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What is-statewide program reieW? To whom is it important? How

does It'Oerate IQ California?. How cap It be made me& reyonsive

to questions of quality and accountability?' These questiAs,are

answered in the three-parts of this report based ona.Aix-month'

study and_evaluation of statewid4 program review procedures in

California . We focus .attention on-the r.dps, respopObilities,

and activities of- the central offices of four or-

Onizations: (1) the California postsecondary/Education Com-

mission (!Commis-sion")., (2) the California,CoffiMunity Colleges;

(3), the Califormia.State Uiversity and Colleges, and (4) the.

University of California. The study was furiaed by *the CoMmission,

and this report is addressed to it Our'findings are as critical

ofAommission staff actiOty. -- perhaps more critical --:than'
- t

ofithe other organiptions. The recommendations are our own:

report has three parts:-
O.

In,Part I4..-we de:Fine program review in the context q ---- its

critical relationships to,academic planning, examine cur-.

rent literature and the experience.in other-states, note.
.0 ,

changing social conditions, and describe the governing and

coordinating mechanisms in California,.

In Part.fli we: present nifiereCOmmendations for strengtb-7

ning state and segmental 0)anning,. for simplifying the

review of new programs and:forAncreasing accountability°

for leducational'objectiVes,



In Part.. w0 emphasize the interaction of the recommenda;

tions
-kr

and their dependence on ins program planning

and program reView.
.-

Df,.tem cakifornia ,publ i c 051 lege" and imiversity campuses to enroll

ment:an8 financial stress (Boweh7and. Glenny, `'1980,;; Glenny and:. .

Bowen; .1980) :In: these': repbrts we urged that indi vi dual campuses

7establish igbebUs"..-ireContinving Tirodedures fortreiating-'pograiii

offerings

We noted

which inst

which pl a

(Bowen .ad Glenny, 1980, p.55). Obvious questi ohs are impl ied:

'What. are the state, and segmental policies that 0.ovide the context

for institutional response to stress? Can these Rol ides and

the prycedures derived from them address and resol x6 1 i'ssue-s-Thf
,

statewide concern that will tari se in the coming era of et*Cllment
_ _

and financial stress? A

s,

o enr011mentS, faculty: staffing-,'. andjfinanci al support.
.

hat "state and seglitutal poll cies -are the `.context i in

tutional;',freedom to respond; to stress is foUnd and.

*rig and program .review proC'eduremuSt operate

To answer these questions, we. have examined ,state and :segmental

policies and pepcequres;./;An examination that has necessarily

di ffered `considerably frorii our earl ier%ami,(latIon dfjhstituti onal

ones:' As...diverse 'as California's mbre:tharCimiblic colleges

and universities are as educational institution's,, tkAir administrative

procedures for planning and budgeting alie.j'shaped by limy common

constraints: Students must, be register.ed.,.' taught, and fed;

faculty must be recruited, promoted,.land batd;, amasses must be

scheduled' to brin25,faculty and sfudents together; 'budgetSimtlst
,

be nvel aped, defended, and administereck buildings- and grbunds

must be maintained; parking places' must be found for everyone"

At' the campus level , the °Wens. available to, administrator



for addressing these olieratiOnal issues are limited by real -stud-

entsireal faCUlty; and'ifie timing and tequence.Of real clastes.
,

=,ancr,programs: , This real ity-no.t only allowed the risk of general -

- tzation among the campuses, districts; and_coileges but also

,a)lowed tnnsideratiOn of a broad range of actiVities e.g:,

'academic planning ; peronnel management,' budgfting -enrollment

t

contrast, reality is less intrutive and demanding at the state'
0

and. segmental 'levels.

"' projecions, program. review, facilities management, etc.- In

(The *Se ntalcentral:- offices and the Commission must, olco4rSO4

deaT with:real _StudentS'; :faculty, ancfprOgraMs; al to, bUt,the

breadth and:nature oftheir..responsibilities require issues' is

be considered in aggregation across many, institution% Academic

planning, program' review, budgeting, Persorrhel , the whole

range of'gy Nerning, and coordinating activities at state and seg-,

mental/level vary far more among 'the four state and segmental

organizations ttian dli -he institutional,co6Arpartt of these

.activfiies among. the institutions:

o The, segments ai-e'three 'very large, highly complex organ-

izations each of which -differs from the 'Oiher two and from
, 4

the Commission in organjZation, mission,.and legal author7

ity: E4ch of the thiee segment as a dniOue history that

has shaped its relationsfrOps with the institutions for which

it is retponsible. We will /exploretilese differences at
.

greater length in Part I.

State and segmental staff organizatiqh-for-pthnirig, program

review, and budgeting reflects not only substantive differ-
' 0

ences in size and mission but in management Sy.tyle as well

Relative freedom from immediate operational )constraints



r .

1.
- t

permits, staff to be aligned and realigned,in each eentral .

office to reflect changing policy emphases and jnterests

4.

The enormous VariationsYin the organization of Commission staff
_ . .

(and the segmental-central' offices.are to be expected. B6t the 't

'great variations, however necessaryand desirable they-may'be,

impose severe limitations on investigation. Description, anal-

ysis, and evaluattion of academic planning, prdgram review, budget-

ing, and other mWor state and segmental functionS.would require

a new Master Olen. inVestigation. But majdr state and segmental
,

-policies can be reflected in examination cif program review, for,

as we showin Part V, program review is a window. from which one

.ndjonc, can, but must, view both academic planning and. lzudget-,

This'conclusion, Or'aVrom our480research (Bowen and

_Penny; Glenny and BOWen), led directly to thi's evaluation ,of

program review Orocedurps.

.1;

This project began in late September 1980. We then sought the

advice of segmental and Commission,staff on study guidelines and

objectives. From each-organization, we requested and received

a descriptiOn'of current program review procedures that we re-

vised for brief inclusion inthis report*(AppendiCes A through

D). Field interviews were conducted tn Sacramento, Berkeley,

and Long Beach, and we attended ..6mrmeetings of the Interseg-

mental Program ReView Countil:(IPRC), an advisory group to the

ComthstIon. During the course ofthe project, we obtained both

information and advice from knowledgeable persons in °the states.\

V

In January 1981, we circulated summaries of maJcir assvmptions

and tentative recommendations for review and.,c0ticiSm to Com-

misskon,and segmental staff and to some -two cicizen other reviewers

(See Appendix -E). -The final recommendations-were developed
--

\



..:duriiig February and` March 19M... Time prohibited. distribution
\of the inal-recommendaticrs for additional comme t fim those

)

.r

, .

This study. would not have been possible without the active coop-
eration of segmental and Commission officers d staff. We .par:tic-

....ularly.thank Errfiest Berg, Carlton Bovell, Norman Charles, and
Antjiony,Maye for their time, advice., patienCe, an candor. We

obtained va ble,inforthation and insights from t se who 'made

time in.thei busy schedules to comment on our. tentative 'recommend-
--

m*.ations... 0 ers contributed by sharing' our uncertainties with
,/

. V
LA i nfacu ty an administrative meetings and seminar's. None

-of those w o assistedus/wil e With all of t4ie recommendations,)
and many will pisagr'ee some Our recommendations

are entirely ,our own.
A



At the risk.of being both tedious and overly didaOtic, we must

begin by defining.our subject. and placing it in itethanging con-.

text of state and segmental. .governance and =ordination. the.,coordination.

first section below, we suggest Viet program review must be-deOned

in terms of its relationships to academic planningand budgeting.'

In' the econd; we explore the reasons for the growing importance

of program review. The third section. provides the operational

context in California within which program revjevitakes place.

. Program Review, Planning:;

Review and' evaluation of instructional programs pervade academic

life. Administrators and faculties at all colleges and universi-
.

ties in the United States spend'tline collecting-and analyzing

informationabout instruction ---aboul what as taught to whom,

Who teaches it, and how much it costs. "Program review" enCom-

passes such a widd diversity-of activity that the term must be

more clearly defined before-analysis is attempted.

0.

Sell (1980)..suggests that there are four components.in.program

review: (1) pUi-poses, (2) organizational levels, (3) mix of par-

ticipants, and (4) :organizational context. All four are impor-

tant for-our evaluations 'In general, we emphasize-the first two --

purposes and levels,Of orgInization -- to define the limits and

objectives.of the study. The second two -- participants and organ-

.izational context -- are used mainly for analysis and discussion

of California's program review procedures in the third section



.fs
Figure .1 diagrams the three major organizational levels,of pro-

-gram review in California against three primary uses,* ,purposes.

The figure is intended to emphasize:.

p-

o The primacy. of the purpose of prograntiMpftvement,and qual--

ity at the institutional level(the loWer 'left Of, -rigure 1).

)

o The common purposes of planning and program distribution

at thestate and segmental.levels (the'upper right of Fig-
.

ure fl.

Quality: The Primacy of-Institutional Program Review

We'speakof the "primacy" of institutional program review to as-

ure quality tecause individual professors.and teachers make the

most critical decisions 'about instruction.in the classrooms, shops,

,and 'laboratories. Individual instructors modify course content

based on their perceptions of changes in the state of knowledge

and in the needs of society andof'their students. In departments

e

or divisions, instructors responsible 'for programs freely modify
c

courses, tourse content, array of courses, and program require- ,

merits based on their Collective judgment.

'f

The individUal and collective decisions within colleges, districts,

and campuses are substantive and often far reaching. For most

programs, these local reviews, evaluations, and resulting decisions

prowide the primary assurance of instructional quality -- of the

value of. higher education to students and to society.:Local orb-

gramcreview is'highly disaggregated, highly perSonal, often infor-

mal, and usually confidential. It is, moreover, '.the source of

mosemajor changes in higher education. Such changes are only

reviewed, if at all, after the fact. Major. modifications of this

type are particularly chaRacteristic of mature ins'ti'tutions such as
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most of those in Cal ifornia: An existing course is modified to

accommodate" a recent technological advance;. :a new course is added

as the subject-roatter is expandedl- courses in other .programs
. _

are-found relevant to -the expanded 'subject matter and the new:

teChnology. The new aggregation of courses and their seciAnce

have substance and reality ttinstructOrs. and students; but un-

less the institution Mints to have the .aggregation . and sequence'

formally recognized .by a new degree or certificate, neither state

agency nor segmental program review procedures willreach what

may well be an Aniportant and substantive modificiation .of instruc-

tion. '4 Collectively, over time, these incremental- reviews and

modifications Vtually, overwhelm the supposed importance of the

review; of individual; new program proposal t for wPacti most,:

the internal and .external -structures and procedures fbr program..'

review are geared.

-In an earl ier :report (Bowen and Gl enny; r980); weuri3ed!,-t.

stitutional program review be related to,' and integrate:44j

:Instructional .planning and bUdgeting.. We ,expanded in that study

on the importance. and..urgency of establishing ongoing-p6;111q0'.§.-

and processes to acompl i Sh this integration: RI gor0:454antf,:. nest

revieW of instrUcriOnal programs is essential at the institutional

level because the value of every student's;#education'at:44rY

College and university is 'dependent of it.

The 'autonomy of Andividual irttructors is Qconditioned- by the organ-

izational and .substantive contexts of Instruction: (1) instruction
.,

in a coarse or program is usually dependent on that in several

others; (2) the o ferings of one department may be dependent .

on thdqe of anOther department; and (3Y--finite institutional re-
. ,

sources must be allocated internally. Formallpor informally;

intervention by administrators and organized faculty graps is



.
-

accepted at all colleges and universities as a necessary constraint

,on programmatic change. ..__../

v.

,
...

Byt institutions do not exist in a acuum. As essential as loca

procedures are,,they are necessary Y limited by local concerns,

information, and objectives. State nd segmental concerns, pri
o

-marily about access and economy, cross institutional boundaries.

Local procedures.eee necessary'but not.sufficient :state sup-

ported systeR of many colleges and universities4-

Planning: The Reasons for Statewide Program Review

The necessity of intervention by "eiternal agencies -- a state

coordinating agency, and multieampus central offices -- is not

readily accepted at institutions. But institutional as well as

individual autonomy is conditioned by interdependence.

The programs of'each collemand university must be tonsis-
.

tent .with the.miss.ton of tne,segment to whip it belongs,

and, in California, segmental, missions are defined and,dif-

ferentiated by statute. The state is entitled to assurance

that each institution is performing a mission appropriate

to its segment and not performing those that are the pro-

vince of another segment.
v .

Several colteges and universities usually draw students

from the same geOgraphical area, and many students have

the option of attending any one of these. Many courses -7

pirtiCularly in the lower division and many programs

will be offered by each institution. ,Common sense and the

law suggest that some duplication maybe unnecessary. Pro-

grammatic4lly, low enrollments, for example, usually mean

that fewer.resource1,-are available to suppoNnstructiOn.



But fiscally (and somewhat paradoxically), low enrollment
4

. will also mean higher unit costs. The state is entitled

to justification of certain program duplication within, re-

gions among the several types of institutions.

° 'o ,Some cademic anchoccupational programs are highly special-
.

`A

'iz9d and, appeal to a limited number of students..l'Often '.'
, \

,

such,ph6rams may be very cos i1 The state 'is entitled,
e

_ to assurance of appropriate distr, tion of'such programs

"g" and.etross the sta a. ,
-4.-

Q.

.44
. = '' .

a lo

d-The state 'has Ral s and objecilyes that can be redched only

throughFooperative Or. consistent' action on the part of

all or a substantial number of institutions: student trans-,.

fdr, affirmative action, remedial education, and el/entide:1w
ks

and accurate information.are.example Thee state is entitled'.

to assurance that its objecpves are being lOursued.

The state has:finiteresources to.distribute among colleges

.and universities, and students have flriteresources for

,their. educations ,Regardless-of prOgram content, the state.

must require that public funds be equitably distributed

and that questions of student access and choice based-on

private,financial status lie considered fi-om a statewide.,.

perspective.

We think that this list of reasons foe state and segmental inter-

vention into institutional affairs is fairly exhaustive, for we'.

carefully suggest.Open-ended categories such as "states goals and

objectives" -and "resource allocation." We elaborate on this ltst

in the-recommendations in Part II because program review at the

state and segmentallevels,is an intervention into-institutional

autonomy that reqUird ekOress justification.
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"Intervention' 1

is somewhat harsh ord that' /often reflects thel

perspective of i nsti tthti onal adininistrators/and facu ty. The. , I

view from the Commission and the segmentalfcentral offiCes would

see PprOgraMireview as one ,of the mark functions, duties,- or facets

of much broader' governing and ceordinatirig roSponsibility. This
::

view is reflected in P Pure 10;in which,1-.
.. s --

. .
,,

- _

' o the segments are shpwn as using program review, for "gover-
.

, nanceAnd coordination' and for `the purposes of planning,

program4.dittrik3utioh,- and bird tiing. (A word of ,cauti'on:

Throughput thjS' report': it mit .be remembered that the Board
'

....

of Go e r n d r i of the Cal i forn a tommuni ty- 1 eges i s pm"-
.

!Warily adocirdin g boaraidrather tha; :1:4ggyerning one.)
.,-

, ..

/ i ' N _

The 'Commission is shoWn as' using program review for Acoord-
,

,

ination" only, and for:th purposes'of 'statewide ,planning

and program distribution among segments and regions.',"

The Commissdon 'and the segmen-s have,quite different ,planning
. /

responsiblfities. The segme ts engage .in academicTplanning by

projecting eArol lments and by assuring that their colleges and

campuses have facitities, resources,.-and programsto accommo-

date- their "students. The segmental central''offiCes have sub=

stantial authority to limit or modify the programs that their

institutions offer 'and project in their-academic plans. To a

greater ,or lesser extent, the Segments, cohsolidate campus plans'

in the develOpment of 'a' Segmental, pl a plan that may result

in the-segment's achieving more than the sum of the plans of it

individual institutions. Segmental planning responsibility is-

reinforced by budgetary authority, 'ilieprimary -- al though not

the only -- means through which governing'policies 'are enforced.



The Commission, on the other hand,_plans directly'for neither.
.41."/\

the institutions nor the segments. Its charge is to integrate

segment'al plans to aggregate them in an orderly fxshion

achieve state objectives. MbreoVer, Although tie Commis n re-

sponds to inquiries about segmental bUdget requests from the_exec-,

utive and legislative branches; it does not have indepentejlt-budget

responsi °bility t the.state level, therefore; program review

' is for tHe purpose of co rdeinatift, A falls under the r pon-

sibilities of the state an segmental offices for academi plannin

1lVt.,state anq segme tal levels, it 4s convenient to divide academic
ow.

planning into "basic "" or long=range Planning iid "ongoing': plan-

cling. 'Statewide program review implements basic planning arid
,

is an intvgrel part of ongoing planning.

,

Basic Planning. .The'academic plans of a- se ft or the state ria

may beilluite specific:aboui progiaMsith t in ividua:instltu -;.y
tions may or may not offer; The California Master Pran.diffe!>4,

entiates,among Segmental 'program offerings by levels_af degrees.

offered. Segmental plans orpolicies restrict the,pffering of

degrees in specific disciplines (e.g., agriculture or engineering)

to particulA, camps sev; . Basic planning itations and objectives:,

provide fundamental criteria for prbgram re lew:.

The CaliforniO.Master Plan's statutory provisio s are the.center-
-

piece of basic planning, for these establish the p *nciple of

programmatic-differentiation of funpcion and the str and

responsibilities .of the Commission) This centerpiece is s n

rounded by other and equally important state policies -- e.g.,

agreements on differential eligibility criteria for student ad-

missions; the Constitutional status of the Univvity of Cali

falsia; student financial aid-statutes and procedures, etc.., 6aiic,

planning concerns'imore than substantive.educational matters

e



because much of the program review activity of the Commission

and the central office of the Comm nity' Colleges is guided by

statute. To further complicate understanding of basic 'planning,

state goals and, objectives expressly and regularldy appear in annual

-state budget and appropriations documents, and are undoubtedly

implicit in state funding trends over-the. years: 4,,

Basic planning policies and objectives are:likely to be -scwitered

among a wide variety of statutes, policies; and informal -under-

standingSvin every stateband' for viirtually all state governmenta .

endeavors. 4It appears essential for, the responsibile govern-

-mental agencies to bring order to fragmented Policy at a level

of generality that 'permits deYelopment of operational obj'ectives.
6

We are aware of two recent attempts * draw, together- state' Policy

.fpr highereducation into coherdnt ,statements. . In 1974, a ,legis-

lative resolution stated eleven statewile goals .(State of Cali

fornia 1974), but we have ben unable.to locate any later refer-

, ence to thesee Some 31 "state goali" were listed 9 the Com-
.%

mission's 197,6-81 Five-Year .Phan (CaUforniePoitseconda _Educa-

tion Correrission, 075, pi12).' TheStatemnt dId not diffe n-

tiate between goals for the state and goals for. ComaiSsion

itself, and the, latter ,appeared more numerous. Ndither statement

poses priority order ori the goals,.nor appear that either

had any influence ort statewide program review.

Issues iry P1 anning- for-the EightieS": -Commi ss ion Staff recog-

nize the neONfor 1m,learly.definedstatewide goals and obSedtives"

(California Rdsisec4ary Edudation Commission, 1980D,,- p:' 113);

but find the need mdse easily recogniied than Met. As= an-agency

with advisory the Commission cannot *its own

formulate jotatewide-goalS-, -It can, however, collect thes9resently

- scattered policies, give4them order, and, in cl se 65bperron

with the segments, articulate them so th t they. will be of wse.
0
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* .

ob
.

We believt that such a statement is 'bssential In any att
.

evaluate statewide program review procedure .
.(

.

.
...d.

'

V\At the inception of this project, we cir7u ted .brief rospectus

that stated,- among other things, 'that we wou d-e aluate tatewide'

program review peocedures "by copsidering the pr able u eful-*

ness of'-these procedures for meeting statewideneeds;:." A shared

the doubt that one critic expressed about our ability to identify $
1

.

"statewide needs," and have no illusions that we fiAve th roughly,

..
done so. But evaluation required that we make the.attem t. , 'Based

primarily on Commission staft's Issues,paper and on the 0. earl ief.r
,statements, we assumed the folTowing"stW gdals and pri rities

solely. for pu* rposes of this evaluation:. a

1: diversity among segments, insiitutions4 and progr% ;

2. maximum student choice of programs and instittitiold withi

-oval 1 abl e resources ;

i . A

S. optimal .'.is of e tate. funds and .other resources;

.
r

'4. maintepance pf polity optians for the future;.

. iAentification

neeqs; and .

;.-

response, to".eduCational and.societal.

6. systematically developed new educational *roaches an

deltifery systenis.

