Scientific School of Yale,
Brown University in Rhode Island, Dartmouth in
New Hampshire, Rutgers in New Jersey,
Transylvania in Kentucky, and the Methodist
College of Corvallis in Oregon. Both Indiana and
New York established a new college with a
combination of tand-grant money and independent
gifts—in the case of Indiana, $100,C00 from John
Purdue. And amazingly enough, New Hampshire
between 1893 and 1921 added $200,000 to the
resources of Dartnmiouth, the main party in the
celebrated case of 1819.

State-supported universities were relatively
stow in developing, although Georgia, North
Carolina, Tennessee, and Vermont had founded
state institutions before 1800. But these institu-
tions were only modestly supported. Although
established in 1785, the University of Georgia did
not receive money from the state legislature for a
time after 1842. In 1845 a newspaper in Virginia
took issue with the policy of state appropriations
for the university at Charlottesville. By the eve of
the Civil War, perhaps a dozen state universities
had been created with the assistance of earlier
federal grants of land. But it was in the post-Civil
War period and in the later decades of the 19th
century that the state systems of higher education
emerged.

It is not my intention to provide a short course
in the history of American higher education. My
only point is that the distinction between state and
private higher education is, in the history of higher
education in our country. a comparatively recent
distinction. Perhaps, more properly, it is a 20th
century distinction.

Enrollments in private higher educational insti-
tutions edged out those in public institutions until

the middle of this century. It was in 1952 that the
enrollment figures provided by the Office of
Education showed more students enrolled in public
than in private institutior s. The statistics are not
always as precise as they ought to be, and the way
in which institutions count students seems to
depend upon the purpose fur which the count is
taken. In any event, from the early 1950°s on,
whatever the base employed, more persons were
enrolled in higher educational institutions sup-
ported by public funds than in private institutions.
And by 1969, over 70 percent of our young people
were enrolled in institutions classified as “public.”
The enrollment in privately controlled institutions
is still impressive, accounting for well over 2
million students. Yet, in the fall of 1968, only
cight of the 60 largest institutions were private,
The others were under public control and support.

Cooperative Planning

My second comment is that in terms of the
length of time we have devoted ourselves to
discussing the issue of cooperative planning in-
volving public and private higher educational
institutions, we have moved with surprising speed.
Reports presented at this conference provide
illustrations of developments not heretofore men-
tioned in the general literature relating to private
higher education as a factor in statewide planning.
One of the more recent items in print was
published in December 1969 by the Academy for
Educational Development. One paragraph of the
foreword is particularly significant:

A generation ago a report such as this—which lists and
describes the planning activities and coordination in
many areas of higher education in every state—would
not have been possible. A decade ago the activities in
many states would have been shown to have been at
minimal levels or nonexistent. Today, however the
report is voluminous, in as much as coordination and
planning for higher education has extended all across
the country. The state-lo-state pattern vaues sub-
stantially, however, both to meet local needs and as
reflections of differing historical developments of the
various systems.2

In the summary developed by the Academy for
Educational Development, it appears that in 14
states the official planning agency has some respon-
sibility for relating to private institutions when
developing overall plans for higher education
within the state. In three of the states the law
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creating the plinning agency stipulates that private
institutions must be included in the planning
activities, but participation by the private institu-
tions is voluntary. In four of the states, repre-
sentatives from the private sector are required in
the membership of the official agencies. In five of
the states these agencies have authority to review
planning and approve programs and degree changes
for private as well as public institutions,

The 14 states in which an official planning
agency has some responsibility for private institu-
tions in the overall planning for higher education
are: California, Connecticut, [llinois, Kentucky,
Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New
Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Oklahoma,
Oregon, and Pennsylvania. These are the states
listed in the report of the Academy for Educa-
tional Development. As | review the report,
however, I find 10 more states have at least
included or taken into consideration the private
sector in some aspect of state planning. These are:
Arkansas, [daho, Montana, New Hampshire, Ohio,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, and Wisconsin.
This means that just under half of the states have
made some attempt, sometimes rather limited, to
take into account private higher education in state
planning.

According to the summary by the Academy for
Educational Development, the four states requiring
representation from among the private educational
institutions on the coordinating and planning body
are: California, Marylond, Minnesota, and Missouri.
In addition to the states with these statutory
provisions, a number of the states include repre-
sentatives of private institutions either as regular
members or as advisory members on the various
planning boards. In Connecticut, one member of
the Commission on Higher Education is from a
private institution, and the commission’s advisory
council has an equal number of public and private
institutional representatives. In [linois, the Board
of Higher Education secures advice from technical
study committees composed equally of representa-
tives from public and private institutions. It also
has a standing advisory committee of representa-
tives from nonpublic colleges and universities.

In Michigan, representatives of private colleges
and universities serve on all study committees of
the State Department of Education. In New Jersey,
represenlatives from private institutions serve on

T TR 2T T el e il e i 1 Pt e 2 A R B A o B S S s e e i bt

the State Board of Higher Education, and private
institutions are involved in a number of the board’s
planning cfforts. In North Carolina, private institu-
tions voluntarily submit data to the State Board of
Higher Education, and representatives of private
institutions participate in bouard activities.

The Ohio State Bourd of Regents has an
advisory commmittee consisting of representatives
from private institutions. In 1968 the state began
to provide assistance in the form of revenue bond
financing for capital improvements for private
institutions.

In Oklahoma, private institutions may apply
for affiliation with the State Regents for Higher
Education, although they are not eligible to receive
state funds.

In Oregon, private institutions appear to have
taken significant part in the activities of the
Oregon Educational Coordinating Council. One
representative of the private institutions is included
in the council membership. Others serve on
working committees of the council.

In Pennsylvania, the Liaison Committee for
Private Higher Education meets with the Council
of Higher Education and the Commissioner of
Higher Education to develop cooperative planning.
In Utah, representatives from Brigham Young
University and Westminster College serve on the
state board planning and coordinating committees.
In Virginia, representatives of private institutions
serve on advisory committees of the council, but
the report of the Academy for Educational De-
velopment goes on to say that persons from private
institutions who serve on the advisory committees
represent only their individual institutions and not
the private institutions as a group.

In Wisconsin, representatives from private
colleges und universities serve on study panels
which develop master plans for the Coordinating
Council for Higher Education.

In addition, in Montana and North Dakota,
private colleges have been involved in statewide
planning. In Montana, the private institutions
participated in the recent statewide comprehensive
study through an interunit committee of the Office
of the Executive Secretary of the Montana Univer-
sity System. In North Dakota, private institutions
participate voluntarily: they are included on an
equal basis with the public institutions in a
ten-year projection study of higher education.




