—»—

DOCUMENT RESUME

| ED 224 451 o - HE 015 830
AUTHOR Melchiori, Gerlinda S., .
TITLE - Planning for Prograi Discontinuance: From Default to

Design. AAHE-ERIC/Higher Education Research Report
-No. 5, 1982. . . -
INSTITUTION American Association for Higher Education,
washington, D.C.; ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher

* Education, Washington, D.C. ' :
SPONS AGENCY EXXON Education Foundation, New York, N.Y.; Michigan
. , ’ Univ., Ann Arbor.; National Inst. of Education (ED),
‘ Washington, DC.
PUB DATE 82

CONTRACT 400-77-0073
- NOTE = _ 58p.

AVAILABLE FROM Amerisgn Association for Higher Education, One’Dupont
Circle, Suite 600, Washington, DC 20036 ($5.00,
members; $6.50, nonmembers). ‘

PUB TYPE Information Analyses = ERIC Information Analysis-

~Products {(071) =- Reports - Descriptive (141) --
Branch Around (888) I ,

N

EDRS PRICE " MF01/PC03 Plus Postage. .
DESCRIPTORS Accountability; ‘Board of Education Policy; College
) ., Administration; *College Planning; *College Programs;
. *Curriculum Evaluation; DepartmentsTAEconomic
° ~ Factors; Evaluation Criteria; Higher Education; Needs
Assessment; Organizational Climate; Policy Formation;
*Program Evaluation; Resource.Allocation;
*Retrenchment; State Boards of Education; *State
Colleges
IDENTIFI1ERS *Program Discontinuance

"ABSTRACT .
The origin and extent of .program raduction and

-, discontinuance at colleges and universities, the elements of program
oo review, and a framework for developirig long-range organizational
planning are considered. Program discontinuance refers to the merger
of related programs, the elimination of certain degrees or programs
within departments, and the closing ‘of entire departments, Attention
is directed to discontinuance initiated by state higher education
agencies, institutions, and individual schools and colleges. Most of
the information for the analysis is ‘based on case studies and
research on large public institutions and state higher .education
agencies; a survey of 46 state agencies also revealed that a nucleus
of 26 .states are initiating or recommending terminations.

psychology of decline and policy. formation, especially policies of
termination. The following steps of program review are examined:
initiating program discontinuance; the review process itself,
including the selection of models and evaluation criteria; the
decisior-making step; and implementation of the decision and
assessment of impacts.on students, faculty, academic programs, and
institutional budgets and organizational behavior. It is proposed.
that the institution needs: policies, data, and personnsl to design
strategies for program discontinuance; review teams. and a continuous
review process; sunset provisions gi.e.; a stipulation calling for
O eriodic program evaluation); and provisions for incentivescand

°

Eﬁkugoward: at various stages in the discontinuance process. A

Provided by ERI

‘bibliography is appended. (SW) s

"'Tﬁdditfonaily7~a'Titerature*review‘considers~society“at-large~andfthe~w~




1982 -

© U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ;DUCATION
. EDYCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
/ CENTER (ERIC)

} This document has been teproduced 28
recoived from the person of otganization
originating it.

1 Minos changes have been made to improve
reproduction quality.

s

e

o Points of view Of GRINKNS stated in this docu-

ment do not necessanly represent qHfical NIE
position of policy.

i

Planning for i’
Program B
Discontinuance

~ From Default to Design -
o - "a"?;;f@ '
L3




Planning for Program Discontinuance
From Defauit to Design ’ .

Gerlinda S. Melchiori

AAHE-ERICiHigher Education Research Report No. 5, 1982

o

Prepared by h .

ERIC]® "
Clearinghouse on Higher Education
The Grorge Washington University

Published by

RAHE

American Association for Higher Education




N

-

-

‘
q
E e
v
1

; o
Citeas: ~

Mclchiori, Gerlinda S, Plainung for Program Dis-
continuance: From Defhdt to Design. ANHE-ERIC/
Higher Education Research Report No. 5, 1982.
Washingron, 'D.C.: American Association for
Higher Education, 1982

‘.

@mer Clearinghouse on Higher Education

The George Washington University ,

One Dupont Circle, Suite 630, N

Washingon, D.C.’ 20036
*

American Association for Higher Edﬁcation !
One Dupont Circle, Suite 600 '
Washington, D.C. 20036 :

I 1 under contract no. 400-77-0073. The opinions eaptessed in
l:“ 3 us report do not necessarily reflect the positions o1 polivies
of NIE or the Department.

Eu: This publication, was prepared with funding fiom the Na- )
m | uonal Institute of Education, U.S. Department of Education,




ERIC

A FuiToxt Provided by ERIC

Contents-

* ey
Overview 1
Genesis, Definition, and Extent of Program Discontinuance 3
Alternatives tor Retrenchment: Concepts and Strategices 3
Program Discontinuance: Its Parameters and Definitions 4
Historical Genesis of Program Discontinuance 6
Current Level of Progran; Discontinuance 10
Literature on Decline, Change, and Discontinuance 12
Sucietal Change and the Psychology of Decline 12
The Policy Cycle and the Termination of Policies . 13
Program Discontinuance at the State Level 16
*Program Discontinuance at the Institutional Level 20
Sunmsmarv 22

. , -
Procedural Aspects of Program-Discontinuance, 23
Initiation of Program Discontinuance 23
Program Review 26
Decision Making 28
Implementation and the Assessment of Iinpact. ' 30
Planning for Program Discontinuance 34
>Org:\|1fz:xli011al Provisions 34
Provisions for Planning 37
Provisions for Incentives and Rewards 38
A Model for Coping Mechanisms 40
Summary , 41
Bibliography 43

-
P .




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- -
¥
‘

Foreword

LY

In vur growth onented souets the prospect of not being able to expand
or, at the very least, maintaim the status quo is very distiessing to people.
The niegative, at tnes violent, pabhe reaction to the oil embargo of the
catly 1970s and the U.S. automobile mantfacturers’ reluctance to develop
smaller, more [uel-efficient cars,are examples of this phenomenon.

This 1s no less true for lughel education institutions. As the pressures
of dechning enrollments, state and federal revenues, and endow ments,
coupled v «h vears of hugh inflauon have mereased, the institutions have
been forced to address the issue of adjusting their priorities in orda to
balance their budgets. This condition was carlier addressed by Kenneth
P. Mortimer and Michael L. Ticrney in “The Three “R's™ of the Eighties.
Reducnion, Reallocation, and Retrenc hment {AAHE-ERIC ‘Higher Rescarch
Report No. 4, 1979), ‘ X

The mitial reactions of the institutions were to control expenses by
simply not spending. This took the form of deferring maintenance and
salary increases, making do with available equipment, and avoiding pur-
chasimg new rtems such_as books and periodicals for the library. Tt did
not take fong to reahize that this way of coping was dysfunctional to the
educatiogal miussion of the institution. While in the short run it may have
been successful in balancing the budget, in the long run it meant decreas-
ing morale for the faculty and ability to mamtain overall academic qluality .
The loag-term solution lay in adjusting the activities of the institutions
in such a way that enough funds were available to mect the needs of those
areas most central to the institution. Some areas had to be climinated in
order to provide money to ensure the quality of other arcas.

It 15 this process of constructively identifying the arcas that are of high
prionity to the institutions and the arcas that might be reduced or elim-
inated that is addressed in this Research Report. Gerlinda $. Melchiori,
coordmator of academic affairs in the College of Literature, Science, and
the Arts at the University of Michigan, has carcfully analszed and syn-
thesized she major literature on program reduction and discontinuance.
This analysis, combined with her own research, provides a Ppositive frame-
wurh for deeloping long-range organizational planning t6 meet the real-
ties of future revenue while minimizing the potential disruption caused
by program discontinuance. By un(luslandm the expetience of other
institutions, adnumistrators and faculty will be better cquipped to direct

the future of their own institution. , .
Jonathan D. Fife )
Director
@i Clearinghouse on Higher Education
The George Washington University .
. ¢
Sy




Acknowledgments

This research repott came about with the encousagement and formative

| criticism of many people, I am grateful 1o my friends and colleagues, Bob
Cope, Sue Mims, and Mary Peterson, for then feedback and suggestions.
Special thanks go to the many faculty «nd admimstrators I'have worhed
with and talked towith respect to pohicies and procedures, problems and
dilemmas pertaining to program discontinuance.

Talso wish to thank the Exxon Education Foundation and the Univer-
sity of Miclugan tor funding the research components under lying the anal-
vses and reconmmendations presented here. Finally, special thanks go to
Carol -Quuroz, who once agam provided the bridge from manuscript to
) tvpe.

[

KXY

ERIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




. Overview . . . ) N\

"PI"Jg:‘alll discontinuance™- the tern to many connotes dechine, an ad-
versary relationship, and turmoil. This-monograph suggests that program o
discontinuance can be a proactjve and realistic tool for retrenchment in

that it has a potential use in changing curricula and m reducing budgets.

These potentials cannot be realized-as long as program discontinuance 1s |
initiated by “default—as a reaction to immediate, intense financial prob. ’
lems alhx.r than by design—as a proactine, long-range planning tool
C requinng lead time “and startup resources.

.In lhc absence of a uniform definition, the term “program discontn-
uance” is used in a broad sense, including the merger of related programs,
the climinatisn of certain degrees o1 programs within departments, and
the closing of entire departiments. The monograph deals with disconun- s N
uance initiated by state agencies for highet education, by mstitutions, and
by individual schools and colleges. Most of the information 1s based upon
case studies of and 1escarch on large public institutions and state agencies
|~ for higher cducation. Although it is assumed that most of the ssues dis- .
cussed apply invarying degrees to small andior private mstitutions, then
application must be evaluated within the context of a givenusituation.