Ongoing Plalinfnp. Basic:state and seFerital goals and plans may

Prohibit specifie.prOgrams, but they Provide only the most gefieral,

Positive guidance on,what programs may be offered. The range

of pOssibl e offerings is usual ly restricteonly by rather broadly
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with state and segmenpl plans and objectives
00
and with particu-

lat campus missions. In California and elsewhere, this assurance

is commonly'obtained as part of ongoing planning at one or more

of three stages in the development of .a program;4. Each Stage has'

explicit implkations-fdr "statewide program review procedures"

as used in this report:

worded institutional mission Statements: A campus is character-

ized as "developing" or"mature;"- as "urban" or "rural;" as "tecti'-
0

nical" or "liberalarts." At sbme threshold of-program content,

expense;.and;size, state and segmental authorities must,assure,
gs

themselves of the consistency of both riew and existing programs

LLProiecteciPi:ograms. State and. segmental planntng procedifres

may require im.California)-that institutions adnuallY:,

list or otherwise project the instructional programs plaped
4 4

for the next several yearsl. The rigor with which state

and segmental authorities' review oi even read these estimates

varies considerably. ft this earliest stage of determining

institutianal. expectatiors, a project program-May be no

more than a gleam in the eye Oita single arsuasive:ptofes0,

and at times, the needifor a new program may ariseSo'quickly

that an institution cannot project it two orothree years
,

in advatice. ,.

4

..,

< :
.

.
.

.

Proposed` Programs. Although procedures vary widely across
.r

the states and mdltiaimOus systems,.,, most require institu:'

tiOns tosubmitcletailed.Rroposals view,- approval,

or comment before thep'iogram can be esta lished. Proposals

are usually required to be comprefiensiv in justifying the

need for the program, the ability of the institution to ,

offer it, and the apprpriateness of the p ogram under the

campus mission. ThgoqualificationS of each facult member

who ,will teach, for example, are often required, d an.



entire proposal nay run to over 100 pages. foltnia

and elsewhere, review of these detailed prop' roposals

at the state And segmental levels has been the primary means

3 of ;assurance that he; institutional .offerings are consistent
with state and se ental goals and plans.

I tfr

3., EXistin Once a- prOgnam is established and

operation, state and segmental offices 'rarely audit its
success effectiveness.. Structured segmental review of

exitti ..rograms <i s rare;_ and such review by a state higher

educ ion arncY A's in New_ York -- s, historically,
rarer still. the past five years, .se%/eral regulatory
coordNaiing agencies hay.,been given this charge,.) For

the most part, state, and segmental offi,ces rely, as they

,do Cal ifornia, on indivilltial ifisttitutions to undertake

such rev i ws, usual ly assuring th internal review's hare

undert en on.a periodic trasfs.41, They only, examine the same

ptogr or discipl ine across instiiitutfons 1,4 hen, critical J
need: for -information or exaluatiore arises In ernal institu-
tiogaLreviews of existing progrins are: more 'o less explicit
in anneal, budgetary processes.- .The latter reviews may or ''-

.may not'be guided by plehriirn expectations in addition to

budgetary 'necessitieA,.

- 1

A word must be said about budgeting., Regardless of prograb qual-
N; ity or its cOnfarmanCe to an institutional mission, afrogram

airmt and should not be established or continued unless it-ean
, .

beksupported by adequate faculty and other resources. Until. .re-;,

cently, enrollment growth automatically brought added resources

for new programs and for improvement ofexisting one;.. At pre4,

sent, howeverl, few institutions can anticipate additipfial.stu-
dents, much lessdded funds for,new programs. Over the next,

ten or fifteen years, institutional, segme tal, and even state
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budgeting will require careful attention to the distribution of /

P.eources among prograMs. This attention requtres greater reli

ance on: planning and program review than'in the past. Too often,

programmatic change (or lack of it) results from decisions made

for fi cal reasons only. Although' program reviews can be under- .-

taken ley for budgetary purposes, they'will lack primary focus

lin ed cational objecti Of greater value are thfse reviews

that informcongoing plann and,'tn turn; direct resource

allocation..

Our evaluation of procedures..that-reach projected programs, pro-
6

posed yrograms, 'and existing ones relies heavily on the concept ,

'of program review founded in basic planning and conducted as part

of angoing.planning. We are wel.lsaware of the ikepticismHthat.

surrounds planning and its implementation. Despite this skepti-

cism -- some of which we' share stake and,segmentalloverning

and cobrdinating:badies have responsibilities that can be exer-

4,ci.sed'only by,intervention in the affairs of indivi'dual institu=

tioni,' If th)sinterventiOn is: not to be ad hoc, arbitrary; and

fragmented, it must be guided by reasonably expl,icit.knowledge'.

of thel)rograMs that the institutions offer and plan to offer. A

In addition, state and segmental -program plans should be reason-

, ably e4licit about the prograMs that particular institutions

should offer and the criteril, by which such Aecisions are made.-
J.

Doubts about the efficacy of plans-and Planners should inform.

fhe nature and extent of state 4nd,segmental intervention, but

these ddubts should'not ueyeilt the necessary development of

'ordered program evectations that can only be called a "plan.'



i'bstdntf;e-Chan e-and 'Procedural Stabilit

Two kinds-of:reviews of existing programs takeplace:, An institu-
t

ti-on may examine one or more programs that it,offerS', or a state

agehcy or multic&pus systAl may c nduct statewide reviews --

that is, the evaluation of similar programs or disciplines (e.g.,'

engineering, education, history) across all or most institutions

in the state. Both are as critical to 'academic pl ar 'mg as the

'eValuation of newprogramhproposals or projections. But.statewide

or'segMentwide review of existing programs has not been of high

,
priority until recently. The reavdt for tne emerging iMportanceQ

of this type, of 'program. review and some eperiences in other states

r. - are reievant to eValuation in Cailifornia:

,.
.. ,

In a short paper on the. istory of progr eview, Harcieroad
,

_/'

(1980, p. 0 states that "Academic progr luation, as a

specialized term, arrived only recently in the jargon o6 higher

'education:" Beforybout 1975, segmental or:statewlde review

of. particular Program types was almost always,art of broad dis-

cussions of'statewide or multicampUS*governanceand cbOrdination,

usually a minor part (See Glenny and Hurst,: 1971; Lee and Bowen,

1971) . More recently, botc.4institutional and statewide program
.

review has received increising attention in scholarly publicatiohs

and, in administrative praCtice. But past neglect is understandable:

Planning was subordinated to budgeting during the period
_/-

of growth a subordination that unfortunately continues

in many cas . Program review was -apod remains moreclosely

related to p nning than to'budgetihg, and its protracte0

procedures have kept it from sharing budgeting's higher

priorities. .
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Program review is usually performed'at state or segmental

Levels. by administrators whose primary responsibilities-

are elsewhere. Neither institutional nor state agency pro--
0

gram 'eviewers have the support of organ-lied groups:, hei'e°

is no professional association for program:reviewers such

as the National Association of. College-and Univesity Btsiness
.

Officers (NACUB0) or the Society for College and University

Planning°(SCUP).
A

Program review's subordinationto budgeting and planning will

continue, with' separate Professional organizations oricareer Tad-

ders unlikely to appear for program reviewees. 'On the: other hand,

'there, remains a third reason for loW priority of progria. rev-iew,

one that is changing: This' reason is the need for program evaluation

in a period of ehrollutnt and fiscal stress.

When student and resources we more plentiful than likely-in

the next decade, program review was not very important to etther

administrativi'or faculty leaders, especially not segmental,or

statewide program review.. Controversy and interest arose from

time to time' over an Instttutibn's aspirations to offer a new

prbgram, but most often available funds could support faculty

initiative without disturbing funds for existing programs.. When

it be\came apparent that funds and students' could become scarce,

the Possibilities of retrenchment, consolidation, and termination

began to be discussed: A task force of f-the Education Commission

of the States raised the issue in 1973 (p. 51)

"With expanding enrollments in higher education in the-deCade

of the '60s, the process of discontinuing programs in higher

education at the statewide level occurred rarely, if 'at all.
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But ..: new enrollment projections clearly suggest the possi-

bility in 'the future of ,considerable consolidation, reorgani-

zation, and curtailment...".

The 1973 task force went on to suggest that although new program 4:$)

proposals' can' be ,j.udged on how they "fit the mission of the partic-

90

.
ular'inttitution and its tonstitutency, ihere must be a different

basisfor phasing out 'or reorganizpg existing programs" (p, 51,

emphasis added). The,task-fgrce.listed ten "factors" to be. consid-

ered in phating out or reorgariiziA programs, and later Barak

end Berdahl (1978, pp. 68-74) surveyed the incidence of the use

of these factors in a nationwide survey.

In 1980, the Education Commission of the States exemined approaches

to the review of new OrogramsAUring the coming decade, and ex-

panded on its earlier discussion of the emerging;importance of
. -

the review of existing programs (p. 47):'

"During the growth of higher education in the1950s- and 1960s,

states had a strong interest in deciding where new institutions

were to be built and what programs they were to offer. Although

,:`judgments were made with consideration for demand, for improve-

.ment of student access, for financing and for governance, polit-

ical expansionism and economic arguments oftemsuperseded-these

educational concerns. One result of this unplanned expansion

is that a number of,. states find themselves with a legacy of

too many institutions in the wrong place and with the wrong

programs. BecauSe these problems'will exacerbate as enroll-

ments decline, state program review will focus more on exist-

ing programs during the 1980s.."

The implications of enrollmentcprojections for state and segmental

planning and for.program review remain as ominous now as in 1973:



The jmpact=of statewide enrollment decline is distributed

unevenly among institutions and among programs within insti-

tutions: At many,campuses, some programs find it difflcult

to 'a' ract sufficient students tojustify.their Operational

costs.

State funding continues to be.based generallpon enrollment it

-numbers. With fewer students.and state funding declines,

iinititutions find it increasingly difficult to fund new

programs or to improve existing ones without shifting resources

way from others.

Competition for students increases: programs compete within

institutions; institutions compete within each public seg-

*.ment and across segments; the public sector competes with

the independent sector. The obvious danger is that competi-
.

tion maitake the form of reduction of program quality. or

change of institutional mission merely to maintain numbers.

The implications of statewIde,enrollment,decline clearly gilie

rise to the recent.interestin program review -- particularly

of existing programs. As first one cartipps and then apother find

it difficult to enroll the number' of ,tpdents expected, the'impli-
.

cations of enrollment stability or AecItne simply cannot' be ignored.

,But demographic changes have not been the only ones to raise planning

issues that program-review might address.._ Others are relevant:

Most coordinating agencies were established to.assure "Orderly
4c

growth." Charged with preventing "unnecessary duplication,"

some established procedures4or reviewing new program pro-
,

posals before a-planning context -had been developed;and

did so because of state governmental concern.over uneconomic.

proliferation of programs and ourses. It is not'Accidental



that it was the California legislature, not the iostitu-

tit:in 1 advisory Liaison Committee, that interposedthe re-

qui meet of s to higher' education agency approval, on the

ablishment of new campuses (Berdahl, 1971, p. 142). With

'rel atively. mi no exceptions , uneconomic proliferation is
.

no longer, an i sue.,:'.7ne educational implications of program

dupl i cati on rein

COordinating ag cies were established at a time when new

campu s were ein.gr nded at an.unprecedented rate.. 'The

st)a e's interest in assUFifig that the initial, steps taken -

by new administrator's and new faculties at new loCations

were appropriate was largely a responsibility of governing

boards -- in, California, the goverfiing boards of the Uni--

versity of California and the (then) California State Collves

and a yar ety of district boards for the (then) junior colleges.-
. , 3

$ The state higher education agency also had a role in its

advisorY responsibility to comment on new program -proposals.

Now colleges and univetsities are, for the most part, mature

institutions. Governing- nd coordinating proedures should

be resportsive to the maturation of,the campuses and colleges.

oThe two-year college)s in the United States are no longer

*eh as a primary place for sorting and selecting students

for continuation .'in four -year;- schools (Riesman; 1980, 41-

.,184-191). Most are .now distinctly, independent .institutions

with missions and constituencies of their own.- Even greater

ilideperidenCe from the.traditional bounds of higher education

in remedial,. avoiational, and!ommuni y education is being

.urged across the land. The question f whether two7year

colleges should engage.,in activities of historicall "col-

.legiate" cannot be 'answered here.° The question of whether



a state higher education agency should attempt to evaluate

such activities under procedures designed for "collegiate"

offerings is clearly presente4.

.Across all social and economic levels, the scholastic pre-

paration of prospective students for higher education has

declined. The day is long past when ill-prepared students

mighti tie dismissed as "individuals who l -ack the capacity

or the will to succeed in.their studies" (Californi,a Sfate

Department of Education, 1960, p. 66).

Other changes over the Past 15 or 20 years are equally critical

incfeasing concern with equal opportunity through affirmative

action for ethnic minorities and women;, increasing federal interest

through entitlement programs in studeilt.-nincial aid; technological

adva,nces in information collection and its uses;

for consumer protection.

and concern

Separately and in cooperation,'institutions; segments, and state

higher education agencies in California and elsewhere have responded

to most of these changes. For all of their reputed conservatism,

higher education institutions have been remarkably responsive

to the demands for social change. There is no reason to 'believe

that needs and demands for response to change will be less in

the next decade. But.dAlining enrollments and fiscal stringency

are likely to engender a "fortress mental-ay" that will resist

change. In ow, present context, the question is whether plann

and statewide program review''will or should have a isigni ant

role in enhancing the possibilities of successful responseto

change.

Program review receives subStantially.more attention than in the

R4st, but both the descriptive and the analytic literature is



more relevant to this report ut a .source of general concepts than

as one of specific suggzitions. At the analytic level, writers

focus on either institutional .program review or on that by - state

higher education agencies; the roles and functions of multicampus

segments are barely mentioned.

The major work in this area is Dressel's Handbook on; Academic.

Evaluation (1976), and it is undoubtedly of,great value'to insti-,

s.tutional planners and program revieweri. But-it recognizes the

existence of multicampus segments in only one sentence (p. 434) --

yet in.1976, for example, we found that less than 20 percent of

the institutional members of. National Association of State

Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC) were governed by

kseparate board; over 80 perCent were part of multicampus systems.

In discussion of evaluation of state higher education agencies,

he does not consider the differences between single, statewide

governing boards and coordinating agencies to be of "great signifi--

cance (p. .436). Dressel's 'discussion, is valuable -- if somewhat

one-sided -- in detailing the a&erse impacts that statewide or

segmentalprogram planning and-review can have on ind-Mdual campuses.

More directly related to progrlm review at the :state and segmental

levels, :a perceptive article by Dobald Smith states three primary

functions for such reviews (1980, p. 45):

lostabllshing:acontextwfthinwhich effeCti've institutional.

processes of program evaluation are at once encouraged,

facilitated, and made necessary;

4

conducting certain multi-institutional program evaluations

:for.purposes refleCting statewide rathel than institution-

-4.peeffic problems or concerns;
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41. protecting, insofar as possible, the primary responsibil-

ities of the faculties from interveritionsby agencies ex

ternal to.or disassociated from the academic community into

the work of judging academic,program quality or need.

The.first two functions stated' are indeed 'primary ones. We are

somewhat dubious about the third: Assuredly state executive and

legislative fiscal agencies (and these are Smith's concern) should

avoid intrusion into matters of academic judgment. Our experience

indicates that such intrusion is rare in situations in which the

first two functions are performed. Protection of academic pre-

rogatives is a benefit of statewide prbgramrplanning and review,

note a purpose that can be pursued or achieved in their absence.

Accountability for educational objectives cannot be separated*

from the processes which assure program quality at "the .institutional

level.

Smith, as does 1:1;essel,'recognizes the difference between a slngle

state governing board for all public institutions in a state-and

"boards of statR4level coordinating commissions." But-other thap

suggesting that there is "considerAble convergence" between the

two typeslof agencies (p. 43) does, lot further consider the dif-

ferences., Interestingly, Smith's article is titled "Multi-Campus

"System .Approaches to Academic Program Evaluation," and is con-

cerned with the roles ofsingle state governing boards, not multi-

( campus segments such'Yas the University of,California and the Cali-

fornia State University and Colleges.

We find little literature on the relationship's among the three

levels of programreview: institutional, segmental, and state

agency. The Education COmmission of the States mentions that

program review "in many states is complicated by the existence

of segmental systems that also engage in program review..." and
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only urges that "coordination amang all three levels is essential"

.(1980, p. 5I). .:Aside from a brief descriptive article about Oar-
,

)dination in Illinois (Groves, 1979L Millett's earlier comment

on the state of k owledge about relationships between multtpampus

segments and e higher education agencies'remains true today

(1975, p. 62):

"Although there has been one-major study of the multicampus

university (Lee and Bowen, 1971), and although there are two

important studies of state coordinating and governing boards

of higher education(Glenny, 1959and Berdahl, 1971), there

are no comparative studiesof the three different kinds of

structures.y Undoubtedly varying circumstances, varying history,

and varying personalities have had much to do, with the particular

arrangementsIhatexist in any particular state. Inthe absence

of any careful, empirical analysis of comparison or contrast,

one.must fall:back upon experience and observation .in order

to comment about these.different arrangements,"

Experience and observation* can b6 sUpplemented by the approaches

used by others to similar problems. An examination of program

review_brocedures in other states can-be informative, but these

procedurei must Ie.viewed in the context Trent:Timis diversity

in state organization, governance, and coordination of higher

eduPation.

* We bring to , s present evaluation extensive experience with

state-level*ordination and governance, with multicampus gayer-

nance, and;, --Of at least equal importance -- our 1979-80 exam-

ination of.tne response of inAidual institutions in California

to enrollment and financial stress.



A national survey'ofstate-level program review actiiiities.was

undertaken by Barak (1975, updated., 1979), and1hese activities

ire analyzed by Barak and Berdahl (1978). Theil^ studies are

summarized in thereport of a WICHE-NIMS workshop on Postsec-

ondary.Education,Program-Review (1980), and would appear to form

the basig for recommendations in this area in the recent report

on state-level,coordination and govtrnance of the Education Com-

mission of the States _(1989). . A collection of commissioned ar-

,
tides, of which the Donald Seth paper is one, is entitled Academic

Program Evaluation (Craven, Ed., 1980), and is patiticularly useful

in presentinglidth nstitutional and-state-level practices.

Some findings from other state-sdidies:

o The number of statewide dr intersegmental program reviews

should be kept small and be clearly focused on_particular

statewide issues to avoid duplication of institutional reviews.

4 ,*

Program reviews are notlikely to turn up great budgetdry

savings, but serve to achieve programmatic change, qualita--

tive improvement, and the orderly planning and development.

of new programs and options. Pruning of weak programs is

considered consistent with positive planning objectives.

ct

Each le'vel of administation:has a different and valid per-

spective on program review.- :The purposp.at:individual insti-

tutions is to maintain the. quality and currencypf progr'amt

and to facilitate the coordinateddeveloOmeft of .new 0-Ogram

altgrnatives within existing resources. Although leSs pre7

cisely defined, the role of segmental governing. boards is

to control the modification or:deletion 9f existing -pro

graMs for the purposes of facilitating the:strengthening

I Of other programs or the establiShing of new ones. .



Placing institiitional, and segmental program review

itructures under a statewide umbrella increasgs the legitirriacy
- .

of these. e forts in the' eyes of outside observers.

kequirir4 ;institutions to provide formal notice of intent
1

to..plan .for, a new program can avoid UnpeCeSsary:prepar-.

ation of detailed prop0Ols and can :focus, those that :are

prepared On state or segmental concerns.

Join% reviews by multicampus central offices arid insti=tutions

of recently established programs fill a gap in historical

:program review procedures.

o Aprogram "audit" is an examination of a program in terms

of a limited number of readily quantifiable indicators in-

tended to bring problem areas to the surfacO% At the iristi-

tritional level, audits may suggest the timing of ongoing

reviews as an alternative to conducting these on routine,

five-year cycles.

Program reviews, as opposed to program audits, lead to rec-

otimendations on program change. InstitUtions have the primary

responsbility for reviews, but these may be conducted by

segmental central offices or state coordinating agencies

where similar. programs across campuses raise questions of

possible duplication,, program capacity, or where such prob-

lems might arise from development of new programs.

The current heightened interest in statewide and segmental rekiews

"of existing pro'grams is clearly attributable to expectations of

enrollment decline and fiscal' stringency. This relationship is

unfortunate, for establishment or modification of review procedures

under present conditions is suspect as a "retrenchment" device,



not, as should be the case, "as an integiat part of institutional

mid-range and long-range'planning, rather than a -crisis reaction

to fiscal stringency" (Smith, D.K., 1975, pp. 9-10). The most

sophisticated review procedures are of little use unless those

at the campuses -- particularly the faculties -- internalize their

responsibility for continuous reexamination of program quality.

The California Context

The findings and recommendations in Part II require an under--

standing of the major and critical differences among the goverhin4"

and coordinatihg organizations in California. The California

Postsecondary, ,Education Commission (Commission), with Tesponsibil-

ities that comprehend the activities of'the three pub,lic segments

is first discussed, follOwed by examination of segmental differences.