In two other states, Tennessee and Texas,
special studies of the place of private higher
education have included the association of the
private colleges of the state and the state com-
missions. Tennessee is just in the process of
completing the study of private higher education.
Texas completed its study a year ago.

Arkansas recently completed a study of the
number of additional students private institutiors
could accept and how this would relate to the
state.

Thus, while only four states have statutory
provisions for including representatives of private
colleges on planning boards, at least twelve more
have included private college representatives, and
two others huve had private college representatives
involved in some state planning and projection.
Three more have engaged public and private
institutions in studies of the role of private colleges
in the state system. The involvement of private
colleges in state planning is more impressive than it
might seem to be at first glance.

Special Studies

My third comment is that not only have private
colleges been participants in statewide planning in
a number of states, they have also been the
subjects of special study in at least eight states.
Perhaps by the time the proceedings of this
conference have been published additional studies
will have been commissioned or begun,

The Southern Regional Education Board has
within the last four years issued two reports
regarding the relationship between private and
public higher education. In 1966 the report “State
Government Relutionships with Private Colleges
and Universities” called attention to the increased
interdependence between state governments and
private institutions.  William  McFarlane's sub-
sequent examination of Stare Support for Private
figher Education? takes note of five recent studies
of the relationships between state governments and
private higher institutions. Reference is made in
that report to the studies in New York, Ilinois,
Texas, Missouri, and California. A draft report of
the study of higher education in Tennessee calls
attention  to  additional studies in  Oregon,
Massachusetts, and Tennessee.

The fact that these state studies have been
undertaken with specific reference (o private

higher education indicates a concern for taking
into account the broad range of higher education
within the state as plans are made for the future.
The study groups varied from a two-man team to
commissions with extensive staff assistance. The
particular charges given to cach of them have been
reported in the McFarlane report and in the
Tennessee draft report. However, 1 call to your
attention portions of the specific charges given to
the various study groups, because I think the way
in which they were commissioned gives some
insight into the state concerns.

In New York, the request came from the
governor and the Board of Regents and sought
advice on ways in which the state *“‘can help
preserve the strength and vitality of our private and
independent institutions of higher education, yet
at the same time keeping them free.”

The Illinois request came from the General
Assembly for advice on how the “nonpublic
institutions can be appropriately related to the
public ones, without impairment of their freedom,
and on constitutionat means by which the state can
aid the nonpublic institutions in the fulfillment of
the task.”

Both the New York and Hlinois statements
initially commit the states to finding ways and
means to assist private higher education; the
question is not even asked whether private higher
education should be assisted and encouraged. The
Texas study grew out of a request from the
Coordinating Board to the private colleges, and the
report Pluralism and Partnership: The Case for the
Dual System of Higher Education was issued by
the Liaison Committee on Private Colleges of the
Coordinating Board. The request to the committee
was for a statement that would explain what the
private colleges *‘consider their proper place in a
state system of higher education, now and for the
next two decades.” One of the recommendations
of the study was for the development of a
coordinating council which would be charged with
coordinating the planning and the program and
policy development of both public and private
higher education.

The study in Missouri was undertaken at the
request of the Missouri Commission on Higher
Education following the presentation of the com-
mission’s First Coordinated Plan for Missouri
Higher Education. The Plan had observed that it
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was in the best interest of Missouri citizens “‘that
the widest possible diversity of higher educational
opportunities be available in the state.” But it went
on 1o riise some questions about the viability of
some of the existing private higher educational
institutions for maintaining this diversity. The
charge to the study committee was to examine
*ways and means of making private institutions, in
fact, more an integral purt of Missouri higher
education.” There was at least implicit in the
charge that, if possible, the Missouri Commission
would «ant more fully to include private higher
educ. 10n in long-range planning.

In ¢ slifornia, the request was from the Associa-
tion ot Independent California Colleges and
Universities. The purpose of the study was to
consider “possible new sources of external
financing, both governmental and nongovern-
mental.” The Oregon study grew out of the
concern of the Educational Coordinating Council
for ways in which the state “can help preserve the
strength and vitality of its private and independent
institutions of higher education and at the same
time preserve their independence.”

The governor of Massachusetts asked a select
committee to undertake a study *“of the present
financial status and problems facing the private
degree-granting institutions of the state.” It was
intended that the committee provide projections of
future income and expenditures and to examine
possible approaches to meeting the needs. The
Tennessee study is a combined venture of the
Tennessee Council of Private Colleges and the
Tennessee Higher Education Commission to “ap-
praise the contribution of the private sector to
higher education in the state.”” The Tennessee
study also calls attention to the fact that the
Federation of State Associations of Independent
Colleges and Universities is examining nationally
ways in which the private sector contributes to
higher education within the states.

Thus the New York, lllinois, and Oregon
studies call attention to the necessity for providing
some kind of assistance to the private institutions
while at the same time helping them maintain their
independence. All but the California study seem to
imply that involvement of private higher education
in state planning is necessary and that the state has
responsibility for assisting private institutions. The
issue seems basically one of how to get the job
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done. The design of the California study, however,
is more open-cnded; it implies no particular com-
mitment, but simply expresses the desire to
explore new sources of financing.

Not only do the official requests for the studies
show a sympathetic concern for private higher
education, but for the most part the findings of
study commissions favor increased public-private
cooperative planning. Even in a planning report not
specifically directed to public-private issues the
basic theme appears. In November 1968 the North
Carolina State Board of Higher Education pub-
lished the report Planning for Higher Education in
North Carolina. While the focus was upon planning
and coordinating public higher education, the
report itself points out “such planning must take
into account the past and present contributions of
the private institutions and their plans for the
future. Optimum use should be made of all
resources available to higher education, and public
policy should be developed with that end in
mind.”3

The North Carolina report endorses the
proposition that a strong dual system of private
and public higher education is to the best interest
of the state. It also indicates that the state itself is
saved expense to the extent that private institu-
tions educate citizens of the state. The report
recommends that consideration be given to pro-
viding some kind of state assistance to private
higher education in North Carolina and proposes a
cooperative study of how best to implement the
program of assistance. The outcomes of this study
are to be brought to the attention of the governor
and General Assembly during the 1971 legislative
session.

The New York report responds to the gover-
nor’s charge by categorically stating that strong
private higher educational institutions have con-
tributed significantly to society and affirms: ‘“We
have taken it as axiomatic that any deterioration in
the established quality of these private institu-
tions—whether in terms of faculty, curricula,
academic standards, or physical plant—would be
harmful not only to the institutions but also to the
public good.” And as you know, New York State
has implemented a plan of direct grants to institu-
tions based upon the number of degrees conferred
and “other necessary evidences of eligibility.”