Program (llswnunuamc is a tool for reductior that supports dilfer-

X ential rather than across-the-board reductions, and-it 1s a tool for change
in that the reduction tollows a thorough. assessment of the needs for and
quality of aninstitution’s curiscula. The ntent to close acadentic programs
‘touches the very pulse of an institution, the curricula, and the faculty,
causing mauy, obstacles to appear. To muddle through this labyrinth of
—-\—— - hindrances, questivns, and problems. is not enough to_dealsath the level
Of retrenchment predicted for the future, Thus. the carlier an institution .
or a svstem of higher ¢ducation plans for systemativ program discontin-
uance, the less traumatic the actual reduction and change will e, -
The first step in that direction is to identify existing pbstacles, one of
which is the difficulty in aceepting thi\notion of continuously decicasig
\ resources (enrollment and'or funds). A Nubbuin adherenee to strategies
or reduction from previous times of troubles (such as timmufig bydgets,
pastponing renot ations, and releasing untedyred facuity) indicates that .
people have difficults in giving up the hope Ry a return to growth and
imes. Socialized to expect regular incredses, people find 1t slow
dﬁ& ainful to reverse that psychology. Another set of obstacles includs.s
the adherendd o tradition, the formation of speufic personal loyalues,
and the sociatization of people into job norms, these modes of behavior
mav lead to inkrtia and a resistance to i 1ge. Long sldnnllnL policies and
: entitlements, sifch as tenure and due procss, also constriiite par ticular ly
stiong forees thiat 1esist change. Finally, the lack of stratées for unplu S
menting the mgdilication, merger, o1 discontinuance of curiidnly and the
lach of expeticee in working in untested tenain are also ubstac

“The sceond ptep, then, is to climinate these obstacles o1 0 sune
circumvent themn strategieally. That elfort includes the review gt existing .
policies, which In time mav lead to the development of new pohivies for .
proynmdlsu.onu\umm,u. o1 other provisos that willundo grandlather clagses.
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Sometimes nu‘lhmg short ol a change in specilic personnel or an entire
adnmunistration 1s required to break up traditional managerial thinking
. an 1 established modes of behavior. The most important aspect, however,
1s 8l the ercation ol-a solid, prolessional process ol program review.
Althiugh the closure of a program nian be triggered by a variety of reasons,
it ahnost alwaus tollows a more ot less Lomprehensive process consisting
ol mutiation, program review; decision making, and evaluation.

Lutation. When state sgencies nntiate a review, quantitative tripwires
(tvpically measures ol cost and elliciency) are used to identily possible
candidates lor termmauon. Institutions that mitiate the process tend to
#  pse a minture of eriteria for elfigiency and clfectiveness to single out can-
didates torclosure. The issues of exactly how to wlentifs poteatial pro-
grrands lor closure and to what extent thie ajlected faculty can and ought

© - to be consulted continue to be vexing prublt‘ﬁ\w )
Program review. Although mach has been written about a whole range
: ol criteria, the review ultimately comes down to issues of quality and
centrality. Guidehines and general criteria for review and discontinuance
should bé developed in light of the mstitution’s mission. A designated unit,
perhaps the institut.on’s rescarch office, should collect the dat for specific

reviews. - ,
Decision makmg. The answer to the question of who on what level
decides to termmate a program depends upon the prevailing tradition of
governance. The role of the faculty (advisory?) should be ¢l arly delincated

. vist-vis the role of the admimstration (decision, making?). The develop-
ment of coping mechanisms (c¢.g., provisions to retrain facvelty, seed money

————foriesearchincentiyes-for retisemen L)-ma.},aﬁxncliun_z!s_i.lﬂdi{i_(énﬂl* wavs
- to circumvent and prevent potential resistance to discontinuance.

. Evaluation. As program discontinuances leave kehind a trail of re-
sentment, accusations, and disrupteq careers, it is nut surprising to find
that their impact s rardly studied.[After all, in most cases the cast of
actors involved in a givén process is arely present to analyze the impact.
Nonetheless, more studies should focus on suclt subjects as climination

g

ather strategices. :
’ The third and final step in making discontinuance less traumatic on-
. ails the cultivation of an overall constructive climate for reduction: the
Atablishment of guidelines for program discontinuance, the development
of Sunset provisions, and the creation of structures for incentives and
rewards. An overall, time-ordered process for coping w'th change should
be developed:before any program discontinuations are initisted. The pun-
pose of thinking through the situation at hand, the goals to be achieved,
and the strategies and tactics to achicve these goals is to induce planning
for reduction and thus, it is Hoped, keep organizational stress and personal
pain to a minimun. )

\ [ 2

A .

2 & Program Discontintance

£RiC T

- IR
g

\ resulting rom generic and thematic mergers, partial discontinuanee, and
.




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e Y

Genesis, i)eﬁnition,' and Extent of Program Discontinuance

‘Alternatives for Retrenchment: Concepts and Strategies
The maiority of states and their institutions of higher education are in the
midst of reductions on all fronts. budgets, faculty, enrollment, student
support, rescarch support, and curricular offerings. Much has been weitten
about possible strategies for reduction, and-case studics and surveys of
both institutional and state reduction processes have burgeoned Para-
dlgms and theoretical frameworks analyzing characteristics and impact
have been developed. Controlling factors of these [rameworks tend to be
primarily budgetary or curricular in natwe. -

Budguar\ reductions may consist of some or all of the following basic

strategics. adjusting budguar\ standards (raising student. f"u.ully ratios,
for instance), enforcing proport.onal budget cuts, decentralizing control
of revennes and expenditures, and differentiating budget cuts according
to selective priorities (Balderston 1974).° A continuum of strategics re-
sponding to fiscal stress includes postponing, belt-tightening, cutting and
reallocating, searching for new funds, and planning and worrying (Cheit

1971). . .

__Curricular strategices, in addition to cunsldx.rlng the reduction and dis-
Lonunuamcufulbungployams need to take into ~ccount the continuous
need for currieular Lhanbc Thus, program development during times of
overall reduction necessitates internal reorganizations, merger, modifi-
cation, and other changes. One strategy involves the creative R.Ulbdnl-

zation and use of resources for the development of umbrella programs
that provide skills and knowledge cutting across the boundaries, of tra-
ditional'departments. A second stratggy involves aggregating existing vourses
-into-newrinterdisciplinary frameworks (Mandel and Hellweg 1979).

Before any changes are considered, however, programs must be eval-
uated for worth and necessity. Subsequent adjustments 1in organization
consist of two basic uptions—continuance or termination. In his book on
decline n firms and organizations, Hirschman (1970) calls those two op-
tions “voice” and “exit.” Voice is an attempt to first identify the causes
responsible for the dechine of a product or a program and then to propose
(or voice) mechamsms for improving its marhetability if an analysis shows
that 1t warrants continuation. Exit, on the other hand, tefers to the elim-
ination of a product or program if the review indicates that tt is no lunget
viable, compatible, or essential. Hirschman stresses the importance of
considering not only these two poles but also the options in between.
Testing the clasuul) betwesn-retention and climination means consid-
ering options and dgvelopmy mnovatnve alternatives. Hirschiman's model
ol adjusting to dechine in effect proposes to su:l the optimal balance
between voice and exit, .

What then are the curricular options in response to decline? Ln.mlnz>
on the Hirschman model for analysis, Melchiori in her 1980 survey of state
agencies for higher education focused on patterns of program reduction,
A comprehensive database [ruom 46 participating states provided mfor -
mation regarding the range of options available for reductions in pro-
grams, the [requency of their use, and their specific attributes,

' Program Discontinuance 8’3
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.Based on-the respunses, twu categories in addition to the established »
endpoles ot conuinuation.and terination (Hirschman’s voice and exit)
scem to occupy the gray area Between the two extremes. Labeled "mod-
ification” and “merger,” they represent various degrees ofcurricular change.
T Arranged in a continaum, the four categories and variations within are

; presented in the table on.page 5. . )

With regard to contiualion, & program may be continued “as is” or
placea on implctt oy explicit probation. Two variations are pertinent:
contingent continuation, which supports continuation pempding the ful--
fillment of specifically stated conditions, ¢.g., sccuring funds or attaining
acereditation; andiconditional continuation, which impHgs that a'program
is placed on probauunffor a stated period of time. Conditions may indicate
that the program will be phased out unless more students are attracted
to 120 the quality of the faculty is upgraded. ..

v _{ The second category. modification, contains a varicty of options that
are designed 10 explore the clasticity of a progrant’s potential-for change -
if the imual agreement s that the prograin is warth retaining, albeit with
fewer resources. Several options for change are noted in the table.