The Commission:- Advice and Consultation

The responsibilities of the Commission comprehend not only the

activities of the three public segment. sobut, for example, extend

to the independent sector, to student-financial aid, and to admin-

istration of federal programs. To 'understand its role in Cali-

fornia, comparison and contrast with higher education agencies

in other states, rather than with the California segmental organ-

iza ions, is desirable. Of the three usual,categories of state

higher, education agencies, the Commission is in that considered

lie' 'Nieces t

California's Commission is an 'advisory coordinating agency.

It can give advice in narrowly defined areas -- as in thee.

establishment of new programs, but no one is required to

follow that advice. It is charged with integrating seg-

'mental plans, but not with planning for the segments. It



cash' offer advice on budgets only when other-executive and

legislative agencie quest-TE--TiOUt 13 states have ad-

coordinating agencies.

o Stronger'coordination" is found in about 18" states that rely
, .

on regulatory coordinating agencies that ma tiave specific

cademic tan-

enCies

of'such agen-
q

statutory authority over: budgets; planning,

dards, facilities, and other matters. The

Illinois, Maryland, and Tennessee are example

cies.

o Potentially, the strongest form of coordination is represented

bv:a single consolidated governing board that both governs

and coordinates all four-year institutions in a state. The

University of Wiscon System has such a board, and its

controls over new and existing programs are limited only

by equoationarand policy considerations. There are some

16 boards of this type.

In an earlier study of state-leverfiscal Stringency, we found-

that state budget offices were'farmore likely to rely on single

governing boards and regulatory coordinating agenOies.in the distri-

bution of programs and resources during fiscal stringency' than

qn advisbry agencies (Bowen and Glenny, 1976, p. 13). On the

other hand, the value of formal authority in a period of fiscal

stress may be overstated. Formal authority allows board to

shift fundsamong institutions, to terminat4 programs, or to prohibit

the initiation.of new ones. Such authority alloWs this imTediateir,

response to fiseal stringency, but often the difficult decisions

are delayed until a severe crisis develops. Long range plant

and implementing procedures'may not be in place. 'Over ft.iiie consis-

tent responses under plans, provide at least as much cr dibility' --

to an agency as does formal authority (Berdahl, 1975, p -5)..



An advisory coordinating agehcy,..such as the California Commission,

acqbires influence with state executive,and legislative agencies,

if at all, only through the ,quality and perceptiveness of its

studies and recommendations. To be effective, however, the Com-

mission must have credibility also with the segmental central

,offices and the institution's. Such credibility depends-not only

on the quality of its work but also on th'e perceived competafte

of.Commission staff and on their skills in negotiatioq and per
o

suasion.

During the first 15 yeaes of coordination in California, the state

.higher education agency (the Coordinattng Council on Higher Educa-

tion -- CCHE) had little credibility with either state agencies

or the segments. The reasons have been explored by others (Palola,

et al., 1970; and particularly Smelser, 1974, p. 123), and, we

need not repeat them here. What is important for the present

study is the increasing credibility of the Successor,Commisslon:

rifts advice was sought when s atg fiscal agencies implemented PrOp-

osition 13 and, when they cons ered the possible passage of the

revenue limiting ihitiative, P opositjon-9, itt early 1980; its

(
research reports'rgach current; emerging, and consequential issues --

e.g., the impact of differential uition on access, off-campus

instruction,- changing patterns-Of articulation, etc. For reasons

examined later, the Comthission's role in the review of new and

existing programs has not shared in,what we perceive as.the 9r6w-

Ang prestige, credibility, and ihf ce of e Commission.' 0

Segmental Diverslty: Plann-' lanned

The 1960 Master Plan for California higher education, whether

considered as a "plan" or a "treaty", (See Palola, et. al., 1970,

pp. 164-170), clearly mandated specific differences across the

segments that were to continue indefinitely. Planned statutory
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differentiation of function is the most visible aSpect of .seg-

mental diversity, but it has implications.for program review that

are less visible. Other factors -- planned and perhaps unin-

tended -- have equally important influence on statewide program

review

Planned Diversity. The two most critical aspects of the California.

Master Plan are (1) differentiation of function among the three

public segments and (2) differentiation of eligibility standards

for admission of students:

Differentiation-of Function. The Master Plan alloCates

responsibility for basic research, doctoral programs, and-pro-

fessional programs such as law and medicine to the University

of California. The State'University and Colleges share.respon-.

sibility for undergraduate education and graduate education through

the master's degree' with the University of California, but can '.

offer dolatoral programs only jointly with it or with independent

.7. institutions. The Community Colleges have responsibility for

lower division academic programs; for occupational and vocational

Programs that do not-'lead to an associate degree, andforN s&v16e

tb;local.'Odmmunitiet.

An important result of differentiation of function has been an

"automatic" distribution of most programs by degree level. Ne-Gr

CCHE nor the CoMmit'sionhas had to fate the'proliferation of pro_

grams that in other states: has required extensive and':c

reviews of existing offer0gs (Lbuislana, arid New York,

see Mingie, 078, pp. 60-64). Monitoring adherente to

dffferentiation of, function, largely through review of

remains a major responsibility of the 'Commission.

ontroverSTil

fOr example;

prescribed

new programs,:y



Differentiation of Eligibility Standards. Under Master

Planpolcy, eligibility to attend the UniVersity:of California

limited to the upper 121 percent of California's high school

graduates. The State University and Colleges can draw entering

freshmem from the upper one-third of h' school graduates, and

all California citizens- over the age o living in a district
4

may attend a local Community College,

6

The 61ferential eligibility standards, liven as they have been

relaxed by exceptions over the years, wereand are more exacting

as a matter olksiate policy than those tin.ot'her states. The high

selectivity' for the two four=year segMents was justified in rfew

of the authors of the Master Plan "because the junior colleges

relieve them of the burden of doing remedial work" (California

State Department of Education, 1960, p, 66). To deal with pro

spective ",numbers" as well as "quality," the authors' of the Master

Plan alto recommended-that even eligible lower 'division' applicants.

be diVerted from the four-year segMe* to the Cbmthunity Colleges:

The ratio of lower division to upper divisiOn'Undergraduates in

the four-year segments was to be reduced to, ..and maintained at,

60/40 (p'. 59). Thus, a number of high school grdluates would

be, required to enter a community college although'their

goal would be a baccalaureate, degree. AlthoU91 differential eli6f=

still a viable part of the statewide structures and

processes the 60/40 ratio is not

. .

The implicai4ons of differential eligibility standards for Pro-

gram review ;are more s tle.than those of S#ifferentiation of. .

5aohlaureate and master's'-programs at the Universit3%-of

California may be distinguished frOth those at the



State University and Colleges by the scholastic qualifiba

"tions of their student's es well as by program content.

.

o The existence and distribution of lower division academic

transfer programs in the Community Colleges appear to be

the only assurance. of ,access to for-year programs for-the

scholastically lower two-thirds of high school graduates

at least those. who cannot be admitted to avfournyeae segment
,

as an exception to regular. standards.

o Remedial education in the'Commlnity,Colleges is a matter

of statewide concern to the exten*thAt differential and

hf41tl / Selective eligibility,stindardt are supported by
ts

Unplanned Diversity. -Segmental program review'procedures are

part of the gOvereng and coordinating prOcesses of three very

diffeient segmental organizations. Some ,five'major differences

are relevant to thiS'feport:

Aft

Legal Structure and Responsibility: The multicampus Univer

sity of California and California State University and Colleges

have governing boards, but the Board of Governors of the Commun-

ity Colleges is a coordinating board. Far more than the two four
,

year segments, the Community.talIege central office depends on

specific statutory"-aUthdrity to obtain compliialce from the locall

governed institutions. fdr which it is responsible.

f.; Size. The University. of California has nine campuses; the

Caltforni*.5tate University and Colleges has ,19 and the Commun-

ity College central office is responsible for 106 colleges-in

70.(ifsti.icts. Program 't procedures, that are desirabl



featible in one segment may not inn ti simply because

of the numbers of prOdrams.and institutions -involved.

Financing and Budgeting. The'twd four=year segments receivit
.'state fueding based' on 'the nuMbers of students that,. they expettY.:,'':
to enroll . Although the bulk of fundt. so receitied!..i's-diktiyitiuted4.-;-:,
to the .institutions according to their prOdetted-4n-Oilnient,t;-..;
each-segMent can -shift some fundt among itstituit hen the

need arises". The. ComMuni eget on the other' ceive

s'fate:funds based on -actual student attendance in courss and

'programs that have been approved for- funding by the segmental

:central office. Within a:lreasOnabl e tolerance for the accuracy
bf:projections (2 percent)the two four-ye.ar segments his-tOrially
have adjusted to closed' -eilii:1.,e;ding..i.n.,cOnt;isi''to -past, almost

al l y ,open-ended funding of .the Coninunity; 'Colleges . The. exact

-form of firtlire Community College funding, 'is 'uncertain -but aban-
donmerit of open-ended fUnding is almost ceYtain.

,

Faculty Roles. The systemwide Faculty,Senate of the sgniver-
sity of California° has formal responsibil-ity..fa-'4ourses and de-
greesA, and it plays the major, substantive rOle in"-segthental: pro-
gram review. Fa,culty in -theState Univerp'ty. and Colleges ,have,-*

not had a similar role,,in segmental prodram review until the recent
establishment of a segmental Planning and Program Review Committee.
on which tke'ir reOesentatives sit ---the committee is advismiy
to the central of:tfte-administration. Faculty at the COMMUtlity,

Colleges have no role in segmental program review.

,

.The findings and recommendatiOnt.'which follow recognize existing
diversity and the:. value of continuing it They alsO recognize

hkt this diversity has been fostered bY, and is,a :part of a

state - supported system of higher edu'catton. Alth ugh- obscured
. g

by histiorical origins; differences in -legal autho-rtitY, and by
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variety cif funding fonmula5,1cthe interdependence of the institu-

tions in _au three 'segments is refl.:The Commission and the seg-*

mental Central offices must manage this interdependence, for they

have responsib4lity'for economical operation of programs across.

campuses And for student access on a geographical basis -- for

the distribution of programs across the state. State anckseg-
.

_mental' procedures must evidence accountability for program distri-
.

bution,bUt must not lose sight of the fact that only institutional

fKulty..andadministrators,can assure that programs, however Clistri-

,-

bUi.44ave value tO1 nd cotmunity.

.

. 1. s 4. C

,

d.

a



PART II. RECOMMENDATIONS

Our recommendations envisige an increased role for state and seg-

mental program review, but, for the most part; wtihout increasing

current Sate and. segmental authority: Thp first line.of.defense:

of instructional qualit\), must remain at each institution. The

nine recommendatiooSjel.14to'three broad, overlapping areas:

:pl6nning, new prograd procedures, and accountability.

1. Strengtheninfstate and segmental planning in its relation

_to reviewbf. new and existing programs is emphasized in

the first five recommendations for: °

iao basyng review of new and existing programs on operational
A

state and segmental program plans (RecOmmendation I);

developing operational segmental prOgam plans and insti-

tutional missions (Recommendation 2);

.

integrating segmental program plans into state plans

(Recommendation 3);,:.:f

2. Simplifying new 'program review.procedures to emphasize state::'

wide concerns is stressed in Recommendations 4 and .5 fcir:..;.:

shifting emphasis away from review of.deteqti proposals

to projections in program plans (Recommendation 4);

reducing the number offtretailed propoSals subject-ITN-

review by the Commission (Recommendation 5).

Increasing accobntability f$fr.Teducationat objectives is

Mpha4Azed in the fiRal four recommendations for:
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o increasing reliance on institutional and segmental re-

views of existing programs (Recommendation 6);

0 identifying and addressing statewide issues across seg-

mental boundaries (RecOmmendation 7)1

assessing the implementation of a small number of newly

established programs (Recommendation 8);

. _

o eliminatiflg the direct relationship between program and-

course approval and state -Punding:il:the Community Colleges

(Recommendation 9):
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RECOMMENDATION I. THE COMMISSION AND THE SEGMENTAL CENTRAL OFFICES

SHOULD BASE REVIEW OF NEW AND EXISTING PROGRAMS ON STATE AND"'

SEGMENTAL PROGRAM 'PLANS

Academic program planning insCalifornia's public sector should

consist of at least three levels of relatively formal activity:.

.

Each institution should have a mission from which operational

objectives can be derived to justify continuation of existing t"'

programs and to permit projection of new ones.

Each segment should have operational objectives in program

plans under which existing programs and those projected

in campus plansdan be analyzed and related to segmental

concerns that cross institutional boundaries.

41

3. The Commission should have a state plan under which existing

and projected pro'gi-ams in segmental plans can be analyzed

and related to statewide concerns that cross segmental bound-

aries.

The major criterion in evaluating either an existing program or

one that is projected for future establishment should be its con-

sistency -with, and contribution to, an institutional mission:

Discussion

The major finding of, this report is, that state and segmental reviews'

of new and existing programs, are not guided by ordered expectatiens

of the relationships between academic and occupational programs

and state and'segmental policies and planning objectives. Currently,

on '.a progrim-by-phgramPasis, each new institutional proposal

is measured by Coinnission and segmental central staff against



valid an0 important,. but almo*. free floating, concepts that in-

clude, for example, differenttion of 'function and unnecessary

-program duplication. These fra ented. reviews are blunt instruments

at best for reaching precise programmatic objectives. Is a new

program "unnecessarily duplicative" of one at a nearby campus?

Tile question can be answered only with knowledge of the ingtitu-

tional. missions and objectives., of the segmental plans for the

institutions, and of the Commission resolution or integration

of 'segmental plans.

We have no evidence that fragmented program review has caused

ahy harm to higher education in. California . .It is difficult to

know whether past controversies would have been avoided by pro-

gram plans or whether they would have merely moved to an earlier

stage of the process. Probably, however, program-by-program review

of detailed proposals has caused little harm because it has been

out of the mainstream of governing and. coordinating concerns at

the state level. In a period of growth, most new programs, could

be justified without difficulty. More recently =-.particularly:

since Proposition 13 -- programmatic issues have been subsumed

under more urgent fiscal ones.

Even in fra4mented form Commission and segmental program revi ws

have been of some help. They have not been idle exercises,

/they have been .a forum Iv which, statewide issues and objectives

\have been brought to b,egf on specific program proposals. Each

successive level of the currently required reviews of detailed

new program prdposals doubtless added something of value to the

programs. But the incremental values added were unlikely to be

worth,.the costs.

More shouldibe expected of the program review responsibilities

of the Commission and the segmental central offices than that
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they cause little harm and achieve some good. Reviews of new

and existing programs should be one of the major ongoing pro-

cesses for maintaining .the largest and most prestigious system

of publi higher education
, 1

t in the United States over the nextcc

decade. he balance of our recommendations state our belief that

this more valuable role can be achieved. by

placing review of new and existing programs on the firni

foundation of institu nal, segmental,-and state program.

plans;

-.-

simplifying procedures for review of new programs to high-.

light statewide issues for. resolution in the context of
l

program plans;

mo4ifyi:ng procedures for review of existing programs to

`reach issues of accountability_ for the objectives in pro-

..gram Pgjans.

7 t
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RECOMMENDATION 2. ALL SEGMENTS SHOULD.CONTINUE CURRENTjOORTS TO

7. DEVELOP OPERATIONAL PROGRAM PLANSANR-INSTITUTIONAL MISSIONS FOR'

USE IN REVIEWING INSTITUTIONAL.PROGRAM

Segmental program plans should aggregate institutional program pro=

jections and relate ,these to existing,programs at levels of gener-

ality determined by theneed to resolve relevant state and segmental

issues. Segmental program planning.shouId reflect unique segmental

responsibilities, organization, and governance,, to be operational,

each segmental plan should:

be based on a current inventory of existing programs;

ck state campus missioni with at least enough. specificiity, to n-

cl objectives of 'existing programs or program areak;

annually projeCt planned new programs or program area over

the next five years;

relate prOjected new programs to segmental.objectives, insti-

tutional missions, and similar programs elsewhere in the state,

segment, and region, where appropriate.

Discussion

Institutional missions and segm tal program planning are probably

more important than state-level Commission planning. Segmental ex-

pectations of institutions can :- at least in the two four-year)seg-

ments -- be encouraged by governing authoritMover budgetslpersonnel,

and buildings, as well as by'program plans,and program review. It,/),

is not accidental that program planningin the Commission and in

the Community Colleges, both coordinating -- not .governing agen-

cies,,lags behind that of the four-year.Segments. Nor is it .a coin-



cidence that program planningin the State University and Colleges

appears more effective than that in the University of California,

for the demaftaS of planning at segmental levels place it in the hands

of administrators.rather than!aculty. Administrators in the Cali

fornia State University and CollegeS central office have almost

comPlete control'over academic programs, a position enjoyed in the

University of California by the Faculty ,Senate..

Differences in governing vs. coordinating authority and-in admin-

istrative vs. faculty influence create differences in tpe ease with

which effective planning can be achieved and in the precise form

that it can take, but they are not excuses for avoidance of planning.

Community Col Tege .Progi.am- P1 anning

)

Currently. easy to _criticize segmental planning in the Com-

munity Colleges, but is is equally easy to understand the many prob-

!.,lems that make planning in this'segment almost.astronamically more

difficult thanin either the University of California or the Cali-

fornia State University and Colleges. It is far.more difficult to

suggest solutions than to state;the problems.

The Community Colleges issue .14e-Yeir''Plan
,

Colleges, 1976B) and updated it:,,.. lao apts
X ..-

on program review. Institutional ,program offering.

are collected and published (California CommUni

Although extensive data is collected4,0140s fra

and "there is no assurance that aWailleges are

(California Community Colleges', (1979A, Inst 0410040rO-
.

gram projections are sent to the Commission WithOut,driirysis by the

Community College central staff, and the Commission:staff do not

analyze them because of their apparent inaccuracy (See Appendix A)-

4 (7)
, .



Plannfng in the Community Colleges does not provide a fruitful

ontext for-Segmental program review.

As a planning agency, the Community College central office shares

with the Commission the problems of being primarily a coordinat

ing body. The sheer number of districts and campuses and their

great diversity pose obvious problems, and so does the dependence

program offerings - especially occupational oncis=-- on widely

jvarying, sometimes rapidly changing, local community needs. Most

recently, the greatly increased dependence on state funds had

dominated, and continues to dominate, Community College central

office priorities. Four, additional limiting conditions on effec-

tive planning- are found:

("Compliance with legislative mandates and assuring district

and college compliance dominateCee*al staff activity.

The number of mandates is legion Ihussbaum, 1979A), and

mandated prior review and approval of all .new credit pro-

grams and courses is one of particular concern to this study.

Z. The Community-College central office complies with the legis-

lative mandates as best it can within limited re-sources,

but lacks an organizing purpose from which compliance with

what the'raw requires can be extended to educational leader-

ship to benefit students and the state.r
i The Community College central staff-concerned with program

review appear to view the districts and colleges with dis-

trust and suspicion. .S.qmetension between the coordinators

and the.coordinated is both inevitable and healthy,-but

the attitudes of the,Community College central staff were

quite different than those found in the central offices

of the two four-year.segments.



46

4. In urban areas, district boundaries can artificially limit

student access and rational program distribution among id-

jacent districti. At the same time, very large multicampus

districts can plan for, and differentiate among; a number

of colleges serving Targe-population centers,.

These fo ting conditions64re serious, and the first three

) may be inher t in the lack of clarity of-purpose or missionof

the two-year colleges. An experienced and perceptive observer

suggested that the two-year institutions differ 'from the four-

year ones in lacking public consensus on their offerings. The

dominance of mandate over,discretioA, the uncertain role of the

central office, and the distrust of districts and colleges may

all have a common source in reasonable difference's of opinion

about the substance of two-year college offerings. Effective

program planning and review in the Community Colleges may be de-

pendent on resolution of disputes over educational. matters --

controversy that oversimplified under the rubrics of "basket:-

meaving" and "macrame."

Recommended Change. The Community College central office should

assume a leadership role in educational policy in its areas of

statewide responsibility. It should require realistic district

and college' program plans, should develop aPpropriate classifi-

cations for analysis of them that are related to statewide Con,-

cerns, and should,prepai-e segmental program plans that reflect, "4k
'TN4-

sudvanalysis and state and segmental educational policies. tNiA

Historical origins in the public schools, lack 'of cpubli andr,_

professional consensus on program offerings; largely_,LcoordinatiL ng

rather than govening authority; and complex and uncertain state

funding procedures combine .to make effective-planning in the

Community Colle4es far more; difficult to achieve:than in thef

other two 0 plic segments.