The lllinois report emphasizes that while in




E

Q

recent  years  various  forces have tended to
minimize the differences between public and
private institutions, “‘essential distinctions remain.”
And it gees on to say that “it is important to the
state and its people to have these institutions
conlinue in their services.” Calling attention to the
fact that private institutions provide Illinois
students a choice of cnrolling in smaller and
independent institutions. the report goes on 1o say:
“Thus within cach private college and university
lies a precious opportunity for a distinctive impact
on human life. Whether or not the institution
succceds in Tulfilling this responsibility to the
student depends on the spirit. the leadership. the
quality of faculty. and the scope of resources,
including library and physical facilities. Nonethe-
less. the state gains by having within its borders
this potential for rich diversity. Nothing is more
precious than human life. Nothing so enriches
human life as education of genuine substance and
quality,™

The recommendations of the Illincis study
committee are based upon four premises:

It is an essential to preserve and strengthen the dual

system of privately supported and publicly supported

institutions of higher education.

The ptivate institutions must retain the maximum

degree of independence in decision making. Their

contributions in mecting needs and solving problems

will be enhanced by their continuing lexibihity.

The range of cducational opportunities available 1o

students must be preserved and extended along with

the freedom of cach student to choose the institution

he wishes to attend.

Private institutions should realize that. in genetal,
growth and size will not ease financial problems since
tuition income covers substantially less than operating
cxpenses. ... These institutions must be cautious
about planning and increasing enrollment. except as it
may produce a more efficient size as well as
economically.$
[he report then calls for direct annual grants
from public funds, capital assistance. establishment
of a state fund fcor contracts with private institu
tions. the establishment of a fund (o assist in the
development of programs of interinstitutional co-
opcration. and  the expansion of the Illinois
scholarship and grant program. already under way.
The California report simply observes that
there i< a “complimentary. cooperative. and com-
petitive” relationship etween public and private
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institutions in the state. The report ru; ings
about the problems involved in govern L sup-
port to private institutions, suggests Hi <1 ality
of tax incentives and other forms of assis, Cout

rejects the idea of substantial state i va the
grounds that “if independent institutione are
forced to rely on the government foi < lution of
their financing problems. they will no o .o be
independent.”

The summary of the Fexas report s oy that

the central issue facing Texas planner o~ yall
Texas continue to have an independent tor, or
shall it establish a virtual govermment man | 1y in

higher education?” [t goes on to unswer the
question quite directly: “We believe in the value.
viability. necessity of a dual system of higher
cducation so that there can be freedom of choice.
diversity. pluralism. and maintenance of quality for
both the public and private sectors. . .. We believe
that to make the case for a dual and pluralistic
system of higher ceducation is to make the case for
both public and private colleges and universitics.”'6

The Texas report aalls for a strong central
coordinating agency with an overall “‘statewide
approach to problems and policies, a master
planning process, and a structure which permits
representatives of all segments of higher education
to deliberate together on broad policy and matters
of mutual concern.”™ It makes a strong bid for
inclading private higher education in the state
plarning through the development of a coor-
dinating council “or other policy review body"
that would bring together both public and private
higker education in long-range planning.

One of the concluding paragraphs in the Texas
report issucs a challenge to private higher educa-
tion. “Although state action is needed. the real
challenge is to the private seclor to save itself,
State action alone. no matter how favorable. will
not guarantee the continued existence and health
of independent higher education. It will mcrely
give the private sector a fair chance to make itself
the viable and vital force it must be 10 perform its
proper functions ™

As aresult of trying to secure planning data for
the Missmiri Study from private colleges and the
degtee of coopetation varied considerably we
were convinced that the private colleges had some
responsibility for defining more clearly their own
particular  contributions 1o higher education in
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general and to the state in particular, One of our
recommendations was:

The private higher educational institutions should

engage in a inore systematic analysis of their own

uniqueness. Are we to believe that it is only that these
institutions derive their operating funds from different
combinations of sources that distinguishes them? Or, is
there any demonstrable way in which these colleges
differ from state-supported institutions by virtue of
their independence? All social institutions operate
under certain pressures and are responsive to certain
constituencies. Do private colleges. by virtue of their
more diversified sources of inconk, possess a measure
of independence that enables them to offer a broader
range of programs to their students? How do state
colleges remain responsive to the demands of the state
and at the same time maintain the measure of political
independence necessary for free inquiry and the
investigation of new ideas and thought??
We were convinced that private higher education
had been teo ready to consider itself unigue
without scriously exploring the nature of that
uniqueness, It seemed to have been accepted on
faith that because an instution was private it was
in somie way different. In our report we were not
debating the possibility of uniqueness: we simply
wanted to emphasize that it was necessary for the
colleges to make the case themselves.

From the point of view ol the state. and it was
on behall of a state commission that we were
undertaking the study. we took an essentially
pragmatic approach. We said:

It is important to view the broad range of higher

educational activities in the state of Missouri in terms

of & general and overarching demand. For every higher
educational institution, private as well as public, is
engaged in an cssentially public task. i.e., the education
of young men and wonmen io take their places as
citizens and contributors to state, natior. and world

socieiy .k
We also said that all of the higher educational
institutions, both private and public. should v
viewed essentially as resources; then the issue
becomes a matter of determining the best strategy
to employ in insuring the development and main-
tenance of a broad range of opportunities for the
state’s citizens. A< out first recommendation we
urged that the state consider all of higher educa:
tion in terms of how the critical needs of the state
may be met by existing institutions, both private
and pubdblic. 1t seemed to us nol a question of
private versus public, but of providing the educa-
tional opportunitics needed by the state.

Q
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[n sunmmary, the recommendations growing out
of special studies of the place of private higher
education in statewide planning include the follow-
ing: (1) There is a need for maintaining a strong if
small private sector: (23} The state would seem to
have some measure of responsibility for the main-
tenance of that sector: (3) In two instances direct
grants of public funds to private institutions are
recommended: (4) Expanded scholarship aid pro-
grams are called for: (5) Public funds should be
provided for capital expenditures in private institu-
tions: (6) The possibility of expanding contract
service arrangements between the state and private
institutions should be further explored: (7) There
should be mere effort toward interinstitutional
cooperation. including cooperation between public
and  private institutions: (8)In one instance ol
least. a coordinating council involving both public
and private higher cducation was recommended:
(D) There is need for more systematic self-analysis
on the part of private colleges.

