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The.essential: pgﬁa f- institutional utonofn are bemg ‘debaf.ed

o ::they now vary a great deal from sta .ta'state. The .democ,
. such important policy decisions 1 réequ t ten
" that the institutions involved be | icipants in the debates. Thus the her
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i gmgpaptner bought, and’ hi,m'g‘:q » : hdur -’
ers met; 2 “abstract’ ’lllpa,mtmg enmled Fortes at- Wark I recall it'as gn SR
1ssort ﬁ’ﬁ,rpose was not to further theart' & .

ié, nef\profi peratuig ratios md ret Lo
a.nd -around hg mdustry in whieh the l‘.llEﬂt“ o h

\ uld undera al d the changes\that hnve taken phu:g in the
ance of Gur colleges and universities, 'we must, I believe, récognize the
iences that' the'se institutions. have shared (ﬂr suffared chuose yﬂur own:
verb) over the past quarter-of a century. In thes i -
‘changes in institutional governance. we “will be m&de to recognize "
hat the forces at work are forces that are foreing ehanga in’ many. other goem]
] stl' ons. ~~ the .corporation, the hospital, and
" lé - ell s"m the collgge and umversxty

- The first is demographic the g-rowth and the aubstantml red;gtﬁbutmn of
" this country's population. ¢ Over this qugrt.ex; of a;:entury the numbers enrolled in
e undergrnduate institutions increased foirfold, The ‘number. of men and women
enrolled in.graduate-and-professional schools:increased- ﬁv\efold -and-the-number————
, enrolled in ‘the ‘community coueges increased still more) " Simultaneously the L

- growth in urban. centres has given rise to.what others have branded the “sidewalk * -/
urpversxty and has' dunmlshed or made nbsalete restdermﬂ e;jucshon on mang

<&

many gampuses PR

Théasecm’ld fnrce at*wnrk is the mi;reasmg pace nt which’ ngw knnwledge has /
?been accumulated. This force poses ‘what were unprecedénted problems. of ~
. codification and transmittal. Faculties had.to be expanded; ‘and were more and . _
. more Specialized. Gnurges proliferated. Depa»rtments were subdmded and
sehml; were est.ahhshed Cnsts mcrensed .
The ‘third: force at wark was an expzmdmk demand for the quiHmantmf the
.. democratic ideal, The abaridonmient in higher education of a philosophy of elitism,
the substitution of the idea that all'young people, regardless of sqcial or eco‘nomu: e
" _status, should have the oppaﬁunlty to continue on beyond.the high school was .. .~
"-simply the acceptanceé of & ph:]aanphy as tn the respons;tu.lity of the am:lety thnt
T 'was bemg accepted genernlly . ,




he fourth force at work ‘was t é-expansion of gover it, -particularly the,
‘expansion of social programs. Our colleges and universities saw; benefitted from, - +.
and induced a major extensiort of the responsibility of governmet for the support’ . .
‘, d, - perhaps ‘unwittingly, ‘the"direction of. postsecondary edueation. - First “the.!
A tate governments and 'subsequently -the Federal’ government - have' invaded .
aspects of institutional  operatigns once inviolite. Both: state and al -
governments have created new ihstitutions that claim'a steadily in¢reasing ro

tic as'it se me’d then, was n’

"

ly it was ot a pheriv

ersin the 303
- years.Ineachin

T e A i S FXE
.. - How much the coping with tliese five forces at wetk throlighout our society has

** - changed the patterns of governance in our colleged and universities cannot.
~--measured with neat precision; Yet it is clear that the impact of these forces has -

Wendel Holmes once said that “a mind once stretched to. -

éncompass-a new idea can never return to its former.dimensions.” Analogously, it
ith these forces our colleges
18 of governance that ha

"o isclear that after coping
© -7+ . again utilize the simple fo

————Alice; you-will recall;-#i the-coiirse-of her travels throiigi

s and universities can never ' -
prevailed., Ny

o

: all;<in th ugh Wonderland, com- "~ .

. ‘mented that when she used a word jt meant just exactly what she intended it to .= -
- .. mean.. By the term “governance” 1 mean (and’ others may attach"different
. ‘meanings to it) the pro¢esses;by which decisions. are made, who'participatesin !
i ' thesé'processes, the structure that relates those individuals, the effort thatis.

-+made to see to'it that decisions once made are carried out, and thfg pProcesses used - -

"+ to evaluate the results that,are hieved, L e

" Toassert that the forces | hate snumerated have changed. the éévéfﬁ&ncé_ of

.educational institutions, as'1 have now defined “governance,” is to imply an un-
' derstanding of what institutions and their functioning were like in 1950, In truth,
. It1s difficult to distinguish what was from our romantic notions of the “good old -
~ " days" in higher education. Moreover, it is impossible to genéralize: the calibre,
~ the character and the governance of institutions varied greatly from institution to

- institution; . -

isted by 1950 irieluded. . number of -
ip Alexander Bruce's"History of the ., -

L.

The literature éf\};i'ig;hérré_ducatmﬁ that'
histories of individual institutions (e.g.; P
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'. Henge, | in'assessing ehange. we haveno ' "
back t6, only scraps of Understandmg o
otions. But wha v1dence theré'is suggests that'the governance of . =

s ai ostsecunda" ‘ed mn ha_s heen chaﬁged in at least four ha_glc,,f

i any hints hut np whalealded descnptmn

ual mstltutlnn are. sub
by governmental agen
(and unacce table) in 1950 L

and* 'even*m ‘prescription;
unfaresev

he making of the most fundamenta] dEEEmns gf thEi R

( utions has_ been dummshed altered and, m ‘dome. -
mst,ances. aband ed T A S

v !-? B A twogear ingtitutions has gro)

or.many instituti e
“Let: me ‘remind; you of the- magnitude “of’
-clianges. Within the quarter of a cen
v * the" proportion of postsecondary.
" institutions has stgadxly gr‘bwn aﬁd:nnw inelu
) enrallees”

;. "® the prﬁppﬁmn of pustsemndafyv

.. cent of all egmll&es and

*the prnﬁurtmn of all "ustsecuﬁdary ' students enmlled
: campuses w-hu:h are parts of linked systems has g‘ruwn matgrlally

& sign drends is- related to our :espectwez’ '
* concepts.of wh is? gﬁnd h:gher edutation. *If we attach large value to that,
- educatmn in: whmh the lmagmatmn and’ creatxwty of tl;e mdmglual teacher ls i
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¥ h cu are-design
aculties, in. which leaders

2 and:flexibly ¢
) rship-in developinig-academ
.and improving teathing pracesses is supplied by teachérs; departm
who are living *and growing.with students, then we.

of céntralized governance that a

ther hand, if we assume that much of the itask of ‘post secondary
i ‘the transmission -of knowledge that has been - codified’ over :the-
ecadesand the prime considerition is the economy with which that, transmissio
-+ is achigved, then we will-approve the evolution’of what I'will describe as “pat
- te ducation.” By “patterned’ education” 1 mean that ‘education.in which i+
‘aths (and sometimes.courses) must conform with the specifications of a state - -
cf or the dictates of A'professional accrediting agency, ‘arid in which coursés’
ght in accordance with guidelines formulated by the staff of a staté agen

AT

entralize
shall be taught, -
e 8 h 1ang strueture tend-to
ibstitute “system wide," “statewide” or even Federal decisions, for decisiops . .
formulated . within the individual ‘institution. These'changes in'structure ‘have™
reduced autonomy, the diversity among institutions, and tended-to homogenize . .~ -
institutions. . - .7 Tl Tl e T R

langes"in"the striicture of postsecondary education have tend
esponsibility. for decisions as to'who shall'be ‘admitted,. what
and to a lesser degree as to who shalt teach.sThese changes i

H
w7 Likely there is né denying that'thgse changes true ave -made 1
. education more économicil and, in a narrow sénge, more efficient. Certainly there - L
+is- no_denying that these strictural- changls shift ‘responsibility for. decision .

ERE R

h that has been said about the impact.o

.. Much tha pact of structural chﬁhggs[m;g"‘éverﬁg:;ce_'
* “apply particularly to public institutions, Byt the forces that have induced change " " .
', in govérnance - cially the expansionyof government and the “uprising of -

" 'the underdog” — have wrought othet and substantial impacts on the governance ' o
—+of private, as well as public colleges-and-uni : B

versities: T

i

i~ The impact.on institiitional governange ‘of Federal éfforts-to bring’ about™ "~ -
v+ equality of opportunities for minorities, both as students and as faculty members, = - .
- Isobvious. It is reflected in the daily paper's, in a succession of court decisions and
~-in alarge and growing body of rules and regulations with ‘which institutions must
. comply. The content of these rules and regulations is'a part of the lore that musf = -
‘. " 'be aequired by departmental chairpersons, deans, deans of students; financial aid.
. officers, comptrollers, presidents and others, T e e

- To picture the impact in these terms is neither to berate this devélopment nor
., . to complain. The objective .is laudable, Yet, if we- would -assess changes in
" [ governante surely we. must recognize the abridgment of the freedom of in-

- stitutional officers and faculties to make decisions as to admissions, and.as to = .
faculty selection that flow from Federal efforts in {hese areas, - . oo
“'. - Similarly, we must. recognize thé impact on thggqvef%mnngé of universities of - -
the ebb afid flow of Federal funds for the support of research. It is logical that the. . L
" . Federal government (impelled by the urgency of war) should have drawn on the.. - . *

4
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éi?ﬁia'keignti?eéreﬁe_grs of someMaculty members'and to make -
elatively independent-of-either  the: department- or the in-
with which. they were affiliate L -

=10 ,.Enei‘_dﬁEé the mobility of .faeultj:mgmb’érs from
stitution, and: .- ST

reate:im 83 'he 7
nces.'and the negleeted humniti

ugntmtfgnchmEﬁtiangderalsﬁppurt forced traumati éurfaihnéﬂtk_ e

d in graduate education — and 'made manifest. the extent to which "~ |¢
A3 to research-and graduate education is Prescribed by Eederal _—

' The subseq
Tesearch ;
i "decision mak
. funiding dee

3

impact ‘of Federal actions on” governance is seen in its

is Federal effort. was relatively ldte coming.. Mich
"> that is provided: to. maintain- the. viability- of institutions:is-
. ‘provisions for 'the support .of students ‘or research. As'the n

- support - became ;recognized new’ rules and’ regulations .were “promulga
specifying the terms ynder which institutional support would be made available. * ' -
~It is not surprising that many. institutions, - patticularly among the poverty - 1
_stricken ' developing institutions, have been " overly -ready - -to comply, -
- unquestioningly. ., . -l T T I EAR SR,

<vi-: The collegial making of decisions as to which stiidents shall be admitted; what .~ .
+.: - shallbe taught; and wlio shall teach ha long been regarded as a cardindlelement .~ *
- of academic governahce. Likely collegial decision making by the whole faculty, ag .:-.:
. ~distinguished from departmental decision - 1aking, was an’idea] - claimed
- than real. Whatever was the case, collegial decision making obtains less: often *
“today than'in the past. -- .. . . SRR NP TR

.

AR = T ¥
i | . *

* . The decline of collegiality mist be | tnbuted.a-sisee i‘tb.'i;q‘_fdgi'- factors. | .-V

_ First, the size of institutions. The building of consensus among a faculty of 25 or
- 75 members is more feasible thah.among members of a faculty includingd500 o,
2,500 mgmbers. In the large urban uhiveﬁé_ityr where faculty members of:a single |

department teach at various times of day and live in liomes widely scattered over |
:'a metropolis, they may- seldom”com e. another, and . th
(A
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less concern to many-faculty membeérs. They havep)ﬁ;tle et

introduction of courses, and i

£ % Cr
+ e

members of what once was regarded as a single d’Ec§ line,

B & 2 ) 7 ) - 3 o
" A third factor undermining cvollegiality has been the increasing centralization of

authority, When decisions once entrusted to faculties — for example as to the
¢ “a'few places the promotion ﬁf faculty members in
some situatioms — are to be made by a remote, amnymnus authority, guided by -
other values, faculty members have tended m regard as futile lhe Effart to meet.
al{fﬂrmulate their own decxgmns

Finally, the develnpment of facultg s is a fﬂuﬁ:h factor hfnitmg
collegiality. College and university admmisttgtora. ¢onfronted with the necessity,

- of writing labor-management contracts, and often tounseled by lawyers ex-

perignced in industrial labor relations and equa.lly inexperienced in the character
of afi academic " institution, have. tended to ‘recung.emrate de sion-making

auth ity . tty&d been E};Erclsed by the faculty.

Undemugmg Leadersl:up }-;. . -
. .

Leadershlp in the Ameriean scu:lety and in its m'ganmtmﬁs. ‘has Qgen under
attack.’Lyndon Johnson, recognizing this fact, commented that “once a man puts
his head above the grass, Americans gleefully combine to cut him down to size.'
The * underdags" — youth, blacks, women, the poor, even the lower ranking
priests in the’Catholic hierarchy - in their struggle for enhanced status, have

limited the authority of those in leadership paaltmns in academia, and &s well in -~

industry.. government and the" church. Specialists have increasingly challenged
the ability of ﬂ'er‘era.l_.ts to make decizions, And-persisiing pressures toward
centralization have diminished the authority of those-who farmerly led subor-
dinate units — in mdustry in government and in acﬂderma

Inthe collége and in the univeTsity these fu;ces have made igarticulate mouses

of trustees and presidents at the time when critical pmblems ~ f{inaneial,

managerial’and, | emphasize, educational problems — pose an espe:‘:ml need for

leadership. The departmental chairpersons, deans and provosts have lost power .

" to the students, sometimes to the faculties and in’some, Instances to unions, and

more to the'gﬂvernmental agencles The presuients ‘and trustees” power has ’been
diminished, in prmclpgl part, by the mb&mgtmn uf s;até and Federal agencies,
2

Moreover, the forcesat wark have allered the natufe of lEBdEI'Shlp. in the
cgllege and university. Harold Dodds, then recently refired as president of
Princeton, a.rgued in 1962 that the president should be an * ‘éducational ledder” not
a “caretaker,” and he contended that a prgsxdeqx should deyute as much as half
his time to education: This conténtion seems very unreal when one looks, iy 1976, -
at the activities of presidents, let ud say in 4 major state university, a large
community college, or even a small private women's college, teetering (as many
are) on the fmanma] brink. % _ o '

- There are current educational problems to rgsolvg —.the pllgbt of thé liberal
arts at a time when career oriented education is the vogue, the pressure {or
condensing the time claimed for the baccalatireate degree, the formation of
programs for an increasing hﬂdy of adult learnérs, and the development.of aging
faculties in a tithe of static growth — but premdenta. consumed with managm‘m]
financial and political problems, can or do exercisé little leudgrshlp in resolving’
such problems. It is chance, not a well designed 8ysteni of governance, that is

B,
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feli_i’ii“iﬁ’pcn'm provide the léadership required for what one writer has recently
- bra o .

ded the “organizational anarchy."
Lo .
Lo A

Goals of Governance ' . : }

I am mindful®f Alexander Pope’s suggestion that “as to forms of government.

let fools contést.” The form of governance wrought by the forces at work™n our '

operations. L .

-

i Many Americans will attend these instiimiqns'ﬂu'ﬁﬂg the remainin qga’i‘ter of

this century. Will the processes of governance that obtain provide a climate that
stimulates the intellectual curiosity of these prospective attendees; or makes of
them time-serving memorizers? Will these processes of governance prod faculty
members to-grow and to strive to excite'their students or simply to meet their
clagses and to fulfill contractual obligations? .
- " .

Idealistic, impractical concepts, you may think, But if postsecondary edueation

is to contribute to the self-fulfillment of individuals and to equip members of a

.. ‘society during the-past quarter of a century is not to be judged by stardards
' romanticized as having existed in an earlier day, nor by standards of efficiency
and economy presumed to exist in .other h;s_gitutians conducting large sgale.

democragy to play their parts as citizens, the product expected of this country's .

institutions of postsecondary-education is inquiring minds, not merely large
numbers of men and women who have met the requirements for degrees.

How to maintain institutions capable of turning out this product, when millions

are to be educated each year with limited resources, is the-problem of governance
facing postsecondary education. The tendencies toward centralization routiniza-
tion and homogenization seen in the changes in governance that have taken place
offer, it seems to me, little assurance that our institutions of postsecondary
education will generally meet the idealistic and impractical goal that I have
pietured. - ’ '
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THE STATES AND GOVERNANCE

*-IN HIGHER EDUCATION .
~ JohnD. Millett | o S

ro : : : -

5
i

A * &“l -
It s fain £ say that, to the extent higher education in the United States is a

. planned éndé_;‘jvg? the planning is_being performed primarily by tEe 50 state

Tt

governments comprising our federal republic. Certainly ‘there is no com-
prehensive planning for higher education being undertaken by the federal
government in -Washington, and' I'make this observdtion with a sense of

hanksgiving rather than as a voice of criticism. There is a great deal of planning~

going on within particular colleges and universities and within multi-campus
systems of higher education. Yet the indispensable, general interest in higher
education is a state government interest. v -

By no means do I wish my remarks here to be-construed as any lack of ap-
preciation for the major role of the federal government today in the planning for
and support of research within our major universities. Furthermore, the federal
government role in the financing of students has become one of major propor-
tions, involving as it does today some six billion dollars in aid to students. In fact,
I think we may say that the fedéral’ government's interest in higher eduecation
primarily centers in the financing of research and in tle financing of students.
Therg are certain-bther categorieal concerns, as with ledueation in the health
professions and with education in a.few other profeskions. These categorical

interests, however, remain fairly modest in scope.-

Our state governments are critical to the well-being of higher eduéation for two
very good reasons. It is our state governments that have established public in-
stitutions of higher education and that have chartered private institutions of
higher education. Secondly, it is our state governments that finance our public
institutions of higher educatjon, and now in a very substantial way are helping to

 finance private higher education. To'the extent that there are policy objectives to

be Schiévéd in higher education in this country, these policy objectives originate -
in major part with our 50 state governments. ~ e .