CaliforniaState University and:40*s Program Planning

Currently. ?rogram plannitig,** alifornia State University .

and Colleges is highly structured at the segmental level, and

has a_ long history. New prOgrams are projected by campuses and

reviewed by the segMental
central office in the Context of those

projected in the:Plans. of all campuse (See Appendix. C).

recently, however, emphasis has been on review of the detailed

proposals that are subsequently submitted, Currently, review

of projected programs is receiving greater emphasis. .Planning

procures have been *).ecently modified to require that campuses

justify 'the new programs that are pftjected in plans in terms

of campus missions-: The additional planning requirements seem,

directed primarily toward improving campus academic planning,

but their benefits also enhance the prOgram planning and.rleyiew

capabiliftes of the central office of the California StateUni

versity and College's: Attention is being deliberately shifted

from detailed proposals to program projections that are briefly

and expreisly related to emerging c pus missions.

Recommended-Cft rage. We assume that th shift toward greater em-

phasis,on review of program projections will continue and that

the Commission will be informed of the results of the_ analyses

whenever appropriate. If this is the case, the procedures in

the Cal iforni a State University;:and: Colleges may provide 'a MOW

for the other segments -- not ones specific formal procedures,

Out rather of the concepts tat s recommendation endorses.

University of Cal ifornia Program Planning

Currently. pniversity,,of California prOgram Planning at the-seg-
. .7

Mental ''level fsiin the.fihal stages :of..change. At present;',1the

centralvoffice,.collects campus'projectfcins of new. programs by ,



title only, largely, we .b,elieve, becauSe..df Commission requikts
that it do so. These pritections are forwarded to the Corn-
mission with analisis being limited to reconciliatidn of the ;cur-
rent projections with earl ier ones (See appendix E). Programs

_ -
so projected range, from those in the'final stages of approval

, to those that are'Mere-aipsirations. The segmental:Facuity:Senate
, -

(to which autfiority over programs and,courses- has been delegated,
by the governing board) dOes-nott rppear to be a party to the pro-
jections forwarded to the Commtssion. In a structured, but largely'
undocumented, three-year rolling 'resource allocation process that
involves a number,of "campus visits,'.' campus,program plans arid .0
projected4prograins are discussed for both biolgetry and academi<
planning purposes. (Bowen and Archibald, 1977,%Pp.-11647).

Recommended Change. Although still, under' discussion, erner9tng.
UniVersity of California planning procedures contemplate that
the central office will, ,review new programs. to acyWe "their
consistency with major Universitywide objectives ... -[and] ....
selective .coverage on each campus in light:of local strengths
and opportunities" (UniV0sity of California, 1980C,'-pi 52).

13eveloping more precise carripusAltssions -- "selective coverage"
after.a.history of Igeneral campus" aspirations will not be easy.
It is necessary, however, and shoirld result in more informed .jus%fs.,
tification to the Commission than4 the past of new.programs
that, on,their face, are duplicative of those.at other campuses.' -...;r"
And responsibilities for researdk-and doctoral education. along

- 'with the Jegitimate authority of the faculty over academic pro-
,.

lrams will probably prevent.University, of California program .plan-
ning from being as orderly,,and formal; ak-:that in the California
State University and Colleges. The cliabges ,recommended this
report appear consistent with the direction of emerging..prOcedures
in the University of California.



ligcomplepTioN.ThEommissidif:sHouLD ANNUALLY INTEGRATE SEGMENTAL

'pRoARot,104,1N:k#ATOiloGRAm PLAN THAT INCORPORATES EXISTING
'

PROGRAMS .PROGRAMS FOR A7640.:10 FIVE YEAR PERIOP,..
ry,°-

The Commission's ,statutory responsibflityrfot preparing a five-

year state plan .for 'Poi:tiecondary education and updating it annually

should'beinterPreted to include integrating segmental program

. plans.intO a state program plan. Such a state program plan would

be in addition td, not a substitute for, the current issue- oriented

Commission planning processes. -4ka:Minimum, the integrated- state

Progfam plan should:_

Ofst the neW-phigramst Rrojected in Isegmental.brogram plans

by 01.e and by projected date for establ4hment;-
,

tatewide issues; ifany., raised'Oy,the pro=

ams;

detail the resolution of the,..iia:6.issuei pretented;

identify issues to be included in the'revielli.a Sqgmental

program plans for the following year.

Commission ana'segmeaal central office staff shouldlnakediligent

efforts in the progilam planning process to retolve most ftat ide
.,

issues -- possible unnecessary .duplication, appi-opri te

differentiation of-function-, etc. -- at leatt two years prior

to the date planned for establishment of the projected new program.

Discussion

The law and current Commission guidelines for Program review are,

we,believe-oonsistent with ,this%recOmmendation., BUi)Ctiangeit:



..
required because practice has not, `despite gOtid intent, been' con-

.sistent with policies. Commissimstaff is justified in..,attri-;
buting much of the inconsistency; of practice to shifting policy.
priorities%'turnover uf.-,s,taff and leadership,-Some lack of respon-
siveness of one segmental. central of'fice, and, most recently,
general dis-ruption in the aftermath.of. Proposition 13 We-dbt.
not,underestimate these difficulties, many of which will per-es
sist, but if effective program planning is given higher;pridrity
by the Commission, it can be achieved.

CUrrenty: The-emphatis'.iipthe.Commission in its first Five-
Year

I k

Plan (California Postsecondary Education Commission, 1975)
has .been on stateide'issires' that are not related to specific
prograrps .T i s emphasis isnecesstry and should be continued

: it informs...Commissjon,initiatives and responses atthe state level
in its :difficult and tenuot.istm'i dd.} POSi ti ori bet-weer) the .igments

and state ,government. But the : Commission's statutory Charge to
"integrate the!plarining efforts of the,;puti):1C segmente (Education
Code', Sec. 06011 can be interpreted to include another form of
planning Existing academic and occupational .programs
ordered along Witn:orojectea new programs that -are iri-thelplan-

.

ning stage. The precise form of ordering would depend on the
reason for analysis Although integration alcing",'ihis fine was
originally contemplated;,:it Seems -,to have become inCidental to
he- Convils4i on ' s issue,-oriented planning (e.g.: the :limited dis-

,. .
aliSsion of planning-and program review relationships ,in a recent
update. Cali forma 'Postsecondary Education, Commi ssiqri, 1978C, -

pp. 29 -30).
4

BecaUse integrated PrOgrarn, planning% is 1 acving, the segments cur-

rently submit only the titles of projected programs at the plan- '"
ning stage This weals proceduh, leads staff toelievijhighly
detailed new program..Proposals' on a" fragmented, program-by-program



basis. Detailed proposals encourage probes of curricular and

staffing deta.ils to the detriment of attention to statewide con-

cerns and institutional missions.

Recommended ;Change. Commission staff should develop an integrate

Orogram plan from segmenta-l--Oroiram.plansk The Commission and

-the. sggmental central offices should resolve :stateviide issues

they .arise in 'projections of programs two to ;five years in

advance of their estabi i shnent. Resol utiOn iohon .no
de e-

ferred in 'the absence of explicit justification' based, :on pending

or proposed studies o0' on a need fore additional infbrmation direqt:

ly related tos-the program under consideration.

The intent of this recommendationii to require the,Commission

to expine new and existing programs at a level of generality

appropriate to -fts statewide concerns -- to examine the forest

r#ther than the trees It is not the intent to have,the integrated
. n .

..state program plan be one from which deviation would be considered

a- defeit. Program projections have not been particularly rel iable

in thepast (Elms, 1980, p./178; Lee and'Bowen, .1975; p. 44),

although.reliability may increase when more than a title must

be projected. :,.8ut needs change over time, and'resOonse to ttiese.'

may be urgent, Oarticularly for occupational programs in the Commu-

nity Colieges. Changing needs, social conditions, funding, and

faculty minds all require an expectation that the integrated-.

to program plan adapt with ease to additions and deletions.

projected programs'.

The Commissiioni.'s integrated State program plan should be consick

ered.primarily a framework fbi. analysis. Only secondarily, if

:at all, should ft,,,be, taken as a reflection of CoMmission expec-

tations, that'particular programs will be established on a day'
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certain. This .icommendati on i ; intended ,.to.

.

tithe Conm!ission.'-s autpority ofer, and
acadeiic program plabning., ' .'

,.

a

focasv,not t4inCreast,
y ,or,,i ";esponsi

t 5,

r.
,

.Should: there be4'widek.d4tr.ibutin-of the irftegrIted state program
,

plan with its orderly prOjectiOns, eaf riOvv-Programs into trTe future?
Certainly; faculty and acim*nistrators'at.adh institUtion
should 'know the piEesentdftlans 'of, ill others when th9se have. reached,
the Stage cif foriN1 projection°. On the other; .harrf, high, school

and other rstudent couhselors might well live.projectfons a

formar widelidistik-ibutedplin more credence than. is ' warrented;'
current ''projectiOnt of the ,Unilfersity of California and the State*

and Golleges that are reviewed by the,'CornmissiOnr.are

not widely ?diatributed for that reason. We would urge as wide

edistribution as possible, but with suitable warning about, the
possibilities of change.

Implementation of this':recomMendation should not increase.'Comission

staff workload. Time now used :for: reviewing detailed propsoals,,,.

`:'would shift to reviewing them as- projections'in segmental
The recommendation would require closer working relltionsiitp.s
betweenCommissiOn planning staff anq tikose responsible for pro-
gram review.



RECOMMENDATION 4. .THE COMMISSION,.IN REVIEW OF NEW PROGRAMS,

SHOULD SHIFT EMPHASIS FROM DETAILED INDIVIDUAL PROPOSALS TO SUMMARY

PROJECTIONS OF PROGRAMS THAT APPEAR' IN SEGMENTAL PROGRAM-PLANS.

0,
The' COmmission should evaluate new programs at the planning stage

and at a level of aggregation and generality that is appropriate
for consideration. of statewiile concerns that cross segment-al bound-

aries. Institutional program plans and the segmental program

plans thal3 aggregate 916 consolidate them should project new pro

grams ft.omtwo to five years in advance. As part of the state

program planning process, the ConinissiOn should be funnished with

a substantive, but-brief; "prospectus of each projected program

trig would irtclude:

2 ,

a description of the program, ,as wel,1 as the title;

a statement, of the perceived need for the program;',

a 'statement of the relationship 9f the program torthe:insti,
tutional mission and to other programs at theinstitution;

.0(:

an identification'of the statewide or segmentwide issues,
if any, presented by the projected pro ram, and a state-.

ment of their resolution or proposed resolution.

Segmental central offices shotild consjder similar shifts in emphasis

their revew of hew prOgrams planned and prOpOsed by institutions.

recompendation complementi 'those for program pl'anning strU-

tures and processeS. Progran4 anning uti I 1: enhance the capacity

of the COnission and the segmental central office:to reach :and
_ .



resolve issues of statewid'and segmental concern. .Implementationr.

of the present recommendation will simplify and reduce-institutional

involvement in CommigApon processes.

Donald.Smi,th (1980, p. 45) states that a primary function of program

review'at the state and segmental level should be."establishing

a scontext within which effective institutional processes of pro-

gram review are at once encouraged, faciTitated, and made necessary.

Current requirements that every,detailed proposal for a new program

must be subject to review by the Commission are not a-context

for effectIve institutional planning.

Opinion was ,unanimous during'the,.Interviews that eVettive program

review requireS that those conducting it believe in the, usefulness

of their efforts. State-and segMental pdliciesshouWencouragee

camObs,perceRtions of usefulgess by allowing "ipe widest l'atitude

for institutional electiOn of policies' and proeedures for devel-

oping their own evaluation,practices (Smith, D. K.', 1980; p. 47) .

At state and segmental levels, the easy decision is to,"ask for

everything from everybody," and then to ibnithromgh,what is given
a

for solutions. The easy decisimatAhese levels is notthe easy

one for the institutions, nor is it the most likily one to reach

critical statewide issues. A more difffddlt decision requires

discrimination-between what should be .required from the institutions

and whai should not on grounds of explicit statewide or segmental

concerns: It _is this more difficult course that is recommended

here.

Currently. The law requires 'the Commission "to review proposals

by the public segments for new programs" (Education Code, Sec.

66903). It defines new programs as 'a sequence of courses leading
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to a degree or certificate, and appears to limit these.. to programs

that "have not appeared in a segment's or district's academic

plan within the previous two years..." (Education dode, Sec.

66904). ,Commission guidelines state (California Posttsecondary.

Education Commission, .19,75, p. F-6):

"By consider'ing programs two to five years.prior to their

intended implementation date, Commission staff will diminish

the need to subject each program proposal to intensive revig..

The staff will nevertheless,requal as informaiion copies,

proposals for all programs apprord by-ti5e.segments and will.

reserve the right .to comment on any-proposal submitted."

In the absence of :integrated grogram planning, projected programs

have not been screened out In 1978, Commission staff identified

over1,000 projected programs as representingpossible unnecessary

duplication or questionable need", and stated that these would

"be reviewed thoroughly by. Commission Staff" (California Post-

.secondary Education Commission, 19788, p. 15): This large number

should be contrasted to the 139 new program proposals actually

reviewed in.1976-77 and the 136 in 1977-78 (California Postsec--;

ondary Education Commission,1978B, p. 1) knstgad of screening

Out programs at the planning ,stage,- review.Pf projecteciprograms

has been a net in which they werecatghi'for'1,.00,q1;i;ns4e"

review.

Our criticism is of the process, not of staff, Whose fault, if

any, is,in overabundance of caution. An operational program plan

3

-

ninn context does not exist, and the titles of the projected
,

programs are available for review. Caution is understandable.

he other hand, the large number of programs identified for

tensive" review in 1978 is some evidence of little attention

toiltne cost of the caution. Interviews provided additional evid-
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nce'at both Commission and segmental' staff TeVere. We did not

find as much concern as we expected about the burdeithat prepar-

ation of detailed new program proposals imposes on institutional

faculty and staff. Yet this burden obviously erodes time avail-

able for primary responsibilities;

and may encourage controversy:

moreover, it discourages risk

.

The establishment of a new program eritkils substantialrisk,

on the part of its proponents -- parttcularly now that iu0.1.,

port must be drawn from another part of the inst4t4tiCTC,.

Risk must b4Pbncouraged,"however, for neither expanding:,

knowledge .nor;community needs will diminishibecause of de,, e

clines in enrollment or state revenues. Unnecessarily cum- =

bersome procedures have what' a college president called,

a "chilling effect" on institutional initiative. Institutions

should be able to test creative ideas at.segmental and Com-

mission.levels withoui the burden of preparing lengthyiand

detailed proposals.

If faculty and adMinistrators may be reluctant to undertake

a new venture.becau* Of burdensome pTocedures, they:are
110:.

reluctant toabandon even minor facets of it once a :detailed..

.proposal has been prepared..H. Current prbcedures probably

assure:unnecessarily. spirited defense of. trivia:

Recommended Change Under this recommendation, ComMiss'ion

would review short, summary 'projections of new programs rather

than detailed proposals:

New programs should be projected in segmental plans at least

Ewa'.
years in advance, and the Commission, should be furnished

with a brief but substantive "prOspectus" for each
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Either by cover letter forwarding. nstitutional program

Projections or in a segmental program plan consolidating

these, the segaental central offices should -advise the,.

Commission of segmental and statewide issue& presented and

the resolution of them. Segmentaisubmissions should.review

the projected_programs of all their institutions for the

entire, period for which projections are made.

Our recommended program planning and'review procedures would sub-

stitute brief statements of projections for most types of detailed

Proposals. But even greater simplification may be possible:.

o We seriously question whether the Comnitsion shoul,a'review.

new occupational certificates either as proposals 'or as

projections. .Rapid institutional response to changing

employment market, is not, conducive.tb accurateLlong-term

planning. Moredimr, CommisSion staff AuaTifidatiqns'for

state-level planding'and'prooram review are notlikelyto';

include sensitivity to the noncollegiate roles of.the

ear colleges-

Proposals for 4 undergraduate degree, programs in tradftioneI
F,

liberal arts areas the University of Californta.a410.--.-'

the California State University and Colleges are ridw.ap6ar',8

ently received "for jnformation" only by the Commissio6,.

although the right to comment on them is reserved...It would

seem that little of value would be lost ifapprdva.1 'of; 'all

but certain specified baccalaureate and associate degree

'Programs were the responsibility of the segmental centra`

The Commission cannot, of course,'ignore all occumtional Progi'ams

and all undergraduate and associate degree one's. Assurance that



institutional Offerings are within Matter Plan boundaries of

differentiation of function need, not subject every new program

to possible detailed examination of curriculum, staffing, and

the like. Specific statewide program concerns --.e.g:, computer

science and technology, biomedical technology, etc. arise,

from an economic need to limit access on a regional basis, for

exampTe, or from articulation issues between two-year and four-

year institutions. The Commission might avoid seeing even,pro

jections for certificate and undergraduate degree programs that

do-not fall within identified areas of state concern. Access

to'segmental program plans,would show when the segments were pro-

.jetting programs outside of these',areas, and coUld.alert the Com-

..",'POSAiOn to emerging state issues.

,-
.



RECOMMENDATION 5.- THE COMMIS5IONSHOULDREVIEW:DETAILED NEW

PROGRAM PROPOSALS ONLY 1NAXCEPTIONAL.SITUATION5.

The Commission should base decisions about new programs or the

..isummary statements. of the programt that are projected in'annu

'segmental program plans. l*initial of a progr
*

twOtto five Yeeil before its planned establment, may,consist
.,,.

of 'or t+ two-or three brief paragraphs, but it.should be suffic-

iently specific to raise possible, substantial statewide-qiues -7

e.g., access, possible unnecessary program duplication, etc. Com-

F

missip and segmental central officd-staff should identify, explore,

and resolve these:Assues as the projected date for prograklestablish-
,

$. merit moves forward in successive segmental.progravlars.

In exceptiomil situation , the Commission may be require4 to

review detailed propOsals, and may do so if:

The program has not been projected in prior segMental,plans.

o The issue is such that a decitlon,wOutb require informgOon

notavaiTable until shortly before the orojected.ditefor

prograM establishMent a decision may turn;on

meat trendsAn similar programs' at other campuses in .the

region; or on completion of articulation agreements, etc.-

.

The Commission, :should not defer comment on a program projected,

"in'a segmental plan without stating the reason for deferred comment

and advising the'.segrien, of the additional information required.

Discussion.

This recommendation is separately st9ed for emphasis. It is

discUssed at length under Recommendation 4 which proposes shifting
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the current emphasis away from review of detailed proposals to

earlier review of summary statements of projected new programs

in segmental program plans.

AlthouliyrOiew of',individual proposals without the context of

,,,,,state or segMental program plan can reach mine statewide issues

tz:V(A2.g., reminding a segment of its responsibil ities, for regional

distribution of graduate programs), experience suggests that it

may not do so (e.g., issues raised concerning a new school of

public health in San Diego). ,'Additionally, fragmented examination

of detailed proposOli encourages excessive attention,:cig.curricuTar

particulars that are matters of judgment for institAional, faculty..

omission and Segmental program reviewe?.should 'be persons lirith

prOpriate' itademic backgrounds; but thess.:baokrounds make it-.
, ..-

'almost Impossible, for them to ,avOidacting rwthough they were

P0004,of a campuS ourricululiyCom01:404 when faced with a detailed

04.404alOne experiencecL staff member :suggested that the detail
,

)program proposals: subMergedanalysis of state or segmental:

''linder.:a sea of criticism of curricular:

Currently. BeCause of lack Of an integrated state program plan'

and because of requirements for information copies, all detailed

new program proposals are subject. to review and comment by the'-

Commission.

Recommended Change,- :Only brief summary statementSof the new

prOgrams:projeCted in segmental progra0 plans would be,reViewed.

The only exceptions would be ,thOse:regarding'new programs that

are not projected:in plans and *se that require specific studies'

or .More current information than would be available at the pro-

:pction stage..



Perhaps the major problem that we foresee with implementation_

of this recctmmendation arises from difficulty, in accurately
projecting. Community College occupational programs:

`Occupational programs are intended to be responsive-to air-
,.

rent local needs, and a short lead time between perception.?

of the 'need and establishment of the program is esserrtial.

It would Seem -likely that most note. projected- in_

segmental, plans two years or more in advance.,vould be occu-

pationai.'.prOii-ams not projected:tn Community College seg-

mental plans,

But if the,Coithistion is to review detailed proposals of-'.;

all 'programs not projected ..two,years in advance of estaP-.

lishment, then 'most of its reviews. 'be of detailed.::
r-

proposals for nOw occupational _programs. 'Neither

experience nor qualification, are Commission staff likely
to be sensitiv,e, to -local community °needs, to the instruc-
tional' requirements of occupational programs, or to, the

possible urgendy of eStabl ishment.

fls- suggested elsewhere in this report, the Commission. might limit

its program planning tor occupational programs to 'specifically
identified programmatic:areas; and rely on the Community College

central office :to be the final review agency for the great bulk

of occupational program projections and proposals'. The Community ?.
College' central off-ice-ihoulci consider.- the necessity for its own

prior review cif all of these progrAt.
/41'1



RECOMMENDATION 6.. THEsEGMENTAL:CENTRAL OFFICES' SHOULP.CONTINUE

TO DEVELOP'AND IMPROVE.PROCEDURES,FW *PAL REVIEW EXISTING'

PROGRAMS, ANOSHOULb'SUPPORT EMERGiNG.;IN TITUTIONAL PLANNING; AND::

00

. ,

71.EW PROCESSES.