Moving even closer to exit, nierger also tests the flexibility of a partic-
ular progran. A decision for metger signals that retention is feasible only
if major adjustments are made, such as pooling resources or realigning’
programs. The deternunants for selecting a specific variation of the merger
are directly related to the weaknesses of the program—for example, a

— _,ds;c,lming.ﬂudunLpuol;_high-wsns-okequipnmnt,—tpmpuﬁ'i*{'()?‘ Hbrag™,;
changes in the discipline and marketplace, b

The tourth category, termmation, leaves behind the area of exploring,
options and cnters a less fluid arena. Although any of the previous three
categories may eventually include program discontinuance, this gategory

. states such mtentions much. more bluntly. Typically, terminatibn entails

’ the elimination of speeific degrees within a department or the disconitin-

——-

away. The elimmation of academic departments and entire colleges is

minimal. . ¢
) . - N 1 T ~ o
Program Discontinuance: Its Parameters and Definitions v o ¢

What constitutes progran discontinuance? The term is as difficult-to de-
fine as “program’” itseft. A program can be described as a constellation
of clements serving a common set of objectives (Toppiag and Miyathki
- 1973). These objectives can be expressed in terms of intellectual, analvt-
ical, or practical skills or in terms of degrees. A degree program can be
defined as an area of specialization (major) for which recognition is in-
tended to be given by conferring a degree (Barak 1975, p. 38). .
Programs differ in duration, size, input, and outcomes (Weiss 1972).
Most importantly, programs differ in scope. The scope of a program for
higher education could he described as a program within a department,
a department within a particular school or college, a school or vollege
within an i'nstituliun, or anginstitutional program (mission) within the
N . . < -

.
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- state. According to this Inerarchy of scope, the climination of a program
- could be called program discontinuance (closure, termination) However,
trom the perspective of the next lugher le el, the department, the discon-
umuance of that program 1s a reduction of its (departmental) program,

and soon. ° T o,
. Toovercome tns confuston and lack of clear delineation, administra-
tor? have used some or all ol the following results as indicators of program

r

discontinuance:
)

| e removal of references in the university or collele catalog defining
the program as a separate study arca
e climination-of a separately budgeted unit

e climinaton of a unit that enjoys separav: status thr

ugh common

. _* use n a given department, e.g., community psvcholog® (sumetimes
referred to as “partial discontinuance™) . \ _
© e remova ol tenured faculty from an identifiable unit . ‘ ’
. e climination of spectfic degree I_gvé’ls from a progran. h N
) : & S

.
. \

Within the context of this paper, the term “discontinuance” is based on

“all these uses. B
 The defimtion of program discontinuance also depends on politics.
Bused on the rescarch on program reduction and actual experience with
- various disconunued programs, the definition must include all of the above
indicators if it scems desirable to administrators to avoid the label “pro-
gram chscontmuance.” If, on the other hand, the goal is to make an ex-
ample of a discontinuance case (perhaps to get public attention or to apply
> available guidelnes), the definition includes only one criterion; ¢.g ! the
: climination ob a Ph.D. program in a given field sutfices to speak of a
program discontinuance. In any case, no uniform definition of program®
discontinuance exists, and the selecion of that term may be based upon
political or strategic considerations rather than preestablished absolute

M -
. values, . - . .

<

¢

. - <
Historital Genesis of Program Discontinuance
Durmg the carly 1970s, the phrase “program discontinuance” gained pop-
ularity as some states began to consider closing programs to reverse pre- -
vious curricelar proliferation and to respond to declining enrollmer.t and
) budgets. The term soon took on negative connotations as somwe faculty
. were relieved of thenr teaching duties. The reaction that these events were
happening for the first time is understandable if one remembers that
hightr education had grown tremendously'in recent memory. But clearly
. meager tmes had occurred bed e, and perhaps studying the historical
perspective would provide clues about what strategics had been employed
- and what kinds of benefits could be derived to better adjust and plan for
- current reductions. s .
Books on the lustory of American higher education or particular uni- )
versities tend to refleet their authors’ Acilgc\iél. Because a basic charac-

N ’ . ¢ \ -
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teristic ol ol national thiking 1s 1o capect growth, cevents tend to be
tecorded mtepms of cxpansion, agdition, and developnients (v g., Pechham
1967), Nonctheless, a carelul reading of lustory buoks about highet edu-
cation teveals infuormation n.g‘udmg. remedies to mcrease enrollment,
reallocate scarce tunds, and reduce faculty and staff (Brubacher 1977,
Brubacher and Rudy 1968, Hulstadter and Snuth 1961, Shannun 1960).
Ot particular value 1s Malcolm M. Willey's 1937-classic, Depression, Re- .
coveny and Higher Educatton. The followmg patag: aphs summuatize svme
of the catises fun uumu.hmun the managnient of problems, and sume ol
the outcomes.
. s
Causes for fiscul stress. Thivughout the columial pertod, many mstitutions
¢ of hugher cducetion were plagued by fiscal stiess. The causes svete usually
the lack of enough enollment and. o1 a steady tax base. Averaging only
cight graduates a year during 1ts first 75 sears, Harvard sutfered from a

. chronic Tack of funds (Hammond 1976, p. 12). .
—— Following the revolution and the tiansplanting of u;n..ls based on the ]
' European Enlightenment, higher education for decades enjoyed high sta-
) tus and relative seeurity. Duringg the 19th century, iomever several trends -
contnibuted to ceonomie difficulties, forcing many progiams to be clim- 7, |

Jnoted and many wolleges to be cdosed. One reason was the growth of
religious diverstty and the resulting competition for buth students and
suppurt. Adminiduators soun realized that denvminational coexistence
v.as neeessany for survival, Svon religious requirements were relased for
other denuminations, in fact, ninority representation {of vther denomi-
nations) un gosetinng boards was sumetimes granted (Bi ubacher and Rudy
1968, p. 9). -
X sccond cause fur fiscal stress was the uuld tonard eliminating re-
ligious control of colleges. Beginning even befure the Civil War, influential
and wealthy “"men of affairs” began tu take the governing reins out of the
hands of the mimstry. These people were interested mainly in prepating v
students for leadership in burgeoning industrics. Filled with classical
scholars, universities resisted the abandunment of then traditional clas-
sieal curncula in fas or of pragmatie subjects. Instead, faculty argued that
the merchants and L mers should alse be tramed e the classical cw tic-
ulum {(Hofstadter and Snuth 1961). As late as 1873, President Ang 1 of
the University of Michiga  oppused the opening of a dental schoul because
denustry was not an mtellectual discipline (Peckham 1967, p. 72).
Perhaps the most scrious threat to higher education oceurred during |
the Depression. Accotding to Willey (1937), financial exigeney existed lor |
hugher cducation in 193234, Preceded by a decade of growth (earallment |
duubled), mstitutions were fureed mto drastiv actions: cutting back sal N

I T

artes at first, then reducing ﬁu.um then clusing programs and entite |
departments—Hutchifis in Chu..nw climinated 34 programs (Hammond
1976, p. 12)-—and hinally, temporarily closing entire schools. An actual
emollment decline of 8 purcent oceurted in hlghu education from 1932
through 1933, Thereafter, the upward tend resumed, and by 1935-36

Program Discontinuance.®-7
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enrollment surpassed the pre-Depiession peak (Willey 1937, p. 234) “There
was httle time and need then to plan for long-range systematic reduction

Despite the economic seventy of the depression, purchasing power of
taculty salaries did not decline. It is a pity that Willey’s book is limited
to the quantitative gnalysis of those faculty who- reniained in their posi-
tions. Thus, no accounts of those whoweré Torced to leave exist The actual
number seemns to have been.quute low, less than 3 percent of the teaching
staff. primarily-instructors (Willev 1937, Table 7, p. 28).

_—The most recent period of retrenchinent oceurred during World War
Il as many potential students entered the service and more and more
resources were pumped into the defense industry. Problems of enrol'ment
and cconomics tended to be quickly climinated, b wever, as the govern-
ment nereasingly demanded and supported mulitary courses and war
rescarch on campuses. In addition, many faculty members were granted
leaves for government service. Thus, althouglt the enrollment declined,
excess faculty was not a problem.

Insum, hscal stress consisted of the twin problems of lack of enrollmeint
and adequate funding, these symptoms in ‘turn were caused by institu-
tions” competing for available students, by national prioriiiz,” competing
for attentiom and funds, andior by temporary hardships in the economic
fiber. None of the historical sources implied that these times of troubles
were anythung but transient and temporary. The United States was still
asceading to world power, and there were no limits —economic, geo-

--graphic, or psychological—in sight. . ’

LT T
Strategies for retrenchment and their outcomes, Similaritics can be noted
inthe way institutions historically responded to pressures Although in-
stitdtions’ roles and missions were examined, expenditures scrutinized,
and programs audited, there tended to be no substantial changes in ad-
minstrative practices toward long-range planning and the development
of pgficies about reduction. Measures scemned to have been reactive and
ad hoe and were assumed to be temporary and transitional The following
strategies can be inferred from historical sources:
@ applving across-the-board and program-specific cutbacks
e cncouraging interinstitutional cooperation
e cvaluating programs and introducing sporadic reductions and phase-

outs

creating ' new intere.c” courses and “emergency  courses to draw

additional enrollment

lowering entrance requirements

implementing institutional hiring freezes

relcasing faculty, particularly nontenured people

encouraging carly retirement and using nonpromotion tactics

reassigning and/or transferring faculty o

limiting employment periods (Willey 1937, Hofstadter and Smith

1961: Brubacher and Rudy 1968; Brubacher 1977).

"
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To highhght the implications of these strategies, 1t scems appropriate
to summarize the more-fung-tange outcoines that resulted from the carlier
periods of retrenchment: - .

1. A spirit of opportunisia seems to have emerged rather quichly. courses
in agricultural ccunomics during Reconstruction, New Deal emergency
education prorams, World War ITon-campus military trammng courses,
ROTC. R

2. The lowering of entrance requiremients tended to result ina real or
perceived decline m qual:ty, which in turn induced a return to tradi-
tional courses, stiffer student quality control, a'ul more structured
curricula. -

3.. An exodus of good faculty from the universities tended to result in
a decline in academic research to the benefit of industr 3y Ol government.
4, Both state and federal intervention mereased with additional ap-
propriations, rescarch grants, student financial aid programs, or legal
requirements Governnient’s role continued bevond the eaigency pe-
riod because tederal programs, once instituted, were rarely ternunated.
5. Pleas for the development of role and mission often remained un-
answered by the institutions. Typically, they initiated neither sum-
mative nor long-range formative plans. Subscquent growth periods
(the 1880’s, after 1935, after 1947) once again evolvedan a fairly lausses-
faire mode (Brubacher and Ruby 1968; Hofstadter ard Smith 1961,
“Peckham 1967; Shannon 1960; Willey 1937).

