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CONSORTIA: A CHALLENGE TO INSTITUTIONAL AUTONOMY

With no intention of implying that ﬁhe consortium is a challenge to
the existence of the inétitutions that own and control it,,iﬁ is certainly
of value to inquire how consortium activities relate to the options or
choices of an institution in the conduct of its affairs. If one is inclined
nevertheléss.to view the gonsortium as a bomb with potential for destroying
the independence of an institution, it certainly is not one with a short
fuse.

It is not my purpose to describe or chavacterize the vast array of
inter-institutional arrangements that colleges and universities have
esﬁaBlished'in recent years, nof speik to the way they are structured,
nor’ to the range of activi:ies theyinawe undefway. I hope it will suffice
to say that my reference to a consortium includes fhose'voluntary inter-
institutional arrangements with a formalaatrangement among three or more
.colleges or uni?ersities with full-time staff leadership, support from

'member institutions and a diversified program of services including projects
in academic affairs, | ‘d
It‘is tempting to portrny the opportunity and nrOmise that‘the con-
' sartium holds for the isolatedncoliége, nérticularly within a changing |
. and complex environment. ‘Indiféctly, certain virtues‘will be‘touched
upon_in passing‘but I see my primary task as nhat of examining thé kinds

of impact a consortium might have on the operations of its member insti-
- i :

o . a g

tutions. 7

I suppose we talk about zhe consortium as a challenge to institutional

autonomy because a.successful consortium is presumed to have overcome it.
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Institutional autonomy, in our higher education world, is certainly
- not well defined and probably not well understood particularly among its
practitioners. As a symbolic shicld against state control, regional

planning or inconvenient pressures originating from outside the institu-

tion it is drawn upon frecely, somatim2s even in associscion with acadenmic

freedom for good measure.

Some would make a distinction between substantive autonomy, which leaves

}

institutions free to set their own goals, policies and programs and proce-
dural autonomy, which leaves institutions free to choose those teéhniques
or appréaches they might use in carrying out their goals, policiés and
programs. Theoretically, an institution could give up its choice. of how"
to it might conduct one vf its programs and still leave intact its éub—"
stantive autonomy, that is its privelege to decide to'have such a program.
Such distinctions give us trouble, however, when an institution doesn't
want a program Or can't afford a program unless it is done in a certain way.
Whichever way it is viewed, the institution thaf faces externally
reduced options may consider that it faces a chalienge to an autecnomy it
once had, This is not new. Many external pressures 'in the éast have
ténded to reduce an instituﬁion's‘éhoices, whether af the,policy making
level or at the level of how such policies were to be carried dut. iAmong.
thésé were alumni,'fowné~§edple, major donors, guideliﬁes for grants, 
pcrsonél‘preferences of indi#idual'board mémbers, accrediting a§50ciations, 
state apprOpriatiOné and countless others. ‘Neﬁ external_pressurés,have
joinea the earlier ones such as federal’regulations and‘reporf Systemé,
houéiﬁg and building construction requireménts, finaﬁcial aid'stipﬁlationé,
v.employﬁent énd:admission pragticesi fécilities justificationsébstaté com-
missions and‘state‘plans, sgate support and regulatioﬁ and'étudeﬁf‘démands.
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A;tivitics of consortia can now be added to the list.

It is also useful to consider whether institutional autonomy is a
challenge to a voluntary conéortium. Many people féel this is so and gd ou
to point out that until a consortium is given authority to require adherecnce
to its joint decisions, it will be limited to preiending and playing at the
game of collaboration and liﬁited to minor, innoguOus activities.

The brief history of the nation's consortia.appears both to support
and to deny this skepticism of voluntary ceonsortia. With so few consortia
even having reached the adolescent period their development, it takes a bit
of sorting out of one's observations to détermiﬁelwhat the true state of

affairs wight-be. The temptation is to expect significant achievements to

" come easily, then become disillusioned and impatient and then naively move

i
i

on to some other structuring of inter-institutional coordination with renewed
expectations. In this setting, Institutional autonomy becomes the scabegoat
but there is a great deal more to resolving the problems of collaboration

among colleges than simply imposing an external will.