. -

%Ikilhe segmental
4
central cest d .4sSUme primary responsibility'

assuring that existing:pr grams fat their institutions are

consistentwith state and'segmental objectives and program plans.

at leastan informal basisE;the other segMents. and the

omission should be advised of prospective segmentwide

reviews of existing programS or program areas. /

The Community Colleges cObtral office :should (1 deteriiine

whether its,.current procedures for rfew of existing'occu-'

- pati6bal progeams (COPES, SAM, etc ) are ,adequate to meet

segmental program planning responsibilities; and (2) develOp

guidelines for identifying Areasxin which legmentwtdeTeview

may be; required to resolve issues relating.to existing academic

programs.

The central office of the California State University and.

Colleges should develop guidelines.for identifying,a-eis

in which segmentwide review may be required to resolve Seg-

mental program issues.

The:central,offioe of ,the ,Unlyersity Of California should

develop, to the extentjeaOble, comparable

of instructional data::elaments for use:by.the campuses in

review of:.eXisttng programs..
0

All institutions should have program planning and revie( w processes
(

that relate existing proOams, projected new programs, institutional



mistion, and Instructional staffingjeveltfto 4iidgeta :'decisions.

The segmental central offices .should : encourage and
.^

tuppOrt the.
. . .

development of these processes.

Discussion .

A Major function of "multi -campus" ,level progr view is -"con

ducpng certain multi - institutional pr'ogrAm valuations .for

purposes reflecting statewide rather, than inst ut n.speciffc

problems or concerns" (Smith, 0:K., ,1980,:p-. "Statewide"

concerns arise both at the-Commission,- where state. governmental_ ,

pol icy issues, are brought to an intersegmental focut,. and at' the'

segmental central offices 'which have- geographic stat6tide

bi iti 'wider the Master Plan Our primary concern in this

recommendation is with segmental review of ekisting.pro§rams
.

across camputes. An equally important isstle, even in -a ,-stud

of statewide program -review -- is se'gmeritarcentral..offiae
requirements for, and interest fit, institutional; reviews of

existing programs.

Community. Col lege Procedures

Currentl y. Community Col lege procedures for' reView of al 1 occu-

pational pro-grains across all colleges on a four-yeai'f'cyCle differ

substantially from those in the two fourlyear segments Community

Col lege procedures are more comorehensive, involve central pffice-
.scheduling, and appear to be considered a permanent planning- and

review activity (See Appendix B). Earlier evaluations of .the

major element in the procedures The Community College OcCupa-

tional Programs Evaluation System (COPES) -"- recommended "Identi-

fication of exemplaiv occupationai education programs and pric?

tices to assist Other colleges" (California Community Col l eges,-

1976A, p. 11); and. see Auvil - 1980, in which similar recommenda-
6?



tions appear- for federally.. funded projects). rt contemplated

that ,the results_ of the 'four'-year Cycle reviews. will inforM seg-
'Mental plahning (Morris, .1980), but it does not appear that segue-:
mental cefitral -.staff keep Commission staff routinely ififormed
of these plans. In contrast to the carefully structured 'review;.

Procedures. 'for o:9cupatici tal: program's, it does not appear that
the Community' College central 'Pf-ri,te -plans 'examination of ecademie..

a.

..,:programt acrosi campuses.

Recommended Change.- Current procedures for review of:occuptional
:programs should *continue, but should be assessed for utility in

segniental progra kp 1 anti i ng. The Commission stir:1'111d be' advi sed-

of the results of these rev-iews. Because of t*.apparentlyishriiik-
ing numbers .of transfer' students and courses :in the. colleges ,1

,

the ComMunity College 'central office should develop 'procedures
for identifYing possible issues relating to aca4emic programs:
and for assessing these on a Segmetawide bas4 s

Procedur, s of the State- UniversitY and:Col:106es-

Curren y. The State University and Colleges:. is presently-engaged

in. a tw ear study of teacher education to examin the segmental ..:

mission in this area, to review campUs prografifs'Irom -a segmental
perspective, .and to make recommendations for improVement (California

dnivers&ty and .Col tiges, 1980A, P. 80 Similar intraseg7.
mental reviews; been Conducted in the past,, with
somewhat, 10s '- frequency . than In the ..University 0:f';californ i a... ,

On a" less basis , se-gineitial central .office
examines" the extensive,. quant.itative :data ataillable to if for .
evidence .of possibj cross-canipus cerfis;,(s. and }Bowen, 1'975;

PP. 54'4P-; fit'



Recommended Change. The California State University and Colleges

should continue, existing procedures:* adopt -procedures for :identi-

fying segmenial issues that may require cross,campus revieW; and,,

notify early the Commission and ottier segments :of prospeCtive0"

studieS;

University of Cal i forni a Procedures

Currently. The University:of California presently has engineer-,

ing under study in a cross7camptis review of existing programs.

In an earlier. study intrasegmental 'review of education, the nine

member review committtee included representatives .ftom the indepen-

dent sector, the State Department of Education, and the State

University and Colleges (Cheit, et. al 1976). Similar intraseg-

mental reviews have been conducted since about 1974,(See Lee and

Bowen, 1975, pp. 52-53),, Recently, the. University of California
centiral$ office .ad9pted formal policies for identifying and Con
Aticting intrasegmental reviews (Saxon,. 1980):

Recommended Change. The University of California 'should continue

-existing proCedures,, and notify early the Commission and dther

segments of.prospective studies. An earlier Wniversity study'

of institutional prqcedures. recommended .the devel dpment of infor-

mation for use across campum,yo increase the utility of institu-.
tional reviews (University of Cal ifornia, 1976, p. 19). We endorse

. .

this recommendation. ',The Commission i-ecommended that the University

"undertake. more systemwide ,eval uatoris*of specific program`

(Ca.lifornia postsecondary Education Commitsion, 1978B, p 24),

suggesting that they be as frequent as resources might

SuCh reviews are useful , but their frequency. should be determined

by the need .to decide substantial segmental issuet, not, by resource

availability. The cost n\ time and disrupted rel ationships may

be greater than the doll ar ',cost of the review;
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Institutional .Revrews 'of .8isting Programs

Most intictutio`nal reviews of existing prograps are of two general'
types:

i. Individual pruogramsor Progyam:areas are reviewed inten-
stvely0y. faculty for the purpose of p'rograrfr improvement.

, In the State University, and Colleges, institutions must
r4 review a program every five years and the sufgar results

x.

arCreported to the central office and the governing ar .

,k 41,z V'

(California .State University and Colleges, 1981). In tile' ...
ilryivecrsi ty. of California, campuses se,t their oviii'iched ul es

, Y . , Ay, '' .._

for-reviews, and programs are reviewed on fiVe to seven
yeern tycles (University'ty of Cal i fop) i a ;'' 1976 ; 'Smith, S.5 . ,

1979). 0417, most recent information about the Comrnunity

Colleges is 'that 33 of them regplarly*edule reviewPof
academi* programs and that 50 .schedule- reviews of occupa-

tionel ones .(California PostsetPlidary.`= cation Commission,

19786, P. 12).

t,.'

. Administrators of an institution \give some,review 'annually
to all Primarily as part of institutional budget
protedures. The nature and extent of.:such review varies .

widefy among the institutions and across -the segments4(Bowen7.

and Glerinv, 1980).

This. report 'relies heaVily.on state and segmental program planning
and review to assure that California's edueational needs are4ett
over the next decade. But thi's reliance will be misplaced. unless

state arid segmental procedures have a firm foundation in effective
institutional .program'Planning and review. In our earlier report,
we urged annual "honest assessment of program, quality, priorities,
and Staffing" (BoWen and GlennY, 1980, p.61). Such assessments
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are critical if state and terentll program plans, are to be

than paper exercises. Tile type of assessments that we urge

requires a departure from Past Orattice in that it falls in

4between the two historical patters of institutional review of

existing programs. It cannot be is protracted,, detail ed,' And

comprehensive. as 4culty reviews interiPedito improve qualfty,

but i must be more than an annual 'attempt by.adMinistrators to

keep the books in tialahce and to .assure that current faculty and

staff .keeP their .jobs. Eacif4nsti.tuti9n must devalaop its own

unique procedures' for plvirl the basic pro 61 em of giving, program-.

matic issues and pribrities a dominant position, in annual re.

soutoe allocation processes. The task is "difficillt, and it Is

encoueaging to 4)ave evidence that '!some are performing it (e.g.,

Stiff,' 1940).

The', segments-can assure that certain fundaniental procedural safe-

guards'Are Pgevided where," for example-, program termination or

consolidation may result from reviews (Saxon, 1979; Dumke,, 1979),

But they should not -,*arid thus far, lihve not -- attempted to

impose detailed and uniform Procedures,forl. thallinstitutions. In

4 t
this regard the Community,4iollege central offick should probably-6

.

extent! its Program_: activities (Cal i forni

:Community Colleges, 1980C) to obtaining assurance that the Pis-

tricts and colleges are adopting appropriate procedures...



RECOMMENDATION 7. THE COMMISSION, IN COOPERATION WITH THE SEGMENTAL

CENTRAL OFFICES, SHOULD DEVELOP:PROCEDURES FOR. IDENTIFYING AND

w REVIEWING EXISTING PROGRAN's THAT PRESENT MAJOR STATEWIDE AND

INTERSEGMENTAL ISSUES.

As the need is.perceived, the Commission should continue to examine

statewide concerns,that are poi related to individual academic.

or. Ocliptiondlprograms. It should also develop relatively

formal- procedures .for,identifying statewide issues that are

program specific and that may require review across segmental

boundaries: At a minimum, such procedures should:

o be developed in. close cooperation with the segmental central

offices;

define with reasonable specificity the state-level issues

that might require a review of .ex'is'ting programs across

gment ,

provide a,tontext'in which.issues within segments might

be identified for'possible segmental review across campuses.

The'CommiSsign should encourage the use of the Iptersegmental

Program Review Council (IPRC) as a forum for'ComMission and seg-
i

.

meril.central staff to share: experiences and
,

insights.
' ,,,

.recommendation addresses the role of the Commission in- the
,

conduct of "multi-institutional prOgram evaluations for purposes

G of reflecting statewide rather thin institution-specific problems

or concerns" .(Smith, D.K., 1980, -p..45) Recommendation 6 concerns.
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the segmental role in such evaluations. At the Commission level,-

statewide concerns`. appear in at least two forms:

o -nonprogrammatic concerns that arise from statutory or other

policy sources, butthat do, not relate to specific disciplines,

or instructional programs; .

o programmtic concerns that relate to specific instructional

-,disciplines or prbgrams -- issues of'%differenti4t4,ton of

function, for qxample, arising between segmentt.

The authority to evaluate existing programs is explicit in such

'areas as manpower supply and demand-or adult end font' -mg educe,

tion, ant! implicit in the,statutory permission to "un ertake such

other functions and responsibilities as are compatible with its

role as the statewide postsecondary education planning and coordi-.

nating agency" (Education Code, Sec. 66903). The same code section

requires the Commission to schedule "segmental review of selected'

educational programs."

Currently. TheCommission has undertaken a number of, valuable

studies across the segments in policy areas which do not relate

to specific instructional programs or discipfines -- tuition,

college-going'rates,,off-campus instruction, etc. (California

Postsecondary Education Commission, 1978A, 1980B; 1980F). It'has

not, however, as yet, reviewed disciplinary areas or specifio

;',prOgrams, as, ;for:. example, did the Commission's predeceisor in

.d....'stUdy of .engineering (Terman, 1968).

..4
. .

.

n.In its first FtVeYeeran,-the CoMmissiOn found that becauSe:

"of apparent imbalanOes in supply ydAemandAn:the dmployMent
i

- .

1.,illai'-ket, or because of -gnifidentWigesJn prOfess.ibnel require

mentt :or program delieloOmentS;",. the fields of teacher education

-',.



and the health professions should be -studied on an intersegmentil
v.

basis (California Postsecondary Education Cgmmission, 1975, p. 63).

A study of the health professions was in process at that time

under a legislative mandate. The study of teacher education was

delayed because of other Commission priorities, did not reach

the prospectus $ age until late 1978 (California-Postsecondary

Education Comm ssion, 19780), and was not undertaken in the after

'math of Propr.ition 13. 0

The Co I"'sion w,as probably corre,t. in 1975 in perceiving the

neeefor an intersegmental teacher education study. Although

an intersegmental study was not undertaken, the University of

California completed its segmentwide review of education a year

later (Cheit, et. al.-, 1976), and the California State University

and Colleges is currently engaged-in such a review.

In 1980;.Conbission staffinitlipted discussion in the Interseg-

_mental Program Review Council (IPRC) aimed at determining appro-

priate instructional areas and procedures for intersegmental re-

views, but the discussions do not appear to be progressing with

much urgency.

Recommended Change. The Cotission should continue examinations

of nonprogrammatic state concerns as the need arises. Commission

staff Should also continue efforts to develop critenia, for iden-
,

'tifYing instructional areas which could raise state or interseg-

mental issues for possible review across segments,. This actdvtty

should proceed expeditiously. Both the University of-California

ane the California State University and Colleges have recently

adopted policies for consolidation, ,termination; :or other prbgrm

modificatitns that may have implicatiOnS for re-Vstribution

of programs across segments. It is-notbeypnd -sp eculation that

41



. unilateral action by one segment under such procedures might el e-

'late program distribution, tissues. to the Commission for resolution:

This is a ireEorreir" ecidatiOn for establishing procedureS, not for

specifi c review* ar4r paqicular fr,equenCy. Reviews of . pro -.. .

grams across i rotiltuti Ons* Whetyer by the Central: offices s

'Pt the Carpi sSicipt, should be 'seen as der.fved from; and siiPport7

'rye- .Of;. &state and tegmental :; What ..i reviewed.''.

. and:2-'460 t its') reviewed are qu4"tibriSi that cair. 66 answered
- .

: .

*hen, pitgrani, p inning consideratiers. surface.

We :are'. Part

iptetprete
-ReConimehd

arl concerned -:that..thii'-reOnmendati*i not be

gas suggesting tfrat. e CPmniis.:i'on::Or lin de

on above ) segrifentat .:4erytiaT.: cks undertake

r

. ,.. ,cotitirie., reqUenV orLflicciniprehens,iv.e.;:eXaminatiwrOf d iid pli nazy,

are able -to the earl i e0StUdY ... 'Of engineering ;.:(Terman's,- -fit AY.'

-,: ::,;::-.?

Aha ad ibngihg.-'#uclies.:-may 'be itequired:,;,44,tith0"1

ShO4,_ , -, . initiated w,itliiOUt 'careful :Cdnitderatibrobf.: o-.
,,-,'..r.T.

,..k. 're; C v.

'Al
OZ.

:0.

and the tIMe, :,patienCe morale of inSii.6uttOria

dmi ni stra brs We den 1 ore-

- in tutionaitusti"ficaiion atoverstaffeti
t "every' College '(or: unilietigt&Y jla.vg'

f30; state' arld,,:segr*ntakl0.01,s,

erinsti tUti one 1 rekriews undertaken Sirup ty

,every coo Inatlng .agency qr.:tat:to puso'
-12gAleVant need for greater di tpatch in devel op i ntk:ke.Vte

prvedure ,Also urge ,that-the;:Commi siion take greateif'd

-Vantige thaniii? the past: ,of the 'experience -and i ties. :of

. members of the Irtersegmenta1 P rOgrat-Review

ThesrePreSentatiVes have a:- wealth ! of 1 inning 'and'; pro

revi eicperience- that probably cannot sd6P11 ate& ".":Evih.er
-, .,!. .

Z.)-



thWt:IpRC meetings a e characterized

UW.:.attendan.4ecdesultory discussion-, an lack of direction:

jquitierout issues and:,, relev to statewide

and: review that would find, an appropriate forum

, even though; they may not be identified with an immediate

01 review i . For example:

tlOitsAan4.pifferences in segmental procedures might
iTtfe.

/iies6740.Tand!discuSsed. We are constantly astonished

60, of administrators who. traVel"acrOss .the. Coun-.

e i s: Aope:hy institutions in other. states

ain uninformed aboUt those in their own.
"11 :

e the program revieW. impl ications of remedial educa-

Flow cart efforts of the Department of EdUcation be

coordinated with. thO'se of the 'public segments? Who, if

one knoviO the number and location of remedial ,&lucation

programi':in ;California? 'What are the responsibibties,**0*

if any, of each public segment for remedial.educatiOie

Is coMpetttion for students increasing :between the: blic,

..and. he independent sectors? -If 'so,. What Are ...the gram:;

review inl ications of such competition?

.

e What is Or..stIould' be the role of accr ditationin progiam

reVievi?.:What has been the experience with segmental ob..-
,

serverti. on two-year accreditation visits? What 'interest;

if any,:do the foui--year segments have in a proOoSed major

Study of accreditation and two year college planning 1Swenson,.

..19401?, ,What has been the experience of the State:University

. and -CO:lieges' San Bernardino campus in the use of accredi-

lAiori teams as outside reviewers in periodic review of

Yex*Sting programs?
. .



What.criteria differentiate the functions of similarly

titlecCprograms across segments? How is -a certificate

,program '`in a'`ommunity college distinguished from one with

. . -

the same name offered by University of California extensibn?

Or "identical" professional master's degrees across the

two four-year segments?

The potential for IPRC's becoming a major asset to the Commission

and to its members is great. Only more effort would be required.



RECOMMENDAii67d:: IN COOPE TIOR.WITH THE COMMISSION, EACH SEG-.-

e-MENT SHOULD DEVELOP PROCEDU ES FOR, AND CONDUCT, ANNUALREVIOS

OF A:SMALL NUMBER OF:PROGRAMS NEWLY ESTABLISHEDWITHIN THE-PRI*

THREE TO FIVE :YEARS.

The segmental Central offices are responsible for impl entatip

of their own and institutional program plans;-and shoul. develop

procedures for assuring themselves and Others that their responsi-.

bilities are 'belng met. Annual institutional and segmental plan-"

,ning prpcesses,that relate existing and projected programsoto

institutional and segmental Missions and objectives should provide

major assurance. More direct and specific assurance should be

provided by segmental processes for examining a limited number

of recently established.programs. The followin,g considerationS

are apOlicable to the development of such processes:

A small tuber Of-newlyestablished:programs-should'be:

reviewed;

o /Processes shouldlo a develope4 in close cooperation with

the Commission.

Two or three program?', at least, should be randomly

selected for rleview.

Processes ,should be consistent with and (if possible),

reinforce ongoing institutional programs review,

Reviews of newly established programs should be based on orig.-

inal projections and proposals, on original planning assumptions,

on relevant changed conditions, and on such additional quantitative

and qualitative information as the Commission and the segmental

central offices may determine. 2

4,1



Discussion

75

This recommendation: for review of newly established programs is

for a' necessary bri..dge between state and 'segmental program plans
..

and institutional,, program operations. Internal , institutional
reviews of *existin rograms may or may not tie tneir findings
to 'state i'l&..segMentalllanning issues, their narrow, but important

aim is to accepts.a program as it is found and to propose improvement.

'State or segmental reviews of.-existing programs across institutions
are. major enterprises that only by accident will reach a newly

established program. Institutions should be accountable forthe
implemerrtation of their plans,. and the segments' for implementation

of theirs. Such accountability :requires information thats,present

procedures do not provide.

..

Currently le,ither the Commissidn- nor ,the segmental central

offices now examine the success of newly established programs..

It is, assumed' that new programs are_established as proposed --
.

to become regular parts of curricula: In the normal course of

events, in the four-year institutions, at least; newly established

programs are subject to internal review within about five to seven

years under procedures for routine, periodiC ;reviews of- all. existing

programs. But review findingt are` savail able to: Commission and

segmental, central staff only in highly summarized form.

Apparent lack of concern about 'newly established programs rrtay

be''partly .juttified by current 'requirements for Comaii ion, and

segmental review of all detailed proposals fo. r new pro rarT,Is. The

effort expended in preparing such propOsals may assure establish-

ment as propoied. Nevertheless, eormritiment to an original

proposal isilittle guarantee that projected'enrobimenti will Be

realized, that anticipated funding will be available, or that

o.
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the program can adapt to other significant.changes that might.

require deviation from, or LLmodification of the original planning
assumptions.