Financial Assistance

My tourthh observation is that most of the
reports on pablic-private college planning at the
state level soon come to the issue of financial aid
from state governments to private higher educa-
tonal institutions.  This is  not  particulasly
surprising. Much of the recent concern, particularly
on the part of private institutions. for a closer
refationship with state systems has grown out of
the financial crisis many are facing. This is not to
say that state-supported higher education does not
face its own peculiar financial crisis. But it is to say
that as private higher education faces the future. it
finds it increasingly difficult to make up the
difference between income and expenditures fiem
private benefactions and tuition increases. The
ontly major source of increased funding seems to be
through some type of governmental assistance.

The Education Commission of the States. in its
February 1970 issue of Compact. describes vatious
possibititics for ditect and indirect state aid to
private  higher education. The wvarious forms
described  are:  tax  exemption. direct grants,
facilities assistance. contractual relations, intrastat:
and interstate associations, management advisory
services. income tax ctedit. state scholarships. and
tuition equalization grants. | <hall not attempt
to elaborate on these categeries but you may wanl
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to refer to the February issue of Compact,

As you well know, when government aid to
private nigher education is considered. the question
immediately raised is that of how uaccountable
private institutions should be to the state. The
issue then becomes that of the separation of
church and state. since many private institutions
have atfiliations with denominational groups, The
1966 Maryland case. which could have cleared up
this issue, in many respects left it unclear a to
whether the ultimate test ol coastitutionality is to
be that state aid should be denied to facilities or
programs tao directly tied to religion. or that state
aid should be denied because of the overall
religions orientation ot the college.

In a recent district court case in Connecticut
(Lilson versus Finch), on March 190 1970, 2
three-judge panel dismissed the suit of a number of
individual citizens who asserted  their right as
federal taxpayers to challenge federal expenditures
under the Higher Education Facilities Actin which
grants were given to certain church-relited colleges
and universities. The case has been appealed to the
United States Supreme Court and at the time of
the preparation of this manuscript) is still pending.

1he concern expressed about joint private-pub-
lic statewide planning is not simply ovee possible
church-state conflict: it is also over possible state
control. And as long as the financial pressures on
private higher educetion were manageable. private
institutions appeared reluctant to become too
deeply involved. The situation is ckarly depicted in
James L. Miller’s article on “indtitutional Individ-
ualism and State Higher Lducational Systems™ in
the June 1969 issuc of Compact. Dr. Miller writes;

Private institutions tend (o be ambivalent about coot-

dination. They complain that they are teft out. and yet

they fear the spectre of state control. Until the tecent
push for state financial assistance to private institu.
tions, the typival relationship was a polite but distant
mutual t2spect. State boards gave lip scivice to the
impartance of private higher cducation in a pluratistc
society and invited (but did not require) private
institutions {0 participate in those aspects of state
highet educational planning which involve the collec
tion of factual. descriptive information. Private
institutions were asked about theit plans for the (uture

{peincipally concerning enrollment cxpansion). and

they were taken into account in long-tange planning

for public institutions. Howevet. even this occutred in
an atmosphete in which all parties knew that rapidly

rising entollments necessitated great expansion of ail
segments of higher education. The cooperation of

Q
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private institutions was sulicited and gencratly was
forthcoming. but it was a marginal kind of in-
volvement.9
Thus, while recent state planning  studies
almost without exception advocate closer private-
public cooperation. inevitably the question of the
legality of using state tax monies for private
enterprises is raised and the spectre of churchestite
conflict emerges. From the point of view of the
private institutions. the issue becomes that of
possible state control of curriculum and opera-
tions. However. it has been observed that private
and public higher education are not very difterent
in progriom and  emphasis and  tat trving to
preseive private higher education may contribute
less to maintaining diversity than we have been led
to believe, Jencks and Riesman suggest that:
In the ycars since World War 1T the stylistic and
programmatic difterences between the public and
private sectors have become oven more blurred than
before. Just as carlier divergences were partly due to
different sources of supperl, so today’s convergence
detives in part from increasingly similar financial
arrangenments. Both public and private universities now
get substantial proportions of their budgets from the
federal government: ... while publicly controlled
institutions femain quite different from private ones in
somz marginal ways, their fundamental social purpuses
and wrganization scem remarkably similar. Both public
and private colleges accept the national norms of the
academic profession about what should be taught and
how. Only a handful of subjects are srifl taught
principally in one sectot (Biblical studies and agricul-
tre come to mind) Despite tadicals’ ansicties. we
have found little evidence that the intellectual content
of a given coutse is dgnificantly affected by the 1vpe of
control ot the source of support. (The church colleges
are an ocvasional exception to this rule ) Whil: overail
curricutum is still quite different in a terminal and
pregraduate institution, both sequerces ate found in
both sectors. .. . The crucial division in modern higher
edwation is not between public and private colleges
but between terminal undergraduate institutions and
the universities and university colleges 10
In the draft of the Tennessee study. the point
is made that American higher education “is a
pluratistic system. not merely dualistic, and it is a
system in which privately supported colleges and
publicly supported colleges both play many
roles.”!! The point is subsequently made that
there is diversity within both public and private
higher cducation, that one i not inhetently
supetior or inferiot, and that there is no uniformity
in quality on a simple basic of whether an
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institution is public or private.

The recently completed study of diversity in
American  higher  coucation by Dr. Harold
Hodgkinson for the Carnegic Commission on
Higher Education further documents the increasing
homogeneity of the Amcrican  “system.”
lHodgkinson found only “slight regional differences
in a wide variety of educational categories in-
cluding student body composition, faculty
attitudes, teaching effectiveness, and administrative
methods.”™ Joseph Kraft in the Demver Post on July
29, 1970, quotes Dr. Hodgkinson as saying. "The
data refute the commonly held assumption that
there are major differences in educational institu-
tions in different sections of the country.™

Reasons for State Assistance

My fifth comment is that whilke many different
reasons are given for state assistance to private
higher cducational institutions. 1 would contend
that the basic reason is that many private institu-
tions represent significant educational gesources
within the state and ought to be tapped as such.,
Many other reasons are given. including: (1) We
must preserve a dual system of higher education
because there is something inherently valuable in
having a dual system. (2) In the long run, providing
state funds for private higher education will be less
expensive to the state than if it attempts to
reproduce the rame facilities through the develop-
ment  of additional scparate state  programs.
(3) Private higher education has in the past carried
a significant responsibility for educating the youth
of the nation, and this coniribution should not be
last., (4) The demands for higher education are
such that all facilities, both public and private, ar2
needed in order to meet the needs adequately.
(5) The freedom to choose the kind of institution
with which one wishes to be associated isinitself a
value in a democracy. and the prescrvation of
private higher education provides students a greater
measure of cholce. (6) The existence of ptivate
higher education provides a line of defense against
undue political pressure upon higher educationat
institutions. (7) Private higher education is freer 10
experiment and innovate and thus to set the
pattern for higher educalion in genetal.