Fortunately, the skeptic can be-challenged in his analysis. While some

consortia are drifting along, otners are beginning to develop significant

servicgs, withbut oveft aqquisition of authority. On the other hand, one
COuid simply oﬁserve that among the'approximateiy‘seﬁenty majdr consortia,
few have passeé out' of existence agé a high:pfoportion bf‘those fhat did have
reaétivated again. It is not that s0 mény have been successful but that they
survive for another try in spite of'lack of‘significant successes. |
An analysis of theaconsortidm's peréistence’ahd‘sﬁrengthvshould Be‘less

directed to hpw it is orgahized than_to how it‘operétés.\ The processes at
Wbrk; particulérly those thatginfluence‘and difect institutional decisidhs;

seem to explain the magic of voluntary participation.

,‘- 3 -
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In speaking, then, to the influences a consortium may have upon
imstitutional choice, we speak at cnce to how a consortium gets on with its

work and how it challenges so called institutional autonomy.
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THE FORMS IN WHICH THE CHALLENGE ' PRESENTS ITSELF

In attempting to develop descriptibns of each p;béégs that éeems
involved in phallenging autonomy I found it difficult to provide appropri-
ate labels. lnstead; I.drew upon expressions frequently heard in and out
of consortium deliberations that caught the essence of each form. Hope-

fully, these phrases will never find theirvway into a taxonomy but they may

-t

prompt recognition from one's experiences. v

1. The Rest are Going Ahead énd Do it Anvyway

Agreement among‘institutiéns tb cooperate on an ilmportant ~activity
takes time to\deQelop and involves sFudy and discussions. -While difficﬁlt
to arrive at, once agreement within anviﬁportantbsegment of a group of
institutions has:Been reached, they méy very well see no reason fo wait

for the remainder of the group to see the light. They will wish to proceed

without further delay.

Those institutions still reluctant at that point in time or those who

have minor objections face a rew situation. The project is likely to go, . in

the name of the consortium, and they must explain why they do not wish to

take up a project with advantages so obvious to the rest. Since this situa-

‘tion develops at. the culmination of the consortium's work on the matter real
2 ] consor ; , : _ )

reasons‘and hard?faéts;must be giveﬁ. ;Conéin@ing‘reiuq£ance‘or éimple ?efﬁ_
laﬁce casts a bad light on an institution's membefship énd‘in getting i;é
own‘prgfé?éncés‘amang futufe,projecﬁs.

‘StaYiﬁé out of a’prbject with gooa1réason is indéed possibie, but fhén,

continuing proximity among institutions in a consortium invites "one-upman-

vship" tb\be‘practiced by ‘those who participated in a project, should things

go Qell.




A vigorous or perceptive minority in a consortiuh's membership can
pull the rest of the meﬁbership aiong. This represents an important
external-leverage for change which can only partially bercontrolled by the
defending institution.

2. Infiltration and Multiple Lovalties of Faculty and Staff

1f the first challenge was stated in terms.ot institutional choice,
it was only to identify the residue decision - Qhether an institution; in
a finai‘sense,'participated at'all in a project.

Actuaily, the established consortium soon develops a npmber of levels
of decision making. This is‘made necessary because it is soon discovered that
voluntary cooperative projects don't go:well‘unless those on the respective
campuses who must carry them out had a part in designing them and really want
‘‘them.