Retrenchment today. While declines in enrollment and resources are fa-
miliar to higher education today, additional components make the current
chmate different. The age of American growth and eapanston has ended.
Natural resources have become scarce, and competition for them has in-
creased. The United States 1s no longer the awesomie giant but increasingly
interdependent upon other nations. And there 1s hittle hope that this sit-
uation will change in the near future. Nor can change be eapected iy highe
education. Most state budgets are deeply impoverished, and the pool of
future tradiional scadents is predicted to decrease over many years. In-
deed, long-range decreases are predicted for all but a few states.

In light of the fundamental difference between previous periods of
retrenchment and the current situation, it is all the more disturbing to
note that, despite years of warning, strategies for reduction continue to
be reactive, ad ho, and mostly unplanned. Cheit’s survey (1971) mdlcalu
that imtial responses to fiscal stress are postponing, belt-tightening, and
cutting. Planning does not eater the picture until the fifth and final phasc.
*Similarly, a study of policies regarding the reduction of stafl at 163 in-

stitutions {two-year, four-year, and senior public and private institutions)

shows the following measures, listed-in order of heir reported frequency.

1. not filling vacancies
2. terminating nontenured faculty

'
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3. terminating part-time laculty

4. terminating teaching assistance

5. encouraging carly retirement, es secially for-faculty with lgh sen-
jority )

6. reassigning faculty and stafl to 1ew arcas

7. intensifving evaluation of perfor mance (Sprenger and Schultz 1974,
p- 221). .

Current Level of Program Discontiauance

During the past few years, rescarcners have attempted to collect nation-
wide data on retrenchment (Hample-and Kaelke 1980). Such rescarch has
been suceesslul to the »xtent that surveys were able 16 determine theextent
1o which pohicies 2nd regulations pi ovide for implementing program dis-
continuance, releasing faculty, ete. On neithér on the state level not the
institutional level has it been possible to collect hard data. The difficultics
are many; the sheer size of such an undertaking; problems of defining
what constitutes prograin discontinuance; timing {date of initial decision
versus date of implementation); as well as a host of other sensitive issues.
The Carnegie Commission in 1979-80 polled 2,508 institations regarding
thefexistence of policies and practices for handling retrenchment; 40 per-
cent (995 institutions) responded. The information collected consists of
data on frequency of conditions requiring retrenchment among the indi-
vidual types of institutions, extent of unionization, reasons for reductions,
and the extent of faculty rights for appeal, retention, and reappointinent.
Data on the extent of reduction activitics and outcomes were not collected.

At the state level, a survey of 46 state agencies for-higher education
reveals that a nucleus of 26 ‘S"t‘ams-is@‘volwd in recommending, initiating,
and dtciding on program discontinuance. An additional six states are
initiating or recommending terminations. Although not involved in pro-
gram review at the state level, these six states do have access 1o some ’
information about programs. In terms of types of boards, 84 percent of
the participating governing boards and 73 pereent of the 22 coordinating
agencies are involved to some degree in terminating programs (Melchiori
1980, p. 72). A ‘

A number of variables in the remaining 14 states have caused the
agencies to not be involved 1n any program discontinuance. Somwe agengics
have no authority to do so, while others would have the power but feel
that program discontinuance is an institutional responsibilityy and should
be admunistered on that level only. One state identificd-itself as a growth
state for higher education, while four states have been trying for years to
initiate at leastreview procedures but have lost in power struggles against
powerful institutional lobbying groups or influential legislators.

On the state level too, the politics of the issue makes it difficult to
colleet hard data on program discontinuance. Some of the respondents’
wxplanations were clothed in the general verbiage of technical difficulticsy
others clearly mentioned that political forces were at play. Respondents
made the following observations:

10 m Programt Discominuance
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e State agenuies rarcely wollect follow-up information on their uwg
. suggestions for program discontinuance to the institutions. If peces-
sary, an agency might be able to learn an approximate number of
programs discontinued by counting the program offerings per insti-
tution and comparing those figures to previous years’,
e Some states have adopted the policy of not revealing the number of
terminations to deemphasize program discontinuance as a specific goal
and to avouid creating a destruetive climate. )
® Problems of definition abound: in many cases, ncither institutions
nor agencies are interested in fine-tuning the program discontinuance
continuum intq partial and complete. termmations so that they can
account for their activitics more spevifically.
® Program discontinuance is a public relations issye in that many
institutions and agenuices try to appease legislators and appropriation
. comnuttées with figures indicating that all involved are doing their
S best to reduce programs. Implications are that these figures are kept
* . [flexible, depending upon their purpose aifd the agdicnci.ﬁ
k ¢ Finally, the sentiment seems to exist that a public pr&clamaliuu of
high numbers of program discontinuances would reflect poorly upofi
/ state agencies’ work. After ali, had a good state master plan been de- .~ .
4
P

veloped, had program proliferation not been allowed to happen, had
agencies been able to cohsuli and influence their, constituencies ap-
propriately, fewer progra}ns would now be superfluous.

‘Even though no comprghensive data are available, an incrcasi}\f; body
of case studies reveals dxﬂ:nplivc information un problems, benefils, and
dilemmas assoctated with program discontinuance on both the institu-
uonal apd the state lgvels. These case studies are the basis for closer - *

scrutiny in subsequerit sections. . ¢
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Literature on Decline, Change, and Discontinuance

In view of the author’s belief that many of the problems associated with
terminating programs indicate a much larger phenomenon, namely ‘the
mabifity of soctety to cope with decline in géneral, the literature reviewed
~._ forths monograph goes well bevond higher education—beginning with
~-spcrety atlarge and the psychology of decline, moving to an analysis of
the formaton of policy, especially policies of termination, 8nd finally
discussing specific mstances of program discontinuarce at both the state

level and at the nstitutional level. Lo

“r

Societal Change and the Psychology 6f-Decline
The discontinuance of academic programs is occurring within an era of
adjustment to a no-growth future for socicty in geperal. ™

Our socety is psychologically unprepared to face nongrowth, decline,
or defeat (Michael 1968). After decades of expansion and superlatives, of ™™ _
gans in poweriand influence, Americans have been socialized to expect

: regular increases and inereases in increases (Callan and Jongen 1976). We
now need to learn to live with gloomier prospects before any constructive
plans for dealing with decline will be ergotionally accepted and imple-
mented. This tdeology —upon which national programs are Justificd—is
only recently beginning to catch up with that reality. ’

Some scholars have already gone so fat.as to predict the pussibility of
an « titudinal collapse (perhaps even an actual collapse) of our present
systery of higher education. “Structures as great in nature and more pow- €
erful in expression than the university have come and gone in history”
(Nisbet 1971, p. 204). Higher education could share the fate of the medieval
church, the guild, rural living, and the landed aristocracy (Nisbet 1971).
Such display of negativism reminds one of the comment that the discour<e
withm the modern university 1s all too often its members playing the role
of doomsayer, predicting that the worst is yet to comé (Whecler® 1978, p
50). An expert on,socictal change and sucictal learning, Michael predicts
that this society will have to be ready to embrace uncertainty, role stress,
and constant change more than ever before, (1968). On the other hand, this
decline 1n resources mighg be advantageous: “Once the psycholugical trauma
of an end’of growth has been surmounted, the new era of limited resources
could readily be met with a new sense of pioneering” (Hechinger 1980, p.
39). ' ,

It 1s no surprise then that organizations at least temporarily, whether
consciously or unconsciously, resist change. Obstacles to change have been
categorized in three ways: -

™ .
e the collective benefits of organizational stability and the power of
" calculated pppusition tg change and innovations

e “mentalplinders,’ssuch as programmed behavior, the socialization

ol people fato job nofms. identification with 2 specific support group,

and buregfucratic proliferation, which tend e contribute to the creation

“of “tunngl vision” and make it difficult to proselytize for change
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ties, and cross-cutting purischctions, wl{ich only reinforce the

-4
vironmental conditions, a imtted market, s\\praurganualiunal loval-
aforementioned behavioral characte. istics (Raufman 1971, p. 2D

new adnuinistiation so as to presen( the ot mation of grg 1ongidn-
servatism, enceuraging an influx of new 1deas angl peppie so as tertounter
the development of psychologieal barriers to chduge, avoiding the devél-
opment of antithetical coahtions, and 1eviewing and thereby climinating
other existing svstemic obstacles (#971). '

Kaufinan recommends several ways to auom;:gish change. iclcclin_st a
rudZal

The Policy Cycle-and the Termination of Policies _gl

While many of these systemic obstacles are not under the direct stewgid-
ship of an organization, barriers in the form of existing policies can 5till
be changed and made to support rather than hinder the process of chdnge.

An organizational policy can be defined as: .

2y
Yaga

. . s
oo an abstraction or generalization about vrgamzanondl b’chm for that
has structural tmplications for the orgamzation, Such ge;:ert:lt:alio:x can
be made retrospectively, as recogniions of-extsting practice, oy prospec-
nvely, that 1s policy makunig, the making of general statevienss ‘)/‘ what

» - . . N 3
orgamzational behavigr shall be! The making of policy in thig sense is at
once a category of deciston makmg, an aspect of orgamzatignahchange,
and perhaps the most significant expression of leadershyj. ... The di-
v Kl - bl

menstons of policy makmg are the formulation of orgawtational goals
and?bierfm:;.&gnd the formudation of strategies and procedfires for achiev-

ing and ussessing progress toward such goals (Katz and’ Kahin 1978, p.
477). - \
—

.
.