Of all of the arguments advanced. | think the
most telling is thal certain private higher educa-
tional institutions by virtue of histoty. strength of
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programs, or even chance development. have made
and continue to make significant contributions to
the advancement of the purposes of higher educa-
tion in the state and in the nation They are
performing a pubtic purpose with the assistance of
private benefactions. Statewide planning should
take into consideration these contributions. States
ought not to ignore any tesources available within
the confines of the state.

Most of tinc other points can be debated on
both sides. 1t is not altogether clear that private
higher education is the forefront of innovation. As
a matter of fact, new developments in the state
systems and within some of the complex univer-
sitics would  suggest  that  there is as much
innovation. if not mote. in state institutions as in
private institutions. While private higher cducation
should be ablc to withistand political pressure singe
there is less dependence on public monies, private
higher education may not be any luss responsive to
political pressures than is public higher cducation. 1
am net about to dismiss this argument, but | am
not sure that it has the force that it once may have
had.

In light of assessments such as by Jencks and
Riesman. and now Hodgkinson. we are forced to
question  the presumed  diversity  of Amcrican
higher ¢ducation. The greal varicty may not be so
much a function of legal control as a function of
individual initiative and imagination. Whether the
existence of private highee cducational instititions
encourages a ccttain degree of individuatism will
probably remain a moot peint. 1 am sure that it has
not been scttled conclusively. 1 believe in the
values of diversity in higher education, and 1
believe in providing the means for maintaining
diversity, Yet | sce the pressures for greater
conformity gencrally and certainly loss distinction
between public and private higher educational
institutions. If diversity is going to be¢ maintained,
it has to be maintained within systems of higher
education regardless of tegal control. Even with
mote stale coordination there must be opportunity
for the mavericks. the different thinkers. the
different kinds of programs. And this epportunity
will have to be provided with state money as well
as with private money.

In the final analyds il secems to me that we
come back to a recognition of various resoutoes
within a given state. We see ecisting private higher
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cducational institutions as part of these resources.
The most sigaificant approach to planning is onc
which taces into account the range of resources.
This will bring about a degree of coordination, a
degree of accountability that may not have been
present in private higher education in the past, but
it will also bring about increased access to
resources.

Fundamentally. the inclusion of private higher
cducational institutions in statewide planming
becomes a matter of the will of the state and the
people in the state. Certainly there are constitu-
tional problems involved in providing funds to
private higher education. Many of the states have
explicit constitutional provisions against granting
tax monies to these institutions, particularly if
there is any question of church-state conflict. Yet
it a state is committed to viewing all of higher
cducation within its borders as a total resource,
then there are ways by which funds can be
channeled into private higher education. even into
church-related higher education. Contract services
represent one possibility. State grants to students,
tuition equalization grants, and development of
facilities  authorities  such  as  the  dormitory
authority in the state of New Yotk are other
possibilitics already in operation.

It is not as though we had never considered
ways in which aid might be provided for private
higher cducation. We have! And we can design
other and newer approaches. But fundamentally,
what we do wili be a matter of perspective. a
matter of commitment. and a matter of willingness
to examine the ways and means to cooperate in
planning. If such commitment does not exist. there
are many ways to justify continued expansion of
wholly state-supported higher education. Reasons
can be found for ignoring private higher education
altogether. To ignore private higher education in
state planning is a mistake. | believe. if only from
the purely pragmatic point of view of using ali
available resousces most effectively.

As simpleminded as it may scem, the issue does
ultimately come to be one of whethet or not a
given state is prepared to examine total resources,

and whether or not private higher education within
the state is willing to have itself viewed as part of
these resources of the state. The will and the
commitinent must come I om both sides.
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CONFERENCE SUMMARY :
REVIEW OF THE ISSUES AND EMERGING DIRECTIONS

James L. Miller, Ir.. Professor of Higher Education
University of Michigan

The opening comments on belall of Governor
Ellington hit the proper keynote for this con-
ference the need  for reassessment in higher
cducation. Throughout the conference we have
been talking about ways of reassessing. through the
mechanism of state planning  and  coordinating
agencies.

arly in the conference 1 had the privilege of
posing some of e issues facing higher education
as it moves into the 1970° In these two and a half
days. we have talked a good deal about some
issues. and we have talked surprisinely little about
others. In some respects Tam as fascinated by the
oncs we did not talk about as 1 am intere-.edin the
oncs we exploted.

Oune group of issues we did not mention |
would categorize as things about which there is so
much agreement that there is no reason to discuss
them, In that group 1 would put the question of
whether we should have state planning and coor-
dinating agencies. The point was made that all of
the SREB states do have planning agencies. and
apparently there is no real question in anyone’s
mind about the nced for them. The significance of
that concensus is great. Many of you remember, as
I do. carlict SREB Legislative Work Conferences in
which there was a great deal of discussion about
whether such agencies were needed.

We discussed the role of community colleges in
a state system of higher education, and once again
we revealed a general agreement on a onge contro-
vorsial issue the necessity for community colleges
in any state attempting to provide a full range of
cducational oppostunities for its citizens.

The proliferation of Ph.D. programs and the
role of the federal government in encouraging
institutions to expand into new douvtoral fickds was
noted. The South. which for so long had trailked the
test of the nation in the development of graduate
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cducation, was it major beneficiary of that federal
chcouragement. Now the time has come for a
reassessment of where the South stands in doctoral
cducation and where it should go. Consolidating
critical points made in several  discussions, it
appedars that we fuce the strong likelihood that we
have alrcady authorized anore doctoral programs
than arc desirable at feast in most states. Careful
state:level control over the establishunent of addi-
tional programs must be exereised (o prevent
further proliferation, to weed out unsoccessiul
programs. and to nurture the healthy growth of
dovtoral education in the institutions where it is
properly located. The withdrawal of federal sup-
port tor many ol these programs is forcing the
states to asume additional educational costs at a

time  when the states  already  are  investing
unprecedented amounts in undergraduate
cducation.

The presentations on federal funding for higher
cducation were two of the finest 1 have ever heand
on the topic and | have heard my share. Jack
Morse is known in Washington as one of the most
informed men on legislative matters involving
higher education. He  demonstrated in his
presentation the rare ability to be close to a topic
and also to have a long-term perspective. He and
John Millett provided us with an entertaining team
show . they should go on television as an act if they
decide to give up higher education. Fhey both
emphasized an important fact concerning federal
funding of higher education the federal govern-
ment originally implied permanent federal funding
for certain types of activities. especially graduate
cducation, research. and facilities construction, and
now is threatening to tenege. 10 the federal
government does reduce its support of graduate
education, construction of physical facilitics. and
student aid, the states will have to pick up the tab,
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Therc is serious cause for concern here.