"

1 would like to in¥ért here paranthetically some observations about state
governments ‘and research universities. | have suggested that the federal
government is the prﬁ%ﬁry source of funding for university research, but I also
want to assert that state governments are largely the instrumentality by which*
public research universities are created and maintained. Three years ago I
identified 59 universities in the United States that I classified as leading research
universities and another 39 universities that I' classified as other resesrch
universities. Of the 569 leading research universities, 36 were state universities.
Of the 39 other research universities, 26 were state universities. The cir-
cumstances and general support that make it possible for a state university to
obtain recognition as a leading research university or as a research university are

8
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* of higher edication. Obviously we must begin with some common understanding
of the phenomenon we are discussing. Some 15 years ago John J. Corson’in his

=
£

provided byour'state: governments. Our state governments made earch
universities pogsible; our federal government provides the funding for research

projectsthat largely maintain research scholarship in tRese research universities. -

The subje}t, fdr our consideration today is that of the states and the governance

book on the governance of colleges and universities defined govérnance as

decision making, as enacting the rules that govern endeavor and behavior. Most °

of us who have written and spoken about the governance of higher education in
the intervening years — and we are a fairly numerous company — have accepted
this definition. We think of governance as decision making.

In a recent book of my own I have been somewhat.critical of this use of the word

governane top narrow or too restricted in scofle: I have no objection to the
definition overnance as a structure and process bf decision making scflong as

we understand that universities and governments involve a godd deal
governance: As I have studied the governance didcussions withi
colleges i

d universities, I have become aware of two major deficiencies. The
concern about governance on many campuses was primarily a concern about
représentation in the decision-making structure and process; it was a demand

essentially for gome means whereby faculty members and students were assured =

of a voice in the enactment of eampus rules. I have found myself entirely 'in
sympathy with this demand, even if I have not always been in sympathy with the
way in which the demand was presented or with a particular proposal for im-
plementation.

Where the discussions on governance generally revealed their weaknesses was
in their absence of concern about a structure of effective lejdership and about a
structure of work performance. There were also some weaknesses of pirpose and
of process in these discussions abou} governance. The deficiencies that have
bothered me . the most, fiowever, as I have reviewed campus experiences of the

, past ten years, have been these deficiencies of leadership and of management.

Spmehow it, was assumed that proper. representation of various constituencies of
interests ‘within the academic community would automatically produce good .
decision making, ¢r any kind of decision making. . The need for leadérship in
decision making was supposed to take care of itself. And somehow it was assumed
that proper repres

sentation in a decision thaking process would automatically
resylt in performance of the desired work activity and the desired social
behavior, - w '

For the moment, nonetheless, let us think of goverpance as a structure and

< process of decision making. Our interest in governance then is in that decision

making which affects higher education. When we add a further element to the
definition. the element of'state government, then we have the major ingredients
for this current discussion. Let me make clear the focus of my interest. [ want to
calé attention to the structure and process for decision making within our state
governments affecting higher education. [ do not wish to inelude in this discussion
any extensive concern with'governance of a college or university eampus. [ do
want to emphasize higher education govefance as it involves state government
itaelf, -

I have alrendy asserted my convigtion that odr state governments are the
eritical actors today in determining the future and fate of higher education in this

T %
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country. accept this proposition, then the structure and process of decision

. maliﬁg’w;thiﬁ state government as it involves state purpose, state policies, state

‘programs, and staté financing hre absolutely critical to the. well-being of higher
education. ‘And let us not forget that one-third of all-educational and“general

. income for highereducation, the largest single source of financigl-sj;ppﬁ?ti comes
*' from‘the_ appropriations-of state governments. .

: . O A ‘ : ‘ . . ;s i. Lo
gPhanks b the efforts of Kent Halspead of the Office of Education in the United
States Governmen} we have today a substantial cohipendium of the issues that .

state government planning and decision making must address. In a volume of

- over 700 pages Halstead discusses state structure for higher education planiing,

access to higher education, financial aid to students, the role and mission of

-different kinds 4f public colleges and universities, the search for -institutional

excellence in such miatters as enrollment - size and facylty quality, the

" geographical distribution of higher education institutions, the relationship of

higher education prograns to manpower supply and demand, library resoyrces,
space™mranagement and space requirements, campus and building planning, in-
stitutional financing, and state government budgeting for current operations and,
capital improvements. As an agenda for state government decision making about
higher education, the Halstead volume is more than an adequate guide. Indeed, I *
can say that in my own’experience in state government the Halstead agerida is in
fact the agenda of a state government planning agency for higher.education. -

- . . .
There is one qualifieation I would add to the state government agenda as
presented by Halstead..State governments must also decide the desirable
relationship between the public sector of higher education and the independent
sector of higher education within a state. State governments have enabled in-
dependent colleges and universities to be chartered as non-profit, public service -
enterprises. State governments have usually extended the privilege of tax-:.
exemption to these colleges and universities insofar as the general property tax
upon their plant used for educational purposes is concerned. Independent colleges
and universities are generally exempted from state income taxation and offen )
from state government sales taxes. In recent yeats, many state governments
have extended student aid programs to students in the independent sector, and in

. & few instances state governments have even provided direct institutional

financial support toindependent colleges and universities. Moreover, the location
of public colleges and universities and the secope of the instructional programis
allocated to public colleges and universities may well have a direct impact upon

the operation of independent colleges and universities.

"It is not my intention here to embark upon a discussion of the substantive
issues on the state government agenda for higher gducation. Halstead has written
a large book on these issues; and I have written a smaller book. The issues are
real, vital, and complex. They are not easily, resolyed and they are never resolved
for all time. Planping and decision making involve continuous activity.

The issue I do want tb.address here is the issue of structure for state govern- .
ment planning and decisioff'making about higher education. I presume I do not
need to belabor here a distinction between planning and decision making. Plan-
ning precedes decision making, and starls again after decisions are made in terms
of evaluating the consequences of past decisions and preparing for new decisions.
Nor do I need here to involve us in a discussion of the decision-making striicture
of legislative, executive, and judicial power in state government. | do want Lo

raise some questions about the structure for state government planning as a part

¥
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;_' of thls decxsfg; makmg pl;ucess as paﬁf of the governance of higher educatiod -
by state government e ..

PR
.Fora great.many years most state governments’ percewed no. particular need
to create a state government admlmstmtlve agency to formulate and arf.mulat.é
' ° the state government mterest in higher education. Most state’ governments
' sometime befm‘e 1900 Establlshed either a state board of educaticn or the position
_of state superintendent of publle instruction as the administrative mechanism for -
developing the state -interest in public elementary-secondary education, Ap-
parently no need was perceived for any similar arrangemept in higher education.

Obviously in those days puhllc higher education must have been only a minor -

clmmmlt upcm the: finam:ld resources Qf state government -

When the executlve budget mmremem materialized in state guvernment .
arpund 1910 and thereafter, state coﬂ&ge and state university officars began te
meet with.state byudget officers to review the fmanclal requirements of public
highar education. In gome states more than in others. strong executive Eudget
offices bégan to emerge, and a few of these ¥ame to be influential in the
development of state government policy affecting hlgher edueation. Some of -
these executive budget offices, and now legiglative budget offi are the fcu:a] Ny
‘point for much of the state planmag today that prgcedes stata decidion making /
abaut hlgher education. . . ’ Y
. As the executive budget process devednped in state government, some kind of
highg¢r edqcatmn méchanism at the. level of state government itself became in- x
creadingly ‘desirable. In spme states the reaponse of public higher education lfl;’f
§t~_itut. ons was the ﬂrgamgatmn of a councd nf pres;dents whn undertmk on .y;
- volpntayy
- some states this valunt.ary adrmmstratwe m‘raﬁgements became quxtg effi
It¥ basic weakness was sunply that voluntary planning and budgeting dei é!idef
" upion tHe good-will and siipport of-all participants; if disagreements and : fvalried”
"appeared, the voluntary effort dxsmtegrated . Furthermore, executjtés :
legislators sometimes came to perceive voluntary planding as a ? 2

vested interests rather than the articulation of a state government
know’ whereuf I’speaR beéausg I was a participant in 'bnth kmds of
state.

: Tn ﬂiher states, especially” duirmg the Depression years of t
s boards of higher education” were established a3_administrative
government for hlghef' educatmn In some nther states wherE 15 ea

mechamcal arts and: st.ate teachers cnl]gges was obﬁen‘ed state legislatures or - -

state constitutions provided for one single state-wide gover «mg)}éud for all of,

,  public higher educatipn. Something of this early history was reviewed in a book .
about public higher education written by Lyman Glenny snd published' in lQEQ. ’

Today I am primarily concerned about two quite 1ffen§nt administrative
arrangements for undertaking the plahning for the staté government ihterest in
higher education. I have concerns about each of the ad mlsﬂéatwe arrangements LY
-that now occur within the state governments, although' my ¢oncerns are different S
aecnrdmg to th; pur{mu{nr urrnngemem As li!f 1975 cnunt 21 statgs that hava
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There are thrée states, small'states, that appear to have neither administratfve
arrangement. , : . '

¥

Let me summarize my coneerns about the state planning boatd under three

‘headings: a conBern about the appropriate organizational arrangement linking the

~state-board of higher education to the executive and legislative branches of state -

government; a concern about the adequacy of administrative authority vested in
the state board; and a concern about the relationship of state boards both to state

‘colleges dnd universities and to independent collefes and universities™hshall ,

elaborate somewhat upon each of these concerns ip a moment?

i F : ~ & ~ ) ‘. ] - =
* Let' me- summarize my concernis about the state-wide governing bdard under

thrée headings: a coricern about the adequacy of lay governing influence, upon the

-affairs of individual campuses: & concern about the capaeity of a state-wide

&

. .goveriding'board objectively to articiilate a state government interest in higher

edueation; ‘and 'a "concern-about the growth of. a state higher education
bureaucricy controlling institutional affairs. I' shall comment about these

‘concerns in & mioment. )
. i = &

I see no reason. here to defend the proposition that a state govérnment ad-

. ministrative agency jn the field of higher education is an essential element of state

&

government. This propdsition has,béen much debated over the past 25 yéars, but
it_appears that the argument is now. mostly a matter of history. There are still

: bitter controversies about the kind of state admjnistrative machinery appropriate

“for higher eduéation and the seope of its authority, but the utility of some kind of
machinery is now generally acknowledged. Indeed, the Education Amendments
of 1972 as enacted by the Federal Congress in Section 1202 endorsed the need for
a state government administrative agency “broadly and equitably representatijve
of the general and public and private nonprofit and proprietary institutions of
postseconridary education.in the state...,” Essentially the argument today. is not
whether or not to have a state government administrative agency for higher
edueation but what kind. . ) : '

Let us' begin with my concerns about the. state ﬁhnning board in higher
education. I have vivid recollections of & time when this very. word planning was
one arousing suspicion and fear about governmental intentions. Now planning as
an essential administrative and governmental procedure is widely accepted. But
we Pemain confused about the relationship of planning to polities, about the
relationship of administration ,t¢ governmental decision making. Higher
education planning is first of all a professional task. Enrollment trends, student
atcess, manpower supply and demand, desirable instructional programs, the

- scope of other educationdl programs, the geographical distribution of programs
gr : P :

and facilities, the -quality of educational prograhs, the financing of in'stitutiorﬁfﬂ
costs, the financing of student access, the inte -relationship of the public add
private sectors of fhiger education — these are all issues that require careful,
professional study, AN of these problems are complex, and reasonablé people
have différent conclusions®f fact and different’ opinions about the values in-
volved. The analysis of higher educatibn issues is a task for knowledgeable,
competent persons. The resolution of the ifsues is. a task for political judgment
expressed by elected represtntatives of the people. :

It Is arrant nonsense to think that issues abott education ean be separated from
the political process. In an earlier, less burdensome society, there were
educational enthusiasts who thought it possible to separate education from

12
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_ politics. Surely no_one is left today with any such naive point of view. Yet we
‘establish”'state boards of higher education with lay membeérs appointed for -

lengthy and, overlapping terms of office, and ask these lay members to select a

5

. professional administrative officer. Then we expeet this professional administra-
‘tive officer to develop effective’and irﬁ'luential relationships with the state chief

executive and legislatiire. This-arrangement is an administrative preseription for - -

",  political ineffectiveness or for professional instability. . \

. _ One or two sthteshave récognized the dilemma and have chosen'the route of an
_ .executiye departrient of edupation headed by a. secretary or director of
" .. education. The department heéfj is.a recognized political selection and colleague .
"« - of.the chief executive. There then remains‘the matter of organizing a structure
for, elementary-secondary education and for higher education within this
executive department framework. One arrangement is to'have a_commissioner '
w for basic educatior’and a commissioner for higher education appointedas personal
. ‘associates of the secretary of education. Agﬁther arrangement is to continue state'-
boards of education and stdte boards of hi _wit} "
selectjon of a professional administrator, The secretary of education is then & kin€l
. of political filter theough which professional data and advice are transmitted to
the chief executive and legislatyre. . . sy . el
- My own judgment is that we have not yet found a satisfactory arrangement for
inter-relating. professignal and pglitiégj judgments on higher education isstes. I
stypect that we shall continue to experience tension in the relationship, and that

= m

" we shall continue to experiment with different ‘relétiaﬂshipsi bath personal and -

structural, '

¥

'~ 7 My second concern with stafe_boards of higher education.is with the ‘scope of +

their aythority. There is a widg.range of authority vested in‘these boards today,
from a purely informational r@%o a coordinating role. My ‘own opinion is that
state boards of higher education réstricted to an informational role have'a very
«" . limited utility. This opinion obviously reflects my experience with a coordinating

A?A

gher education with their separate = -

board.” I think a state board- of higher education should have certain définite™, -

" guthority if its capabjlity for useful action is to be realized. F think a state-board of
higher education should Have. authority to.apprgve or disapprove new degree
programs proposed by any public-institution of higher educatipn. I think a state

g board of higher educatioh should have authority to approve or disapprove the °

- gﬁugtaphical dispersion of instruetipnal and other progtams such as continuing

¢ educational programs proposed by any public institution %of higher &ducation. I

think a state board 'of higher ‘dducation-should have authorjty to establish a
budget system for public higher education and to recommend state government

-, “financial subsidy of each insfitytion kg poth current operations.and capital im-

provements. | think a stayg board of higher educatidh should have authority to

.”. prepare and adop*a,maste® plan foz,higher eflucation services in the state. A

~ " state board with these kinds of duthoritiMs in & position to share a planning,role

with institutions of higher education, to.define the state interest in higher

~_¢ducation, and to make recommendations fer legislation to a governor and to a
general assembly that are meaningful.

A state hoard of education with purely ‘advisery authority is in a position to

" collect statistieal information and to conduct interesting studies. It is likely that
few persons in the executive braneh, in the legislative branch, or in institutions of
higher education will pay mch attention to such a board. These persons will have

-very little reason to pay any attention to such a state board of higher education:
13
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Such a state board has no p‘aWén And in politics — federal; state, or local;

economic, religious, educational, or-associational — in politics tie name of the ,
game is power. ) . )

" My third concern with a state board of higher edutation is its relationship to
both public and private institutions of higher education. It is essential, I believe,
for a state government — and this means first of all for a state board of higher
education — to have an inferest in and concern for higher eflucation services

"within the state as a whole. This kind of interest and concern must extehd to the

scope of needed instructional programs and othér activities and to the totality-of
the institutional organizations both publicly sponsored and privately sponsored
available to deliver these services. Today there are those who insist that this

interest and congern must embrace proprietary institutions as well as publie
institutions and private non-profit institutions. Personally, I am somewhat
uneasy about just how far a state board should becoiffe invalved with private

enterprise for individual or corporate profit, but certainlythere is a tole for the

proprietary-college under proper regulatory provisions of liw.