~

According to this dcfinll_lon, an orgihization’s dccisfu\p'm recicy its
products or academic programs Ly certajn eritesraaiid sibsequently elim-
inate those falling below a defined stai s]j}fa\/l.unbl‘;l‘&ih:"b'lhc formulation
of a new-policy. Such a policy would allow institutgfs to reyise their

organizational policies, most of which are the products Of an era of growth |

and expansion, and subsequently develop new pulicigs dnd strategies in

]

line with the current climate of reduction. £, .

Political scientists and organizational behaviorists haye been increas-
ingly active in research on the formation and administration of policy so
as to understand the dynamics of specific policies and their relationship
to organizational behavior (Nagel 1978). This rescarch his typically em-
phasized the imtiation and implementation of policy, and considerably

fewer efforts have been expended on analyzing the final step in the policy

T .

4 ’ ¢
*Systemic vnstackes to program discontinuance i higher education have been a
r rticular problem as mstitutions have to consider AAUP (American Assuciation of

« aversity Professors) regulations, unton requipements, and lhy‘il own financial

coaditions. -
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cvele, namely the termination of a policy. In his research on the termi-

. nauon of policics, DeLeon (1978) finds that although some tvpes of ter-
unnation, such as divorce, death, and revolution, have, received great
attention, the termination of policies has been ignored in the overall anal-
ysis of the policv eycle.”

Drawing on other scientists” work, DeLeon proposes aii analysis ol
- policy along the lollowing six steps. imtiation/intervention, estimation;
selection, implementation, evaluation, termination. The first step includes
the recogmtion of a problem (e.g., budgetary shortlalls), the definition of
the new obijective, and the generaton of possible options and strategies
lor wnplementation, The estmation stage weighs the costs and benefits
of cach alternative against the overall objective. During selection, the
decision maker chooses among the options. The policy is then translated
into specific programs (actions) and carried out during the implementa-
uon stage ‘In the evaluation stage, the effects of the-programs relative to
the stated objective are assessed, and’ unapticipated consequences that
may have occurred are evaluated. Finally, the termination stage recog zes
that a spealfic policy need not (or should not) live forc ver; once @ policy’s
objective s reached and marntained, its relevance and applicability should

c be reconsidered and, 1f found redundant, outmoded, or dysfunctional, it

' should be terminated (1978, pp. 280-81). ’

. Why has 1t been so difficult to plan and execute the termination of a.
policy? DeLeon identilies various reasons. intellectual reluctance, insti-
tutional permanence, dynamic conscervatism, antitermination coalitions,
legal obstacles, and Tugh start-up costsfor change (1978, p. 286). Bardach,

. another member of the small circle of policy analysts currently studying

the nature of obstacles to terminating policy, lists other obstacles: The

lear of the uncertain is a primary obstale, Second, many policy makers
constder termination an admission of having made mistakes and thus
prefer letting the issue die in less conspicuous ways. Third, very few people

or organizations develop incentives to make such adjustments casier or

more attractive. Fourth, this socisty tends to think that certain policies~

or programs imply entitlement to something and that the myriad of “*duc
process” actions in higher educaton attest to-this notion (1976, pp. 128~

29). . o .

Bardach subscquently focused on the formation of coalitions 6p|)using?§j~'

and favoring-termination and their potential itfluence on the success of

_termination. To prevent the polarization of antitheses, certain conditions

mav lacilitate the termiration of a policy: :

1. changing the ddministration currently in power
2. delegitimizing the ideology-on which the policy is based

3. cushioning the blow~—supporting those expected to suffer from the
impact

4

“Regardimg higher educaton, this condition could, fot instanee, refer to delegiti-
mizing the developments of new programs or growth intentions per se ‘

~ <
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® 3. bulldmu exit routes into the policy at the time it is formulated.

-

4, taking advantage of a period of turbuknw durmg which many peo
ples’ optimistie expectations are already lowered

Two ulhcrs can be added to this list: .

§.. developing “sunset legislation,” which ‘means tha. if the conditions

that led to the formulation of a program or a policy no longer exist or

the criterta themselves need to be uaasgssc& lermination becomes a

possibilitv,-and !

7. emphasizing the constructive aspgcts that would usull from offi-~
cially termmating a program or a policy, such as being able to free

monics, reorganjze dc.panlmx.nls,pn shift puople (DeLeon 1978).

If these suggestions._for dx.\clupsng constructive conditions for termi-
nation seem to lack pragmatism, nyore placmal albeit political, “coping
muhamsms may be in order.

! &

. Dun t float trial balloons. Floating tnal balloons sometime$ may be -
a good 1actic for testing poln,ual winds, but it nlay also pulan/c op-
position into powerful camps.

® Enlarge the canstituency of thuse who would benelit from the at-
tempted-change, for. msl.m;:c liberals, environnmgentalists, veologists,
and econumizers have been used for proselytizing new ideas. .
® Take advantage of ldwlogual shifts to demonstrate harm if no change
occurs—in higher 2ducaton, for example, taking .ld\aula;_.c of a rea-
wakening of emphasis uu basic language shills. Harm indeed could

- = *=pccur if certain faddish programs were not terminated in favor of real-

locating resources to the humanities.
® Analyze the possibility of compromise (that is, afteration rather than
mmlnallon) If results are not satisfactory, prepare for a “cean hnock-
out” at the very bx.gmnlng' )
® On the state level, seck terniination through the executive branch
« rather than the legislauve branch of the government. Legislators who
_aie responsible for the establishment of a policy in the first place may
2 want to fight for a compromise to save face, And legislators typically .
do not like to face up to the pegative impacts in their districts.
® Be prepared for short-term increases in cost; terminating a program
may not save money immediately becausg severance pay, retraining,
and other costs may be necessary. For short-term cconomics, termi-
nation may not be the route to go. \
® Appease those oppused to the termination with new job offers and/
%r severance pay. Planning and coordinating thcs\c cfforts must vceur
during the carliest stage of the attempted change.
. Analwchuw much really needs to be climinated, w hichTresrms weed-
ing through the cconomic, social, and cthical arguments put forth by
those favoring changc and evaluating lhcnr‘? xmu\ (Bchn 1978).
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aminated by* big bang” or “slow whimper” tactics.
de uh;cll a proponent of the bjg bang termination,
1at a bigbang not oceur beforeatlgther alternatives
and werghed against the impact the termination
would have on those alfetted by thedegsion. The “spill-over” cftegt—the
conflict that mah resu atter the deciden is made—is also a factor A
particular action mav cygenden enough conllict to suggest that, on bal>
ance, less dramatic actidp would have been p clerable (Janis 1972). Fi-
« ndlly, all decisions must Ne justitiable within the grganization’s overall
commtment Lo long-rapge lanming and managerial dentinuity «Katz and
Kahm 1973). Thus, considerdion of abruptly terminating.a.particular pol-
1cy or program oyght to be Rreceded by an analysis of the_possibility of
incremental chygfe. (See KatAand Kahn 1978, pp- 496-98, [ora discussion
of incremental’change and thd\{ra 'ngnuuiun of decision making.)
Several references have bee Zﬁulc s0 far to the possibility (ﬁ linking
the termination of a policy to sifpultancously vecurring ideological shifts
(For a broad discussion of the psychology of ideology, see Lovle 1977) A
,public health scientist writest C .

Policies can be
Although Behn con
many analvsts urge
have been considered

~

Poliey change can frequently be raced 1o underlving changes in social
struetures. As the system evolves dyer time, certain characteristics of the
changmg soctal structure conflict \vith ongoing policy, vhich is in turn
characterized by the absence of self-\orrecting mechanisms. A major shift
m policy must be pystifted on the bas\s of @ powerfi svstem of heliefs that
“matches” or has a close affinmty wirh\ hanging aspects of social structure.

. Ideology provides the mtellectuial and ¢ notional pressure required to “con-

¢ yince” the system not merely 10 chanye itself, but to change itself in a
particular way. Moreover, the system o “belicfs, or ideology, must be suf-"
[1ciently acceptable to relevant participants in_the system lo overconte the
inertia of an earher, compenng wdeology Ideology therefore lends legiti-

the policy arena with enough

h}gh degree §f consensus, 1t may provide
overcaqme the forees resisting

pressure Jor change—cnough “energy’™—t
change (Carieron 1978, p. 3046). -
This reference to reaching consensus on the change of policy scems to
be a widely and openly practiced strategy .- For instance, since the advent
of the Reagan admimistration, an overall climate of cutting back has trick-
led down to various labor unions, wWhich now scem ready to concede sume
of their earlter gains; to the overall social benefit system, where carlier
+ policies regarding guahfiers and levels of benefit are now threatened; and
to the entire svstem of lugher education, where a new idcology of “less is
better” has become the driving force at state and institutional levels.
L)
Program Discontinuance at the State Level
Ever smee the founding of Harvard in 1636, the colonies, and later the
states, have been involved in the development of higher education (Car-

.
»

~

macy to proposals for change. To the extqnt that it is characterized by a* A
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negic Foundation 1975b) While this involvement was telatively passive
for the first 200 years. the creation of the pubhe land-gtant unnversities

in the 19th century gave the impetus to the estabhishiment of state agencies |

for higher education to lormahize and svstematize the grow th of postsee-
ondary institutions. .