As a consequence; a proposed project reaching the presidential or insti-
tutional level of choice as to whether to participate'may already have the
endorsement of that campus's faculty oxr staff representative. He now has his
own vested intetestyin the project. Moreover; the other pa rt1c1pat1ng 1nst1—
‘tutions‘already‘know from the preceding diseussionsithe real pros and‘cons

‘of’that‘institution's‘pdsition.’ ”

“Thus exposed institutipnal‘identity«ané,integfity‘epeid}befbund‘in

‘some state of compromlse Unlessﬁaﬁfinstitdtiqn takes catefin‘thefselectiop;'
%‘insttuction and foilo&-upﬁof its representatives to'eoﬁsortium:eommittees, it
,is.dpite vulnerable’tp‘several‘exterﬁal,and'internal‘fbrees; Hstrongileaders‘

from Gther campuses could 1nfluence the 1nst'tut10n s representatlve Also

a staff nember who falls to get a deslred prOJect approved by hls owu admlnl—
Stretion could'take»it‘to the eonSortiumfcommittee and}retUrnghome!with'the }
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Communications among staff on 2 campus belng what it is doesn't help
matters either. ‘The representAtive doesn't always tell his superiors on the‘ L
campus how his project’is going unti}‘it~has reached the ‘proper state of
readiness. Thus }ou can have 2 president say in irate fashion at the final
deliberation, "this proposal is not in my institution(s;tntereSt;'I”wonder
who‘proposed it!" “ 1f in truth that president's own dean pushed the proposal,

it is-not likely that anyone will tell.

3. 'If it Becomes Funded, We Shall Participate

The 'screening process that establishes those projects a consortium will
operate‘in a given year is a great deal morevcomplex then identifying a con-
. sensus of priorities of the me@bership. Some institutional priorities are
not well served by a joint‘projett unen individual effort is easier end
‘more efficrent. . This could‘piace the consortium in the position of focusing
at times on second‘or third level institutional priorities for this reason
alone. |
If institutionai funds.are scarce, then it m@ans that funds beyond-
nstltutlonal support will be required. At thlS p01nt the donor preferenc s
or grant guldellnes becomes an 1mportant factor in determlnlng not only Wthh
joint prOJects;tne~consortium.wi11 do,but also how they will be carried out’
| As’an‘asida,‘lf supportlng age 01es @nd ‘1n fact the rest of us “too)
better understood the unlque procedwral cheracterrstrcs of consortlum
operations, some jotnt endeavors‘wouldinot,be foroedlto dovthings the hard
; way. | |
«’ﬁdeget are; 1mportdnt statemep ts of hoﬁ cooPeratlon w1il actuallyitake

fplace. A consortlum does not surv1 e 1ong 1f 1t adopts the pollcy of ”flrst? R

~‘get the money,‘then we. shaLl dec1de 1ow to. spend 1t
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A well thought out propwsal budget, even though not required by the donor,

makes for fewer misunderstaundinmgs at the time of implementation. Agreement

on what needs Lo be done’ jeintly is difficult enough. Deciding how much

money each part%gipating {a?ﬁiVQQioﬁ déserves after the grant is available
is a gazuntlet no consortium should have to run.

. This same process, regretfully, must also be faced even with adequate
preparaticn since there is seldom full fundiﬁg of a project. Where to make
cuts is nearly~és volatile an‘issue.

'ihe process Qf~baléncing{the:ﬁunds»needgd;to;carry:out thg“jOint<§s—
pects of the‘project with‘thosé needed for individuél campus adtivities‘
related to the project seems to be an‘inescabable trial ﬁor.institutioﬁal
auténbmy. |

If the conséﬁsus of tﬁe‘instifutiom;is that minimuwm 6perational‘funds
for the joint aspects are‘giVeh tﬁé priority with a view to assuring that
the inter-institutional project actually comes bfﬁ then there is less for
institutionai costs.u‘It is understandable that the président of an insti-
ﬁutiou Qoting agaiﬁst such a consensus might wonder‘albhd, "I havé‘a feeling

the conscrtium will be around long after my institution has gone bankrupt."