The privately sponsored college or dniversity pot-for-profit has played an
important, part in American higher education’'and continues to provide essential
services to our nation. Public higher education would suffer in my judgment if
there were not the alternative choice and the alternative governance of private
higher education. For this reason and in the interest of governmental economy, a
state board of higher education needs to have a point of view, indeed a. public

policy, that encourages the continued services of privaté higher education. |

I do not intend to suggest that a state board of higher education can have a

" state-wide point of view only if its members come from public, private, and

proprietary institutions themselves. Actually, I have some strong doubts about

* the capacity for decision making in the public interest by boards composed of
-individuals with a vested interest. It is terribly important that public members of

———————

a jtate board of higher education have acceds to advisory committees from all
k%d; of colleges and universities, and provide opportunity for interested parties
and individuals to present their point of view. I am disposed to believe that the
public interest in higher education is more likely toemerge from a board of public
members than from a board of institutional delegates. ju

Let me turn then to some elaboration of my concerns about the state-wide
governing board as the principal state government administrative arrangement
for higher education affairs. As I have indicated there are some 21 state govern-
ments that have state-wide governing boards. Some of these organizational

* arrangements are of recent legislative enactmgnt, and T am told that there are

debatea now going on in several other states sbout the desirability of establishing
state-wide governing boards.

[ can understand the executive and legislative fascination with the state-wide
governing board. Sueh i#oard suggests a state-wide authority to control and
prevent competition among various state colleges and universities, Lo impose
common regulations and standards of operation, to'achieve an apprquriate
equality of ‘support for similar instructional programs, to ensure political
résponse to political expectations of the state higher education system. Wheén!
state governments have had a weak arrangement for state planning and coor-
dination, when state governments continue to encounter jealousies and -im-

portunities among state colleges and universities, the device o§ a state-wide

14
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board with the -full authority of governarice over all dsmpuses has a certain
. cosmetic attraction. My own judgment is that. this attraction is almost entirely
s cosmetie ' : -t T

=5 -

=
1

My first concern with the state-wide governing board is a concern -about the
dilution of the lay influenge in campus governance. A governor and a legislature -
may perceive a state-wide governing board as responsive to their point of view,
but the state-wide governing board then becomes a-weak device for influencing

- -faculty, student, and administrative behavior at the level of the individual
campus. I am well awaré of the-current cynicism about the Iiy influence in eampus -
* governance of the local board of trustees anyway. It is generally’ said ‘that ~ .
students have, now freed themselves from fnstitutional restrictions upon their
+ individyal and social behavior, while faculty members control faculty affairg with
! fio restraint from.administrators or trustees. 8o what-difference does it make )
whether or not there'is a lay board of trustées with the, authority of government |

at the level of the individual campus? o .

I happen to believe that itgloes inake a good deal of difference. I think faculty
+ > management of a public college of university and student conduct within a public
college or university ought always and continually to be subject to the restrahing
influence of a lay goverriing board. And I believe strongly that his restraining
influence needs to be exercised on_a campus-by-campus basis.iThe state-wide
governing board — indeed any multi-campus governing board — is too far
removed from the day-to-day, week-to-week problems of the individual campus.
Moreover, the state-wide governing board is not perceived as having as-interest

in u:immitmeqt to the individuality of a particular campus. '

" Faculty members are professional practitioners of instruction, research, and
+ public service. They are professional practitioners usually of substantial personal
conipetence. But, faculty members are like all professional practitioners; they are .
likely to deyelop a kind of expertise that can border upon arrogance and tend to
ignore the ifterests of those very persons they are supposed to be serving.
Moreover, faculty miembers in their individuality and i their preodcupation with
intellectual achievement are apt to forget about the non-intellectual factors of
human life. Faculty members need Lhe‘leavening influence of laymen interested in
and supportive of their endeavor but also providing a linkage to an external world
beyond the academic walls. And much the same can be said about students. -

o £ &
‘In the state-wide and multi-campus systems we leave thes'president and his or
her immediate administrative associates to provide vfhe linkage to an external
- environment. It seems to.me. that the president wWithout & campus board of
trustees is left especially vulnerable to all the winds of chance and all the fires of
anger that swirl within the individual academic community. I think presidents
need help, and I see this help as more likely to emerge from a campus governing
board of lay trustees than {rom any other source. ' .

My secnnd concern with the state-wide governing board is a concern with its
capacity to have a state government point of view about public and private higher
education. In fact, in some states with a state-wide governing board for public
higher education, state governments have perceived the necessity to establish a
state board for ptanning purposes, for administerinyg a state student aid program,
and for carrying an those federal government planning activitios specified by the
federal Educatiomal Amendments of 1972, In these circumstances, a state has two )
boards in the stite capitol:’'a state-wide governing board and a staté-wide
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planning and .coordinating board, Thiswrgénﬁagianal arrangement can be

mischievous, as some events have demonstrated, .

I am convinced that if a state board of higher education isté develop a state

. goverrdment point of view it cannot at the same time be a state-widé gowernin
.. board. The first responsibility of a state-wide governing board is not to stafe
government but to the institutions or ecampuses over which it exercises the
) ﬁ,ﬂutﬁﬂﬁty of government. A state-wide governing board must identify with the
-institutions under its governing authority simply because the institutions

Y themselves have no other lay board upon which to depend. In the long run,
" governors and legislators must experience disappointment with a state-wide
governing board as the board finds it essential to express its allegiance to higher

educational institutions rathér than to state government. :

. Inthis allegiance it is unreasonable and unfair to expect a state-wide governing
-4, boardto express an interest in private higher education, and even in proprietary
education. I seé little assistance or encouragement for private colleges and
universities from a state-wide governing board. Indeed, a state-wide governing
board that expréssed such interest or encouragement would be recreant to its
role as a governing board for public institutions of higher education.
B : =
My third concern with the state-wide governinfg board is its inevitable
development: of a centralized higher education bureaucracy separate and apart
from each campus. The state-wide governing board must exercise the authority of
governancesover each campus in the system. In order to do so, the board must
have a full-time chief executive officer of experience and stature equal or superior
to the experience and stature of any campus president in the system. In addition,
this chief executive officer must have adeylite staff support, and this support
: means a full complement of staff with specialized assignments in planaing and
budgeting, in public affairs; in academic affairs, in health affairs, in student af-
fairs, and in business management. The result is a substantial management
bureaucracy at the state-wide level of operation.

I do not see how a state-wide governing board and its-staff can achieve any real
decentralization to individual campuses. State-wide autherity of governance
demands a substantial state-wide bureaucracy of higher education. I eannot
imagine any other workable arrangment. And a state-wide bureaueracy can
quickly become expensive. It can and will also tefd to be restrictive of campus
academic innovation and eampus management.

Obviously 1 see the state-wide planning and coordinating board of proper -
authority and the eampus lay governing board as the desirable structural pattern
for state governance in higher education. | believe a careful, objective study of
the two organizational arrangements will confirm my own judgment, a judgment
based upon experience and observation.

I recognize that there are certain other structural issues about state govern
ment and higher education which | have not mentioned 1n this discussion. | have
not said anything about the degeee of separation or of integration in ad
ministrative structure that is desirable between elementary -secondary
education, voeational-technical eduention, and higher education. I have not said
anything about multi-campus systems of higher education within a state, such as
the multi-ecampus systems in New York, lllinois, and California. | have not smd
anything about the autonomy of public institutions of higher education. And
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believe it or not, I think a considerable autonomy in corporate status, in persontel
matters, in financial matters, in mgnagement services, and, in academic freedom
stitution of higher education. Moréover, I believe I can -

is indispensable for an
prove that the public universities of Ohio had more sach autonomy at the end of
my eight years of service as chancellor than they had whién I went to Columbus in
1964. ] have passed over these issues not as unimportant but as not essential to
the matters of primary interest heré. - ’
&
Our state governments require an ofganizational structure to develop ggd
recommend a state government point of view about higher education services.
The state government interest must express a position on such basic problems as
the scope and quality “of instructional and other services, access to higher
education, student financing, manpower requirements, geographical dispersion,
level of expenditures, and sources of income. I think a state government point of
view must include protection of academic freedom and substantial autenomy of
campus governance and management. [ think a state government, point of view
must include encouragement of private higher education alongside of public
higher education. The important essential decisions on all these matters will be
made by governors and state legislatures, with some interpretation of those
decisions by the state judicigry. ' ! .

In this process of state.governance on higher education, in this process of state
decision making. governors and legislators would have professional advice. This
- advice ean be provided through an executive department, a state board of higher
education, or a state-wide governing board. I doubt the effectiveness of the third .

struggle for an effective structural arrangement between a chief executive and a
state board of higher edugation. Perhaps there is a better device that no one has
yet produced. But while we struggle for organizational effectiveness, let us not
overlook the end purpose: a viable, acceptable, serviceable 'set-of state govern-
ment policies ensuring the continued performance of the indispénsable outeomes
of higher education. The role of states was never more critical than it is today as
we prepare for the highly uncertain years that lie ahead.
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KEEPEG IN TDUCH
THE GA.MZEUS CAPITCDL INTERFAGE

Marv D J ohnscm
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Let me tell you a stﬂry about reluctance that I heard a while back. Tthie local

football team was being slaughtered by an-over-size visiting team that was

driving the locals into the grass of the football field. The local coach was hollering
* from the sidelines: "Give the ball t¢ Rodolfo. Give the ball to Rodolfo!” Rodolfo got

the ball and was once again ground down. “Give the ball to-Rodolfo,” the coach

cried. Rodolfo got the ball and was smashed. “Give the ball to Rodolfo,” the coach

shouted. There was a long pause in the huddle, and fmally a voice called back to
the Coeach — Rndolfo doesn't want the da.mned ball.™"

Perhaps we're g,l being a little like Radolfo in our education duties. Maybe like
Rodolfo, we're all feeling a little bashed and battered and not too optimistic about
the next play. But, the gnme must go on — = there's too much at stake to simply
give up the ball., o

At the eampus eapitol mterfm:e we've all seen increasing action of late. “In-
terface,” says the Webster's Dictionary, “as in the surface between oil and water"”
— where the action-is — the dictiopary says. And,-I could add that the ecampus
and the capitol, in "y' cases, have been mixing as poorly as oil and water, We're
all looking for that magic bit of s0ap compound that will homogenize the inixture
better. We are all recognizing thé ferment of educational revolution: the threat of
institutional extinction mentioned by John D). Millett in The Chronicle of Higher
Education last September, 1975, or greater political control of our institutions,
noted by Donald R. McNeil in Phoepix in Decemiber, 1975. McNeil, Director of
the California Postsecondary Education Commission, stirred our leg’lslatu ~with
his talk the a bn;

Here are some of my conclusions, followed by snmé nf the reasons for arriving

8t these con:lusxcns

1. This Bicentennial Year is the time fnr us to start taking action in.our hlgher
‘education echelons to counter the rather rapid drift away from self-control and
'into the very muddy waters of politieal control.of our colleges and universities.
We've had some excellent studies — now, what can we dc: to 1mplernent them?

2. Armgnm:e is one of the words that must be dropped out of such
negotiations at the capitol-campus interface. Arrogant behavior and shooting
from the hip — from both sides — must be replaced with reasoning, objective
action and good' fmth What is best for the students, higher educatmn — and
ultmmtely ?e state — must be taken into account. i
. 3 Purse strings are t!ghtenmg and winds of change are blowing. Thﬁ tree that

bends is not uprooted; we in higher education must lead the way and make our
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own changes — with our knowledge — or have the changes made by
less-sympathetic and less-knowledgeablé forces. . o
- 4.'We must "keep in touch,” not only. with our legislative and executive
branchies, but with our public. We must maintain a believableand supportable
stance that demonstrates our good faith and reasonableness,_

5. Changes must be°made in the operation and conduct of higher education to
meet these needs that are blowing in the wind — however, in advance, we must
outline and define those areas where we will not bénd and where we will not
compromise in the interests of the greater good gf a free and open quest for
knowledge in our free sgeietg. H : :

Those are my sumrhary conclusions. Let me share with you some reasons for
them, .

First, let me quote to you from a Harris Poll 'of Qctober 16, 1975, that was
designed’to determine whether our national leaders are “in toueh” or “out of
touch” in their activities. We in colleges and universities — higher education’ —
came out very well. We were ranked Number 5 fram the top-in a list of 16. That
Ha Survey showed leaders in “colleges” ranked Number 5, right after
medicine, television news, banks and the press. We' rated & percent “'in touch,”
and 34 percent “out of touch,” with 11 percént “not Sure.” Now compare that with
the leaders in medicine who got 69 percent “in touch” and 21 percent “out of
touch” with 10 percent “riot sure,"-andJou see wedid rather well, Medicine was

in first place in really knowing“what most people they represeiit or serve really

e ls

- think and want...." State Government, if we can take any satisfaction from these

figures, rated Number 7 with a 46 percent “in touch” and a 41 percent “out of
touch” rating. So our national image, according to Harris, is better than that of
state legislatures. At the bottom of the lList'wds the United States Congress with'a -
34 percent “in touch” rating afid a 54 percent "out of fouch" rating which was
almost exactly the reverse of the college leaders’ rating. Almost tying for last
place was the Executive Branch of the Federal Government and the White House.

That Harris Survey should be good news for us in higher education because it
shows we hold a fairly strofig, positive image with the public. I, forone, believe in
polls and surveys when they are professionally done, and I think that we are very
fortunate to have come out so well in this'poll which is only two months old. But,
you maintain yourself in the polls by constant work..If we don’t try and stay “in
touch” with our students’ and faculty needs — with opr state governments and
with our general public: — if we don‘t work at it, we can slide, too, down to where
the Congress.and the White House are right now in that Harris Poll, This good
public image that we have stands us in good stead when we arrive &t the campus-
capitol interface becausethere is a certain reluctance in the executive and

legislative branches to'attack pur colleges-and universities head on. As long as we
try and be the “gpod guys” — not arrogant, but cooperative — we can maintain
our positive stg,{.u}with the public. And, having a good strong base and a good

public image 'is Felpful when we get to the positions that | mentioned. earlier,

where we have decided we cannot bend — where we must firmly insist on our
rights of free and open study and non-political control of academics. Then, we will
need all the strength we can muster. History shows, this fight to be genturiés old-
— but, in this- Bicentennial Year, it would appear that a ne%' turbulence ‘18
erypting based on this old fight for thelautonomy of colleges and unjvérsities
involving the campus and tHe capitol. '

m
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A te;:thnnk en thls eub]ect wrltten by Lymen A Glermy ami Themee K.
Dalgheh from the Center for Research and Development in Higher Education at. .
the Umverelt.y of California at Eerkeley. is an excellent review of the situation,
. Many of you may have read this text, but I.would certainly like to recommend Lt{ L
. to those who haven't <~ and urge those who have read it to re-reid it. The title of .. "
‘. "the book is Pu Intversities, State Ayeneies, and the Law: Constitutional .-
;- Autgnomy in Dé€line. It was published 78 after research supported by a .~
- - federal grant, It is'a-good example of a fine epphcetmn of federal funds to a crueial
study at the proper.time, Glenny. and Dalglish have presented an inte etmg end S
very readable book on'what we are-all tauung abglt: at thg confererice: I pa; -
-~ :-the highest qpmphment when I eey
L understeocl. , s

“ . What de they §ay ebnut pubhe umvere;tles and etate agenelee? Here is paﬁ. of
e thElI‘ opening paragraph: “Working relationships between the public university
_.and the government which:charters dand funds it -have long been regognized as -
"ambipmous and undefined. The boundaries shift: with the times, fads, economic, -
conditions,-and the expectntmne and a ,piﬂtmne of the puhhe and- tl;m;a%gg\(e: e
_mental leaders P . '

e They go on tﬁ showi,that we, are fnst approeehmg the txme when the boundanes
- will be defined = thust.be defined: They quéte D. Waldo, whe wrote an’atticle -
'back in 1970, in the Public Administraiion Review. He said: “As thé university -
- “becomes me:-eaemgly an- instrament . of - government ~ there. will be -severe .
.. ... problems arising from lack of congruence between academic norms and ldeeleg
"<+ and eur’ general govemment.al—pnktxea.l norme and 1deelogy,. :

LA Eut he smd in- 19'70 what we're al] saymg nm\ra{%s the universities beeeme more ¢ !
___ involved with their capitol sponsors, there /‘fwﬂl be a clash-because of differing
o b ek unds and goais, That “lack of congruenge "he mentions has already turned. .
... in e pretty‘*severe head butting in m.any ‘states, He t:euld see’ t.he boﬂmg at R
S the rempua-eapltgl inf ;rfm:e bm:k “1970. e 3» : T

Glenny and Dnlgheh talk - of the three tredltmns in’ the develepment nf:
. American colleges and universities. They. bnmt out that aeademic freedom, .-
" tenure, and institutional autonomy may have some mythology attached to them, :- & .