The rapid growth thronghoyt the nation of voluntary, coordmating,
and governing state agencies foi public mstitutions s a 1ecent phenom-
enon. While a generation ago only a-few states had any v pe ol agency,
today only two states operate without such a state ageney, This author’s
survey of program discontinuance at the state level confirmed the data of
the 1975 study by the Education Comnussion of the States m which 28
states were shown to have oordinating agencies, while 20 states are op-
erating with a governing board (Melchion 1980). State coordination for
the private sector takes place through various ty pus of agencies, typieally
via the so-called 1202 Commission Forty -six states now have a 1202 Com-
mission

Once established, these agencies have pot remained static but mstead
have shown detinite trends toward consolidaging more and more de jure
or de facto authority (Riley and Baldridge 197 ,‘Qlcnn_\ et ql. 1976). State
initiatives regarding change in academe might wll operate bevond -

Stitutional thrusts, regional values, and local compet tgun as they have to

consider the diverse needs of the entire state while heeptag in mind avaul-
able state resources (Barak and Berdahl 1978). Others predict that state
initiatives specifically for program discontinuance will gam womentum
during the decades to come (Baldridge et al. 1978, Halstead 1974, Several
forees encourage lhis\ trend towar'd centralization: N
J_\ 2’ . - \-
® The public demands accountability in higher education, to mapy
students and dollars are now at stake to allow insuitutional lam:&&
faire attitudes regarding tax dollars, quality, and prioritics. ’
® Intercampus and infersector rivalry between-community colleges
and cémprehensive uni\crsni\ci. the private and public sectors, and
sniall and large campuses indiregtly supports a “referee system.”
® The federal government pressures agencies to admyuster and pohee
such activitivs as financial aid and [}r\oluui\c laws for minorities and
the handicapped (Carnegic Fuundalion\l 975b).

. )

Some agencies have increased their power increnfentally (without for
mally changing their mandate or legislation) by requesting the enactment
of specific policies. These changes manifest themgelves in active involve-
ment in coordinating, regulating, and even consglidating activities for
higher education, such as planning, distgibuting funds, and -reviewing
curricula. One reason for the increase in cenRalization is that institutions,
steeped in the habit of expecting incremenfal budget growd, have dis-
played severe reluctance to go beyond across-the-board cutbacks and ac-
tually consider climinating unproductive programs. Basically, reduction
occurred by default rather than by design. Placing prioritics was done on

*
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an ad hoc basis; planning was reactive rather than proactive. Triggered
in part by this institutional nertia, state agencies for higher education
increasingly attempted to initiate or enforce the reduction of .academic
programs by establishzng mare or less comprehensive procedures for ve-

. viewing programs. The purposes for stch revicws were to increase finan-
cial and political supervision, ensure institutional accountability and

efficiency, and protect the cohsumer from poor quality (Mingle 1978).

Based ani examples from individual-case studies and site visits, Barak
and Bcrdahl"(l978) desenbe the finer nuances of relationships between
agencies and imstitutions, specifically with respect to procedures for re-
yiewing programs and the formal structures underlving these interfaces.
Building upon this project, Melchiori's study (1980) of patterns o program
discontinuance was based on interviews with executives from 46 state
agencies and several site visits. She sought to study mechanisms emploved
by the agencies {or initiating program reviews and for suggesting program
discontinuange as one method of reallocating scarce funds and redirecting
or modifving curricula. She found that although state agencices differen-
tiate between audus (defined as quantitative flagging precesses), reviews
(defined as program-gssessments o the basis of predominantly quanti-
tative criteria), and evaluativiis (defined as-program assessments empha-
sizing qualitative enteria), the term “review” in most cases is used in an
all-encompassing sense of the word (Melchiori 1980).

Further she found that institutions provide very little feedback on the
kinds of retrenchment mechanisms selected, the program mod‘iflcmiun

undertaken, and the impacts achieved. A chronic problem in relationships

between state agencies and institutions 1s the tendency to conununicate,
even overstate, negative experiences, and to rarely publicize positive, con:
structive changes. It is no surprise, then, that the studv identified an
abundance of stated problems and a dearth of constructive,suggestions
for reduction. . &
Based on.subsequent analysis, Melchiori (1981) identified cight gate-
gories of ubstacles to program discontinuance:
/ 0
1. Legal aspects— t . .
o the lack of formal authonity; the absence of guiding policies to en-
Yorce changes and/or reductions in curricula ’
e the existence of unionized factlty and AAUP guidelines, which often
a priori preclude the serious consideration of reducing teaching staff
e the existence of “grandfather” clauses, which prohibit new policies
from being applied to previous arrangements
2. Interactive issues— _ . .
e the dilemmas associated with agencies’ trying to superimpose co-
ordinatiop over a constituency that is accustomed to governing itsell
rather autonomously .
. & the practice of decentralized university governance, which may pre-

sent difficulties in encouraging and supervising overall institutiorial

retrenchment ,
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. lh&.\nu.d for lumls and time 10 establish the bulcauu.u\ required

to ung.\h\L statewide program reviews

3. Economic issues— ..
® the absence of fiscal Incentives to encour: at.c reductions or Lhang:.x.s
m programs (¢.g., enrollmentdriven funding tormulas that have no
incentives for “cfficiency™)

¢ the belief on the part of mstitutional officers that the closing of some
programs niay result in a uduum‘r’ﬁﬁmw funds

4, Political issucs-—

® the mergeruf interest groups (alumm >lud<.ms faculty, the public),
which may 1oult in powerful lobbying against closmg a program

® the cireumvention by institutions of their state agency by going
directly to the legislature and pussibly Lallblnl, the change p|0c<.ss to
becomea political issue

e the support by legislators for their own alma maters (particularly
in small states), which may resalt in instititions’ being efcused from
participation in statewide eiforts to reduce programs

5. Delinitional shortcomings—

o the lack of agreement between agmcm and institutions regarding
the content of a proper program inventory or a good state master plan
o the absence of goals and Ub_]CL(l\ ¢s upon which both mstitutions and
agencics-agree v

6: Am(udm'\l lbbuC\J—
o the existence of tightly knit corps of executives who tepd tg perpet-
uate long-established institutisnal values and procedures and who may

~

-resent the initiation of any kind of chafige

e the disagreements over values and expectations among technocr ats,

politicians, and scholars regarding the quality, need, and efficiency of a
It

prograins

® the burn out of administrators as a result of untesolved |ssuus in
program evaluation and change |
7. Procedural issues—

e the dilemmas encountered-in determining who is best qualified to
review programs—for example, if an agency hires a consultant, it might
be accused of handing decisions to outsiders, if it dua.s fot, it nu{.ln
be criticized forlack of objectivity o

e the absence of a bulfer between lnsmuuun.\l and state academic
officers to protect the staff on the firing line (the availability of a
sounding buard—a standing committee or an academic council —hav-
ing been found to be helpful in diffusing criticism) A )
3. Environmental:issues—

® the existence of econumic and sociopolitical uncu laml\ (c.g., growvth?
steady state? decline?)

o the existence of a particular state ideology (c.g., COI]SL‘IVcllI\'L) that
may cause sertous resistence to upgrading an agency's authority, sup-
plying requested data, or accepting recommendations

® the impact of a specific mcndgm ourshadowmg ail other effor ts-—-

-
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tor example. a highly pubhcized lawsuit, a change in governors or

pohiucal parties, or another inadent that may result in discquilibria

in the personalitids and valyes involved.

: ST R :

Clearly, not all of the ubstacles are reduction specific. I would be naive
te expeet that problems that could not be solved in times of expansion
could now be climinated in a penod of retrenchment. Both agencies and

. R & P
wstitutions have come to tealize that perhaps the only realistic way to
. . A .
overcome these hindrances 15 1o work around them by gradually wogking
. toward policy chaunges, reviewing some of the procedural problems, and
. . T ) ks . " - - .
- using innotative coping mechanisms and incentives. - o

Program Discontinuance at the Institutional Level .
The tone with respect to program discontinuance at the institutional level \
changes considerably . This s the point where the traun® a oceurs and where \\
statistics become human beings who are concerned about their jobs and 1
- professional future, The atmosphere is further influenced by repe the
press that tend to fuel the ympression that administiators are rut and
certainly not 1n a position to evaluate the quality of academic e aing
and-scholarship. Other criticisms focus on not praviding for enough input
Irom faculty and students and on the general lack of openly sharing long-
range curricular plans with the community. Other puints of conténtion =~
center on legal aspects, such as issues of entstlement and tenure Another
accusaton is that the political leanings of professors (or of a specific pro- «
gram) are the cause for program discontinuance (Dougherty 1981b) Clearly,
it is difficylt to be an objectiveobserver on cither side. e
Luterature on progiam discontintuance falls under many headings pro-
gram review (Seely 1981), reduction, reallocation, and retrenchment (Mor-
umerand Tierney 1979), financial exigency (Moore 1973a); faculty reduction
(Dougherty 1981b), and declifing resources (Richardson 1978). While in
most of these areas program discontinuance is not the central issue, much
can be learned about the general concepts of mahaging decline.
One general theme in these publicatjons is the need for cumingou%
Program review as a way toevaluate activities, establish general standards
. of quahty and quantity, and respond to the general request for account-
= ability. Even though program review may not produce any hard and fast
' or visible changes, institutiops are affected bécause of “changes in prior- o -
itics, communication patterns, budgetary processes, and planning activ- l
ities” (Seeley 1981, p. 39). - '
Another common thread is the need to plan for reduction and reallo- -
cation rather than te-react to acute shortfalls. Planningamgy include-re
viewing whether an institution’s governance structure is suitable for an .
« era of declining resources (Mortimer_ and Tierney 1979), crgating long-
<~ range preventive contingency prans(Moore 1;37811), or providing for'better
institutional rosearch to support the decisio process (Richardson 1978).
Yet another thcmé is the concern for appropriate policies and guide-
lines. Glearly, the unresolved status of tenure in times of retrenchment is