Jack Morse made the suggestion that state
legislators should give more thought to Washington
lobbying. If you take him up on that suggestion,
one of the matters of direct concern to stale
legistators is the additional financial burden which
is being shifted from Washington to the states
because of reduction in the federal budget.

Speakers also referred to the desirability of
interinstitutional cooperation and interstate coop-
eration in graduate education. The South invented
interstate cooperation in graduate education: it is
still important and needed, not only in the South.
but in all parts of the nation.

A number of you suggested the need (o
increase the powers of state planning and coor-
dinating agencices. But how? Several specific powers
were mentioned by some speakers and legislators.
Among these were the power to approve ofr
disapprove the eslablishment of new programs, the
power to review institutional budget requests, and
the authority to recommend the establishment of
new institutions.

In discussing relationships belween the state
agency and institutions there seemed to be general
agreement that the state agency should focus its
attention on state-level questions. [eaving to
individual institutions. as much as possible.
decision making about specific matters related to
the implementation of state policies.

Several times there were references to the value
of nlanning and coordinating boards to the
legislatures. An agency. if it is effective, ¢an
provide helpful information and recommendations.
Legislatures are increasingly turning to state boards
for recommendations on higher educalion policy.
Boards also are helpful to legislators in relieving
some of the political pressure associated with the
establishment of new inslitulions or programs
which are not really needed. In our coffec break
discussions, several of you said, “A legislator can't
really say no to his own constituents who are
clamoring for an institution in their town, but the
coordinatling agency can.”

The importance of informal communication,
power, and authority was emphasized. Some
agencies have more power than their enabling
legistation suggests because they are heavy on
informal power, influence. and “‘credibility™ with
state officials and the public. Other agencies have
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less power than the statutes suggest because their
credibility is low and their recommendations are
ignored. This web of informal relationships, com-
munication, and respect amon t legislators and the
state agency is extremely important and is often
overlooked. Both legislators and agency personnel
are well served when it exists.

I was surprised that we talked so little-almost
not at all-about campus unrest. T expect there
were several reasons for that, but one of them
seemed to be a healthy respect for the different
roles which are played by a legistature, a planning
agency. and an institution’s administrative officers.
Your concern about campus unrest was apparent.
but you seemed to believe and 1 commend you
for it-that the job of dealing with it does not rest
with the legislature. but with those more directly
and immediately responsible for operating the
institutions.

The discussion of state financial support for
private higher education caught our attention
several times and obviously was one of the topics
of great current interest. Allan Pfnister. John
Millett, and Jack Morse all commented on a state™s
allocation to private higher education.

A major substantive element in the conference.
although it was not listed on the program. was the
knowledge and understanding of higher education
brought to this meeting by so many of the
individual legislators in attendance. Ralph Dungan
commented on the tyranny of professionals in
higher education and the nced for monitoring by
laymen. In order to “monitor™ you have to know
something about what you are monitoring. Many
of you are the legislative monitors of higher
education in your own states. You know the right
questions to ask. You know the issues that are
critical today and something of the issues that may
be critical tomorrow. 1 observed that you also have
a high level of sophistication when it comes to
drawing the line between monitoring- a creative
act and random meddling a disruptive act. Not
once did | hear one of you say “There ought t> ke
a law .. .” regarding any of the needed reforms we
discussed. But more than once | heard you say that
state systems  of higher education and the
institutions had “daran well belter know what
they're doing™ and be able 10 explain themselves
intelligibly and convincingly to you, the members
of the legislature, and to the general public. This is
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a good illustration of that creative tension alluded
to by Ralph Dungan. 1 sensed that you were
sufficieally sensitive to the facts of life about
organizational change and willing to be patient
while higher education reforms the aspects of its
operation which need reforming. You are patient,
that is, provided higher education officials can
show you they are on the road to reform.

Bill McKeefery, through a slip of the tongue,

O
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spoke of legislators “standing in the way ...” and
then corrected himself and spoke of Tegislators “‘on
the path™ leading toward greater ¢ffectiveness in
higher education. The question has been with us
throughout the conference. Are legistators “in the
way” or “‘on the path”? It is clear that the group
of legislators assembled here most definitely are
nol in the way--you are on the right path.
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DINNER ADDRESS

Governor Robert W. Scott, North Carolina
Chairman, Southern Regional Education Board, 197071

I am pleased to address this distinguished body of
legislators gathered here tonight. Later this
month 1 will address my colleagues at the Southern
Governors’ Conference.

It was from these two groups. the legislative
and executive branches of government, that SREB
was formed. U was organized to deal with the
critical problems in higher education in the post-
World War 1l South. It was created at the sugges-
tion of the Southurn Governors' Conference and
by ratification of the legislatures o1 Jiese states.

One function of the board is to provide a
means for state officials and educational leaders to
consider together ways of improving the quality of
higher education. Another function is to promote
the efficient use of resources within a state and
among the states in this region. These two purposes
are expressed in the topic chosen for this con-
ference, “New Directions in Statewide IHigher
Education Planning and Coordination.™

1 hope that this conference will help us to see
more  clearly what relationships  are  needed
between state agencies and institutions of higher
lcaming. This is a most timely topic.

It has been pointed oul that the question is nol
whether we are going to have planning in higher
education, but frow we are going to do it. Each
time you legislators appropriate money for a new
program or a2 new building, and each time a budgct
analyst recommends money for a new program or a
new building. planning occurs. The question is:
What is the best way for this planning to be done?

Back when legislators considered only two or
three building requests at a session. and even back
when they considered 15 or 20. it might have been
feasible for the legislators to get a good idea of
relative needs. Lo make wise choices. and hence, (o
do wise planning in higher education. But, times
have changed. At the last scscion of the North
Carolina General Assembly. the public senics
institutions alone presented 263 requests for

capital improvements, in addition to a vast number
of requests for new programs, extension activitics.
additional personnel, and salary increases.

During the past 30 years, expenditures for
higher education by the states across our nation
have increased by more than 4,000 percent. This is
staggering. Clearly. the time has come to reexamine
the system of planning and coordinating such a
large and rapidly growing function of government.

At this conference. you are hearing some of the
nation’s leaders in the field of ecducation. |1
sincerely hope that you and they will explore and
cvaluate together and possibly come up with some
answers.

I think we all recognize that education is the
key to better living and that institutions of higher
learning form the source for our future doctors.
lawyers. teachers, accountants, and dentists: our
future leaders in business, conunerce, and politics,

Tonight, T would like to share with you some
concems [ have in regard to higher education.