-but that mythe and illusions do contﬂ'bute ultmmtely, to reallt.y

" Auto my ‘of the umverelty datee back to medieval social nrgnnk.ntmn in_
- Europe ~ except for the board of trustees or board ofregents idea which was . .
At Amenean Beek in the mﬂtl‘i eentury, in Eurnpe. the umversxty wes a 5eperaté: '

' ’umvereltes means eofperatmn lhe umvefsxty is 8 me-g Drgamsm. and a renj L
~ person with body and members and a Alof its own. Itself can will, itself can act:” = %
Itisa Broup- perspn, and its will igla group-will...," one early researcher rioted. " - -
" . The chirch, the ‘university- ana civil pnwer — ‘éach. funetmned @gether "
seperetely and about equal. - S o o

t

: If a umverext" got' in tmuble thh the Pnpe, it Eeuld eppeel t;a the kmg or -
4 coundil; if it got'ip trouble with a king or the local bishop, it could appeal to the, -
" .. Popey; and,.if the tniversity got into tmuble WIth a local government it eeuld, ST
“appeal to the king and the Pope: - R . NN Lo

@ e :

e »—»:Wey beck then. umversxtxee were thcn;ght nf ‘a8 semethmg epeeml to heve e




.. The universities were so poor in those times:that they were very mobile, If"
. - anyone gave them too bad a’time, they could just move out..They had few *~
* -~ posagssions, no great libraries and'they could easily move. We could not get very. = ;

- far with threatening to put it all on a wagon and move now. - L . -

* . By the 12th century, universities were being ‘wooed and ‘were conceived as
© . 'republies” in the social scheme. They were poor and could wander and were -
. highly regarded. ‘Then, by the .16th céntury, - they developed libraries,- bujlt
buildings, developed wealth — and became more.subject.to-the:state: govern
~ment: control becaine Increasingly apparent through the:17th, 18th, ‘and
19th centuries. Kings started hiring and firng- professors. In ' America, non- .
..~ " interference by the state became the rile, and we grew with this tradition of no .
- - .political interference. It's the great tradition that we are worried about. today. -

mentStati

-+ It wasin 1819, in the Dartmouth College case of Dartmouthversus Woodward

- that the relationship of American colleges and stat eyovernment was determined *
- by the United States Supreme ‘Court The New Hampshire Legislature tried.to.....
"":*-iredésign’thé‘Béarﬂ’éi‘.Trﬁstaea to make that‘quj‘*hmrg'represéﬁtaﬁv,a of the

. 'state as & whole. The United States Supreme Court ruled that the Legislature
. %+ 7 could net do that, saying that the original charter for Dartmouth College was a . -
#_ ... contract between the College and the State and that the State could not changeit =~
. because the Legislature did not have constitutional power todo®o,. - - . .

-~ "Atthat time, Daniel Webster argued for the autonomy of Dmﬁ;jéh College :
- and presented the argument that is still valid today. Webster said: %It will bea =
dangerous, a most dangérous experiment tohold these institutions subject to the ER
rise and fall of political parties, and the fluctuations of political opiniofleIf the-
- . -fIranchise may be, at any time, taken away or impaired, the property also may
%mkeuwayfgﬁL&usepervengdfﬂgge_faémrs:wﬂli ave o certainty of effecting
- the object of their bounty; and learned Mmen_will be deterred from' devoting.”~ -
=i -thémselves to the 'services of such”institutions_ ..." colleges ‘and . halls: will be:” -
deserted by -all better spirits, and become a theatre for the contentions : of
politiés,”™ IO T - \ o . ?

Al of us “better spirits” will say “amen” to what Dai;igl}Wehster said m1319 .

~ ~Glenny and'Dalglish based: their study on four ‘states that have constiutional
- status for their universities — California, Colorade, Michigan and Minnesota —

- .~ and four states that have only statutory status for their universities — Hawaii,
- Illipols, Maryland: and’' Wisconsin, - . - G T

They cite the landmark decision ‘of Sterling versus The. Regents of the . .
University .of Michigan in 1896, In that case, the Legislature had!gg the ™ .
University of Michigan earlier that-it had to establish a- College of Homedpathy
and the Ugiversity finally did. Then the Legislature told the University to move * °
the school¥rom Ann Arbor to Detroit. The University refused and the Michigan
Supreme Court finally settled the matter by

r by saying: “The Board of Regents and *
*-.the Legislature derive their power from thels

i sgme supreme authority, namely, the:
- Constitution. Insofar as the powers of each are.defined by that instrument,
- limitations are imposed, and a direct power conferred upon one necessarily ex: °
" cludes its existence in the other ...'they are separate and distinct constitutional
- bodies, with the powers of the Regents defined. By no rule of ronstruction ‘ean it -
~=co- be-held that-either can encroach upon or exercise thépﬁﬁg?s”éanferféd"u;!ﬁri"'thg
" other.” Amen, again.« e e e ! :

=
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K But that was in 1896 am‘l we dnn t a]l hﬂve tha cgnstltﬂtiaml paslticm that the = .
*“University of Michigan-has, It was noted in the book that these outside ‘powers
“continue “their attempts. The truth: of that. statement was borne out in’'the - - -
.‘December issue.of The Chronicle of’ Higher Edm:dtmn, 1975, .that said the = . .
' ‘Michigan Supreme Court had'to rule all over'again, 79 years later, that the State . - -
Board of Higher Education had no power to veto program$ at Michigan's publm

- universities. Time mnri:hes on and the barriéfs continue. to be teated There'is . —

. contmuing action at the campua cnpltol interface.. .. .~ s .

L

-our legislators Just “last month in Phoenix. MENEII said there is a pmnt when -.
- fﬂendly legialators and hlgher ‘education representatives must part company, -
That point is reached, he says, “when Jlegislators move beyond legitimate in-
“volvement " in- educational affairs to unwarranted interference...when -the
‘legislature impinges on the academic integrity of our institutions. When ‘decisions:.
“about governance. instntutlonal management, academic policy, program plmmng. o
t_mssxon reqmrg” : _;g_'a and other related issues are made notin: -

' —Ior ‘the m],xmte ‘details of budgets they pgsg questmns of infinite vmety and
~—=-'detail; they meddle. in-administrative- matters and in the apprnval nat onfy of -

Jamic pohc;gg. but also 9! naw prﬂgnms

a,.:
. "Es, =

o "'I‘hey mstruo:t the éducatlonal bureguerncy what to study. how t.n study it,

: ‘and, at times, come perilously q:luse to suggesting what ‘the results of the study

: should be...the end result can’be <=“and too often is — - ‘greater pollt.n:al enntrol nf
== lour- mstltutlons o , "'. , : i .

T”#Langley% Spurlachﬁss;stant to- th&Pi&s;dent nf thﬂmeﬁc&n CEH!I!L:LI LOp————e
- . 'Edueation, wrote ini last summer's issue: of The Eduv:atmnal Record on thns ‘
" "“"subject and quoted the Carnegie Commission about the line that should be drawn . °
" for institutional independence: There were three sections of mstltutmnal in- °
dependence that should be pre;enred the: Gcmmmmn said. - oo

. "1, The mtelleetual t‘hfough the protectmn of academic freednm of expressmn :
. and ‘of free choice and caﬁduet uf reaean:h prajects by fax:ulty members and '
. students; :

,"2, The academic, thruugh m:ceptsnce of decision makmg by . acaden‘uc
authontxea in SpEﬂflEd academic areas such as conduct of :cmrse? and

"3 The m‘:itl:l,ujgi;i“at.mei t.}lrnugh allowing substantinl legwgy in handlmg
Lo fiﬁancml ‘and personnel matters in detail.” .

AlthoughI don’t always agree with t.he Ga.rnegie Commxssmﬁ I Wﬂl say, as I m _—
sure we. all vnll ‘amen to that. ; . i

Spurlm:k brings up the mterestmg idea that perhaps we shotild not try to mxpe .
out conflict; conflict may be helpful. His view is the adversm approach brings
.1 . about desirable .conflict — providing checks and. balances in which the in- -
.+ stitutional leaders push their institutions forward and the coordination dxrectnrs
- "exert a "braking force,” Spurlock may think of that as “construetive tensmn. but o
. 1am 8 little afraid of enccuraglﬁg such roles,

= - The State University-of New York; aécurdmg tD that Chronicle grtu:le in last
year s December 15 issue, is trying some of that “constructive’ ‘tension” right now




L

...~ - "between Chancellor Ernest L. Boyer of SUNY. and Commissioner Ewald. B, "
*-* "'Nyquist of the New York Board of Education, They are going round and-round on
" 'who has the authority toestablish or close graduate prograrms in the State of New.
York:- The argument hasn’t gone to court yet, but neither side seems to talk of
.."'constructive tension”; in fact, Mr. Nyquist's office calls the matter “a continuing
- messy problem.” Amen to that, also, - 7 - . . S

e I}iyqﬁist is also quoted on this matter of autonomy as saying: *...the old notion’

of complete institutional autonomy is.out..In this state,.there.is a pretty.clea
n tandi culated mterdepé' dence. Nobody can do as he damn 'ii(e!lf

- Boyer answers: “The issue is not quality. Nobody is 'defént!ihg'_nénsqﬁéljtji;:;; -
~ the issue'is not statewide coordination; The issue is who runs the university.”
. And there we are again. . s T RS

-, :A"nd}uhighér educatiun rlga;d:grs‘: say- _thai; review of graduate programs; for i<
stance, might very well be necessary, the article goes on. But.the institutions

. theniselves, and not outside agencies, should have the final say.

" "There are two other fine quotes in that article atéributed to McAllister H. Hull,
Jr., University Dean at the State University of New York at Buffalo, -who said - o

that state partments should have no role in carrying out decisions

. based on revies ite ms, By doing that, the department “... takes .

the role of a ministry§ ‘ which, so far at least, isalien to the American -

‘experience.” ‘And then, ‘in ‘arguing. that higher education, the colleges and

‘universities should correct theiyown programs, he said: “... if a surgeon is asleep. -
her tient_needs.an_appe omy,-the-proper-response-is-to-wake-the ———

' surgeon, not.to s he operation without SRR TE :

him.""

- Onthe other hand, a'quote from John D. Millett appeared in'the September 22 :
. issue of the Chronicle for Highet Education, who said: 'My assessment of current = .-
circumstances is that present arrangements for governance within individual s
" .colleges and upniversities tend to. be too fragmented, too indecisive, and tbo = .
lacking in support’ of leadership to be competent to cope with the demands of . .
: change...and...the state board of higher education...ig.the, one ‘and-only state
f . government agency competent to develop and provide a“creative management . .
' response to economic circumstances.” Now, of course, he does not say that the. - -
_tolleges and universities cannot do it.— only that if we are to have an agency in
. the state make changes, it would be the state board of education. I hate to admit
that Mr. Millett might be right, perhaps he is, Maybe it would be necessary to see
.+ the board of education before I made any further judgments, After all, I did say
--- that we have to show good faith and reasonableness, S e
. We must not shoot from the hip, any more than we can support other persons
- who shoot from the hip. It was M.M, Chambers, ‘professor of educational ad-
ministration at the Hlinois State University, who said that the first six months of .

' . 1975 was “...a peak time for panicky, ill-considered, ‘shoot-from-the-hip at-
tempts .in legislatures and 'in. governors’ offices to impose unwise and un- = -
constitutional mandates on higher education.” : 3 - S

= Well, shooting from the hip in return won't help much. We all need some kind of

- figurative gun control law to stop all this swivel-holster expression of ideas. L




‘ Nuw in my ¢ cl\iaions amd that thls Bicer
o ;v,actmn ‘We, are. now gll awa:a ni‘ the problem, i
3 canducted e : ey

" The Amsﬂmﬂ Asmmﬁaﬂ af Unmernty P‘mfssstrrs Bullstm, in Septernber uf e
1973, had a study of more than 356 _pages based on resenrch at Ohio, Wlsconsm. Ca e
Nebraska and Illinols. That: seemed very comprehensive, Thep there is the: = "
- ".Carnegie Commission study on:the governance of hlgharﬁeducahon ‘and the
izszzzoreport. from:the:Education:Commission. of*the -States,: andthe: T
.Instlt.utmml Interface Can rence Report fmm Prm eton; i

S What strﬂtes yﬂu when you. read same “of these reports is thnt X

section t.hat says, “Now — here's what higher education sheuld d tarting = ..
_ 'right away.” It seems to nie that this Bicentennial Year is a good time to set up - "'
o Xact.mn study g-roups thnt try tg pmduce some remedlea a.nd outhnes fﬂ‘i a 't.;on.'x S

cem Wa da have a crisis and riow.is. tha time for.us. to t,ry ‘to furmulata ;gtiun We
" 7 need outlines for action, not only for ourselves, but for use with our legislntive e
“friends. Thay have to know some of this background we have talked of tonight. In .
*“addition, in order to explain the crisis to the general public we have to know . ~:
.~ "where we are going oursélves: It's hard to plug for the need of preserving some ™ = "
. ".autonomy when the pubhc does not even understand that autonomy fs threatened
- .or that political control is looming. It is difficult to.equate these present needs to R
- the old “Bucks to Beat Sputnik" campa;gﬂ that. everyone cnuld understgnd and » -
' partlclpate in. : P ) e .

. Let me repe,ﬂt my f:ve canclusmns' -

1

=

1. This Blcentenrual Year is the time for us tn start tal;mg' action in. aur“hlgher T
- education echelons to counter the rather rapid drift away from self-control and. .
into the very muddy waters of political control of our colleges and universities. .
ji'-:.. We hgve had some Excelleﬁt. studles — nuw what can we do tﬂ lmplement them? = .-

i e i

2, “Amgmce ‘is oneiof t.he wufds that must be dmppeﬂ out an such-
.- -negotiations at the ;gpltﬂl campus interface, Arrogant behavior and shooting
* from the'hip' — from both sides — must be replaced with'reasoning, objective
-action and good fajth, What is best for the students. hlgher education — and
_ultunat.ely. the st.ate - must. be tﬂ:en into accuunt a

.3 Purse stnngs are txghtemng and wmds nf chgnge are Elnwxng The tree thif o -
: bends is not uprooted; we in ‘higher education must lead the way and make our -
"'own-changes — with.otr knowledge — or have the changes madE by less-
S sympathetm and lea ,nwledgeable forces; . . )

4. We must “keep t.gugh not onlf mth our lEg‘lSl!t-lVE and exeéﬁjlve
branches, but with our public. We must maiiitain a believable and Supp@l’tﬂhle .
stance that demonstrates our gﬂod faith and reascnablerlesa :

) : }‘ : .

5. I am convinced that changes must be nmde in the operation and cnndm:t of ‘
"~ higher education to meet these needs that are blowing in the wind — however,in"~ - .«

) advam;ej we mtst outline and- define those ‘areas where we will- not bend and .

-~ where we will not compromise in the interests of the greater g a:u:l of & free and
L open quest fm* knDWIedge m our free society. ]

24



+:'Those ara mjr con usior's. but'befare 1 fﬁibh:é would like t.n quote to you “fro
the Ccmstxtutmn af y nzo a. Artig 'Elevan Se#:tmn Sm m part UL

3 ,"The Umve;',l,
wi oo students of both’
R pnaSible il

ty and all other stg.é»edueat onal instltutmﬂ's shxﬂl be apen to-
xes and the matgugtion; 'rmshed shall bg as nearly free as

"i' ' R R ""i; S 5
1 nnd Lknow whe the Cun;titutmn says "as nenrly free us
that.the fotinding fathers . Were reprobably. talking about-money.: But ~I--<2=
" think I could mdke a very good case | haugumentthutthengmglao hmkhg; L
-about freedom/of tHought when' they ‘said-“as .nearly’ free as possible.” I would
kae tosee bnt cim epta enfarced in his ta%a and a:rms the nation. ' Y

. fersities, Stgte Agem% aid the Lauz Cmtltutmﬂal Au o@my in.
7 " Dexline, Ly an A; Glenny and Thomas K!: Dalglish, Center.for Research and'

P Developme tmflgher Educatmn Umveralty Df Callforma Berkgiey’
Statewxde

Jo Coar,matmg Complemeﬂt End Canﬂn;t ngley ‘A Spu a-:k
.- Edicat d

'Ee;,ﬁi Summer Y975, Ame cﬁn ‘Couneil on E m:atmn Chr

“The ‘Board of I duc&tinﬂ and SUNY at an ‘Impasaé." Mnlco
Ghr&mclé af Hi he‘LEde;anJec JE,JQ?S —

' "Pahtmg. N
Higher

t Foﬂnulaa Now Cuttmg Eudge
',atmn. Sept, 22, 1975.

ngher Eﬂu ijt:mL Issues and the LEﬁSlEt; e “Pmcess. Dnﬁajd R: M;-.Nenl
" Director, Galiforn Paatsecnndary ‘Education Cﬁmrmssmn. Dec. 7, 1975, Western
Interstne \30 'mlssmn for Higher Education Fhﬂemx. Anznna .

Pubhc Higher
Amemtm Assa 1

;dgcatmn. repnrts on ﬂlmms N brgska. Wlsccmsm and tho. A
tion of Uﬂmermty Prﬂfgsmrf llétm, Sepﬁemhe?. 1978 :

“Flenbmty for Whom The Case of F‘nrced Savn,ggs in Eudgetmg t‘or H;gher
Educatmn. Anthnny W Marggn. Educationial R Re 'aﬁ'l, Wmter. 1975 -




FEDERAL EFFECTS ON STATE

AND INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES |

i

. Allan W. Ost

e effects ‘of federal actiop on state and institutional policies.is not & new ' .’
-subject. The Morrill Act of 1852 established & pattern of public higher education . -
“In the states which exists to.this day. The G.1.:Bill following World War I in-.. .~ .
- troduced the new coricept of “mass” or universal higher education and gave new
meaning i 1 state to finition of educational opportuni

: . the eritical questioning, of federal action by the '. -
.-+ - higher edu¢ation community: The recent and steadily growing concern about the . .
" "impaet of federal activities involves several questions: -Are the unintended side - - -
_ effects of federal programis occasionally great enough that they obscure the - .
- importance and the value of the actual piograin? Are federal actions a responseto . -
. ‘actual needs within the higher education community, or is the need generatedby .- .
" the federal'government? Do federal programs accomplish what they are intended - * "
. tﬂ? - S . < i e ;;..u-r"“?'—v - b ‘V R : o e t “| .