’

-
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a central 1ssue here. Over the past vears, institutions have developed such
varving attitudes and policiés toward tenure that it is impossible in this
movograph to generalize on their imphications for program discontinu-
ance. The answers to ihe following questions are parameters cach insti-
tutiun has toponder individually . 1s tenare regarded mainly as job security
or as protection for academie freedom? i it housed in the department
tand could be dissolved 1f the unit ceases to exist) or in the university at
- Jarge? Is 1t within or without a unionized system? Can tenure be with-
drawn on the basis of the faculty member's lack of quality? Can tenure
be withdrawn on the basis of financial exigency (and whose financial
exigency—the department’s, the college’s, or the institution’s)? -
Although AAUP guidelines exist for releasing tenured faculty under
conditjons of financial exigencies, they apply only imperfectly to program
discontinuance. According to the AAUP’s 1940 Statement of Principles on
Acadenuc Freedom and, Tenure, which in 1975 was translated into policy
gurdelines entitled Recommended Institutional Regulatiors on Academic
Freedom and Tenure, tenured faculty or thuseexpected to get tenure can
be disnussed on the grounds of financial exigencies. The regulations define
financial exigency as “an immnent financial crisis [criteria for defining
crisis are given] which threatens the servival of the institution as a whole
and which cannot be alleviated by less drastic means™ (Brown 1976, p.
5). This statement on financaial exigency, however, does not mesh well with
program reduction, because chances are that if only cost factors were
considered as a basis for diconttnuance, many notoriously non-self-sup-
porting programs would have to be eliminated before an institution could
select the programs it fegls ought.to be closed.” The criteria for program
reduction, however, ought to go beyond strict cost factors: A program’s
value-to the msttution, to the students, and to the eny ironment at large
needs to be taken mto consideration (Cope 1982). It is these criteria that

lack objective measures and that have been the cause of-many legal en-
L]

tanglements.

Rather than approach program discontinuance from the issue of per-
sunm.;L, more and more institutions have begun to assert that in times of
hardship univ.rsities ought to be able to determine which programs they

can afford to olter and that.affected favulty will be accommodated with.

therr best. end fawrest efforts. Procedural guidelines specifically for pro- ‘

.gram discontinuance used to-be rare, but recently an increasing number
of institutions have developed such provisions for eliminating curricula
(Davis and Dougheriy 1978). .

[1; 1esponse to two problematic attempts at-program discontinuance,
the Umversity of Michigan developed formal policy and procedural guide
lines for program discontinuance that are intended to provide answers to
the following questions. (1) Who should decide which program to clim-

*A1 thys wrinng, the “lega’ty” of financial exigency as a cause for program di.-
conttnuance and-faculty layoffs 1s unce again under discussion (see Clroncke of
Higher Education, March 17, 1982).
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mate? (2) What enteria should be used m making these decisions? (3) What
.« saleguards should be given to tenured and nontenured faculty and  her
emiployees if a program were to be climinated? (4) What safeguards should
be given te “tudents m such a program? In addition to nntioning criteria
J for review—mcluding quality, centrality, impact on state needs, cost, and
~_the chances of internally relocating tenured faculty —the guidelings pro-
vide safeguards for faculty and students and mention several steps for
decision and appeal.
Formally approved by the Board of Regents, the guidelines were ap-
. plied Tor the first ume m 1980-81 as the College of Literature, Sciencee,
and the Arts reviewed the Department of Geography for possible discon-
tinuance. Although crincized and perhaps needing clarification, they have
become policy and n fact have established the,principle (ororderly closing
a spectlic umt. (See the third section ol 1his monograph for more detail -
and a description of sume of thé remaining dilemmas.) ‘
The analvsis of that case confirms some of the inferences drawn by
Dougherty in his study ol 10 cases of program discontinuance: (1) shat it
1s pussible and feasible to climinate programs to reduce expenditures or
reallocate funds anid that despite case stydics speaking to the pain and s
trauma involved and despite the pending guestions of tenure, the plinciple
has been firmly established m higher edugation; (2) that decisions about
. program discontinuance must be within the framework of the institution’s
or college’s mission and that the questipn must take Tnto account both
budget and cducational needs; (3) thay the process must be guided by
strong leadership and protagonists for hange; (4) that program discon-
tinuance—although in most cases trighered by a specific incident, such B
as a financial shortfall—can rarcly be®jone quickly enough to respond to
that immediate cause (1981b). Douglierty’s emphasis on the need to ap-
proach program discontinuance as a Igng-range planning issuc confirms
\ the mamn theme of this report—to apploach program discontinuance by

design rather than by default.

|

\ Summary 4

! Luterature on dechne and program discoiitinuance spe sifically indicates
\;‘ that our enwronment 1s-often hostile to-change: Society js unprepared
\ and reluctant to accept a nongrowth world; inslilulionsb\yl'hcn' VeTY
4

nature are conservative organisms, resisting change because of tradition,
} inertia, and bureaucratic proliferation; most policies are products oi an
| expansiontst ideology, and guidelines for program discontinuance are only
v gradually being developed, change, including discontinuance, is expensive
| in that it requires start-up resources and lead time, which-are typically
*{ not avarlable when program discontinuance is being considered. A host .
| of difficulties and obstacles to implementation beset program discontin-
s+ uance at the state level and at the institutional level. Inferences from .
| multiple case studies indicate that program discontinuance is a process
. with many components. Although interrelated, they can be analyzed, de-

: ) . . V)
. veloped and improved independently. )
- { *
s
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. Procedural Aspects of Program Discontinuance

Although the dosure of.a program may be triggered by a vanety of reasons,
1t almost always follows a program review. The process of program review
1s frequently discussed 1n four separate steps. (1) 1pitjation, (2) review,
. {3) decision making, and (4) implementation and assessment of impact.
) Of these steps, imuiation and revigw have been analy zed and documented
in great dgtail, while relatively few analyses focus on the remaining steps,
particularly agsessment of impact. One reason for this lack may bé that
reviews seen to have their greatest impact on the general knuwlc.dgc base
. of admimstrators and thus thewr impact 1sandirect and intangible (Seely
1981). They provide few specific answers.
Initiation of Prograrii Discontinuance - -
The mauation of program discontinuance depends upon the system of
higher education m a given state and thus may oceur either through a
« state agency or divectly on the institutional level.

State level. Many state agencies for higher education, meluding the na-
tion’s large multicampus systems, have developed varic us mechanisms
potenually leading to the elimination of programs. One such method is a
gompn.hc.\slvc., usually cyclical, process of program review. These reviews
lead to closures only if accumpanied by simultancous announcements of
| reduced budgets (Melchior: 1980). Once these signals (formal or infurmal)

\ are sent out, it is up to the institutions to designate their low priority
’ programs: ° .

\‘ . Another method of selection usc.d bv state agencies is the establishment
\ of tripwires by which weak programs can be identified. Tripwires range

Dy from a single cniterion (custs in South Carolina) to several (costs, output,
\ institgtional prionty, and program quality in West Virginia)(Berdahl 1975,
\ p- 13). Flagguing occurs formally (e.g.. ashing institutions to substantiate
\ therr reasons for offering low-demand programs) and informally (c.g., en-
\ couraging untversity officials to follow up on indications of low demand).
\ ' Accreditation agencies, professional associations, faculty, administrators,
\ and the public have also inttiated the process. (For more information on
‘ state-level flagging and program review, see Melchiori 1980, pp. 65-68
I\ and188-90)
L Causes for imtiaung reviews tend to be multifaceted, lhe following
\ seem to be the most impertant triggers:
T
\ - 7 & duplication or overlap within the region or state
", .- ® questionable quithty based on requirements, outcomes, amount of
“ - \ uscarch publicalion

a dooded job markei | .
\ ¢ costs (low enrollment, low faculty. ‘student ratio, high support costs)
\ e questionable appropriateness of subject measured against perceiv c.cl
\ needs, public opmlun etc. (Davis and Dougherty 1978; Barak 1975).

. ¢ Moststate agencier hike tocrreumert the labels of quantity and quality
\ N ‘
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as causes for program review (Dougherty 1979), fearing that evaluating
quantitative eritena like cost would deny the very mission of higher ed-
ucation and that evaluating quality, may mobilize faculbty into defending
their beleagured colleagues. Selecting indicators of quality is particularly
sensitive, begause most faculty would claim that the quality of a program
dirzetly depends upon the resources (i, dollar appropriations) the uni-
versity bestows upon 1t. The state of Washington is an exception in that
the state board readily admts to using nothing but quantitative vriteria,
the rationalebeng that quanutative criteria will also reflect quality pro-
grams (Dougherty .1979). -
Institutional level. Imtiation at the institutional level In jnost cases rests
with individual colleges and then deans. Although often triggered by re-
ductions 1n base budgets, the opening of proceedings to discontinue a
program.or department is based. on both qualitative and quantitative
criteria. Review nceurs on the basis of thiee broad factors: (1) the aca-
demic quahity of the program under consideration; (2) the’ changing en-
vironment in which higher education must operate; and (3) the changing
prioritigs of the institution or the state (Dougherty 1981b, p. 11).