4, Wﬁo"Ge‘ts to Be the Whité:Kriight

A séﬁsc of direc£ionvié:éséenpialwfor any éntétprisefinvolving1fhe
'cbbpééétiVé'efféftSwéf é’group‘éf iﬁdiVidﬁéls.‘VCOASOrtia éfé;réégﬁt%aqd éérly‘,
enough inwtheir‘devélbpménﬁ‘thaﬁkthe iéadéyshipsof?fhe‘papticipating iﬁéﬁif"

tutions are not vefyAclear>as td]what‘they cénfexpect‘Ofudesife_of’a con-

“.gortium. -
There is a marked tendency for campus leaders.to stay closer to a more
 clearly .viewed sense of insfitutional direction as. it relates to the consortium

Jandfleévéffoftheféonsor;ipm‘stgfﬁtheﬁéensiﬁg;pﬁtﬁqf thngOnsqfﬁiumfé”déétiny;_
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In this sctting, the consortiuﬁ staft wili thgn set what théy perceive
,to‘bc the short and long-range courses of action that will achieve the even-
tual approval of the participating‘institutions. These will most likely be
in the form of programs designed to resolve on reduce the mos t pressing

problems that vex the membership.

4

rt

To the extent. these programs are success tul and also to the extent that
consortium préjects take on glamour, statewide and nétional‘éﬁtention, a
"white knight" syndrome is geﬁerated. Rescue from outside the campus is not
- always appreciéted by those who feel capable of rescuing themselves.

Somehow a‘hembet institution finds it difficult to claim the‘consoptium_
as part of itself. Reflecting traditional patterns of territorial rights.
in higher education, the conédrtium is treated by a member institution as
_belonging to the others, or as a sgparate and c0mpeﬁing agency forscarce
resources.

This situation influences the roles of the principals in conducting

consortium activities, as perceived by the campus staff and by the consortium

staff,” At a recent meeting, a panel of consortium directors had just address-

ed themselves to the sense of mission held by consortium directors when a

faéulty”member from the aﬁdienée,arose and asked ''who aéked,you guyé to play-

‘the role of white knight?"
' If there is room for a leadership role for the consortium director

and his staff in the progress and development of a member campus, then a

modification of institutional autounomy has taken place. This modification

i

 seems. to be:mOSt;Visible in*thé pérsonal édjﬁstmentS'required1of individuals

in;their roie expectations. It iéjneale,impossible for éfgiven faculty or

 staff member on'a campus‘to”mat¢h4¢onSOrtium $tafffto‘tbeir‘inétitutiohfs-‘y~f

~ hierarchy.  The consortium director, for example, doesn't fit a campus's. -




pecking order. Since consortium staff work in a role that is neither quite
inside the institution nor outside, the role expectations for that staff
" never quite’stabilizes in terms of traditional settings.
Unless consortia staff go aWay and leave the member campuses aloae,
which is most unlikely, they mill in their personal capacities become a

growing irritation to traditional concepts of institutional autonomy.

5. A Member of_a»Fami;y has Special Obligations

When you:become a member of’a family,'you-have certain responsibilities
Institutions that are near neighbors or institutions-wrth similar profiles or
characteristics have often felt they were in cOmpetition with each other for
students or at least for a place in the sun.‘ Yet, cooperative orhjoint ven-

‘tures have grown most often among these very institutions. Early in the

development of an up and coming consortium, one hears such expressions as,
"when we became better acquainted, we found we weren't in such great com-
petition after all.” And, '"we are looking for this kind of student and

they are really looklng for another kind". While cettain areas of competition

will probably always continue to survive and prosper among members of any

type‘ofwconsortiumﬂthose'areas'where cooperationhbegins,to develop‘have a
tendency~to stifle orTmohifyhtraditional’competition,t,This is'probably’
fduehto‘improved,communications among those:institutronairstaffhmembersgcon-ifek\
cerned;"They are no“longerpdeaiingkwithvstrangers and too.much‘becomes"kh
]known about each other to’ pursue old myths. ‘
The tendency of feellng 'we are’ better than they beglns in. a consortnum

—[Tto break down or, in pollte company, 1s no 1onger expressed or 1n£erred around

at%e.table. Whlle the 1nh1b1t10ns that come fr0m pollteness take the1r toll

')

;[\,109 WonV1ct10ns, perhaps the most persuas1ve 1nf1uence 1s tne grow1ng»1nt1macy an

‘jdetail1inrwhichveachjmemberu0f;the;consortium*knows*the otherﬂmembers
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“discussed only infpriVate;betWeen?the‘twbipartieSfinqanother;cenSOttiun.,*
e i B TR : L : LT SR R ‘ e

If there is a substantial level of inter-institutional activity, there will

‘be 'a number of institutional represe-tatives involved all 07 which makes it

quite possible to sort fact from fiction from the diverse ssurces.