- What i3 new is the scrutiny,

© - These are questions which I hope are not_only being_asked o campuses
~ throughout the country, but on Capitol Hill and in the offices of HEW aswell: . -

~“Many of you have read the articlé In the Decomber 16 issué of the Chronicie of

- HigherFducation, “Is Uncle Ssm Muscling In?" While the article states that
.federal officials deny an attempt to obtain tight bureaucratic control over the =
colleges, I think we have to look at the reality as well aa the well-meaning intent.

- Do the ends justify the means? = * =~ . T

hy For example, consumerism seems to be the password for the remainder of this - = _;
decade. Few. people would deny students their rights to be protected .against '
fraudulent consumer:practices, A year ago the Boston Globe ran a shocking series
~on the number of students who enrolled in certain proprietary institutions
- following deceptive high-pressure sales recruiting practices and who were left in
the end cohsiderably poorer, probably in debt, ill-trained and unemployed. There -
is little doubt that students must be protectéd from these types of shoddy -
. practices. However, in attempting to clean up a minority of postsecondary -
- edueational institutions; the Office of Education ‘is drawing up policies whick
. affect all of higher-education. In fact, it appears to be charting a course toward
fedéral accreditation, - @ T . R
- "~ .Inthe wake of the student consumerism movement, the U.S, Office of .
». - Education has proposed new legislation on institutional eligibility standards. As .
- . an aside here, it should be noted that no one in the higher education’'community .-

... was given the opportunity to consult or advise while. the legislation was-being -+

written. The fact that the higher education associations were able to comment og
the finished legislation during a méeting was an afterthought., -



" As proposed, the U,S. Commissioner of &

" usurps the acerediting ‘responsibilities. of state and private accrediting bodies.
~While the intended.end may be .to protect students from: unscrupulous en-’
_trepreneurs, the means actually result in the U,S. Office of Education setting up

. -*to define ethical standards for eligible institutions.. As proposed, this legislation

j ) ; ? ation would have the authority to , -~ -
- . 'prescribe standards of institutional financial ‘responsibility, As proposed, the. .~
.. Commissioner would have the authority to prescribe hHow institutions maintain .
~:their student records, As proposed, the Commissioner would have the authority

8 own-accreditifig-standards which in fact; go far be; ond whether ‘or ‘not ‘an
nstitution maintains an: appropriate program quality. R

a fashion, it should attempt to fully execute'the regulations it-already has to see

West Coast. schools might not have reached its present .proportions had OE
lowed its own procedurds and not .approvell loans f

hopls which were not accredited. .

.

accomplish their intended result, and, in fact, may be counterproductive.

L . During the past decades ﬁeﬁve witnessed a shift ;in.federal fundmg pattarna

X [From the fifties, higher education was the recipient of project grant funding. The
~~project grant was not intended.to fit irto an o

.. whether or not change is peeded. The current student loan scandal involving the

for a year and a half for. . .

scheme of institutional

Talso suggest that before the Offico of Education revises its regulatiopd in siich -

“T'also am very conégrnéd_with thode federal actions wﬁigh I do not baheva

. 'Planning or educational philosophy. It was aimed'primarily at some seientific or o

“technological advance in a field of e
_faculty members. Project grants have proved : d.the
. ] y. ntific knowledge and applied technology, advanced our medical
... ...'. science, and given us Gatorade. Project grants do have drawbacks. Probably no

pertise of a particular faculty member or -
me,d,beneﬁgia,ljhemev@g;panded;thg%

. one_expressed it better than the president of a major ‘state ‘university who _,

. remarked that federal project grant support was turning his institution into a
- holding company for academic entrepreneurs. The loyalties of his faculty no

 longer were to the goals and objectives of the institution, but to their research .

- projects and to the federal agencies that supportéd them.

A second drawback of project grant fundingis ihat;. iL-fnrxees thg_féée'aréh-;:

* energles of an institution into whatever slot the federal government: happens to "

“be funding that year. It is difficult to maintain a continuity of direction when the-

agency, be it the National Science Foundation or the National Insfitutes of
Health; changes its priorities every year. I think the academic integrity of an

institution is maintained more favorably under the institutional funding provided - -

" by the Land Grant Act, which enables a university to identify its own directions "

"{for research ‘and development, not fulfill an.agency's. agenda. I think the ad-

vances in food and fiber technology made by land-grant inatitutions gbmpare :

‘quite favorably with the project grant method. =

Adﬂitioniﬂj, the land-grant insti_tuﬁnng] funding has not been an !i_n;rca_d for.

federal interference, as has the project grant. I'm sure you are familiar with the -

‘wrath which NSF incurred from Senator Proxmire's committee last year. Studies
into human emotion, most particularly love, conducted by two universities did not

‘system, and a sérious challenge by Congress to set up its own review system of !

- project grants, . i
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...enamor. the. Senator.. The: result was-a challenge of -the whole -peer-review : -



:During the Nixon administration, wé saw a shift in federal funding. Some -
-support of programs.for states and local governments was eliminated when'the
administration passed its State and Local Fiscal Assistahce Act of 1972. Under
" révenue sharing, the support for.the programs theoretically would continue, but
.. would come from the state, eliminating the middle man in the forin'of the federal
..~ government. That is the intent. However, as some critics have pointed‘out; states - ' +
, - 'do not have to continue supporting those. programs and some states have in fact _

used revenue-shari dst tate taxes, The money which higher education ** . .-
has received from reventie’ sharing has’ béen minimal..~ " T T

¢

" _Furthermore,, revenue sharing; because 'it- is  based upon a*formula of
population and révenue effort;-bears out that old aying, "The rich only’ get ™

richer.” Btates which are financially well off and gene more revenue through *

™ income taxes receive more in revenue sharing than the poorer states which havea -

* - greater need for revenue sharing funds. A more equitable plan would be a formof .

_ ... countercyclical aid, such as the type proposed by Senators Muskie and Hum- . ° .
* phirey, The Intergovernmertal Countercyclical Assistance Act’ would . provide L
federal assistance to state and local governments during economic crises in order
... to maintain fiseal equilibrium. T do not think that on the whole revenue sharing . . .. .
'hﬁxc?emp]jshéd;the,ﬁscﬂ'sta'bilit'yf ‘which it intended, - 7 o e

Accompanying-this shift toward revenue sharing, legislation during the Nixon .. -
.. administration diminished.institutional aid in favor of student aid. Much federal-
money now is channeled through the students to the institution, rather than the
, other way around. The intent of student-centered aid is to increase access. The
- -7 result has beén a decline in full-time enrollment of high school graduates, - ‘

i

"Between 1969 and 1973, the percent of high school graduates attending college
- - decreased by 13.8 percent. The largest decreases occurred in families with yearly ,
incomes below $15,000 a year. Enrollment of students from.these familie¥
"+ declined approximately 20 percent. Enrollment- from -families earning over ',
$15,000 4 year declined about 8 percent, - - . :

"* " Why has the result of federal student aid programs so dramatically cotntered
- the intent? Several reasons. One, appropriations for higher education generally
- have not kept pace with the rate of inflation. This particularly is true in those -
*. states hard hit by the recession' with high unemployment and few nlitur%l.'
resources on which to fall back. And, importaritly, no plan of cotuntercyclical aid
.+ from the federal government. A recent AASCU survey of appropriations for
“higher education found that only 16 states were able to meet the increase in the _
-consumer price index, which wds 11.9 percent between September 1974 and .
" . September 1975, Appropriations increases in the remainder of the states fell
below 12 percent, including eight states which increased appropriations by less
than 4 percent: o . , v '

With a gap between appropyiations and expenses, and with no federal in-
stitutional aid programs, colleges and universities are left with no good alter-,
natives. They can cut back on staff, delay purchase of supplies, cancel programs,

- and increase student-faculty ratios; or they can increase student’ tuition. And |
. think that it'is a fairly well estdblished fact now that tuition increases adversely
- affect success, ‘According to the study done by the National Commission on the -
Financing of Postsecondary Education, every $100 increase in tuition results in
enrollment declines from 3.1to '.7; percent, depending ‘on family income,

r
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“S0 0 Curren tly, federa] student aid: plays a distorted role in impm\rmg_ access, The
=7 toat of educating federally-aided stu ents far exceeds the cost of tuition and fees: -
- Institutional aid in_ the form bf,eos‘tsofaedﬁcatioﬁ‘paymexita‘ba;ied upon’ somea
formula’ of federally-sided students was. authorized by the Higher E i

-aided ducatiog ..
Amendments of 1975: Despite the efforts of Senators Robert Byrd and Birch'-
d se’ BTess nor-the kdmin’is'tratjnﬂ ha;s,,regues;gd%
; ' | federally-aideq

. Bayh and severa] others, neither Con
* funding for. thjs -aid program, The is that,ﬁgve‘*ryf;ti'm‘e;r,
Student enrolls; it 0sts-the college 1versity ‘money — money which:all too ..
frégiéntly can be recaptured only by Increasing tuition, That result is obvious; - -
fewer students can afford the tuition, more students require student aid,.and the . ’
- whole-eyele Starts all over again, - o T R S R

e temptgt\,on for states to sub-- -
g state 'appmpﬁsﬂans‘%fqr higher

| student aid programs do ‘not require 3
S it is faidly easy o raise tuitivns and “captire”
e resources for use glsewhgre.;hut it
of action-has begn advag:at'edmcexiﬂy .

““that city's fiscal erisig, Nyquist's reasoning is that jf tuition ‘were' charged, .
Students would' be eligible o receive state ang frae.r( " 1tiOA. id. N
"contends thgt»the;student' aid recejy
lower  and - middle income fantlies. Up
tendance does' not bear out' Mr, Nyquist's

this; the Pennsylvania Higher Eduecation Assistanee_ Agency expects that the

‘state will “capture” almost $40 millipn by the nd of the academic year, O the . -

surface, it does not Seem uﬂrea.sonﬁée_ to ensure that students apply for federal

id for w} } ay be elj bleHowever, the reason that Pennsylvania will.. iy

increase jtg capture of fedéra) dollars thig year is because jt increased jtg tuitions - "',
this year, According to the AASCU-annya) tuition survey, Pennsylvania state

* colleges now have Among the highest tuitions in the natjon, Median tuition for the R
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Jersey md M&éa@éhugetts fgc’e"sevgre cut-backs in's d]:é,;;‘uﬁds.'.,L-eﬁ-islatan',_aﬁ-ﬂi s
politicians in those states can help clear their public nsciences by telling ¢itizens’ -
. that'the students won't-suffer because they will be eligible for federal student aid. =

ti*éﬂiﬁonal; éﬁﬁg si;;pport may’
f the unreliability of fede

idents eligikle for the program this: year. It is ‘expected. that the greater -
w humber of students eligible this year would reducé the size of ‘the.awa
", size of the average BEOG award hasneverbeengreat. . . ..

CUA éqﬁéyr Eanducted by the Ame;ieaﬁ-(?éuric »»_ﬂpiE}:_iqgg;icén,og;thgf,ﬁnpact. of
== -federal student ass stance programs found that the average BEOG grant in 1978 .

was $849.. The sutvey of campus financial aids officers also found an inereasing
dministrative workload, primarily because of the uncertainty over funding and -
pf-dte_ﬂggg;asisqi:!;tgd with’the needs analysis. Ninety percent of the officers felt-" 7
t the needs analysis resulted in an’ unrealistic amount for the contribution that -

] y was'expected to pay. Moat significantly; in those institutions

- which experienced a’ lower enrollment ‘than expected, three-fourths of the of-

ficers believed that lack of federal aid was i fdctor, - - - T s

- Tthink we only have to look at the political mmeﬁveﬁgg Eéiweei: Congress and -
_ the President over. recent- appropriations bills to see how tied Up student aid -
.__mornies tan b_'e;omeghow.theyfca_ﬁfbedelayeﬂ;‘s’md'Lut.l T e

/g through student aid was s'u;j:rﬁéxj;ed'by some people on

Tﬁeshxft toward fundi : y ap :
x_,gvoid fe’dgral eontrol. This. ha; proved to'be a fa,llg;y;_ . ;‘7

. ‘the grounds that it wou

- In'order for an institutiﬁﬁ to be eligible for Guaranteed Studerit Lodh funds, it
- now must keep a file-on 'tlie'career outcomes of its alumni so that it can.show -

-‘prospective students the employment and salary records of its graduates .in
. certain fields. B & B
-, Hillsdale College, a private institution in Michigah, recently informed HEW "
. that it did not have to'comply ‘with Title IX regulations because it did hot receive /.

any federal aid.-HEW informed Hillsdale College that indeed it had to comply™ -
* with the regulations because some of its students were receiving G.I. bgnefits, .

. ‘Student aid without federal strings is an illusion which can he quickly shat-

 tered. During the campus demonstrations of the lat§ '60s ‘and early "70s, former
Congresswoman Edith Green sponsored legislgtion to cut off federal aid''to. _

“disruptive students. Now, what is a disruptive 'student? Who makes  that
definition? The federal government? That is direct interference in the governance -
and authority of the campus. - LT et T

* The inost cost-effective education the federal government has sponsored is the
Land-Grant Act. It also is the program, with the fewest strings. The Land-Grant




Studentmdprogramg

Recent programs and regulations of HEW have’been rép eated thrusts toward -
re’strings, more federal authority, and greater costs. The 1202 Commissions
are a'good example of increasing federal control, Section 1202 dictates how states
" will define postsecondary education, how states will design a planning apparatus,

and who wili'be represented on the planning ommissi

. * Federal funds, for whatever. specifie project, also have. placed ‘institutions . *
~ . under the jurisdic aﬁn of the federal government's broadly interpreted social . A
. . Justice:reforms. (7 S A, e

how extensive this authority has become is the recent.
\ FoN. aryland. which could .
result in all of the state's public institutions losing federal funding. OCR will begin . .
-+~ administrative proceedings against the state on the grounds hat'it' has failed to -~
. .comply with key points in‘its desegregation plan; To sustain its charges, OCR - °
‘mentions as an example the fact that while. Morgan State College, a black in-

- _stitution, has an urban_studies program, the College " Park. Campus -of- the o
#:7 Uhiversity of Maryland was authorizéd tq offer an urban program. According to.
"OCR, the.duplicdtive programs will not correct the racial imbalandes amon,
‘state’s institutions, Thus, onthe principle of racial 6
1 ich

: s ( racial desegregation, the federal ;
. . Bovernment is.telling the state of Maryland whi ograms ‘its. institutions may -
-+ “or 'may hot off T e SRR

" An excellent §§mr§ple this a s
. charge by HEW s offive-ofciv ‘Tights against the state of M

0

7 1A

¥

.- I have very serious teservations a’bciut*fedérféllfijiterference at the program -
: *, levelini colleges and ,un,igersitigs,_regaxﬂlesg;b{:t.hg@verall‘;golal:ﬂ:iabjegtivgfi‘hisg
. is-:not the first time the federal government has attempted to exert its influence in
this area.:For example, following student protest during the height of the Viet
-~ . Nam war, several institutions dropped ROTC on campus. In ‘retaliation, some
.- members.of Congress attempted to pass legislation which would have prohibited -
-~ any defense contract awards or military ‘graduation work done at those in.
stitutions, - B R I

: There is, I am sure, not one.campus administtator .who .canscioﬁsly would”

* - support unsafe working conditions, discrimination in hiring, or favoritism. jn
.~ student’ development ~based upon sex. Administrators who have not ‘en-
~'thusiastically endorsed these federal regulations have been unjustly criticized as - -

being dgainst social reforjn: What may appear to be an unwilling commitment to .,
.. social reform actually i & very. real'concérn with the financial ind social cdsts of
" complying with all fe eral regulations. Again, it is a question of the. means

. justifying _t_lje:';éni;'_sg- o AR T

»" - A study.conducted by the American Council on Education reports-that the - . -
* [ financial exigencies experienced by institutions in this'decadé are attributable in
"» large part to the added costs of implementing a larger and' larger humber of * s
" federally mandated social programs. The study found that :

yropriations or aid f
handra titution happen to'be 43 in¢hes high instead
cost of replacing all those handrails, ~which you must do, m

" somewhere, . e




TheMaineMmtxmeAcademy_ fourid that. government regulations and new /.o

. -statutes governing équal opportunity,. affirmative action, unemployment ¢om-'
- pensation, occupational safety and the'environnients added $56,000 to its annual
- expenses, The enrollment at the Academy is app. ximately 600.students, which
- ,means that the cost' of :complying with government’ rej 3 is $10 '

cess seems to olitweigh'efforts the institution has to make té prove -
| t"discriminating in its "entollment.and scholarship. procediires; An. .
/| institution which ‘has. to hire ; personniel’ to research the composition of the -

. available labor .peol simply ret the funds it might have to fill' positions from

.- -that labor pool. e I R

""" In'moving from good faith éfforts t&ﬁell!iiucuméttedigiféﬁ;:ai,g HEW “has

“zereased:greatly the administrative costs'of colleges and universities,

. " Thi effect which the federal gove
-.and on state policies' toward- highet

- positive effect, or a negative effect."We must realiz

positive effect , e that the federal goverfiment - -
[Ishere to stay, as is its influente. Crying out against federal dbminance is a‘voice -
“in the wilderness. We would be far better off to employ the voice ‘of reason,to -
- ,.counsel at every-possible opportunity for the need for caution and examination of -~~~
1 federal action beforé/that action becomes law, We should volunteer our assistance
. in/helping evaluate pessible programs. We should practice maximum cooperation. -
*7in"working with the federal government to overcome problems. Through these .+~

~kinds of activities we may well be-able to:ask-those important fuestions and have

 Wouild the program accomplish its intent? If n§t, why not? Would” ~ - -
- that regufation have.undesirable.side effects? How ‘can that e overcome? Does . °
“ that regulation answer a:need within higher education? Or is'it self-serving the .o

* .them answered.