Recommended Change.-- This recommendatia far,:post hoc review of
newly establ i shed programs is ah accountabilit,K, measure to assure
both Commission and segmental 6entral offices that thet#' own pro-
gram planning 'processes and those of the ilistitutuions. are more,
than bureaucratic busy work, We do not see these,reiiews as
"audit" devices to tietect potsible misrepresentation in original
proposal s -or projections ; neither our, ,experience .nor the interviews
even hinted at misrepresentation. The' problem. addressed' is the

risk. inherent in all new ventures -- getting new programs-upderway
is not an exception'to the rule: that nOthing ever really turns
out as planned. But with ftIndamental responsibilities for plan-.

-..ning and. the implementatibn of plans,- the Commission and the seg-
,

mental central offices tshould know how and why reality 'deviates

from Plans. This knowledge is particularly important because
newly established programi are at the leading edge of educatfonal
`change.,

.

The procedures deVeloped' by each segment, should mesh with that

''particqtar segment!s unique, program planning and = review processes.

There- little logic in attempting. to prescribe a uniform, proce
dure for all three, but four considerations4.xem applicable: to

all::

r`u ,.--
Only a small number of newly establ Ys jed rams need be

reviewed,; in our opinion: . The usefUltie At. surveying all
,'such 'programs .woUld be far less .than. the cott.,.

2.6:Oriteria for selecting- newly establ is programs for r levy.
,

will emerge- as the segmental :central offi-ces begin devel g

fU



proceduis-ek in'cooperation with Commission staff, but t e

following .should be borne in mind:

At least two or:three programs should be selected at

random_ to' Ic6ip ipstituttons alert to Commission ,and Seg-

mental central otfiqg interest in the implementation

of institutional priSgram` plans.'

Other programs may be reviewed as they rel ate to current

planning issues. -- e.g14, to of similar pro-
g on other campuses , to enrol lment-,trends in the

subject matter area ,!etc. ,s,

The programs from which selectibn.is made should be those

for whith either a program proti diled Pro-jecon or a eta

gram proposal has been subject to comment by, the Commi ss ion.

o The Criteria for selection shouid be widely understood

nsti tutons :befOre the 'first -reviews are -undertaken.

4

In develoRing review procedUres , segmental central offices

shoUld be responsiVe-to'CommisS'ion suggegitionS for criteria
for* selection: ot'protraMs.. !They should be resiconsive also

to the eommi4sion''s needs for information 'quantitative

and al itative ;releVant,-to:-State. proram pl"ann"ing

4 Comini'ssi-Ono'staff ?haul dAYrObabli riot be asked to participate,
directly inin. the. conduct of `..reviews: They shoul d ;' however ,

be cloOly conngeteeta the repartjng and the analysis of

the resultS.'



Our present expectation of reifiews. of newly 'established Oprograrns

is that they `should resemble current., interna,1 , inhitutiOnal
reviews for sthe improvement 'of, program quality, but ask supple-
mentary questions based on (1) Original program planning assump-,
tions and orojectionS d (2) changes in ,re evant institutional,:
and social conditions after the 'p`r.ogram -.was establ i shed.

.0Jr. conception of the form Such reviews might take is not as
strong as our conviction that some revieW....iS reqUired..: Alternative
Orocedures.^ ht include. questionnaires, for example", or a- brief. '

rt by .Gan informed-segmental central staff .MeMtien,

r is .the recommendation for reviews -on, an-annual ;basis one, that
,::ShOuld be engraved on _stone; exOerienCe may :sh8w that 'antitial

reviews. are. too frequent, But neither the Commission nor the...
segmental central offices now. know how new programs- are impl ,

mented 'or what impact: ttiet.,have on inStitutional pl anS- once they
are in ,operation. :This inforMiation- is vital to effective state,
and segmental program:,planning and to ascountabil ity:for educa-

tional. objectives.
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,

RECOMMENDAVON 9. THE LEGISLATURE .SHOUL.D:c IMINATE THE DIRECf,..

,RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN :PRIOR. COLLEGE CENTRAL OFFICE

APPROVAL OF DETAILED COURSE AND PROGRAM.. PROPOSALS AND STATE

FUNDING:

4 -

The. Community College central o -. ,:.... . . sume-educationa

policy leadership' of the distri4 ..._
-...- at the state

level . It muvdshoul hae at least as .,c - ion in shaping

-1 segmental program planning and review a -t,e. Uriiversity of Cali=7

. fornia and the California. State University and Col iegeS. We .
.

' recOmmend:

Program-by-program, :course-by-couikse, prior .segmental cen-:

tral office approval of all courseS-, and programs be el imi

.nated as 'a condition of. State funding:

Administration of the detail s 6f 'state funding praedures

be separated from program .planning and program review

responsibilities.

If; sanctions are retiuired to °enforCe legislative

or segmental educational poliaies?:,these sanctions hot be

measured ,directly by the number of students in courses or

programs found to violate sucti'pOl ici es

The.: C OmmUnity. College central 'officsi0oUld have a Major role

fiscal Arid. eduational: poiity fOrC the .districts and

col 1 eggs:, PeffOrmance of riSTe bated -1-.)y" the current

one-to-one retaticinship' between ,state funding andlaetailed ire -
.

aUdft of'distr4ct and col lege °offei--fri-gi- on, a courseibY-cour

prolgram-by-program y basi's

.



In both of the four-year segments, proceEres for review of new
sa prdgiitamS reflect internal kcademic program planning and resource'a

alloCation considerations, and procedures would 'probably not
:Change in the absence °of legisl ative mandates or. Commission

requests based onoych _mandates .4t.f3gt .Community 11 ege program

review procedure is a creature of legislative manda st The

question is not whether,,.legislative'mdndates are "goo .r "bad.2
Rather, jt fs whether, enforcement Of, the y. segmental cent
office preLauclifffrocediVe4. i*consis e accountabil

for educational objecAtives through state sand OMental

planning. We do not beVreve that it is
gram

Currentl The law.A.seVides thatstdte"funds' shall, not be appor7

tioned to any community .. col lege- district account -of the atten-
dante ,of students enroided :in.: community cOl lege credit programs
or noncredit courses unless the -Courses have been approved by

the board Of governorsMEducation: Code, Sec. 78412).

The relationship between state funding and the approval 'process
is dirt Funds flow to the. col 1 eges based on $ec,,ayerage daily
attendiripe (ADA),., for studentsAih courses. If .the curses have
been approved, funding

4)is

allowed. programs are ,operating
- -,

Wiitttiout ariproVal then the sanction of reimbursemAnt of state funds
s ,imposed. The -Commtinity Col 1 ege' central off i approves courses.

in iyidually or as part of credit pro4rams. Local governing boards

may qdd or modtfy courses, existing prograMs where ,additiOns

or m~ ficati.ons are -conSistent.,with the objectives. of a. program
sly. approved iby the *Aral' office.preyi

, , "*Tek-...," it
Ciiffereht,procedures have 'developed, in the segmental central
office for-the approvai of credit 'brograms and courses and
noncredit and certain other tYPe's of'courkes (See Appendix B)..

',Credit programs and credit courses that are not part of programs



area reviewed and evaluated, and approved programs are forwarded

toAhe Comission for comment. Course approvals do not go to

tfie Comission. If due all owance *is made for differences in size,

mission, and concern with courses, this "approval" process is

comparable to program review in the University of CalifOrnia and . .

the California.State University and Colleges,. 'Technical and per-T,
44..4

sonnel factors that reportedly caused protracted delays in the'-'.!'

past appear to have.been largely overcome. Under these proCedur

58 new 'credit programs and 71*)ew credit courses.were*approved

Fluring 1979 (California Community Colleges? 198QB, p. 6).

The appcoval process for noncredit courses differs in that it

requires substantially less exercise of independent judgment and

discretion by 'segmental central staff. The process is essentially

one of reviewing a data collection form and entering data Into

a computerized information system. The four-year segments do

not have mparable review Procedures. In 1978-79, 1,833 non-

credit c,oKses were approved through. this process -- all 'subject

to ADA funding (Cal ifornia Community_ Colleges, 1980A, p. 4)...

\

The "approval "'processes of the Community College central office

should not be characterized as 'irubber stamp" operations. They

are not They are the baSis_for "accentability" in' the most;

'strict and narrow sense of rthe term. If individual colleges otiOr-,

ate prograMs or courses that have not been "approvecl," and

a Department of Finance audit of. ADA catches `them, substantlal

.finanCial penalties can be _imposed; Bui this narrow purpose

driven out the possibility of accountability in the broader

of evaluation for ,purpoies of reaching and resolving state

segmental educational issues. Current Prodedures cannot ad es

major concerns raised by. the changing role of the two year 'Colleges,

particularly in an era of sustained fiscal and enrollment; strels.

For example:



Most of today's.community colleges students take courses,

ware told, not programs that lead to certificates or de-

grees. They arp more interested in Speci#ic vocational,

avocational, or acaddmic'subjects than,in credentials.

Courses may require greater attention than programs in the

future -- perhaps they may atyresent. The current course

inventory information 6ase-and the developing course classi-

fication system (California CommUnityA'Colleges, 1979-80)

are valuable add necessary fir* steps, but only first w.

steps', toward educational accountability.

The two four-year segments have accepted the idea that some

expensive, low, enrollment programs must be restricted to

specific campuses. In the community colleges, however,

the belief still seems te) be that every student, should be

within commuting distance of any desired course. Although

a l'ationale.for distribution of high cost programs was de-

v9loped (Brossman, .1976), it does not appear to have been

fused for review purposes, or made current (California Post:

secondary Education CoMmi-ssion, 1980A, p. 16).

Many statewide issues (e.g.., articulation.with\the four-

j/ear' segments; remedial education, etc.) cannot be raised

by' current,fragmented review and qapProval" procees,

even to the extent that absence of stote or segmewkal program

plans might Allow. Here again', more sophisticated course

c1assffic ion would bel step f rward.

- .

The :.Community: Co1leg :central office faces,-asme have detailed

elsewhere, greater. difficulties hari the two foUryear segments;

in deVelopingdffedOve:brograh'plOni.ng processes. 'But.at Ores

'dent; `academic planning} t thefsdgmental..level in the.CommUnity,



Colleges is virtually nonexistent; an it is unlikely to improve

s Tong as staff activities and o,bje ives are dominated by the

enforcement of.legislative ma9dates throUgh pre-audit review of

every program and course.
V

v

Recommended Change., Thtis r comme dation is for elimination of

what we perceive to b&one of the major procedural barriers to

effective program planning iii the Community Colleges. Ouroen--

ture into the thicketof,-CommmnitY College finance has taken us

orfly so far, however. It has not enabled us. to Prescribe much

more than thl elimination of the mandated pre-audit barrier.

a .

)1104 not predict how current review procedures would change if

the legislative mandate relating them to' funding were removed.

Prograi reviews that.are presently comparable to those in the*,

four-year Segments. might_ be expected. to continue, but perhaps

be reduced in nUmber by limiting attention to college projections

and selected proposals (See RecommendatiOn_4). Course reviews
A.

on .an -individual basis ghould probably-be eliminated (Harcleroad,

p. 20). Courses are important, but post-hoc review of

'nformation derived from the computerized inforMation system and

ordered by emerging course classifications. would be more

discriminating than current course-by-course review's.

A major qUeStion that arose in the interviews centered on the

extent to Oich. individual districtt and colleges would be re-:

sponsibile for-theiT educational missions in the atosence of finan-

cial sanctions directly- dependent on pre-audit,'program approval.

'Will the cpile:ges'. "run wild," as one staff member sug'gestee

do" not think Overly zealouS -entrepreneurship i s unlikely

to result .any."Astantial misuse of funds. -Not many, funds

Will be avail abld4P? misuse 'The -segmental' central office, at
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, i s clearly dwlre that the state Wt.! L l limit " maximum

1 °C071ili tment to" their operation (Cal ifOrrila,.,,,ConmUnity
; 5. .

1979-80,, Part I I , p 30) .1:Add i tiortal'.tUcteht

libe an autpmaitic guaran a Of additionali and col
.

e suppOrt Of ongoing i411'gilanis arycfi,activities

AdMkitt ng tht -oorisehStiS: S,1.acjcifig.;on
;

i
; .

ocileg4 offerings every. course JS, respor)sive

r-t 1
4 ,

?"-rii :4'1*
.

We haVe

fenced it

for the Op thi ons', Of' Pia's:4 `fore -exp,er-

ay0 d reco'mneriding the bol i on

of ffnant -al On on of leg] i slat i ve,'mapdates

But we alstO

less iorialk
7stratdrs to

*5.1ireirlYdi- 3.t * : , t h e good

' '..,faculty
i tt00 .' l d4,,.fei::':,.. t

9irgi941 f)-Ool lege' aP4 senior alififf
..' ...::.

lila tici al sdooti on have had? 1 iettl, to : : .
.

'.c.-.lo With. 15*.ii 1 cifing'...,i fo#0i4ir-ri ng institutional -,and educational ...:

''' l i ty- ih,cati iorOia..?:..MOreoVer , we do. not look 71.,e1 v. .: . :.

:,...:,.,.4 ely6ii,.... :. ..:
quality

"9-i tii.10epa r t merit off,,i nano! in -11, c.,,Kin,g and, .

n't '4?) "d6tfaies complex a athirle ri oe'. comp tatiops.. ,.i.: ;14e c16 , gg_..,,.. ,

*;t....:fthiarm'::':n:fiscal :.axl.- -Eng. f uncti ohs -shOul d 4)e' usep. ar': el. ;, don oe'potsuua ielyst".-

. and :or-garifi::atio from progratirol ann-mg !review... : .
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....R513I$5: ...QUALITY AND.. ACCOUNTOIL

Thi,t' a has':facitsed.:on :Commission and segMental Staff

and 4i:1. sting; programs . have attempted: Otte
review s*uctUres and prOCeSses in Htermt: of both WhetheSe wee re

4 onoriginally .:Intended to :accompl sh and .what we expect 1: be
;: : I

gUtred .of tht over the nekt,. ff i cul t,..r.d.edade.; We ha've7..W

' to ,-gfvoicl.critiCiism of segmental ar

" of desirable di 4s i tY of mis ion,` n a'gemenf

/
dC,

-.4q. '47 ,. v.-:
..4

GSiZe f"!1,.5.,,t. !
!,.. !z. ,1,, *

. 4. ' 4,''' -

45 We lia'' veeP.,.f 6iiiil .that: ;-ho-te directly, responii-blC: ti grg-ram;;A:j1;vk, , ., giml : -40 ,X:. ti '.: 'i : - '., . -,,t., :L,..4 - le," , 5.

j' `'. iy .cioirig;;fot; .h-b'..ilias!;.,:pat.i:.t'; as good - 4,;1ci.kis'A9i b.Te ;but;' -thatthat

. .

.: ,.: ;',a, -, .iti ,or -ls,eeniet:,i,treloahl.t.:to\:majar s.;:t.:,.,a---4,..-.1e111$:)j.:t* r,--..el ?Tii -.

.
..-, ,.'' " .' t'/i4ac beyond the perif-ii`ul 4,Vrogretklatier..:. vntiderat. on
, .,. 6 titular ,!..e,' .,,,..-
,- x, 4 a., pi ,time , What. we?.., 'UnirTaCkiirg Were &'1,?':. #iotte.1 state

.. ofigz'an0 sq ntalOprogram pl a4 fArikwhi ch . issues cou c be derived* ,

' ''''. 1 ' . ? .

: arid! chi :cpria dat i tied . Al wa31::14 89., ra154,-e":4P::")}#:47;.tifre e's s en-
A . 4 13,
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* I, , : 4.%!: . *.: -it ....: 1
4;rheolttont. line of 9,:r;ogrem reviell 11 :t . planned,- di stri buti on

114 : "off pro' slmono fnstitutvons but d, ributionlis currently
.4'

.:irpol-ala , on an ad "libC.4 .prpgrfani,ly ..p rogram b.441 s . These .,:frag7,

:. mented!.ifArts 'est-se not entirely. wasted, ip-P:ciu'rse, but identify-,
ing.anli. fo 1 Vin%ffiersegmentaq and'statewfde, issues in the al..)-

.. .senckof'pPer iional progr m p1 4,,n not@dasy. Even with an
,

eriorMolis'I'am t of. pope,- fl i ng -- perhaps; because of i t -,
issues .May be oyerl bake Whether lhjey' have or not, it is cer-
tain that -the ,4Dulic f t e .pa ft Shuffled were prepared ttirough

the costly .. efforts f ..instifiLtion41 faculty and administrators.



Under the best of circumstances, the preparation of ::a detailed

roposal for a new program requires extensive time and.effOt

that is only poorly evidenced by documentation.,,Meeting state

and'segmental"requirements for justification and information is

:onerOus and inhibits risk.- The burden should be lightened'and

risk of new ventures encouraged by early testing of summary pro-

jections in plans against.both institutional missions ind oper-

.

at`; segmental 'rogram plans. Faculty energy shbulAle re- -

for t i r rimary interests and obligation the mainten-
;

ce and improv ent of program quality.

Our recommendations contemplate lesS paperwork at-the institu-

tional level, but they also require greater-accountability for

educational- objectives at all levels, state, segmental, campus,

and district or college.

.
Institutional mission. statements to guide program develop-

ment advise segmental central offices and the Commission

of the preciseqrogrammatic expectations of .fnspittional

faculty and administrators (Recommendation 2)..'

Through institutional programPplans, new programs are

jected from two to: five years in advance of establ i shrrent,

and, at that time, justified under institutional missions

(Recommendations 4 and 5)..

. In segmental. program,Rlans, the instftutionprOjectiOns

are consolidated and analyted OterMt of:statewide,and

Segmental concerns (Recomm. !ion

4, The Commission integrates segmeal program plant to assure
.

consistency-with state-level- ob ctives and concerns

(Recommendation 3).



8,7

. ..At each level, institutional, segmental and state program
.

plans are the context for reviews, of existing programs-,
both' periodic, 'internal reviews and ,Cormiiision or 'segmental
ones across institutions (Recommendations 6 and 7).

6.. Reviews of. newly established programt-,asure instf.tutional
compliance with program pla s- and test Planning assumptions
under current o'perati g conditions (Recommendation 8)i:

7. Segmental, district, nd college program planning-is encour-
aged in the Community Colleges by eliminating tde.current
direct "approval "/A0A el ati onship "(Recomniendation-9).

We see at lea'st two 'difficulties in our almost total`reliance
on state and segmental program planning. First, although plans
and planners are moving. into the mainstream of governance and
coordination, the; do so at 'a time when resource allocatiOn is
an even higher adininistrativi priority than i.n the past. -Theory
subordinates budgeting to planning and progra?ri review, but the
urgency of many.. fiscal decisions makes subordination difficult-
in practice.

cond, successful, operational state' and. segmental progAm plans.
quire Clearly defined. institutional missions, and, equally

imortant, rely on internal; institutional planning and. pcogram
that rigorously and honestly addres-scurricular

44.
,

change' n relation to these missionNand to staffing patterns.
(Bowet.and Glenny, 1980), Clarification of,inStitutional missions,
is an unavoidable responsibility of segmental central Offices-.'
At each institution, f4cu1tyleaders and -senidr administrators

.

must develop the necessary. planning' and program review prqcedurds.



Hard decisions are required to maintain and improve edutational

quality in the next.decade, trit'hard'deci,sions are not likely

in the' abs-'

The cobtex

and inforgte

if procedural context designed for that purpose.
.

Ustbe'Stifficiently flexible to encourage prompt

',institutional response, for quality can only be

achieved at the caniOuseS. At the same time, collective campus

responses must be measured against stat segmental concerns

that.C'ross inStitutionai boundaries.

The sum of clear institutionai missions and processes. is the foun-

dation on Which state and segmental planning must re'St. It is

not yet fullyin place. Institutional fa'culty'and senior admin-

istrators'must start giving first priority''to academic and occupa-

tional prdgrams, to who staffs them, and to their future -- not

tdb organizational survival and job security. State and Segmental

administrator's -- and state executive and legislative. officers

and staff as well -- moist realize that "accountability" in higher

educationinvolves more than'.numbers% .If qualityis to be main-

tained, educational accountability must be founded on qualitative

'judgments and expectiti?ns at campuses and colleges, and made

P expl ici t *i n state and segmental program; plans.
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APEENDIX A

/...-PROGRAM REVIEW IN THE CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

The policies under which the California Pos\ tseCondary Education
Commission (CPEC) reviews programs are found in the 1974 legislation
under-which CPEC replaced the former coordinating agency. Three

legislative requirementss are particularly relevant (Educ. Code,,
teci 227'12):, .

1) .'CPEC shall Iprepa.,re five4ear state plans "which shall "1

integrate, the planning effqrti ofthe pUblic segrrts," .

. and "shall requi4 the governing boards of the segents"
. to develoP and submit long-range Plins.

CPEC 'pi-oposals,by the pillnic segments for
new programs and make recommendations regarging such

-pf-oposals to the Legislature and the Governor:"

CPEC -shall, "in consultation -with the, publIC segments,
establish a .Schedule for segmental review of selected

. educational- Programs, evalsuate thterogram review pro-
cessese, of the segments', and report its findings and
recommendations to the Governor and Legislature."