These factors, in turn, require an openess in decision-making. - A curt

response from an institution that, "w2 don't need this proiect" will not

always suffice, nor will it be tendered without 'some explanation.

The freedom to recruit each othar's faculty is likewise;inhibited,

‘particularly if one~dean must'sit next week with the other at a schedule

committee meeting. On the other sids of. the coin, :there are perhaps examples
of a planned transfer of a faculty member from one institution to another
not ‘initiated by the faculty member himself. For certain, faculty moon-

lighting at a neighboring campus is curtailed or encouraged but in any casec

.'given greater surveillance from the institutions concerned . in a consortium.

It would be a'fine thing‘td say}with equal firmness that a COnsortium

| has a significant impact in lﬁhlbltlﬂ” member institutions rran developing

‘new programs in direct competion witn ex1sting ones. Indeed family ob11~

gations do dictate advance consultation, and there are many. examples of this

to the mutual advantage of those concerned or affected." One can expect more

- of this 'as consortia continue to mature. There still remains a "live and

let live'" area of reserve particularly as it relates to the future aspira~

. tions of an‘institution;f Thus, if tnere is only need for one given instruc-

tional program in the region and the new entry believes it can drive the

earlier’ program offkthe market, it will feel that it still has: some en-

titlement to do so. This is not Surprising When a.bnrgeoning,publie
institution seeks to replace a falte ng private college program.

One of the 1nterest1ng little d~versit1es among consortia is that the

tprev10ns example would be‘taken’uy a:ound the table in onechnsortium_but
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‘wital and useful programs and services to its members are primarily what ‘

Selectivity in admissions may vary amocng members wi a consortium, but in

consortium. student exchange arrangements and practices rarély if ever are suci

difr ‘nized. This presumable is in:recognition of what appears

t 1 ..ying assumption among a consortium's members, namely that all

_members view .cach other with mutual respect as equals in regard to those areas

in which they cooperate:.

 6. ‘Don't Talk About’Us.When We are Absent

The choice of an institution as to whether to join a consortium serving
its region or to:be represerited at-a meeting at which matters-important to
it are on the agenda might:be cited as another way in which an institution's

options are limited by a consortium. Going it alone against real, imagined

.or -potential collusion.of its neighbors requires size and strength or a

low expectation of how‘mucﬁ institutions will cooperate. A sign of the

comiﬁg'of age of a regional cpnsortium is a flurry of wmembership applications
from‘hold-out institutions in the'region.’

1f mémbership isigééed less on gébéféphy than on preétigefand:reputatibn,
one genefally‘fiﬁds:a~reluctancejpn‘the ﬁarF of thoéé‘who‘are alréady:ﬁembérs
tokwithdraw,’evén thougﬁ they might‘bé‘diéappointed in cqrrant p;ograms.

On the outside would be an informal waiting list of those institutions who

aspire to be thought of in connection with those inside.’ Yet, those consortia-
.made up of institutions whose prestige is perceived as being a layer or so

below first rank, the phenomena appears to be, by that degreé; lessjcommon; .

The voluntary consortium is by its nature relatively free of vested

authofity’ovgr~the éttaining and holding of individual mémbers.‘ While

'

. keeps the consortium in business, one cannot underestimate thé;”glue”‘that

initially brihgs'together of holds together a COnsortium;‘particularly

”‘during_tryihg times,

=2 e




‘An institution's”autonomy understandably undergoes wmodification when
a consortium comes into being in its midst.