_ federal bureaucracy? - .. RV _

. . Higher édﬁéatinnixrih‘st déingnstfaté its f{ie‘il_ling;ness to work with Congres§ and P
the executive branch tg answer these important questions. It i only when thesec. .

questions become answored first that the federal influence can.assuredly be a.
positive oné, 0 Ll a0 o s T g T TR




pérhaps other amendments to existing legﬁtmﬁ'xs not cle
_:‘tfam._ihbwever The results'will have a major imp \

' -Thxs- need was fler: 3 the Educatmn Amendrnents of 19’53 whlch attempted R
S thrnugh the:wording of § tions 1202 and 1203 to place respbnsibility for planning .
.- related to aueh progr

' ,programs Before doir at, however, it may be helpful to review. some;:

L i dmdgd into ten parts as follows: Part A —— G .
+"".Vocational Edueation Programs; Part'C — Eeseérﬁh and Tramiﬁgin .Vggatig:ia.l .
" Education; Part D — Exgmplgry Programs and Projects; Part E — Residential -

ents m pnstagcondary voea- -
fe -years as competltmn
' dr nc:mtles _

ns - within the broader’ frame work -of planning - for all - -
al resources: It can be seen again. in-proposed. amend-

' ments t6 the Vncatmnal Education Act of 1963, which offer-a variety of ap-'. .~

: praaghes to plannmg and- adxmmstratmn ofvnﬂtmnal edg?gtlﬁn Proj ams,

.What w:ll happen durmg the weekg ahead as Cungr 45 mns;ﬂers these nnd"_'”ri -

thing is cer- -, .. -
it

at the state level for severa.l years to

The purpose of this papgr is tg review major featur
a.means of identifying issues and ‘alternatives relat

mpo
ed to “coordiniti

‘ ducatian Act ‘of 1963 and the nghar Educ

— uc:atmn Act of 1963, as gm'

. Vocation. 'Educntiﬁn. Part F — Consumer and Homemaking Education; _BartG i

=
T

. = Cooperative Vocational Education Programs; Part H = Work- -Study. Pro, AmS L
" for Vocational - Edueation. Students: i
Vocatmnal gnd Techmcal Edur,atmnr

Part I — Curriculum. Devé‘loprq
"Part.]‘ Bﬂmgual Vncatmn&l

Secﬁun 101 contams a declara_tmu of purpose wh h=calls far federal grmta
ﬁates tﬁ assxst them (sl) in mam mnmg‘ exten proving exi

- EoR ..
Pl sl B




. Exhibit 1
.. OUTLINE OF PROVISIONS IN PARTS A AND B OF THE -
" VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ACT OF 1963,AS AMENDED THROUGH 1974

P:it Section Heading - . .
: (q 101 , Declaration of Purpose

. ¥ 1&%‘1 . @Q,Authe&mtmn of Appropriations’
¥ - ' ©o# ’

103 . * Allotments among States

. 104 National and ﬁe Advisory Councils

107 i Limitation on Pajgents’
108  Definitions ¢
L b4 - Authﬁfi'zatiéﬁ of grm{{s
R 122 Uses of Federal Funds
123 State Plans

‘124 "Payments to States

41
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programs of vocational educatibn, (2) in developing new'.programs of vocational
education, and (3) in providing part-time employment for youths who need the
earnings from this employment to continue vocational training on a full-time
basis. These activities in turn are inténded to create a situation where persons of
all ages in all communities at both secondary and postsecondary levels “will have
ready access to vocational training or retraining which is of high quality, which is
realistic.in the light of actual'or anticipated opportunities for gainful employment,
and whigh-is suited to their neéds, interests, and ability to benefit from such
training.” )

Sectidn 102 contains provisions related to authorization of appropriations. It
adthorizes specific amounts for programs described in Parts B and C and “such
sums as may be necessary” for dévelopment and administration of state plans,
activities of state advisory councils, a.ngg activities related to evaluation of
programs and dissemination of results, &

Section 103 contains provision¥ related to allotments from sums appropristed
under Section 102. It requires the Commissioner to reserve an amount not to
exceed $5 million in any fiscal year for t ansfer to the Secretary of Labor to
finanee national, regional, state, and'lacggtudies of manpower needs. It then
lists procedures to be followed by the Commissioner in making allotments among
the st.a?es!

ks

Sectlon 104 contains provisions related to national and state advisory councils. _ .

Subsection (a) calls for establishment of 'a National Advisory Council on
Vocational Education consisting of 21 members appointed by the President who
meet seven stated requirements in terms of backgrounds and who are given four
areas of responsibility, The areas of responsibility call for the Council (1) to advise
the Commissioner on certain matters related to adsh inistration of programs at the
federal level, (2) to review the administration and operation of programs at the
state, level, (3) to conduct independent evaluations of such programs, and (4) to
review podsible duplication of programs at postsecondary and adult levels withia
geographic areas, ‘

Subsection (b) reqﬁres ‘any state that desires to receive a grant under this

legislation to' establish u state advisory council which is appointed by the
governor or an elected state board of education, which includes persons who meet
nine stated requirements in terms of backgrounds, and which is given three areas
of tesponsibility. The areas of responsibility are (1) to advise the state board for
vocational education on the development and administration of state plans, (2) to
evaluate Aocational education programs, services, and activities, and (3) to
6 and submit an annual report to the national advisory council through the
pard.

Bection 107 prohibita use of funds for religious purposes and states that funds
may be used for residential vocational education schools only to the extent that.
operation of such schools is conaistent with genoral regulationa and other stated

Fequirements.

Section 108 contains defipitions of terms’ Most hmportant in relation to
proposed amendments is thPdefinition of a state board for voeational education.
It reads as follows:

« The torm "State Toard” means a State Hoard designated or ereatod
by State law us the sole State agency reaponsible for the ad-
ministration of vocational edueation, or for supoervision of the ad-
ministration thoreof by loeal eduentionnl ngeneies, in the State. Ny
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Section 121 authorizes the Commissioner to make ?SELS to states as provideds “
in Sections 102 and 103, ) :

Section 122 contains provisions related to purposes for which grants.may. be
used. Subsection (a) lists purposes that require use of funds in accordance with
state plans. Subsection (b) allows use of funds for development and ad-
ministration of the state plan as well as evaluation and disseminatiop activities.
Subsection (¢) establishes minimum. percentage requirements or “setasides” for

certain purposes, including a requirement that no less than 15 percent of the total °

allotment to a state for any fiscal year must be used to provide vocational

education for persons “who have completed or left high school and who are
‘available for study in preparation for entering the labor market.”

Section 123 requires any state that desires to receive its share of appropriated
funds to submit a state plan at such time, in such detail, and containing such
information as the Commissioner deems necessary. The plan must meet 18
requirements for approval by the Commissioner. The first five are most im-

~ portant here. Briefly,~they specify a state plan that (1) has been prepared in

- consultation with the state advisory council, (2) designates the state board as the

*sole agency for administration of the state plan or supervision of its dd-
ministration by local educational agencies, (3) has been submitted only after the
statorboard has followed certain procedures related to a public hearing and
distribution of appropriate information, (4) sets forth a long-range program plan
which has been prepared in consultation with the state advisory council and
meets several stated requirédments, and (5) sets forth An annual program plan
which has been prepared in consultation with the state advisory council and
meets other stated requirements.

Section 124 contains provisions for payments to states. Among other things, it
provides that payments may not exceed 50 percent of state and local expenditures
in carrying out state plans. o~

. .
Higher Educaton Act of 1965 .
Let us turn now to the Higher Education Act of 1965, As a result of the
" Education Amendments of 1972, this legislation contains some provisions that are
very important in terms of proposed amendments to the Vocational, Education
Act. Th provisions appear in Sections 1202 and 1203 of Title XII and Parts A, B,
and C of Title X.7 Sections 1202 and 1203 are shown in Exhibit 2.

As you may know, Section 1202 has béen hiéhfy controversial since it became
part of the Higher Education Act.’ It requirns every state that wants Lo receive
assistance under Section 1203 or Title X to establish or designate a state post
secondary edueation commission that is “broadly and equitably representative of”
the general public and three broad categories of postsecondary institutions —
public, private nonprofit, and proprietary. It provides further that this
representation shall include community colleges, junior eolleges, postsecondary
vocational schools, area vocational schools, technical Institutes, four -year in-
stitutions of higher education, and branches of these institutions. :

~ Section 1203 has also been a atter of controversy because it h;)ppl’\,;:s under the
heading “Comprehensive Statewide Planning” but contalns wording that can be
interproted to moan somothipg loss than-that. More speeifically, it authorizes the

Commissioner to make grants to any state commission established or designated
in accordance with the requirements of Section 1202 “to enable it to expand the

' . s

3 \
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Exhibit 2

SECTIONS 1202 and 1203 OF THE HIGHER

- EDUCATION ACT OF 1965 AS AMENDED IN 1972

**STATE POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSIONS

“SEC. 1202. (a) Any State which desires to receive
-assistance under section 1203 or title X shall establish
a State Commission or designate an existing State
agency or State Comnmission (to be known as the
State Commission) which is broadly and equitably
reprjesentative of the general public and public and
private nonprofit and proprietary institutions of post-

eobndary education in the State including commu-
nity colleges (as defined in title X), junior colleges,
postsecondary vocational schogls, area vocational
schools, technical institutes, four-year inst{futions of
higher education and branches thereof.

" **(b) Such State Commission may establish com-
mittees or task forces, not necessarily. consisting of
Commission members, and utilize existing agencies
or organiZations, to make studies, conduct surveys,
submit recommendations, or otherwise contribute
the best available expertise from the institutions,
interest groups, and segments of the society most
concerned with a particular aspect of the Commis-
sion’s work.

‘4c) (1) Atany time after July 1, 1973, a State may
designate the State Commission established under
subsection (a) as the State agency or institution
required under section 105, 603, or 704 In such a case,
the State Commission established under this section
shall be deemed to meet the requirements of such
sections for State agencies or institutions. )

**(2) If a State makes a designation referred to in
paragraph (1) — : :

- "tA) The Commissioner shall pay the State

Commission the amount necessary for the

proper and efficient administration of the Com-

Jz mission of the functions transferred to it by rea-
son of the designation: and

**(B) the State Commission shall be considered

the successor agency lo the State agency or

institution with respect to which the designation

is made, and action theretofore taken by the

- State agency or institution shall continue to be

effective until changed by the State Commission.

*(d) Any State which desires to receive assistance

under title VI or under title VII bt which daes not

desire, after June 30, 1973, to place the functions of

State Commissions under such titles under the

authority of the State Commission established

pursuant to subsection (a) shall establish for the

’ 37
4

Post.'p. 325.
Ante, p. 312,

79 Stat. 1220,
1262
. 20 USC 1005,
1123.

Ante, p. 290.

=

20 USC 1121
Ante, p. 288



purpaoses of such titles-a State Commission which is
broadly representative of the public and of institu-
tions of higher education (including junior colleges
and technical institutes) in the State. Such State
Commissions shall have the sole responsibility for
the administration of State plans under such titles VI
and VII within such State.

“COMPREHENSIVE STATEWIDE PLANNING

\ ' " “SEC.1203. (a) The Commissioner is authorized to
make grants to any State Commission established
pursuant to section 1202(a) to enable it to expand the

Ante, p. 312. scope of the studies and planning required in title X
through comprehensive inventories of, and studies
with respect to, all public and private postsecondary

- educational resources in the State, including plan-

? ning necessary for such resources to be better
coordinated, improved, expanded, or altered so that
all persons withiv the State who desire, and who can

- benefit from, postsecondary education may have an
opportunity to do so. .

*(b) The Commissioner shall make technical
assistance available to State Commissions, if so
requested, to assist them in achieving the purposes of .-
this section. - ’

Appropriation.  *‘(¢) There are authorized to be appropriated such
: sums as may be necessary to carry out this section.”.

Source: Public Law 92-318, 92nd Congress, 8. 859, Education Amendments of
1972, June 23, 1972, pp. 89-90.
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scope of the studies and planning required in Title X through comprehensive
“inventories of, and studies with respect to, all public and private educational
resources....” It also requires the Commissioner to provide technical assistance to
such commissions on request.

Title X has three parts with numerous sections and subsections, all included
under the heading “Community Colleges and Occupational Education.” Part-A
authorizes appropriations for establishment and expansion of community

colleges. Part B authorizes appropriations for the development of oceupational’

education programs. Part C requires organizational units within Lhe-Clixﬁce of
Education to adiminister or coordinate these and other programs.

Parts A and B are particularly important here because they give Section 1202
state commissions two sets of responsibilities. Part A requires that they devélop
statewide plans for establishment and expansion of commiunity colleges. Part B,
requires that they conduct comprehensive programs of planning. for occupational

education.
i

= .

" What all of this means is that state commissioris required under Section 1202 -

were given responsibility for three types of planning — planning for establish-

ment and expansion of community colleges, planning for occupational education »

programs, and planning related to all postsecondary educational resources,
-However, as you may know, Title X has never been funded. Furthermore,

funding under Section 1203 has been accompanied by widespread concern about -

the nature of representation on state commissions that have been established or |

designated as a result,

&

This concern can be traced primarfly to the fact that the Commissioner has not
published some proposed rules and regulations for implementation of Section
1202 that were developed by a task force for that purpose.' Instead, he gave the
governor of each state or eligible territory three options.regarding the establish-
ment or designation of state commissions and left it to the governor to interpret
the wording of the.law. The options were.(1) establishment of a new comimission,
(2) designation of an existing state agency or state commission, and (3)
.augmentation of an existing state agency or state commission. .

Options chosen by the governors are shown in Exhibit 3. Among other things,
this tabulation of their rgsponses to the Commissioner indicatos that most
governors chose either the second or the third option. More detailed examination
of their responses reveals further that they generally chose to designate or
augment state bﬁﬂﬂ%s for higher education in attempting to meet the
requirements of Section 1202.

Basle Structures =

One of the reasons for these concerns can be illustrated by a series of diagrams

which are shown in Exhibita 4, 5, and 6.*

The first throe disgrams (Exhibit 4) show basie pattorns among the different
types of ngencies rosponsible for supervision, administration, coordination, or
governaney of educational’ programs on a statowide basis. The agencies are
classificd here as state boards of education (SDE), state boards for vocational
cdueation (SBVE), and state boards for highor oducation (SBHE). Members of

these boards may be choson by the olectorate (E), the Hovornor (G), or the

Rit
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STATES AND ELIGIBLE TERRITORIES WITH :
SECTION 1202 STATE COMMISSIONS ON MARCH 1, 1975

New

Cnmm;sgina

Alabama
Alaska’

Arizona
California?
Delaware

- D.C.

Georgia

Kansas
Kentucky
Nebraska
Nevada’® )
New Hampshire?
South Dakota®
Texas

Vermont )
West Virginia?

American Samoa

Virgin Islands’

Agency or
‘Commission
Connecticiit
Florida
Idaho
Tlinois
Indiana
Towa
Louisiana
Maryland
Michigan

' Minnesota*

Missouri
Montana
New Mexico
New York
Ohio .
Oklahoma
Oregon
Virginia'
Wyoming

Exhibit 3
-

Augmaﬂtéd

Agency or
Commission

Arkansas
Hawaii

Maine
Massachusetts
New Jersey*
North Dakota’
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Utah
Washington
Guam

Puerto Rico

'Not established for- funding during 1974-75
!Established prior to March 1, 1974/

*Includes all members of an existing body
- ‘New commission replacéd by existing body
* Augmented after original designation

Source: Aims C. McGuinness, Jr., T. Harry McKinney, and Richard M. Millard.
The Changing Map of Postsecondary Education. Denver: Education

Commission of the States, April 1975, p. 79.