Current CPEC planning and review Procedtires are set out:in "Thk
Commi'ssion's Rolein the Review of Academic and:..OccupatiOnal Plans

and Program's.difttpted by the Commission in-197,5 after consultation
with the 'segMer5ts.

The 1975 guideline; estplished the Intersegmental-Program Review
Council (IRPC)., cOnsisting of representatives from the three-public



segments, the AssoCiation:of Independent California Colleges and

U iversitiesOICC1,01 The California Advisory"CounciTo9oCatippil

ucationand Technical Trairabi,g, The Council for Private Post-

secondary Education, The Department of Education, and CPEC staff.

Under the gdidelines, IPRipiwas to advise CPEC stafron all matters

relating to.programranning andtreview. In practice, IPRC meets

two or three times, aye'arattendance is generally timited to repre-

sebtatives'of the tOee,public.segments (and:perhaps 'Of AICCU), and

the primary topics of advice hpve bee41CPEC staff's annual .summarie$--.

of segmental program reviewactvity:

Major staff responsiPijity.Jor program review in OPECis with the

Associate-tirector,4C'adeMicAffairs, and direct responsibility

With the7head of theCoordinatiOn and Review Section. The:head of

the section and two other professional staff members review. new

`prostam prOposals. :Approximately one -half the time Of these three::
,
staff members is spent onprogramreview -- approximately six per-

Q64 of total administrative activity of'CPEC professional staff.

Erfaddition to their program review responsiOilfties, the three .

gaff members participate in special studies, plann4t,,and related

:CPEC activities.

CPEC .activity in this area falls into three'relatiVely discrete

catagOries: (1) new program review (2 evaluation 'of segmental.
A

procedures; add (3) review of existing programs:.

New Program Review'

Under the 1975 guidelines, the review:of new programs begins with

CPEC review of. five -year, segmental program :projection. As

%



iginally cOntetplated,i CPEC.staff wouNrexaMine each new program,

,070jected, concentrating on (1) the, number and regional distribution

of edsting programs, (2) enrollment trends, (3) job market

considerations, and (4). prcibable costs. .Problem alOas Would'Pe,

identified e.g., possible duplication and.these problem awes

would be takem.to OK for discussion and. resolution. In

consultation with IPRC, CPEC staff would. also identify specific

programs in the five -year Projections that were believed to-recOiee

! furNer, consideration by the institutions and segments, before formal

proposals 'Were submitted. £PEC staff.Would"alsO identifyprograMs

including, butnot ectsaril;\11.1ited to.the firs group -- that

would be subject%q "intensive review" by CPEC.. Although CPEC
,.

reserved, the. right7'to,review any new program. proposal, it was

9ontemplated that only information .copies of a' proposal would be

requihed fora priigram that hacappeared on a segmental master plan-

`..for.tWo years prior to its intended establithment.andthat_was not

initially identifledjor intensive.review. CP,EC's first fiye-year

plan in late.1978.1isted.twelve prograth areas 'for which "additional..

justificatiOn"'Wuld be IV4uired. .A far*eater number of specific

Programs were identi9 in a 1978 report in which. they were

claskWad according to the:reasOns for'More intensive review..

Th identifi ion f'specific, projected programs for intensive..

review under the 197 procedures has not operated ate fanned, in
)

part because of the ditruption.of segmental planning following the

adoption of Proposition 13.)- The current implications of the.attempt.

to iAen fy specific programs for review differ among the three

segments:

For CPEC review of Community College proposals, early iilentification
,

has had little, if any, impact. Projections from indlyidul colleges

,e,



hae been forwarded to CPEC without regard to schedule and without

analysis. by the segmental-central office. The problems-of large

numbers of projected programs was compounded by apparent un-

reliability of the projections,-- e.g., some programs already in

operatiOn were shown as projecW. During the past two years, CPEC

staff has not reviewed projected programs of the Community College's

becatise revised lists of projected programs were not provided.

Individual program proposals do inditate whether the program had

been projected in college plans.

For CPEC review of State University proposals; early identification.

hasresUlted.in greater segmental attention to programs earlier:

.1designated for intensivereviewiv CPEC. In,I.V.8779, the State

University suspendedifive-yearl3rogram p. rojections in the face of

uncertain funding, but resumed:.projectiOni

.

For CPEC review of University proposals, the early identification'

procedures appear,tO have resulted in more intensive review of-

designated graduate program's byiJothrpEC anasegMental.:Staff.

Under the early identification procedu-res and as ` matter of policy

as these were susp'61ded; CPEC has.generally reviewed-University and

.
State.University proposals for new undergraduate programs in detail

only when initial, informal discussions indicated that they might

fall outside customary liberal arts offerings.

CPEC staff propose reinstating early. eview.of projected programS in

segmenteplahs:as conditions. permit.... Currently, however, the major

Activity of CPEC staff is in review of:new program proposals as

these areTedeiveefroM the segments.
, . .

- . .
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Although each of the three professionals involved Is primarily

respohsible for all proposals from a 'particular segment, the review

of new programs is a collaborative process. .The proposals that CPEC

review `follow guidelines issued in 1975 that prescribe both the

information.required.in proposals and the principleS under, which

COEC staff review them.

The six :litrinciplesvo'r criteria which CPEC'staff.use in reviewing

new program proposals are (1) student demand; (2) societal heeds

i.e., educational values otherthan those based on labor market

estimates; (3) employment prospects; .(4) existing and proposed-

programs in the field; (5) program costs; and (6) maintenance and

improvement of quality.

Using he six principles, a CPEC staff member prepares a written

analysis of the proposal that is reviewed by the head of the

Cordination and Review section. If further information is.not

needed,'the head of the: section will recommend either concurrence,

concurrence with conditions, or nonConcurrence. "Commission staff

may take on of the following positions: (1)°Request additional

information; (2) concur with the proposal; (3) "not concur with the

proposal; (4) concur but with Condition's. In the, case of'a proposal

which the staff finds controversial, the Director and Associate'

Director, ACademic Affairs, participate in the review.

Virtually all differences between CPEC staff and. segmental staff are

resolved at staff level. agreementcannoi bereacherf.at.the

.staff level, the guidelines provide that either Commission or.seg-
,

mental staff may bring the issue to the full'LommissiOnt In rare:

instances, segments have so apialeda'nonconcorrence comment '(e.g:,

adlassics 'program at a Univetiity camput),



The laW:reqUires that PEC acct 'on 'proposals for ,new programs within

60 daysof their receipt. ThiS,timeis extendedbyagreement if

additional infOrmation-Or clarification is,requiredCPEC.staff try
. _

'..to complete their revieW,within 30 days.
/

1976,iCPEC ha& been developing a cOmputerfzedinformatiCv

syStemthat prpvides-.comparative data on enrollments and degrees,

generally according .to the'HE* taxonomy of disciplines for ther,
three public segments and the independent sector. 'CPEC stiff f..

rOutpinebrUserinformation:from this data base and from its annual

Guide to California Collegesind-Universities, Which lists all

. program Offerings by campus.

'Evaluation of".Segmental.Program ReviewTrocedures.

In 1976, after conSUltationwithSegmental staff, CPEC'undertook. a

survey of institutional-Program review procedures, inqUiring about

bOth the nature. of procedures generally and all reviews conducted.of.

existing programs durtng.the,partiCUlar year The response-Pito, the

questiOnnalm.turVey were...Rid-rid to be ,of little use because ,of lack

of comparability, and the results were,potpubTished. I n addition

to the.comparabilitY-prOblem,: only about one-ialf of the community

'colleges'retponbedtC-the survey..

Since the 19781 survey, CpEChas not fOrMally evaluated segmental

procedures,,: but commented ,on these ifi, the annual staff reports'

on *segmentaharograMHreyiew activity.' Forexample,, in the.1973'

report, CPEC staff suggeSted that thhancilor's:Offideofthe

,CommuNty CollegeSdevelop:gUidelines for college review of existing:.

prOgritms,- that, the University's Systemwide AdministratiOn undertake

more systemwide evaluations of soecific.prOgraM.areas,and that the

_OrOcedures iheState'University give greater emphasis to the.
.

possible termination. of prograMs as a:Consequende of campus revieW..- f.





In 1980, indepengent iFontractors were. commissioned,by CPEC 4'tci

evaluat segmental procedures As well as those of CPEC itself.

Review of Existing ;Programs . c
,

The legal requirem&t: that CPEC "establish a 'Schedule for s ,e.gmental

review of selected ed6cational programs' has been interprelted to N.

authorize CPEC staff coordination o such reviews. The commission's\
.-,

first five -year plan. indicated that CPEC .st ff would undertake a

",Icoiriprehensive,segmental review" of teache education programs.
, . .

.
4

Lack of staff initiallY-Oelayen the proposed_review. In 1978, a .

prospectus was, prepared, but priorities associated with rOsponse t

'PropCsition 13 then intervened.: As a resulti.CPEC hds not yet-

undertaken an intersegmental review. Currently, CPEC staff have.-

initiated discussions through .IPRO. to determine areas of.statewide

and intersegmental conCern in which coordinated.intersegmental

program reviews wodld be considered appropriate
. ..



APPENDIX B .

PROGRAM REVIEW IN THE CALIFORNIA NITY;',,COLLEGES

The Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges .its a

coorbinating agency rather'then a governing board. 'It prepares'\
five-year plens, but policies and protedures for program rev w have

developed in response to. state and:federal,legislative requir ments

rather than the planniag process. Three such'reqUirements"

predominate:

t 1) State law conditions state support of progi-ams and courses
,

on their approval.by the Chancellor's Office.

-

State law 'requires that all new programs be,revieWed by

CPEC, the state higher edubation agenoy.

Federal 'law conditions. federal 'support of certain

occupational programs on evaluation of these prot-ams.

e

Responslbility for program review in the board's, central office, the

Chancellor's-Office, is one of several major responsibilities of the

Executive Vice Chancellor. Direct responsibility fOr review is with

the AdAnistrator, Program Evaluation and Approval, whose office

(Program Review) consists of approximately ten professional staff

members. It is estimated that some 17 percent of total administra-
.

tive activity in the Chancellor's Office is in.four types of prograM

review activity: (1) new program and course approval; (2) non-

credit cdurse appToval; (3) independent study course approval;, and

(4) approved course inventory file and-the .inventory of approved

progrems. Program Evaluation staff, in addition to performing these

relotively discrete fpctions, serve as progrim specialists to,



.

-

.
, . ..,

.

assist colleges and are responsible for evaluation and monitoring

systems for -- pr:imarily, -- occupational programs.

Although currently under revision; Program and Course Approval
0

,Procedures in CaliforniaCommunity Colleges (April 1977 is

4subs,taptially ac ate iridescribing,curreht Chancellcir's Office

program review activity and requirements.

'. New Program Review'.-- Credit Programs an4ourses ..

.

The bulk of program' review activity in the Program Evaluation'office

4nvOlves district-pMevls for (1).new pr aMs for credit and (2)
. I

new'tourses for credit when tiese courses are nqtPart of existing

, 3yograms. CollegeS lubmit "academic master plaKs" annually to the

Chancellor's .Office that projectlrogram offeririgs'for, the next five.

1 years.. These projections are transmitted to CPEC by the Probram
..

Evaluation office. .

Currently, it does not appear that college program projections

receive significant analysis either,by PrograM Evaluation or by.

CPEC. As a result of an extensive study of long-term financial

issues, hoWeyer, the Board of Governors'is exploring new'proceduret

that would emphasize analysis.of projected programg and reduce...or

eliminate current reliance on course -by- course and program-by-

program-approval.

Colleges use local procedures for developing.new proposals which

they submit on an application form prescribed by the Program Evalua-

tion office. The form isdetailed and requires all informatiOn that

'CPEC requests for review as. Well as information relating to inter-

ests of the Chancellor's Offite. In the ProgramEvaluation office,

the staff member responsible for new program'and course approval in-

itially determines if the proposal is complete,' and then distributes

it for three types of analyses:,



J.

A disciplinary specialist reviews the proposal from the,

cum;;rtular perspective, prepares 'a-summary -- usually very
154,

brief -r of the proposal, and recommends approval or

disapproval The Progf-am Evaluation office has specialists

in such reas as aural sciences, agriculture, business

education, etc. Staff members Usually are specialists in

) more than one area.

2) A manpower specialikt review5the jo4tmarket'anal

proposal; and ii/necessaly, updates the jotifi

acquires additi or a Anformatjon fromthe college.

is i the

tion

A. facilitigs planning specialist reviews ttie propqsal from
.

the'poiht'of.view of the:impact ofthelTopotad.programon

colleges physical
.

The staff member responsible for approval again reviews the proposal'

. and the analyses of the specialists, and recommends'either approval

or.disapprovl to the head of Program Evaluation. If the latter':

approves', the completgeproposal an&the Program Evaluation analyses

are forwarded to CPEC for review and comment.

Program. Evaluation staff attempt.to have proposals prOcessbd within,/

the Chancellor's Office and through .CPEC within 90'days, assuming

that additional donsultatioh with the colleges is not required. In

general about one-fourth. of all programs proposals and one-third of

all courseproposals require such consultation. In 19781 Program-

Evaluation approved 63 programs and 252 courses. In1979, 58 pro -

grams and 71 courses were approved. The number of disapprovals.or

withdrawals is not known.



Approval of courses for credit generall, r parallels approVal

progrems for credit, with the_:excetion that courses are not

transmitted to CPEC .for review and comment. Criteria for review 'of

courses includes examining the releva e ofthe.proposed course to

related, existing programs, and in some cases,'Program Evaluipon

staff recommend to the college that the course be included within an

approved, existing program. 4-2)

Quantitative information on state and regional manpower needs is

routinely used in Pro0-am Evaluation staff review of cred-q programs

'fin "courses,. Quantitative ipformation relafiffig-jto instruction..

. (e.g., ,enrollment projections, student/faculty ratios; etc.) is

developed for the proposals by the college5. TheNpro Ago

EvalUation Office rarely compares quant-iIatiA data relating

instruction (e.g., student /faculty ratios; productivity data, etc.-)

for one zollege with\that for other colleges in reviewing-proposals

fornew programs -ancrcourses.

Implementation of new programs.and'courses IS-moitored as-part of

Program Administrative Review. 0 a program is,approved, the

local governing board.has author ty to modify courses within the

program. The Program-Evaluatio office uses identical forms for the

approval of two distinct types of instruction

1) Noncredit courses are (a.)' those offered as part of the

community services function of a college, and (b) those for

education of adults. In 1978, approximately two-thiOds of

the noncredit courses were eli,gible for state support

4,142 courses but of ,a total of 6,270. Funding was

allbwed for all noncredit courses for 1279:80 and 1980-81.



k..

Independent study ,courses are ap roved under legislation

ses of instruction evdt

though an accredited ,instructor js not present -- e.g., d

learning laboratory;, a self-paced, computerizeaoprograrn; TV

course, etc. '
w

0 NA

1

Noncredit and independent study courses are submitted for approval

on a single page ."course reporting and,data colle tion" form pre-,

scribed by the Chancellor'sclaffice. The form requi of courses, .
4

i . distincti.on, between noncredit aid independent study courses, and

completion requires following,some 28.pages of detailed instruc- ....),

tions. The completed form allows; computer compilation of a .

substantial amount of information:about t ee e.g., nature

permitting state funding for co

of justification of pragram need, course jectives, etc.

specialist in the ProgratkEvalua-tion office his primar respon-,

sibility for reviewing each- new. noncredit and independent tudy

course proposal for completeness and internal consistency., After

consulting with. the college, if this Is required, the responsible

staff member has the course entered intg the information sYstem.

Entry in the InformatiOn system constitutes approval that Continues

until t college notifies Program Evaluation that the course is no

longer of red or until, routine data collection in the course activ-

itles measure indicates that it has not been offered forthree

,conseautive years.

/.
Review of Existing .Programi-

.
State law requires that the Chancellor'S:Office monitor credit_pro-

/
grams on 'a periodic basis and that program approval be withdrawn if

it is found that a program should Iv longer be offered. Withdrawal

of approval would disallow state funding for the program. The

Chancellor's Office has not/yet developed specific procedures for.



such monitoring but do4 engage in five somewhat related monitoring

or evaulation activities of which PAR' is considered relevant to the

state mandate:

((,)

The Community College Occupational Programs Evaulation

Systen-(COPES) is the result of about ten year's" study and

voluntary use by some colleges. Essentially, it requires a

collegeto undertake a broadly based self-study which is

.then reviewed by a visiting team of outside experts -from

other colleges whq
3

have been strained for this purpose. In

'.1979-80, the Chancellor's Office initiated a four-year pro

ject under which all colleges and all occupational programs

will be,evaluated under COPES procedures -- one fourth of 4°(4

the colleges and one fourth of the programs.Neach year.

2) The student' Accountability Model (SAM) provides information

required for conipliance with federal vocational edu.cation.

regulations with respect to employer. evaluation o(f occupa-

A tiOnal programs. SAMis part of the fourlyear proje

A longitudinal study of both occupational and'rionoccupa-

:tional programs was started in 1978: for 15 colleges. The

study is jointly sponsored by the Chancellor's Office rid

the'.-State Advisory' COmmission on Vocational Education. For

the 941eges concerned, this longitudinal study" is also part

of the 1'i:fur-year project.

4) Program Administrative Review (PAR) is -a program initiated

by the Chdncelloio S. pffice to assist ,colleges to comply with

the wide,varlefy Of ::state rules and regulations to which

they are,, subject. The intent' of the review is not the

imposition of sanctions-but advice and assistance. PAR a

continuing procedure.



V

. _

The Course Activities Meaturqvis.an. information syttem

which the Chancellor's' Office collects detailed Inform ation

on courses and enrollments twice'yearly.. .BeCause of the.

difficulty of Obtaining a 1100 percent ;return, this

-MatiOn is not used for its originally intended pUrOote as a

basis for,.appOrtionment of state.funds. After processing,

information is returned to tbecollees where it maybe used

for intirnal .eValuatibp-- e.g., relative course productivity

-- and as a cheCkagainq adverse audits of appoitioned:

fundt...

i' ,

Review if existing programs in the Chance'llor's Office focuses on

occupational rather than nonoccupational pr grains because, of federal

requirements for evaluation apd the availability of federal funds to

support evaluation activity. Current COPES activity repreSents a

i-eductiod in scope from plank of tl?e early 1970, but the inclusion

of COPES, 'SAM, and PAR in a four-gar project involving. all colleges
, .

t.

is conidered a new and important integration Of eval Uation -acti vi ty

by the Program Evaluation - office. The Chancel Tor's Office does not .

,
currently plan extending this evaluation

I
aotivitY t__, o academic

erl

,

prog amt. ,

I
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APPENDIX C

PROGRAM REVIEW IN THE. CALIFORNIA STATE UNVERSITY'AND COLLEGES.'

#
Policies

*
and procedures for program review in the California State

Uni'- sity and Colleges r set out in, annually updated, five -year

planning documents. HistOrically, each such document has contained

'campus "A..demic Master Plan" projections of new programs for the

succeeding, lye years. The current document, Academic Program and

-Resource Pla nin%in the California State. University and Colleges

Jul361980, projects programs for 1980-81 only, rather thanfor.the

net five years, because of the uncertainty of longer term funding,

in the aftermath of Proposition 13. rive-yeaprojections will be

.resumed -in the next* annual plan in 19c.: C.

Overall pesponsibili,iy for progiam review'within.the Chavelfor's

Office is with the Vice Chandellor,--Academic Affajrs, and 'direct

respoosibilitY is with the Assistant Vice Chancellor, 'whOAeads the

office-of EdUcational Programs and Resources (EP&R). The. EP&R

office. consists of some ten professiopals who are organized into

three closely relatld'sections: Planning, Frogelams, and Resourdes.

Approximately four percent of al' Chancellor's Office manjdars and

45 percent of-the activity in EP&R is related to new program review,

existing.program review, or activities such as master planning and

curricular studies)in support of review activity.

Extensive quantitative information is compiled in the Adademic

Planning Date'Base by EP&R staff. This information system

.currently.being,modified to permdt, direct campus use for,coUrse

scheduling'and.other cal purposes. From this base,:quantitative,

comparative infordatjon relating to. prOgram enrollment4 student/

faculty ratios, class'size, and degrees is annually distributed to
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the caMpuSes.for use in local reviews.of both new and existing

programs.

Review of. New Programs

Governing bOard policies for 'review of new programs were establistled'

in 1963, and have remained relatively. unchanged. In 1973, the

Chancellor delegated 'approval of s$ecified program options and

concentrations to the campus ptesidents. In 1979 -80, a newly'

established Academic Planning and Proijram Review, Committee: chaired

by the Vice'Chancellor, 'Academic Affairs, held its first meetings.