7. We Want to be the Way e are Now

I suppose no institution would insist upon a right to be mediocré,,

provincial'or behind the times; Those who are suqh, by some standard or
~another, generally don't think of Ehemselves fhag way. - In rfact, suéh
‘institutiOns'are generaliy a bit defensive on thé sﬁbject and play up what-
evér virtués‘they have, real or‘imagined. . At best; then, their position
Sould be to fnsist upbn a right tokbe‘ieft alone.

If my earlier observations are accurate, then a fair number of insti-
tutions associated with or locatéd near consortia cannot quite expect.to be
left alone. 1In fact, their‘privelegé‘of remaining mediocre, provincial or.
behind the ;imes’is ehdangered}

Consortium activities are.generallg built around institutional needs
anderoblems. Proposed solutions are initiated by interinstitutibnal

.‘consﬁitations and deliberations. If carefully done, andyéucqeésfﬁl
coopératioﬁ'reqﬁires,it,‘a detailed identificafionvof a given problemkas
it appears on éach‘0f the campuses takes place; This is followéd by a
Seargh for solutiéns‘éurreﬁtly‘ip use elsewherq.éometimes‘with the use of
cbnSultants or visits to éthér;ins;ifutions. A~discﬁssion of these?#lter—
‘patives as well aslthose developed locally reveals the shadings of enthusi;
asms and‘ reluétanéeé arpund‘the tablekféffffyiné‘ébﬁétﬁing‘difééféﬁgl
_Whether éll presenﬁ agree to the,ﬁajority view’ofkwhethér-a real consensus
déveléps, eéch insﬁitutional‘répresentati§é re;ufnslﬁoﬁe With'additional
 1igh£xon thé‘sgbjegt.. In faét,yif‘sevéral repreéentativéggeﬁerafe‘conf
 sidetablé~enth@siasm fbr%a‘paftigular'soluﬁion, tﬁe[relgéﬁént repfeéentatiyé ;

might evepﬁreturn‘hOmé with -a fear that otHer‘iﬁstitutions might make some

{AFullToxt Provided by ERIC




A FullToxt Provided by ERIC

.evidence of its efforts.

progress on a problem while he may not and his own presidcnt may call him
in to ask why his prog ress has not matched the others.

One can put aside consortium activities that have not worked well and
gO'One;S own.way. As collective or joint efforts hegin.to show evidence
that progress can be made, it is difficult. for an institntion to stand free
2t such influences,

While ‘there have been meetings, reports, stndies and workshops avail--

able to higher edwcation from its beOinnings, the consortium tends to add
1

g

an - intimate and cumulative push. It sets a time and place for such study
or review of current practices and it leaves a lOcal nearby residue as
Once drawn in, institutional representatives can tend to be less pleased

with the way things,have been done in the past. An observer must be careful

" however, It is rare that one sees a conservative faculty member throw out

his former opiniOns or announce conversion based on au outSLde influence.~

‘rRather he QUietly tinkerS‘ then shifts to beliefs he explains that he held
'all along and may. in fact .. not.remember very wall what the consortium meeting

suggested that he should do.

If an institution is active:in’consortinm affairs, it doesn't get to
stay the way it was. It does not follow, however; that‘cooperating insti-
tutions begin to emulate each other and draw toward a common set of charac—
teristics; The influences mentioned above seem to operate in mOVin° fxom
complacency, self-satisfaction, or ignorance of alternativesn:CMOVing

towar a particular orthodoxy is another matter. Staff members tend to‘
(

hdiffer on how each mighL go about implementation in his OWn institutional

'setting.




e

One can agree to a cooperative progrémlof study, planning, transfer, staff
devclopment, exchange, sharing, and joint p@rchasing and yet with perhﬁps‘
even better reason and greater;ceftainty than before insist upo.n the
distinctiveness of ones own institution and its programs.
¥
Perhaps an institutional spokesman will say, "we like the way we ave

now.A We havé made‘changéé‘in thg pést. It was.con&enient‘pg make changes
while the éCnsortinm was discuséing them s£n£¢ wé‘were going\fb.make'themj.

anyway;. We lead the rest of the consortium rather than they lead us."