10

No
Commission '
Colorado

. North Carolina
Tennessee
Wisconsin
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‘particular state,

legislature (L), depending on the state, which explains the use of dotted lines.
Other complexities, such as the existente of two or more state boards for higher
_education, are not reflected in the diagrams but may be highly important in a

Diagram 1 shows a state that has only one board responsible for educational
programs on a statewide basis. Such a board is usually referred to as a state
board of eduestion. In other,gvords, there is no independent board for ad-
ministration of vocational edycation programs and no independent board for
coordination or governance of higher education.

Diagram 2 shows a state that has two boards for these purposes. One is a state
board of education, which is responsible for general supervision of elementary
and secondary schools and has also been designated as the state board responsible
for administration of vocational education programs. The other is a state board
for higher education, which is responsible for coordination or governance of public
institutions of higher education, .

Diagram 3 shows & state that has three boards’ F;r these purposes. Une is'a

- state board of education, which is responsible for general supervision of

elementary and secondary schools. Another is a state board for vocational
education, which is responsible for administration of vocational edueation
programs. The third is a state board for higher education, which is responsible for
coordination or governance of public institutions of higher ¢ducation.

. The next two diagrams~(Exhibit 5) show the difference between expectations
and developments in many jt,ntes with regard to the establishment or.designation
of state postsecondary education commissions. ’

Diagram 4 reveals an expectation that the state commission would be a
separate agency. Diagram 5 indicates what happened instead. The state board for
higher education was either designated or augmented to meet the requiretnents
of Section 1202,

A

= 1
The last diagram (Exhibit 6) shows the nature of efforts made in at least two or

.three states to meet representation requirements by appointing an advisory

committee. This would not have been permitted if thq Commissioner had issued
the proposed rules and regulations, but it corresponds to the approach used in the
Vocational Education Act to obtain representation of specific groups in the
planning process, .

Structures, Relationships, and Grants

Lot us turn now to seme topica that are more closely related to coordination of
program developments in postsccondary vocational oducation. These involve
relationships nmong state agencies and the flow of funda to postsecondary in-
stitutions.

43
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A Exhbra )
' _ BABIC PATTERNS AMONG STATE EDUGATIDNAL AGENCIES
D H®

Code: E E\Elgemrntc; G — Governor; L —/Legislature; SBE — Stato Board
of Education; 8BVE — State Board Tor Vocational Edueation;
SBHE — State Board for Higher Education
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E!ﬂhits

c E‘.IPECI‘ATIDNS REGARDING DESIGNATION OR
ESTABLISHMENT OF STATE POSTSECONDARY
EDUCATION COMMISSIONS

;p,
’Di?!srlﬁ-i
‘ ®
"
’
_ i
- ofe
NG I S
| sBE }4 p— _
| SBVE T SPEC
— /7 N .

Code: E — Electorate; G — Gﬂvurnﬂr L - Legislature; SBE — State Board -
of Education; SBVE — State Board for Vocational Education;

SBHE — State Board for Highor Educntion SPEC — State Pﬂstmcondnry
Lducation Commisaion
-

Wt
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Exhibit 6

~_ EFFORTS TO IMPROVE REPRESENTATION ON
STATE POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSIONS

i

¥

Code: E — Electorato; G — Governor; L — Legislature; SBE — Stato Board
of Education; SBVE — State Board for Voeational Education; -
SBHE — Stdto Board for Higher Education; SPEC — State Postsecondary
Edueatlon Commissiori; SBACVE — State Advisory Councll on Voeational
Education; SACPE — Stato Advisory Council on Postpecondary Education *
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Exhibit 7 is a modified and-expanded versjon of Diagram 5 which shows the
situation in most states at this time if we ignore certain complexities related to' ‘¥
state structures for coordination or governance of institutions of -higher
Eﬂ%’} fucation. Three assumptions are necessary. First, it is assumed that the state

board of education is responsible for' the general supervision of all public
elementary and secondary schools (ES and S8) and all publig vecational schools
(VS — including technical institutes), Second, it is assumed tHat the state board
for higher education is responsible far coordination or gov

colleges (SC) and all state universities (SU). And third, it is assumed that either
board may be'responsjble for general supervision, coordination, or governance of

some or all communily ecolleges. ‘ 4
[ 1 L
This diagram has two signifitant features. First, it shows that the state.ad-.
vigory council on vocational education (SACVE) is responsible to the state board
of education in its role as the state board for vocational education. Second, it
reveals that funds obtained from grants under the Vocational Education Act flow
through one board to institutions which are coordinated or governed by another
board. This has led to accusations in some states that funds are not distributed
equitably among all institutions. It has also led to claims that there has been
needless duplication of programs and facilities. . ’ :

" Propased Amendments

This brings us to the subject of proposed amendments to the Vocational
Education Act”"Five bills need to be considered.® Four of them were introduced in
bﬂtﬁ%&i}ﬂguse and Senate during the first six montha of last year. Thé_-ﬁ.-ﬁh was

"

introdgeed 'in the Senate during November.

The first four bills were drafted by the American Vocational Asseciation
tAVA), the American Associatien of Community and Junior Colleges (AACJC),
the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges
(NASULGC). and the Administration. The fifth bill was drafted by Senator Pell

“and his staff - [

The following sections will concentrate on proposals related to planning and

-administration of postsecondary programs at the state level. No attempt will be
made to describe other features of these bills which relate to programs at the
secondary level or areas of responsibility at the national level.

AVA Bill [H.R. 3037 apd S. 941} .

The bill drafted by the American Vocational Association (AVA) {s an amended -
version of existing legislation which is divided into five parts: Part A — General
Provisions: Part B — Career Guidance and Exploration; Part C — Vocational
Edueation Program Support; Part D — Vocational Educatian Program Serviees;
and Part EE — Applied Restarch, Curriculum Development, Demonstration
Progranfs, and Leadership Development.

Part A contains provisions related to pl!lnﬁl‘:ﬂﬁd administration or programa.
. It has nine seetions, as shown 1n Fxhibit &, Major features for our purposes can be
found in Sections 102, 107, and 108, T
Heetlon 102 13 & new section on state administration that would strengthen the
role of the state board for vocational education ns the sole agoency for nd
ministeation of the state plan 1t would do this in several ways. First, it would
7
Ah
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DUTLINE;DF PROVISIONS IN- PART A OF THE AVA ‘BH.-L -
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102 , State Admmstratmn

. @
L!iQS = x
104 lextnt.mﬂ o . B
' 105 Periodic Review of: Voeat, ,S} Educntmn ngﬂms and Laws -
~ 106  National Advisory Countil ofv Vucgtwn ; .Education
107 State Advisory Councils of Vacgtmnnl Education
108 ECamprEhemuve Statewide Plannmg and Accountability for Voca- .
PR tiolial Educatioh - o R T D
--109 Dafmltmns ) '
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«' require theatate hoard to serve as the sole agency for'administration of the state
" plan and for supervision of administration by local educationa¥ agencies, Second, / -
) it would specify that the board must serve as the sole agency for determining final # - -
- - > policy for fiscal management and administration. Third, it would require the
board to adopt administrative arrangements providing certain assurances to the-
-/ Commissioner regarding its activities. And fourth, it would require the Com:. =

‘missioner to approve.these arrangements. - _ .
. ;= % ° . ~ . - '

The ﬁdmmiatr;ﬂiafmnnﬁements would have to include assurances that the
g state board has not delegated final authority for policy-making to other agencies;
“=*=that-the-federal‘ government-is-working directly ‘with-the board in all matiers
s relatpd to vocdtional education; and that the board has prepared .statewide -

-~ planning documents which consist of plans for at least four but not fmore than six o
SRR years,fﬁi‘fﬁ are prepared on a fiscal basis, and which are filed or updated with -
~ the Cog, ',',ssidqer biennially. - - : T o ST
“’i * - Bection. 107 would amend provisions related to state advisory councils, Qnef' LI
amendment would state explicitly that the councjl must be an “indepehdent”
.-, body}--another - would : result - in- several - changes regarding ~“the nature of *
representation; another would require appropriate representation on the basis of .
sex, geography, and.membership in minority groups; another would  limit .
~evaluation of programs, services, and activities to ‘statewide mastersy ‘and -
" another would require the council to prepare and submit its annual evaluation
+reports through the state board for vocational education to the Committee on
Education and Labor of the House of Representatives and the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare of the Senate, o SR

. Section 108 is a new section on compi'fé;iénéi#éj'staﬁewidé planning and ac. -
~. ., countability for vocational education, Among other things, it would give the state ™ .
‘board primary responsibility for preparing comprehensive statewide plans; it

would require designation of a planning group to formulate the plans; it would list
seven requirements that the pgnning group would have to méet in doing this; it -
- would require the Commissioner to promulgate guidelines for the formulation of .
_ plans to assure uniformity among the states; and it would require issuance of an -
" -accountability report concurrently with the presentation of each biennial stite -
plan indicating the extent to which the state has achieved its goals. One of the
seven requirements that the planning group would have to meet calls for it “to,
. consult with and ehtain the assistance of other appropriate State agencies....” =
. Exhibit 9 shows the impact that this bill would’have “on structures and
. 'relationships in'states where & state board of education serves as the state board
for vocational edueation and a state board for higher education serves as the state
- postsecondary education commission. Funds wmﬁ\;l continue to flow through the .-
*. state"board of edueation to institutions undér its supervision as well as those
" responsible to the state board for higher education. The state advisory council
.would also continue to have responsibilities only to the state board of education in
7 s role as the state board for vocational education. However, it is assuméd that
_the state board for vocational ‘education would “consult with and obtain the
_assistance of”" the state board for higher education as one of the state agencies
. referred to In Section 108." ' P I
Administration Bill [H.R. 6251 and S.'1863] S
- The bill draftéd by the Administration is also an amended version of existing )
legislation. It has four titles as follow: Title I — General Provisions; Title IT —
* Program Planning; Title IIT — Véég;iaﬁial Education Programs and Services; and

R
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:Grmts fnr Resann:h Innnvntiﬂn nnd De’?nanatratian

'I‘itle rv

'I‘Ltlag I and i} cfmtnin prnviainna relnted ta plarming and nd:mmgtration of .
progrnms The vm'ious seetltms are Listed' in Exhlbit 10, ngor pmvlamns fﬂi‘ our ;-

S@Eﬂm 103 would requirg any atlte dealrmg ‘to plrt.lclpnte in pmgrnms
" authorized by this legislation to. ﬂesignate or establish a state board “consistent
with st.nta law" which would be the sole state agency for administration of such
; “’«Respunsi ilities. would.include.development:of . policy-related-to these.
. develnpme \t and submissidn of state plans, and consultation with the
: r vacntinnnl education as wel’f a5 "c:thgr appropriate State

" phnning ‘agencies.VExc
o delegnté Tespo aibilit.y Inr opergtmg and supervising pmgﬂma tn other ap-

.

- Seetion 1@ would require any !tnte désirmg to receive a g'rant under this - o
~—-;-¢leglslntinn to establish-an:advisory council which-would be “independent” and = -
whose ‘members would be representative of both governmental. and ron:.
governmental interests; Members would be appointed either by the governor or -
... Bn electgd state board of education, The governor or the elected board would bg.
- required-to include persons who reprgsant 19-specified categories and to insure -
. appropriate reprgagntntmn*nf both sexes, racial and ethnic minorities, and the -
- yarious geographic regions of thE‘stntg, Areas of responsibility would call for the
muncﬂ (1) to advise the state bodrd fqr vocational education on the dev_elnpment .
. of state plans; (2) to advise the board on policy matters arising in the ad-
"ministration of programs; (3) to evaluate-.programs, servlcea. and activities
.. assisted under this leglalgtmn (4) to prepare and submit an annual report, and (5)
. ' to assist the board i m en:ﬁuragmgthe develnpment _and. mgtallnt;' .of local .
B pmgfam plmmng . : L ' o

Secﬂim 202 gwc:uld :equlre ‘any ‘state desxrmg to’ -parhclpste in Pfﬁg‘?&ﬁls o
. -authorized by this legislation to prepare<'through its State board”.s five-yeat
forward plan for vocational education. The plan would meet.the requirements of-
_ this section if.it (1) is prepared in consultation with the state advisory couneil, (2)-
: provides a long-range assessment of vacatmnal education needs and established = -
1 :long-rgng'a program gb]ectwes rehted tg: thﬂae needs. (3) cﬁnmders the

i~ and provided lﬂﬂgﬂ'ﬂnge program ubject.wea ;elatgd to t.hasg needs, and ‘(4)
‘provides for the involvement of “other appropriate public and private agencies,
1 ‘organizations and institutions in the development of the plan.” This section would'
| . also require theplan to be submitted to the Commissioner not.later than June 30,
. 1976, and to be updated “if neeessary in cnn]unctmn with the prepnratmn of the: } -
_yannualpmg'ramplan 0 L ) ) ;' .

i L -

Sectinn 203 would requu*e an minual pmgram plan whlr:h megts ten stated
reqmremenls One of these would call for a plan that has been prepared in con-
sultation with the state advisory council and other appropriate public and pnvnte

. agencies, organizations, and mstltutmns Another wauld call for s plan that in-
.~ dicates how and to” what extént the programs, services, and :activities to be
~ . carried out will address the critieal natmna.l nEEds nnd ngh natmnal prmntiés ;
xdentlﬁed by the Cnmrms;mner R 7 _ e

o Exhlbzt 11 shnws the 1mpaet. thnt the Admmlstrgtmn bﬂl would have on state .~ ~ R
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. Btructures and relationships. There is. no diffegence, ‘of course, between this
' diagram and the one for the AVA Bl . - P RN

"'AACIC Bill [HR. 3036 and 8, 939] = -

L
o

The bill drafted by the: American ‘Association 6&Community nd -Junior "

Colleges (AACJC) is divided into 12 sections as shown in Exhibit 12, Each con- . .
Major provisions related to

‘tains one or more ainendments to existing legislation,

~.Planning and administration of pi‘nggams can be found in' Section

5 2t0 6.

s

‘Soction Z reflects the main purposs 7
- ‘allotments for state vocational education programs- into two parts, rone o Ly

“of the total, with the remaining 20 percent to be disbursed by the Commissioner

" - Vacational Funds. appointed by the governor, g

'éuid amend Pan‘. B éf exjsﬁng legislation by Eddiﬁg faufr hew sec-

 + tionis desigfnated ‘as' Sections 125 to 128 under the heading “Subpart 2 — c)gf

] ,t::upn'ﬁgna.__i_;duggggn Programs.” .. . R R L

- T _ - ] o ‘ : . - B X
. Section 125 authorizes the Commissioner to make grants to states from their

respective occupffional education allotments 'to agsist them in conducting , -

. programs for -persons “of postsecondary age.” ... | - .

" . applications:related to these grants, specifies that allotments must be used to

'pﬁz"-]iﬁsé of the bill. It ﬁ_rnuid reéquire hépifati@h of

“postsecondary occupational education allotment.” Each' would equal 40 percent '

“according’ to recommendations of a State Board for Allotmient, & - Federal - -

“known as the “secondary voeational education- allotment” and the other as the

h Section' 126 g—ivei{Sectiﬂﬂ 1202 state cominissions responsibility for submitting |-

a stzéng-than:st.gtgf-ndVisa,rpeauheﬂs:a._nd;tﬁ“ﬁauppaﬁijmpreﬁéniw’*e’pliﬁhiﬁ}f"b:,yv T

" . that 75 perceént of the allotments for a given year must be used.qnly for programs -

and activities at community colleges, states that allotments may not be used for

[Programs of area secondary voeational education, specifies purposes for. which -

grants must be made, and authorizes contractual arrangements with private
‘Wganizations and institutions organized for profit. . e :
" Section 127 requires state plans for occupational education that Meet six stated

requirements, including a requirement that Plans are prepared by Section 1202 "

state commissions in consultation with. state advisory councils, . .-
- .Séctionilﬂs grrmt,—s payments from allotments for a fiscal year to Eovper cent of
- total expenditu P

"Section 4 would amend provisions related to national and state advisory -

res made in carrying out these plans. @ | ;.

~councils. One amendment would change the name of the National Advisory .