One concern is access. Those of us in govern-
ment must continue to face the need for sceing
that higher education is available for all of our
citizens who want it and can benefit from it. Many
of our citizens can hardly believe that today lack
of money is still a major barrier to education for a
large number of young people.

But. consider the statistics: American families
in the top 2§ percent income brackel are pro-
ducing more than half of the college students.
Those families in the lowest 28 percent income
bracketl are producing only seven percent of the
students. Obviously. a student’s chance of going 10
college depends very largely on the size of his
family’s pocketbook.

In some counties of North Carolina. more than
40 pereent of the high school graduates go onto a
seniot college. Generally, those ate the countics
with high per capita income. In some other
counties, less than IS percent of the high school
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graduates go on to a senior college. Those counties
tend to be the ones with low per capita income.

The North Carolina State Board of Higher
Education, in the state’s long-range plan of 1968,
suggested that a commission be appointed to study
this problem of financial barriers to higher educa-
tion in our state. Such a commission is now at
work.

We must find ways of seeing that capable
young persons, regardless of their residence and
their parents’ financial status, can get an education
that is in line with their abilities and interests. This
is absolutely imperative if our Southern states are
to increase their per capita income.

Another concern is size. At SREB’s annual
meeting in Houston this summer, 1 was especially
interested that the board approved, among a
number of new studies and aclivities, a review of
the various studies that have been made concerning
the optimum and maximum sizes of colleges and
universities. 1 think that we have all had an
intuition, or a feeling, for years that there was
indeed an optimum size for various types of
institutions, that some of the more important
qualities we sought in an educational institution
tended to evaporate when an institution reached a
cettain size. Yel, we have never—or almost never—
really been willing to limit the size of public
institutions. They have somehow kept gelling
bigger and bigger and more and more impersonal.

A recent study by the Carnegie Commission on
Higher Education showed that institutions with
less than 1,000 students had only a 14 percent
increase in demonstrations. Those with more than
15,000 had a 75 percent increase. Those with more
than 25,000 had an 88 percent increase. Students
do not like to be treated like IBM numbers any
better than you or I. This was pointed out at the
University of California at Berkeley, where some
students carried signs that went something like
this: I am a person. Please do not bend, multilate,
or spindle.” Thus, SREB’s report on optimum and
maximum sizes of inslitutions comes al a good
time. It should be most helpful.

In a few minutes, | will return to my concemn
of size. For the moment, 1 would like to talk a
little tit more about SREB. The Board does not
just conduct studies that benefit higher education
in the South. It also fosters cooperalive efforts
among the member states in nursing. computer

science, social work, agriculture, mental health,
and many other fields. These efforts conserve
resources and improve the quality of our programs.

Perhaps SREB’s most impertant contribution
of all has been in helping us in .he South set goals
for higher education and in helping us measure our
programs toward achieving them. SREB has been
able to exert a powerful influence on the formula-
tion of policy because the organization has had
political, as well as educational, representatives on
its board.

As a governor and as chairman-elect of SREB, |
pledge to do my best to make our interstate effort,
our compact, a continuing, major force in the
region. 1 ask you, as legislators, to join me. It is our
task to face the problems of higher education ata
time when the region—indecd the entire world—is
in a state of turmoil, uncertainty, and rapid
change.

This brings me to still another concemn, one
that 1 feel sure you share with me, and that is the
phenomenon of widespread dissension and unrest
on our campuses.

Just over a century ago, Charles Dickens wrote
A Tale of Two Cities. His book contains these
memorable lines:

It was the best of times, it was the worst of times, it
was the age of wisdom, it was the age of foolishness, it
was the epoch of belief, it was the epoch of in
credulity, it was the season of Light, it was the season
of Darkness, it was the spring of hope, it was the
winter of despair.

These words ring just as true today as they did
a century ago. They describe pretty well, I think,
the paradoxes that currently confront us in higher
education. On the one hand, we have many
modern, top-quality campuses, where the faculty
members are well paid and students have spacious
dorms, excellent libraries, and well-equipped lab-
oratories. On the other hand, there was the
bombing last month of a building at the University
of Wisconsin. Last spring. a scholar’s life works
were destroyed in a fire at Stanford. Then, thete
were the tragic deaths al Kent State and scores of
other troubles on our camptses back in May.

On the one hand, we have parents who want
nothing but the best fot their children, who want
them to have the opportunities in life that they
themselves missed because of the depression and
the simple fact that they could not afford to go to
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college. They aad to go to work carly in life, in
many cases without even finishing high school. On
the other hand. these children of afftuence are
going to college. Yet, too many of them seem to
have the att'tude that it is the thing to do because
everybody else | know is going.” Too many of
them seem not to recognize that going to college is
a privilege, an opportunity to achieve excellence.

On the one hand. scientists are telling us that
we can look forward to an increasingly lengthening
life expectancy. Yet. there are many students who
in the best years of their lives are ruining their
minds and their bodies with LSD. heroin. and
other dangerous drugs and narcotics.

Now. let’s returmn to a previous concern |
mentioned: size. Amid the many paradoxes that
confront higher cducation today. we must not
overtook  the tremendous growth in enrollment
that fas taken place during the past 30 years or so.
For example, in 1940 about 1.6 million students
were enrolled in our nation’s colleges and univer-
sitics. By 1960, that number had more than
doubled to 3.7 miltion. During the decade of the
sixtics. the enrollment more than doubled again.
Today. nearly 8 million students are enrolled in
our colleges and universities. Yet, while the enroll-
ment in our institutions of higher learing has
mushroomed in the past 30 years. the number of
our institutions has increased rather sluggishly.
Thus, practically all of our campuses have far more
students today than ever before,

The size of our institutions is a major factor in
the problem of student unrest. 1t is, as | have said,
on the ultralarge campuses that widespread dissen-
sion is most likely to break out. It is on the small
campuses that trouble seems feast likely to occur. |
am not saying “‘the more students, the more
troubles.™ Not really. What 1 am saying is that
when a college or university is burdting at the
seams with 10,000 or 15,000 or 25.000 students,
then that institution tends to become impersonal
and computetized, unaware of an individual's
problems and untesponsive to his needs.

What is the answer? How do we solve the
problem of student untest on our campuses? There
are no easy answers: neverthekess, we must search
fot them.

1 would like to make a few svggestions that
should be kept in the back of our minds as we
scarch for the answers. You might call these
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suggestions Bob Scott's “"ABC's of higher educa-
tion.”

It is time for academic responsibility,
academic anarchy.

It is time for brains and biology on
campusces, not bullets and brutality.

[tis time for creativity, not criminality.

It is time for discipline and direction,
disruption and divisiveness.

It is time for English and economics.
endless encounters.