In response, one can only say 'blessed is that consortium where every

" member institution feels it~can make that*“statement.'

8. It is Expensive ‘to Participate but We Can't Afford to Pull Out

So often an institution contemplating consortium membership or re-
viewing its budget line for membership fees considers the question of what

it can afford to pay for consortium membership or simply deétermine what

it is worth.

IS

It was only a few years agé that no institution Belonged to a consortium
such as it is.todéy° Iﬁ a tréditionalksense, it hasxbéeﬁ suggeéted’that a
cdnsdrtiumfis‘a récent Luxury, acquired dufigg a very bfief pefiod of af=-
fluence, thét can be lined out iﬁ the nexttbﬁgget trimming exercise.
Indéed,'siﬁce it is at that mOment‘that withdrawal ffoﬁ a coﬁsortium is so

often‘decided, the president is'at least partly qorfect when he informs his

consoftium colleages that he has been forced to withdraw because of a tight
- budget. At that- point, the statement is sociallykacceptable‘all the Way‘
‘around, since the real reasons of personal éntégonisms, disappointment with

~program emphases, ‘inattention or ignorance of ppbjedts, inactivity, or

contemplation of expansionism are:very awkward to 'state.or discuss.
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One is reminded of an institucion that withdrew from a cqnsortium
for financial reasons, then subsequently negotiated with-the coﬁsortium
‘ éo provide a single service for a price equal to tﬁe membership fée‘that
would have come to. it for free as # mémbex.

The édnsortium mémbetship fee stands cut in most line item institutional
budgets‘wheﬁhef’it is 31,000 or $35,COO; .Boards ask the pre?ident_wﬁat'the
institution is gettingwfbfwfﬁgfﬁﬁﬁéyjmfffhRéi?éuéé'tﬁfgﬁpoinf to be aﬁlc to
point to something.more_tangibie‘thaﬁ_a‘sefieskcf inturesting meépingss
It‘is tempting tofpoint to tﬁe total awount of outside funding attracted
by the‘éonsortium Ebr cooperafivé‘projécts;‘ There afe cven those parsi-

monious enough to ask the president how much funds the consortium turned

i

over to the institufion itself to spend before deéiding the COnSdrtiﬁﬁ‘iS
éxpensive but "we can't afford’fo ﬁﬁli‘outU.

Far membership fee jusfifidationé; ény~gonsortium director‘will say
. thefe‘is nothing that Hélps so‘wellxﬁs taﬁgiblé,eﬁidence; hopgfqliy‘in tﬁe
fqrm‘of dollars. . For thése cﬁﬁsortia whose institdtidns participéte in
joiﬁtvpurghases, an individuai,ﬁfice écale providés(the differéntial.
kWhere‘students are éxéhanged of joint‘instructioh prbvided,‘the cost of
individualnreplééemént'canybe éalculated; ‘Joint uée of coﬁéultanté, out- "
side sgpport:for Wéfﬁéhops,héupport er instruction and studen;’tuition are
qlsd elemeﬁté for whiph é’doilatvvalue‘cap be plaée&.

A problem‘pfeséﬁtsiitsélf with éuch calculations, however, if an insti-
tutioq may Say’that it would not have pu;chaééd,thé‘samevquality Qn‘itg75wﬁ;
\éflﬁould héQe COmpietely dropped the shafed‘courséqénd‘goﬁtén,iés‘étudéhts
ytb fake sowe;hiﬁg éise; ‘~Aé Wifh‘all of‘the.variousyintangibié consequenées
of\coﬁsopﬁium memberéhip; éoﬁe éf Which‘have‘been’allﬁded‘gb‘iﬁ garliér oBse;-

 ‘vatiQns, the balance in thé,queStion‘of‘affdrding member ié‘tipped on  the




basis of net iapressions of those making the institutional decision, which
sometines is simply dummarized as, '"being in the consortium has meant a

‘great deal to this institution, we can't afford to pull out".