" Council on Vocational Education to National Advisory: Council on Vocational and
Occupational Education. Another would require’ state -advisory coyncils to be
appointed by the governor in every state regardless of whether members of the

state board might be elected or appointed. Still another would add provisions that - '

* assure representation of community and junior colleges on these councils,

Section 5 would add a new section to Part'A designated as Section 109 which = -

- would require establishment of local coordinating committees to be appointed by
the governor according to criteria prescribed by theVCargmiissioner.r Each com-

o V: 53 =
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oim.mE OF PROVISIONS' m AACJC BILL

3 Ll ‘IH .3036and 8.939] - .

:Cxtad as the “Pgstseeoﬁdary Vocatmnal Educstmn Act of- 1975“ : 5

Est;'ah]isiﬁﬁeﬁt{@f Sep&f,ate; -Al,létﬁgntg ,ﬁ)r’
Oecupstiun&l Educntiun

Sec -8+, "Occupational Edugatmn

. Sec 4. Aimndments ::f Nat@nnl nml State Advmory Cqmmxttea Prawamns ,

R _Loca,l Cmrdmatmg Commlttees <0 e !,-'

Amandment § Declaratiﬂn of Purpose

v See. T “Amendmgnts ofDeﬁmtmns LT _ BRI

‘ Se: 9 Lm’utatmﬂ on Uae nf Fedeml Funds for Admlmstrative snd Suppoﬂ;

} a v Ser\rlces . » _ _

Sec 10 E_ ;’n and Amendment “of Authaﬁzatmn uf Appruprmtmns L
WfConsa dation ingram&for Regeimh andil‘rammgrEXEmplary ————%—
' Prngrn'ms gnd Prﬂ]eds. and Currlculum Develapment -
SE(: 13‘ Eﬁechve Date et T

B . . " ! . ‘ . .
< R \ o ) &
N ] A ‘ . )
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- make a continuing study of local needs for vocational education, occupational
-, education, and. manpower training programs, ‘with results to be transmitted to

B

HEY

" responsibi
. k]

et

-mit_tﬂe_é’_f_wmild’ include- members representative of 5iatéd»cafte'g*ur-iés:a,nd would

. specified agencies. - . _ a U e
-Exhibit 13 shows the impact that the AACJIC bill would have ohi structures and -
‘relationships in most states, Funds would be divided initially among three boards
in 2.40:20-40.ratio.with atequirement that the-20 per cent be disbursed né I's
ndations of the SBAFVF. The state advisory council would have -
lities related to the state board for vocational education and the state. -~ -
“postsecondary education commission. Each of these in turn would be required to -

__consult with the councilin preparing state plans. And finally, it should be noted -

" that funds for postsecondary occupational.education might flow through the state
board for higher education to institutions under the state board of education.. - ...

NASULGGBH][HR#TQT mdSQﬂ]~ T R e e
-The bill drafted by the National Association of State Universities and Land- -
Grant.Colleges (NASULGC) contains 13 sections, as shown in Exhibit 14. The

- first nine would amenid,the Vocational Education Act (VEA). The last four would' .-

" amend the Higher Education Act (HEA), including Sections 1202 and 1203, Msajor -~ -
provisions appear in Sections4to6and 10to 11, . L S

"% Section 4 would 'am;end.prnvisi‘,dns ‘related to allotments for state vocational . . 1

- education programs in Parts A and B of the VEA by means of two subsections. -
Subsection {a) would amend Part A by adding a new section designated as Section -

- 110 which would ‘require applications- for- funding .to include five types of in. .
formation related to separate allotments for “vocational educatio n;pragramsla@d%f

. "pastsecondary occupational education programs."”. Subsection (b) would amend .

" Part’B_ by insertiig the words-“Subpart 1 — Vocatjonal Education Programs"’

1]

before the title of Section 121 and by amending’ Sections 121 and 124 so they .
- would be restricted to such programs, - . c e PR

.

" The five types of information to be included in g;‘:pﬁéaﬁaﬁs for funding may be .

‘summarized a5 follows: ( 1) assurancé that the allotment for a fiscal year would be e

- divided into two parts, one to be known as the “vocational education allotment"”

.and the other to be known as the "postsecondary occupational education allot-

. ment"; (2) assurance that each part would equal not-less than 40 percent of the

. vés;;igngl education and'the Section 1202 state commiss

total; (3). provision of a mechanism or procedure consistent with state law and.” -
" state organizational structure for a joint determination’by the state board for
' ission of the most effective .
and'equitable allocation of the remaining 20 percent; (4) pgovision of a mechanism
or procedure "which would give reasonable promise. fpééi’ resolving differences-

" between various ‘types -of educators and other interested groups; “&nd (5) an

agreément td'submit._'vt@ the Commissioner._the state ‘plans and documents

.':'féquiisad'far both types: of allotments. -

Occupational Education Programs,” -

Section 5 would amend.Part B of the VEA by adding -Sijir;néiv sections..
designated as Sections 125 to'130 under the heading “Subpart 2 — Pnst{se_ggﬂdary _

-~ - B . B . .
S

" Segtion 125 would authorize a 'state to use funds from its postsecondary c- —
+ cupational education allotment to carry out the activities set forth in Section 12% C

provided it has met the-requiremerits set forth in Section ) L1 PR
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e Eec on 126 would pmﬂde that‘funds frnm ihla allotment.could bg uaad only fnr
«-programs: “to". prnmgte ‘accéss - to” postsecondary occupatmna.l education and

“related. actlvities in lvmg plé,nning. adlmmstrntmn nnd év uation by stat;e
T agem;la& g et : : R A

of . . ,uki iﬁvnlve.,,(l) demgnatmn afr—th state -

' ghe under Sectmn 1202 of.the Higher Education Act as the
7-st.at;e tommission to carry out planning-for programs to promote access fo
" postsecondary’ m:cupatmna} education; (2) designatioh or establishment of a state -
Aagency authorized in accordance with state law as the state agency for disburse--
- “ment’ of the postsecondary occupational education allotment' and for proper
ﬁgcal crmtrnl am:l gceounting ofﬁmds (3) Assurance that funds wouild be used onl

uld undertak
DR n w:ith appropriate state agencies”
A a,nd institutions and-in accordance With the requirements of - Section 128; (5) -
" - assurance that the state commission would evaluate the use of funds annunlly
3 i the -state ‘advisory council: (6): a requirement that each -
ves funds would use them only for approved programs and ..
t be used to supplement and not supplant

" institution which
provide assurance that these funds wot
.. funds from other sources; and (7) a provision that the allotment would pay for fiot -
-z ¢ - more-than50 per-cent- of . total expenditures for- pustseeandary oecupatmnal
T educatmn prﬂgrnms and related actlvmea :

Sectmn 125 would re;qmﬁre,jhe stnte emmmgsmn ta undertakg a_ cantmunus -

-~ program of -statewide planning for postsecondary oecupatmngl education which -

-.."would. meet six- stated ‘objectives.. It -would -also require -this commission to -
prepare an xgmual state plan, with the advice of the state advuﬂry council, which.

would ser\ﬁe as the hasm for dlshursement af funds and meet alx additlonnl ub- :

- jectiv

Section” 129 would guthaﬁsa ﬂlgbursement of funds tn pastaectmdary oc- ©
- cupational education institutions in accordance with the state plan for programs
. to promote .access to postsecondary occupational : education. Sz; types af .
prngrams are l:.sted as examples of what shmﬂd be done . »

A

Se«;tl%n 130 wauld feqmre ‘the Cummgsmner to- E‘IVE spécml nttentmn ta
-\ evaluation of the various means for promoting access to postsecondary oec-
. cupational education i in mnl:mg anmm,l evsluntwe reports to the Senate and Hnuse _
'educat.mn jnmmnttees )

e Secﬁnn '6 would amend prowsmns related to natmngl and §tate advmory
" councils, First, it would change the name of the National Advmury Council on' -
Vocational Education to National -Advisory Council-on Vocational and Post- -
'secondary Dc’cupatmml Edueation. :Second, it ‘would change the nature of .
répresentation on the state advm:ry council to include a' Jperson or persons
representative of “community and junior colleges and other- postsecondary oe- =
...Cupational edu:atmn institutions.”. Third,.it-would add a new-paragraph calling.— oz
for the state advisory council to advise the staté commission established under
. Section 127 with respect to pla.nmng and evaluatmn of pastaecnndary nccupatmnal
. E{lm:atmn : } .o . )
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.~ Section 10 would amend Section: 1202 of the’ Higher: Education ‘Act in seyeral .
ways, including elimination of requirements for repregentation on state post: . -
“"secondary education commissions, ~ T T R T

"» ' Subsection (a) provides-that any state desiring to receive certain~kinds of - *
. .-#ssistance under the Higher Education'Act.or the Vocational Education Act after -
September 30, 1976, must submit a state plan to the Commissioner_which meets
the following Tequirementa: (1) designates or establishes a ‘state ¢ mission in’
* 'accordance with state:law that. will be responsible for comprehensive statewide’ L
. planning’ for. postsecondary. education; (2) sets forth the means to be used in® - -
- ‘accordance with state law and unique staté circumstances to assure dirbet and.
“dctive participation by representatives of the general public and various types of '
* postsecondary institutions in the planning-process: (3) sets forth a plan of ad- .
-~ ministration to agsure that the state agencies and state commisgions required by - .
- the Highier Educatioh Act and the Vogational Education Act are administered ing, ...,
""" manner consistent with this planning; (4) sets forth the criteria and means to be
used by the state to evaluate the elfectiveness. of the planning’ and related”’
- ‘requirements; and (5) provided for submission of an annual ‘report to the Com- '
-missioner not later than August 1 of each year beginning in the fiscal year 977
which- contains_information ‘abouf revisions in the .state plan, results of -~ - -
“evaluations, and other information required to assess the response of the state to .~ - -

the requirements of this section. . .

- Aet which has thrée main features. First; it would clearly. refer to comprehensive

Se:’tién 11 cg'_:;igi.zis an amended Version of Section 1208 in the Hi’fg!ief'Edgcatibn S

3.

*. statewide planning for all postsecondary educational resources. Second, it would, .
~~-not-contain-a reference to Title X."And third, it would fequire the Commissioner” . -
to promulgate regulations containing criteria to be used in evaluating applications. . . .

" for grants. " . o ] = , , S
~ Exhibit 15 shows the impact that the NASULGC bill would have on structures . -
- and relationships in most states..Funds would be divided Initially on a 40-20-40
* -basis;but each state would determine for itself how to distribute'the 20 per cent, -
" The state advisory council would haye responsibilities related to the state board -
* for vocational education and the state postsecondary education commission, Each
of these' in turn would be required to consult, with the colineil in‘preparing state -
~ plans. Again, it should be noted that funds for- postsecondary occupational:
education might flow through the-state board for higher education to institutions
under the state board of education. -~ L R

- . Pell Bill [S. 2657] . o N !
-The bill introduced by Senator Pell contains four titles as follows: Title T — :-
Higher Education’ Title Il,— Vocational Education; Title III — Extensions of
- Other Related Education Programs; and Title IV '— Education Administration. .~
‘Title I contains ane provision that must be méntioned here.- It would repeal - .
. Part Bof Title X in the Higher _E,\dut:aﬁon:Act. o T

~ Title II would amend the"Vocational Education” Act by. extending - existing *.
legislation for two years and then revising it for 1978 and subsequent’years.. .. o

" Proposed revisions are’ dividedinto. seven parts as follows: Part A —. State = .

** Vocational: Education Programs; Part'B " Ancillary ‘Services; Part- C — In-

. hovation; Part D — Student Programs; Part E — Emergency Assistance for
Remodeling and Renovation of Vocational Education Facilities; Part F — ‘Con. .
.sumer and Homemaking Education; and Part G — General Provisions. St s

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



suf -

C

7

cc
60

=1

g
3
5
&

-

Vs




nanppwer- tra
I ablep%fgtri ut
and individuals.®.: - 1%

Related p ention’
© o funds; and in¥8lvement

use of all available resourceg, .equit
of a wide'range of gt

™ :'S'tat'g-Bﬁgfd for Vocation

m

-development of policy, preparation of long-range an
nd consultation with the State Advisory-Council for V
“other appropriate’ State planning agencies:" This bic
.. Alowed.to delegate responsibility for administration, pe
., . of vocational education programs, . - -

- .program plan
Edueatior

. F B . £ . 4 R = = e e "
wolild "have to includé the chief -state school officer or .hi
.. - Tepresentative, the state director of vocational education, a representative of t
.. - state agency fESpéﬁsi’bH for commiunity and junior-colleges, a representative
- - the state agency responsible for institutions of higher-education, a representative
.= of the state agency Tespo sible for adult education programs, a Tepresentative of
' 'the state manpowerservicés council, and one representative each. of business
. . industry, labor, agr EEik:,jlt;iife, -and' the géneral public. -~

or: oial Edueation which would-Be "~
1 accordance with state law and would serve as the ;;?fi__ T

. Section 105 would 4 ""éﬁd;‘prov-i‘s-i.ﬂgs_fe:lgtgdg tﬂmemberghlpgnstnteadvmry
~ councils by éxpanding

S

* Section 106 would require a épmﬁgehénsivgféﬁiewidé long-range plan gove&-ing’ o

-a period of four to six years which would set forth “manpower and vocational

- ediication goals”, and specify$how available funds would be used to achieve these '
© goals: The state board would bé’expected to meet four stated requirementsin i

developing such a plan, inclj dingta réquifement that it “give thorough ‘con:
“sideration to thé most Effectiv‘i means of utilizing all existing’ institutions. within .
: d -

% -l

ut dr supervising the kinds of prograrhs ass
-; EN g - ) "'; ) = ll ._ ',.x-

the State capable of carrying
~ under this(Agt;;.:.r!- A

. Ly a . N

Section 108 would require an annual, program plan which meets six stated -
conditions for approval by -the. Commiissioner. One of these .would require’ the' .
state advisory council to be “actively involved in all stages of development of the

~ annual program plan,” Another would require consultation by the state board..
with the state manpower-services council. S S

'Exhibit-17 shows the i_ﬁipgét;thé't, the Pell ould h :
“"relationships-in most states. Funds would iflow through the state board ‘for

education. and the.state board for highﬁeﬁ;} education, The state advisory éourleil -

/'gl .

as o

11 bill would :hive;gn.sﬁiﬁ\zti&ié nd o

. vocational education to institutions respohsible in Gt§er ways to the state board'of .

~would be responsible @nli o the state boar

S

d'for vgcational education, B_(;jth the -

i

».
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Exhibit 16 _

'QUTLINE OF PROVISIONS IN PARTS A AND G -

Part Section .

A 101
102

103

106
107

108

* 110

111

G- m

172
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OF TITLE Il IN THE PELL BILL ., :g
5

Heading

Declaration of Purpose

Authorization of Af)]irﬂpﬁ&ﬁﬁhs; Uses of Fund%
Allotments among States

State Enard for Vocational Edueation

State Advisory Councils on Vocational Education
Sgmprehensive Statewide Long-Range Plans

General Appﬁcatiaﬁ;

Annual Program Plan

Withholding and Judicial Review

Persons with Special Needs °
Payments to Stateg
Definitions

National Advisory Couneil on Voeational Education

6
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state board of. education.and the state board for higher education would be in-
volvedl in consultation with the state board for, v«;péational education as “other
appropriate State planning agencies” referred ta in Section 104. Each would also
be represeénted in terms of membership ofl the board.

Conclasion

Careful examination of proposed amendments to the Vocational Education Act
‘indicates that the main issue related to coordination of vocational education at the
_postsecondary level involves the natufe of the state board t6 be given respon-
sibility for planning anll administration of such programs.7

The five bills described above offer three basic alterggtives. One is to maintain
the concept of a sole state agency and allow states to continue designating the
state board of education as the state board for vocational education, including
occupational education. This is reflected in bills drafted by the AVA and the
Administration.

A second alternative would abandon the concept of a sole agency and divide
responsibility for planning of programs between the state board for voeational
education and the state postsecondary education commission. This is reflected in
the bills ,di-gftgeiby the AACJC and the NASULGC.

The third alternative wouyld maintain the concept of a sole state ’aggm:y but
require specific types of d¢fbresentation which would probably result in the

establishment of a separate agency in most states. This is reflected in the Pell bill, '

_ These alternatives demand immediate attention from all persons interested in
the coordination of vocational or occupational programs at the postsecondary
level, ’ :

A

FOOTNOTES

"U.S. Congress. A Compilation i}f'FEdéfﬁl‘ Education Laws, As Amended
Through December 31, 1974, (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1975), pp. 481.516.

Pubkic Law 92-818, 92nd Congress, S. 659, Education Amendments of 1972, pp.
89-90 and 77-88.

’A good starting point is U.S. Congress, State Postsecondary Education Com-
mussions, Oversight Hearings beforo the Speciad Subcommittee on Education of
the Committee on Education and Labor, House of Representatives, 93rd
Congress, 13t Session (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973).

“Aims C. McGuinness, T. Harry McKinney, and Richard M. Millard, The
Changing Map of Postsecondary Education (Denver: Education Commission of
the States, “April 1975), pp. 75-80,

“# These dingrams were presented originally in T. Harry McKinney's “Section ’12(‘12

State Commissions: Patterns of Development and Related Concerns,” in Current

 Status, Planning and Prospecta of the 1202 State Postsecondary Commissions, by
- Robert H. Fensko and Kerry . Romesburg, ods. (Tempe: Center for the Study

of Higher Education, Arizona State University, April 1976), pp. 7-24.
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*This section relies heayily ‘on information presented in a report for the U.S.
Office of Education enfit}g¢d Administration of the Section 1208 Comprehensive
Statewide Phﬁniﬂg%ﬁagwm to be released in the- near future. Bills
drafted by the AVAXACJC, and NASULGC dppear in the Congressionai
Record for March 4, 1975, on pages S-2957 to S-2976. A summar$*ef the bill
drafted by the Administration appears in the Congressional Record for June 4,
1975, on pages 5-9531 to 5-9533. The bill drafted by Senator Pell appears in the

Congressional Record Tor November 12, 1975, on péges 5-1972210 5-19734.
For information about other issues related.to the various bills, see Pamela H.

Christoffell, Vocational Education: Alternatfles for New Federal Legislation
(New York: Cellege Entrance Examination Board, 1975).
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