Consisting of faculty, campus and system administrators, and

students, the Committee is said to have influenced the lifting of a

new program moritorium imposed following Proposition-13. The

Committee has also tonsulted on the revised requests for campu'

plans issued in 1980.

New program review begins -with the projection of tinOpOse&progi4aMs

-by the campuse.in'their'annual flve-yeaT "Academic MasteiTlans."

These ptojectlbnS are reviewed by EP&R ttaff,andtheintecOmmerl'.7

datiOnSmay be the bases for discussions with the campuses. The:.

-major purposes ofneview.dfprojected.pnog.rams are (1) access

thi'Ough planned program-dfstribution;'(2) avoidance of unnecessary

duplication; (3) determination.ofneed.forthe progrgM; and (4)

preliminary determination of res9 ce adequacy.

Greaten attention than in the past is now given iqcampus master

plan projections under a new requirement that projeCted prognaM6 be

specifically relatedtO an explicit camput mission and supported:by. .

planning asSumptions. Emphasis in the EP &R office may slift7lnthe:

future from detailed review of individual. programs already in..camPus

plans to closer examination df projected prograMs prior to inclusion

i ft thos.e pl ans.. '

118
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'Governing board Approval of new; 3rogram projections in campus master

plans authorizes the c4MpuSes tOpTen-for;te.program and is-requir-

ed before a detailed:proposal. for tmplementation can be submitted.

The.govertng board has:delegated authority:for. subsequent approver

of detailed"proposalTqo the ChanceVor.The Chancellor's Office doet

nelp specify- the procedures.by which new program proposals are devel7

:oped, but does, of course,, specify th'content-of these proposals.
. :

The proposals for new programs are reviewed throughout the year by. ?

eR&Lstaff through a Program Review Committee of six. analysts, each

of whoM prepares a written review Asuallya,single page.---of
ftw 4

each proposal A resource enalysis..is prepared by theiRetources

section,of EP &R and when appropriate, specielists-in informition

systems andin.health sciendet'sitwith,the co ee. The commit J

tee meets at least twicea month the intent.bei that action
, :

4 should tie:;taken:on each new 20 working days of its

submistion. It is estimated that about five weeks are required for

review when the proposal_does not require. olarifl-EiNn or

tional data.

Chancellor's Office-and CPEC.policies effectively prevent campuses

froM projecting programs in i(6ediscipline§ (e.g., no additional,

campuses are-to enter the fields of agriculture and engineering).

Informal and formal planning..disoussions discourage campuses from

projecting other programs in campus plans. The

Chancellor's Office annually,submits to the goVerning'board

approximately o 95 percent of the new programs that are
, .

projected in c mPlis plans, withsUbstantialyariatiOn among the

campUset in th endorsement. rate. After screening in'the planning

process, few.Programs are rejected when detailed proposals are

iubditted. After review, discussipq,.and consideration of

additional information, hoWeyer, about five percent of the.proposals

are withdrawn, many to be resubmitted at a later date.

.41
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twoCriteria.for review of new programs are customary ones, but two

aspects are relatively new: s.

New program proposals must.conta-in a completed "matrix"

chart on whic4 both enr011mentand faculty are projected for
P

the year of progrem initiation and for the third and fifth

year thereafter.- The format requires .projections, and

distribution of all enrollments and faculty, both
4

with and without the proposed program, the purpose being to

identify redistribution of existing resources. The intent

also is to-increase campus administrative and faculty .

awareness df the campuswide implications of implementation

of teproposal.

Beginning with the 1980 planning cycle, campus master plans

must justify each new projecied program in,terais of a

fic,campus mission ands planning assumptions. In addition to
.

assisting in the determination of the appropriateness of the

program for the campus, such statements are intended, over

tiMe, to clarify similarities and differences among cam-

puses, both at the campuses and in the systemwide office.

The Chancellor's Office procedures do not distinguish between review

of graduate.and undergraduite programs other'than in the criteria

for each level -- e.g., higher faculty qualifications are sought

when a.master's program is proposed. 'The Chancellor's Office

encourages, but does not require, that proposals for new graduate

prograMs b'd related to current reviews of existing undergraduate

'programs.

The-Chancellor's Office does not systematically monitor the imple-

mentatton of new programs, but does conduct an annual "catalog'



review." Campuses annually report course changes that will appear

in their catalogs, together with an accounting of courses added 4nd

subtracted. 14 Past reviews, EP&R staff have found a fewAnstanceS

of offerings, that have not had. prior approval.

EP&R staff perceive their mtior concerns in new program review to be

'broader than those .of tile campuses -- i.e., (tatewide manpower

needs, regional program distribution, reasona ly standard terminol-

ogy. They also believe that system level review improves curricular

decisions in some instances by raising
,

questions to amore objective

perspective than may be available at the campuses.

Review of Existing Programs (Campus Reviews)

Since 1971, the governing board has required campus review of exist:-

ing programs as .part of the annual, planning procesS. Existing pro-

'grams are intended to be reviewed in a five-year cycle under broad

policies that suggest examination of program goals and purposes,

curricifl'ar content, resources, past and current accomplishments, and

the ,number.and placement of'graduates. Each campus uses local pro-

cedures for review, and these are summarized'in the annual system-

wide planning document. This document also contains each campus's

schedule for review of existing programs. EP&R staff monitor the

scheduling, but, have not as yet raised issues withregard to it with

the campuses.'

The campuses forward summaries of the findings of the reviews.to the

Chancellor's OffiCe, and, these, are summarized, and aggregated by EP&R.

. staff for an annual report to the governing board. To assure candid

and effective review at the campus level,.the Chancellor's Office

`does not request complete reports, nor does it take direct action on

the summaries that it receives; the assumption is that campUses will

take corrective action where this is required. EP&R does retain the
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summaries for, reference in reviewing new.program projectionsand

propOsals.

41'ci. early 1979, the Chancellor announced systemwide policWs:for the

'discontinuance of academic programs,' specifying both substantive and

proCedural eequirements: a propos51 to'discontinue a progr'am would

-ordinarily be the result of a

co

regal- or ad hoc,revewit broadr .

nsultationiNdutdbe required duri g the review; enrolled students

:wquld be protected; and faculty advice"on the proposed discontin-
7

'%Alance would be .required. The policies also required thai4,appuses

propedures for approval by the Chancellor. To date,

.eight of the 19 campuses have submitted such procedures.

Review of Existing Programs .(Cross-Campus Review)

Reviews of existing programs across campuses are initiated by the

Chancellor's Office when the need is apparent. Formal procedures

for initiating and tonductinq such reviews have bot.been estab

lished. It appears that in ,the past EP&R staff have given major

direction to such reviews.
.

A reviewof programs in industrial arts, industrialtechnolOqy, and

icgineering technology was Made A-F41970, and a fothW-up review in'

1977. The conSultatve.committee, appointed by the ChancellOr:.

sisted of two campus deans, a departMent chairman,.a faculty member,
, .

and an EP&R staff member.- As aii-esult of this review, proposals. for

prograMS'leading to.thaster.s degrees in industrial technology were

rejected,:and campuses_ were:entourage4-t6:pufsue aealternative..

course of offering' an 'option to MBA p1100ath

-A similar review-of -perforMing.arts curricula has.. been completed in

draft fOrm, and.-Is currently being reviewed :bay the Campoes. andthe--
, -

R.



faculty senate. What is considered a. more comprehensive review of

teacher education-As .currently in 'process.
c,

Members' of the,Systenvide.rFaculty Senate have alwayS sat as ob-

servers with the review committees, and, more recently ,""-members of

the review committees h'aVe. been selected in .consultation with the

Senate.



APPENDIX D

PROGRAM. REVIEW 1014E.:UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Program reviews tn.the University.of California have remained rela-

tively Unchanged,overthe past ten years., Both new and existing

program reviews take place in the' context of earlier. systemwide

planning documents (University of California Academic Plan, 1974-78,

March 1974;'The University-wide Perspective, March 1975) and of thew.
currently developing University. Planning Statement 1980 (Draft,

September 30, 1980).
, -

ResponsibilitY for program review is divided,both "horizontally" by

drgapizational levels and--!'vertically" betOeen adMlnistrative and

faculty bodies., At'the systemwide-administratiVe leel,r-respon-

sibi)ity for both new and existing.program review "centers on the

4Ademic Plaing" and Program Revie4Board,(APPRB) with five members

from the,Systermide AdministratioN six faculty,members,.and four

students,: Academic Vice President-Chairs APPRB and :transmits-

its recommendations to the'President. At the systemwide faculty

leveJ, prithary responsibility, for program review is with the

Coordinating Committee on Graduate.Affairs (CCGA), a committee of
I

the Academic Senate. Thd 'Senate has been delegated retponsibility

for courses and curricula by the governing { board. 4

Under the Acadethic Vice President, the office of the Assistant Vice

President -- Academic Planning and Program Review (AVP-PPR) has

direct adminiitratiVe resOonsibility for-program reviNibtfOties,

for planqing; and for staff assistance to both APPRB and CCGA.

AVP-PPR has .a:siaff of. Some 12 prbfessionals, of whOm:one'member

spend§ approximately full-time on program review matters, the others.

being involved 'as'workload requires.'



Uniyersity and CPEC annual program inventories are used by AVP-PPR

staff, and theUnivertity's informatioh system currently In the

procesS of extensive reorganization proyides them with data'

by camOut on enrollments by degree, degrees conferred, and faculty

.FTE:ty. department or degree prOgram.
o A

AVP -PPR staff activity encompatses four types of program review:

(1) reviewof new graduate programs; ,(2) of new undergraduate

programs; (3) campui review of existing programs; and (4). cross-

campUs reviews. AVP-PPR spends subtantplly more time with new

graduate degree proposals than with either newundergraduate

Programs or campus reviews of existing programs: Cross-campus

reviews by discipline are not routinely scheduled, although one or

more,has been uhdertaken each year.

New Program Review -- Graduate Degree Programs

Senate procedures foi- review of proposals for new graduate degree

programs have been the responsibility of CCGA since 1961, and the

general process has remained relatively constant over time As

major change occurred in 1971 when APPRB was interposed between the

faculty group and the President.to bring a broader planning perspec-

tive-to recommendations.
.

lc

Each camput has its own procedures for initiating proposals.for new

programs,and these remain substantially as described in Academic

Program Review in the University of California (October 1976). Both

the Systemwide Administration and CCGA specify the information to be

providedin the proposals that Are submitted for systemwide review.

Each campus annually submits a list of the titles of,projeCted new

programs,to.the Systemwide Administration as an update of its aca-

demic 010.4he campus lists are reviewed by AVP -PPR, aggregated

for a report to CPEC, and later used by AVP-PPR in reviewing
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detailed proposals to determine if a proposed program is part,of the

campus plan. Projected programs,receive more substantive, although

less formal, consideration 'by senior systemwide and campus staff

during the several scheduled "visits" each year to each campus that

are pact of the UniVersity's rolling, three-ytar planning and

resource allocation process.- P

Campus proposals for new graduate degree programs are transiitted to

both the faculty committee -- CCGA -- and the responsible adminis-

trative office -- AVP-PPR.

AVP-PPR prepares a preliminary analysis of.fhe proposal for
,

CCGA, raising such questions as student demand, employment

outlook, unnecessary program duplication, and resources. Within

the past year, AVP-PPR has also been providing CCGA with com-

Oarative data on similar programs at other campuses.

CCGA holds at least one hearing -- sometimes as many as four --'

on each proposal, and elicits responses to questions raised by

AVP-PPR and by its own review. CCGP\I has primary responsibility

at universitywide level for assessing program quality. Recent-

ly, it has taken more interest than in the past in resource

questions and in possible unnecessary - program duplication

because of uncertain fiscal and enrollment projections. Gen-

erally, all proposals submitted to CCGA require additional or

more current information, and most of those submitted are

ultimately approved by CCGA.

If CCGA aciproves the proposal, AVP-PPR prepares an anlysis and

recommendations for a. prograMreview subcommittee of APPRB. APPRB

generally relies on the subcommittee review and recommendation, but

occasionally raises questions of its own, requesting additional
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information from the campuses. APPRB's recoMmendations are sub-
:-

mitted to the President.

The. governing board must approve proposals involving degree titles

that are new to a.campus (e.g., MFA, M. Admins.).

If the President approves the proposal, a summary is prepared by

AVP-PPR from information provided by the campus, and forwarded to

CPEC for review.and comment. On receipt of CPEC's concurrence, the

Academic Vice President notifies the campus of final approval.

Three types of new graduate degree proposals are accepted as info

mation items by APPRB and do not require Presidential approval: (

concurrent degree programs which combine courses in two already

-existing programs; (2) graduate certificate programs in Which a

certificate is issued for work completed in an existing program; and

(3) master's programs within existing doctoral programs. In gen

eral, unless new courses or additional resources are required, these

three types of proposals are eeported to. CPEC, not 'submitted in

advance for review and Comment.

New Prograrri Review -- Undergraduate Degree Programs

Historically, the Systemwide Administrationhas not reviewed campus

proposals for new undergraduate' degree programs unless they involved
.

a new degree title requiring governing board approval. Current

procedures were established in 1975 to facilitate CPEC's then new

legislative mandate to4review all new prograMs in the three public
4

segments.

Eadh campus uses loCalFiprocedures to develop Orgposals. The

information to be prOided in the proposals, specified by the

Systemwide AdministOtion, reflects agreements with CPEC, and

information requireMents differ based on four catagories of



undergraduate programs': (1) group and field majors which combine

courses from existing programs; (2)-professional programs; (3)

Programs with'degree titles new to the,campus; and (4) all other

programs.

In general, if programs require new courses or new (or reallocated)

resources, the proposal is submitted ,to CPEC for review and com-

ment. Otherwis'e, new undergraduate prdgrams are only reported.

Campuses are requtcedto submit all proposals to.AVP-PPR, however,

along with a statemeA-pf6source needs and a completed CREC ques-,

tionnaire; the decision on WtTether CPEC -review iS required,is made

by AVP-PA. Information requirement's raffei among die types
,

programs -- e.g., a proposal for a new professional program requires

evidence of discussion with-representatives of nearby State

University campuses if the proposa3 parallels existing programs at

any of them.

Proposals for new undergraduate programs require the approval of the

Academic Vice President, but this approval is routinely given when.

proposals comply with systemwide requirements for reporting programs

to CPEC.

As with graduate programs, a list of projected undergraduate pro-

grams isannually submitted to AVP-PPR by the campuses.as part of

their planning processes and AVP-PPR consolidates the campus'lists

in an annual report to CPEC.

.Review of Existing Programs -- Campus Review

Review .of existing graduqe and undergraduate programs at the campus

leyel is the responsibility of the local division of the Academic

Senate. These reviews are-condUcted to satisfy the faculty and_

administration that standardt of quality are being maintained and to
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provide speCific constructive adltice about the strengths weak-

nesses to the unit under review and to others 'responsible for the

program.

Each campus uses, its own procedures for selection of programs to be

reviewed and for the detailed content of reviews. Campus reviews,

are desceibed at length in Academic Program Review in the University

of California (October 1976), and the descriptions remainsubstan-

tially accurate. Although the'1976 report. is addressed primarily to

campus faculty and administrators:one recommendation su ests the

desirability of comparable inforrnatibn across Campuses o improve

the c9nsistency of review reports arid to increase. their utility at

each campus and linong campuses.

Results of campus reviews are reported annually to AVP-PPR in sum-

mary form, and these are consolidated by AVP-PPR in a report to

CPEC. AVP-PPR monitors campus reviews to assure accurate reports to"

CPEC, but not for the purpose of determing campus compliance oritti

campus review schedules or policies. -

n.6eptember 1979, the President issued systemwide policies requir

ing each campus to establish written procedures for the transfer,

consolidation, .disestablishment,; and discontinuance of academic

programs and units. These policies note that such procedures shoUld

normally require a regular or a8 hoc review of .the program prior to

a decision to discontinue it. ost Campuses have submitted pro--
__ _

cedures, but, AMP-OPR-has not yet reviewed them for coinplience with

Presidential policies. The policies, in additionto asking for

written procedures, require consultation with faculty and studen

peer review of program quality, and, whenever possible, review by

scholars fromoutside the University. Campus procedures are also to

protect enrolled students and to make "appropriate accommodations"

for affected facOlty and:staff...
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RevieW of Existing Programs -- Cross-Campus Reviews

In 'the early 1979'.s APPRB initiated review t of selected program

areas on a systemwide basis whereplanniht-problems raised clear-cut'

systemwide issues -- e.g., possible unnecessary program duplica-
.

tioh, shortages or excesses bf Ph.D.'s, etc. Cross- campus reviews

under APPRB auspices have been conducted of programs in administra-

tion, marine sciences, education, and classics. Engineering pro-
.

grams are currently under review.

lieviews under ASPPRB auzspices were Conducted by ad hoc committees

appointed bx,the President in consultation with the Academic Senate,

and these committees were staffed by AVP-PPR., Committee ,recommen-

dations were made to APPRB, which sought comments from conc "erned

campus chancellors, Senate coMmitteeS, and others. APPRB's recom-

mendations were then made tb the President.

In_September. 1980,: the 'President approved new'procedures that

require joint sponsorship of cross-campus reviews by the Systemwide

AdministratiOn and the Academic Senate. Sys,temwide administrators

view these,procedures as_a /significant step forwird in shared'

governance. Responsibility for initiating cross-campus reviews.is

shifted from the administration (i.e., APPRB) to a committee

composed of the_ chairs of APPRB and three major Academic Senate

cpmmdttees. This committee can arrangt-for reviews on its own

act on requests from the President, the Academic

Councif'(56mewhai of an executive committee of the Senate), the

Council of Chancellors, or an individual campus chaRcellor.

Cross-campus review will continue to have-their'primary focus on

the maintenance of t academic quality just as do local campus

reviews. ,Cross-campus reviews by discipline are not routinely,



scheduled, however, and will be initiated whenever speCific concerns

gob6yond the purview.of any..one campUs. The.procedures. note that

Such concern might .arise when.a.campuS proposes aneW graduate

program that already exists'ob pne'ormoreother UgiverStiy.cam-

puses. Systemwide administrators sti7eSstbe substantial costand-

Across - campuseffort .expendedn cdnducting reviews
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REVIEWERS

The program review desCriptionslAppendices A through D) benefited'
from review by the organizational representattves for the study:
.Ernest Berg, Carlton. Boi/ell, Norman Charles, and. Anthony Moye.
We, not.they, are responsible for any errors, however. We are
grateful to them-and to 'others who took time to respond to our
request for comment on "tentative recommendations." Despite

,substantial difference in.format, this-final report profits from
the valuable.suggestions of these reviewers. They are

Kay J: Andersen, ,Executive-Director
Western Assoctation'of Schools and Colleges

Sandra 0..Archibald, Student
Univeesity of California, Davis

Frederick E. Balderston, Professor
Univerity of California, Berkeley

Arnold Binder, Professor
University of California, Irvine

ThOmas B. Day, President
San Diego State University

Tyra Duncan-Hall, Professor
San Franpsico Community College

Yvette M. Fallandy, Professor
Sondm4State Uniyerstiy

Thomas W. Fryer, Jr., Chancellor
foothill-De Anza Community College District

Harold E. Geiogue,-Budget Analyst
California State Legislative Budget Committee

Milo P. Johnson,"Superintendent
Mt, San Jacinto Community College

Jack (Kennedy, Budget Analyst ,

California State Department of Finance

Gerald Kissler, Assistant Director of. Planning
University of.California,-Los Angeles
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Robert D. kully, Professor
California State University, L05 Angeles

Edgene C. Lee, Professor ,

University of California, Berkeley

Donald A. MacPhee, Vice President
California State University, Dominguez Hills

=--
Allen. G. Marr, Dean, Graduate-Studies and Research
University_of California, Davis

Chester 0. McCorkle, Jr., Professor.
University of California, Davis ," t
Ellis E. kcCune ,. President
California State University,

James H. Meyer, Chancellor
University of California, Davis

Morgan Odell, Executive Director
Association of Indepe dent California Colleges and Universities

Garland P. Peed, Chancellor
San Diego Community- College District

Sam Schauermaii, Vice President-Instli4ction
1,Camino

Glenn P. Smith, ChanceTlor
San Mateo county. Community College District

Herbert M. Sussman, 'Chancellor
Sap Francisco Community College District ,

Robert E. Swenson, Executive Director
Accrediting Commission for Conimunity, and Junior Colleges,

At the .Center for Studies in Higher Education, University of Cali-
fornia, 'Berkeley, Martin Trow, Steve Weiner, and Janet Ruyle afforded
us an opportunity to discuss Ahe study with state, administrative,
and faculty leaders at two.seminars. ,

At the Office, of the Chancellor, Calilfornia State University and
Col 1 eges, Alex Sherriffs and -Yvette FaTlarlaY afforded us an oppor-.

tunity to meet with systemwide administrative and faculty senate
committees.