9.  More Than One Consértium Wants Us

If an institution joins .one COngortium, would it be wise to joiﬁ a

‘secdnd oné?  It is not very helpful‘to report that there are a number of

B such‘examples, iﬁcluding one that was a member CE:thirteeﬁ different inter-
institutiénal arrangéments of oﬁe sort or another which all began the same
yeari One ﬁust assume there wés temporary advantage seen by those‘whd
nroliferated such tigs, aﬁd likely iﬁ the mogt'tangible of fdrms, monéy!
Ideqtifying with fnstitutions to meet special needs may take a univefsity
into a cqnsqrtium sharing gfaduate iﬁétruction, énother planning under-
graduate pfbgrams and even a thirﬂ smoothing out the transition of students
‘betWeen‘community’colleges and four year institutions.

To benefif from a consortium;.an inétitutionkmuSt be prepared to give
its invoivemént COﬁsiderable timé and attention. In, the horhaL cerse”of
vevqnté, ag institutien génerally finds~thé$e és scaféekaé‘mqney. TA serious
commitment‘to‘oné or\gwo consoréia pfecludes éﬁfinstitution's éffective
par;icipation in otheré; As one;preéidént of éﬁ erp»inQolved institutioﬁ

recently complained "they.are always want'ng us to go to a meeting someplace'’..

10. ‘I;inited We StandL“Dikvided'We .Fall.
| ‘Thefe are éhélléngesfto institﬁtionai autonqmy‘other‘thah;the vOluntary,‘
‘“Cbnéortium. Scércé‘fuhds; a gréWing cénéernswitﬁ‘éccaunfabiiiéy, énd:pgblicj .
conéern’witﬁ duplidating ed#§ati§nél’servigeé'have‘stimulated régiOﬁai and
state planning;of‘iﬁstrucﬁiﬁnal_servidés;‘_Statutory‘agencies have béén
| creatgd(ééfbss the land‘to’coordinéte h;ghef\educétioh; both‘pu@iic and;‘:

”pfivaté.
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SUMMARY -

Most observers now agree that such coordination will place serious limita-
tions on Instititional autonomy.

There remains to be determined, however, during these early years in

the emergence of such involuntary coordination, just how much coordination

will be needed to achieve minimal standards of efficilency and accountability.

Most important is the matter ~i - shali provide the criteria ané zhe propex

balance in' the respective roles of the public and private sectors of higher

education.

1t seems‘too.éﬁvious t& call it 5 predictibn thét public and private
insfitﬁtions alike will individually stand back from this task which awaits
them until some other political-agency d?es‘it for them. Possiblé, sﬁate
by state; it will bé done by thosé‘who do nof‘fﬁlly understand:aducational
institutions‘and‘their manner’of operation.

.
A

The consortium, as described in its more vital form,-offers a possible

alternative of the institution in shoring up those most vital ingredients

in its autonomy. Regional consortia can present state planners and agencies

with workable alternatives that will meet public pressures and' requirements.

Public and. private institutions can together provide a proper and well

considered balance of services.

If we state the theoretical possibility that an institution cam choose

~not to join a consortium or, having joined one, it can choose to participate

in some or none of its projects, then it could be' said that a consortium is

not a significant challenge to that institution's autonomy.

As an active‘voluntary,consortium‘tends to operate today, however, an

institution's autonomy is”not quite free of influence.
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An institution's options may be significantly:reduced and its.neighbors may
impose their own consensus: on occasion.

It is not that consortium's decisions are binding upon its members.

' o Sh(x: ‘ ng ot

Seldom is this the case. Rather, the cone rtium ray g of

ey

@ conse.. i, 50 aliel ..& clrcumstances that-an institution's independence

of action is much less meaningful.

The attractiveness of the voluntary consortium to its -membetws is that

-at leasit. the alteration of ciréqmstances is initiated by its pe& s and not

by strangers to its cause and that of higher education. Each imstitution's

views ‘are heard and its vote-is counted.

- Institutions, in general agreement, can achieve a greater good than

a mere sum of individual efforts. One is continuall; struck witi the paral-

lels between consortia and international organizations..