It is time for firmness and fairness, not fires
and flag-stomping.

1t is time for greatness, not guns.

1t is time for history and honesty. not harass:
ment and hate.

1t is time for tdeas, not ignorance.

It is time for journalism. not jeopardy.

It is time for Kindness. not Kleptosania.

It is time for libraries and learning. not license
and larceny.

It is time for music and morality. for medicine
and mathematics, not madness and mindlessness.

It is tinre for nursing and nutrition courses, not
narcotics and nonnegotiable demands.

1t is time for ocean stadies andd objectivity, not
obstinacy.

It is time for peace and planning. for phi-
losophy and psychology. not pot and polarization.

1t is time to question, not quarrel.

1t is time for reason and respect. not revolt and
riot.

1t is time for scientific inquiry. not strikes.

11 is time to train teachers. not troublemakers.

Itis time for urban studies, not unrest.

11 is time to value laws, not violate them.

It is time for work, not waste.

It is time for x-ray therapy training. not
x-matks in roll books for 2bsent students.

It is time for youtly, not yahoos.

It is time for zoology. not zeroes.

In summary, it is time for a renaissance in
higher education. for a rebitth of the love of
lcarning. for a renewal of the quest for truth, and
fot a respect for truth when it is found.

It is time for outr campuses o teject the drift
toward political activism. toward becoming
asylims  of professional political anarchists and
return (o their respected, useful, and slill valid
function as scals of truth and learning.

not

our

not

not
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Delegates

ALABAMA

Representative Lyndol Bolton
Sylacauga

Senator Mylan R. Engel
Mobile

Representative E. C. Foshee
Red Level

Senator 0. J. Goodwyn
Montgomery

Representative Chatles Snell
Fairfax

ARKANSAS

Senator Dorathy Atlen
Brinkley

Representative B. D. Brandon
Little Rock

Senator Olen Hendrix
Prescott

Representative Leon Holsted
North Little Rock

Representative George E. Nowotny, Jr.

Fort Smith

Representative Ray S. Smith, Jr.
Hot Springs

Senator Clifton Wade
Fayetteville

FLORIDA

Senator Richard J. Deeb
St. Petersburg

Representative D, Robert tiraham
Miami Lakes

Representative Kenneth H. Mackay, Jr.

Ocala

Representative Wertz J. Nease
Jacksonville

Representative Charles L. Negard
F1. Pierce

GEORGIA

Representative Preston B. Lewis, Jr.
Waynesboro

Representative Chappelle Matthews
Athens

Seinator Lamar R, Plunkett
Bowdon

KENTUCKY

Senator Carl 1. Hadden

Elkton

Senator James A, Hicks

Albany

Senator Luther Phimmer
Vapcebury

Representative Clifford M. Sharpe
Williamsburg

Representative Eugene P. Stuart
Praspect

LOUISIANA

Senator Frederick L. Eagan

New Orleans

Ruptesentative Curtis Jouberl
Eunice

Senator J. C, Lesage, Jr.
Shreveport

Representative Jimmy D. Long
Natchitoches

Representative Donald W. Williamson
Vivian

MARYLAND

Delegate Edna P. Cook

Silver Spring

MISSISSIPPI

Representative Chatles B. Allen. Jr.
Amory

Senatot Ellis B. Bodron
Vicksburg



Representative George P. Cossar
Charleston

Representutive Horace H. Hamned
Starkville

Senator B. G. Perry

Horn Lake

Representative F. Edwin Perry
Oxford

NORTH CAROLINA

Senator Gordon P. Allen
Roxboro

Representative lke Andrews
Raleigh

Representative Philip P. Godwin
Gatesville

Representative Clarence E. Leatherman

Lincolnton

Representative Dwight Quinn
Kannapolis

Representative Thomas E. Strickland
Goldsboro

SOUTH CAROLINA

Representative Harold D. Breazeale
Pickens

Representative Purvis W. Collins
Winnsboro

Senator John Drummond
Greenwood

Representative W, Brantley Harvey, Jr.

Beaufort

Senator Robert C. Lake, Jr.
Whitmire

Representative [sadore Lourie
Columbia

Senator James M. Waddell, Jr.
Beaufort

TENNESSEE

Senator William R. Bruce
Memphis

Senator Calvin L. Cannon
Athens

Representative Franktlin D. Cochran
Tiptonville

Representative Leonard C. Dunavant
Millington

Representative Tom Jensen
Knoxville

TEXAS

Representative Frank W. Calhoun
Abilene

Representative Don W. Cavness
Austin

Representative Russell Cummings
Houston

Representative Hilary B. Doran, Jr.
Del Rio

Representative Frank Lombardino
San Antonio

VIRGINIA

Senator Byron F. Andrews, Jr.
Fairfax

Senator Lloyd C. Bird
Richmond

Senator H. D. Dawbarn
Waynesboro

Delegate Frederick T. Gray
Richmond

Senator Paul W. Manns
Bowling Green

Delegate Samuel E. Pope
Drewryville

Delegate Richard J. Ryder
Annadale
WEST VIRGINIA

Senator Walter A. Holden
Clarksburg

OTHER PARTICIPANTS

John E. Amos, Former President
West Virginia Board of Regents

O

Frank B. Brouillet
State Representative, Washington
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M. Olin Cook, Executive Dircctor
Commission on Coordination of
Higher Educational Finsice
Arkansas

Wesley N. Dorn, Director
Maryland Council for lligher Education

Ralph A. Dungan, Chancellor
New Jersey State Department of
Higher Education

Robert C. Edwards, President
Clemson University

John K. Folger, Executive Director
Tennessee Higher Education Commission

Ted C. Gilbert, Executive Director
Council on Public Higher Education
Kentucky

Ben Lawrence, Director

Management Information Systems Program
Western Interstate Commission on Higher
Education

Robert E. McNair
Governor of South Carolira

Roy E. McTarnaghan, Director
Council of Higher Education for Virginia

James L. Milter, Jr., Professor
of Higher Education
University of Micuigan

John D. Millett, Chancellor
Ohio Board of Regents

James A. Morris, Commissioner

South Carolina Commission on Higher Education

John F. Morse, Director
Commission on Federal Relations
American Council on Education
Washington, D, C.

SREB 'Staff
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Christopher E. Eckl

Edwin C, Godbold
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to the Governor
North Carolina

M. Maceo Nance, Jr., President
South Carolina State College

Virgil Orr, Assistant Director
Louisiana Coordinating Council for
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Allan O. Pfuister, Professor
of Higher Education
University of Denver
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Tennessee

H. F. Robinson, Vice Chancellor
University System of Georgia
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Wayne Seal, News Secretary
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