In the case of the Departiment of Geography at the University of Mich-
igan, an mitial review of several troubled departments oceurred within
the citeria prescribed in that institution’s guidelines for program dis-
continuance. Having identified.one specific department, the college began
official progeedings, in the form of full-blown internal and external Jro-
gram reviews and consultation with the college faculty. -

The wnitiation of program discontinuance may well be the most crucial
part in the enure sequence of events. It is at this point all subsequent
actions are set. One problem in the Michigan case was when to consult
with the departmenr. Michigan's guidelines for program discontinuance
mandate that a department be consulted before comprehensive review
and the decision-making process begin. It was found, however, that this
requirement could not be fulfilled to ¢vervone's satisfaction. It seem rea-
sonable to assume that no unit would be able to assist constructively and
objectively in a process that may lead to its demise. Particularly difficult
is Michigan’s requirement for early consultation. On tie one hand, once
a target has been identified, the point of early consultation has passed.
On the other hand, fairly complete data must be assembled before an
ivtial decision to open proceedings can be made and announced To this
day, the questions of when early consultation is supposed to occur and
how 1t can take place constructively and-realistically remain unanswered

fo imtiate program discontinuance, proper timing must be considered,
realistic goals developed, a process established, and obstacles and incen-
tives identified. In the consideration of timing, it is recommended that
the actors-evaluate the situation and take preparatory steps before initi-
ating program reviews that may lead to discontinuance. Declining or stag-
nating finances, student enrollment, and program quality must be amply
indicated. A “’shotgun” approach must be avoided. The situation should

‘
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not be allowed to become su dlesporate that not enough time is left for
discussing alternatives.

Timing also plays a. role n the political ar-ma. For instance, 1t is im-
portant to know whether or not central executive officers are willing and
able to make condlusine woaisions, if not, 1t may be advisable to pursue
reduction through other means. Proper timing requires an analysis of key
actors i the vrganization. It 1s important to hnow who 1s l|l\cl\ to be in
favor of termmaton, who resists shange, and who nughtact as a catalyst.
If previous expetience ndicates that personnel] are likely to resist program
discontinuance, 1t may be necessary to cultivate a group of actors who
lavor change before: bloac.hmg discontipuance again.

Realistic goals for program discontinuance, the second concern, can
be general or speuific. Some general goalsemight be to induce awareness
that retrenchment 1s possible, to delineate the institution’s priorities, or
to enforce quality control. Specific goals might be expressed in terms of
program or budget. to chminate programs with fewer than three graduates
pet year or to reduce the institution’s budget by 10 percent by climinating
all quantitatively and qualitatively marginal programs. Expericnee sug-
gests that the absence of an overall pla and objectives for the institution
and 1s umts can be mterpreced to mean that programediscontinuance 1s
a rather capricious undertaking or that the administiation is unwilling
share uts plans wath the fa.t.ully. Guals should be developed to lend reason
and consistency to the subsequent establishment of procedures for review,
centeria, evaluations, and time frames. For instance, a state university
could decide that ail Ph.D. programs in the humanities that had fewer
than five graduates duning-each of the past three years should be evaluated
by a joint committee of internal evaluators and external consultants. Cri-
teria for the evaluation, in addition to pruduc.mn\ might be the state’s
needs, the proximmty of sinmilar progra.ns atother institutions, and quality
of the faculty.

The third important concern is the pruccss of discontinuance itself.
Mims (1978) and Scely (1981) have identified various levels of intensity
n reviews and alternatives to the process.. They argue-that organizations
are scldom in a position to design new procedures. Rather, procedures
arc being shaped-incrementally by existing policies —sumetimes guide-
lines—by the infrastructure, and bv tradition. In view of the fact that’
program discontinuance tends to create resentment and resistance, formal
policy and de facto arrangements should be reassessed and possibly al-
tered as a way of building Eonsgmus then subsequently published.

A fourth Lonceerp is lhc‘ldcnuﬂcauon of potential obstacles-and incen-
tives. Obstacles might include a highly-political envirenment, differences
in departments’ pawer and prcsugc or pressures from various special
interest groups—students, faculty, aiumni, legislators, o1 viganizations.
Precautipnary strategies or contingency pJans should be developed to eval-
uate o, diffuse suchinterferences. For instance, one way to avoid alicpation
from the very beginning mjght be «» invite broad participation in the
process, Another strategy might be t) provide programmatic or financial
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mcentives for discontinumng programs  the agreement that |/1,<‘<\ programs
will be approved if deadwood is eltminated, the promisg not to deduct
saved tunds or to‘include indicators ol cost efficiency in otherwise en-
rollment-driven appropriation formulas, or the promise of less interfer-
ence from above with gieater volurtary program discontinuance

‘Program Review i

In view of the fact that goals of progeam discontinuance, the mode of
imteraction, and tanng have already been determined during initiation,
program review can be looked upon as the first-step toward implementing
these decisions. i

Models for evaluation. Literature on program review has mushroomed
tremendously during the past decade, and Dressel’s work (1976) on eval-
uation models, eriteria, and procedures has long been regarded as sper
heading the field. Dressel differentiates evaluations according to their
objectives: (1) leading to the development of new programs, (2) leading
to deetsions about resources (input evaluation), (3) evaluating previous
decisions (process evaluation), and (4) reviewing the achievement of goals
o (output evaluation). Output evaluation may be the most appropriate con-
cept for program discontinuance (Berdahl 1975). It may lead to:
o 1dentifving correspondencies and discrepancies between original ob-
jectives and actual attainments ’ "
o dentifying unintended results and suggestions as to possible causes
e providing for information and suggestions for decisions to alter pre-
vious plans and processes '
e providing for quality control
. @ providing for basic information and suggestions for continuing, mod-
ifving, ot terminating programs (Dressel 1976, p. 16).
Tvpically, program reviews initiated by the state are conducted by
outstde consultants, while those initiated by an institution are conducted
by m-house personnel, usually faculty. Although various schools still rely
on consultants or an- external team of reviewers, the majority of institu-
tions-have found that method too costly.

Criteria. At the core of the review process is the selection of criteria 10 be
used in the evaluation. -Selecting an appropriate model for the specilic
evaluation tends to be a lengthy, formative process of adapting or adopting
existing medels or designing new ones. Practitioners agree that criteria
for evaluation need to strike a compromise between what ought to be

assessed and what can reasonably be assessed. The following 10 criteria,

have been recoihmended: .
1. the number of graduates from the program in cach of the last five
years ‘
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2. the number of students enrolled in the program, rates of entry and .
dropout - ' ’
3. the size of classes and the cost of courses identified as integral
clements in the-program , -
4. cost per progran) graduate L ')
5. faculty workload | . .
6. program quality as reflected by 1ts regional gr national reputation, g
faculty qualifications, and the level of position achieved by graduates
of the program - - ' |
7. total.number of program graduates in sixyt\limprograms from all
institutions in the state, regicen, or nation _
8. the economies or improvements in quality to'be achieved by co |
soJidating or climinating the program |
. '9. general student interest and demand for the program; ‘
10. the appropriateness of the program to the institution’s missjon |
/ ‘
|
|
|
|
\
|

B

2 {Southern Regional Education Board 1977, p. 4). 3
bc;ﬁfe the_years of experience m selecting criteria and indiétors to
measure them, much-contention continues to exist. For instance, in the
case of the University OFM'thgan';; re “»w of the Dcpaf.ty{cm of Geog-
raphy, the main cause of disagreement-focused on the relg¢ive importance
of quality vis-a-vis centraluy of the discipline. The follgwing chart illus-
trates how the interplay between thege two critcria,ﬁa icularly if neither
is particularly weak nor strong, can cloud decision making:

/

\,
AN
. - Quality ¢ Centralily Decision
high _. : high Continuance
N
high . low i : ? :
<

low ‘ high “ ?
low o low ) Discontinuance

R ) N
" 3 ¥

H
Fr st hig *

P LS S w B . .
If quality is of prime impoyiancy, ong could argue'that superior quality
o mught result in more centfality low quality, even in a typically central
~ discipline, might cause a/moy¢ away from centrality. Conversely, if cen-
trality is the main conc rn,!Gw quality shouldbe improved by weeding
out weak faculty or by inyigorating the_unit with new blood and new
. resources. The Tinancidl side of this argument becomes secondary in that” —°
; centrality in the intellectual marketplace would seem to imply a certain |
justification for.s-,'f.:ur\'n envugh resources, But intlectual difficulties rest ;
- - fiot -waly 10 determining the relative priorities of these two criteria but |
. alsp in defining and measuring the co}nccpl of centrality itself. Withifr the

. e
, galaxy of offerings, how does one det

gﬂinc the degree of importance of
. any one discipline? Should it be placed’by an idcal perception, and whose?
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_sions of evaluation are centrality and quality, -

‘conducting internak reviews are difficult to realize. Willingness to serve

'
i

,
/ ’ .

Or should it be placed on the basis of demand as demonstrated by some

dasurable criteria?*

¥

Legitimacy of the review-team and data. Another difficulty encountered
i the evaluation of programs 1s the fact that the good intentions of faculty

on a particular review committee scems to put those faculty in an adver-
sarial position vis-a-vis the faculty under review and the faculty who rally
to the support of their beleaguered colleagues. Eveft the most thorough
and objective members of a review team may find themselves labeled
adversaries, if not henchmen. The same can be said about the data used.
Comments that certain issues are unfair, irrelevant, incorrect, or biased
secem to be part of the process. -

Participation of faculty. Literature mn organizational theory suggests that
the mmplementation of retrenchment contributes to centralization and _
more authoritairve methods of governance (Riley ‘and Baldridge 1977;
Cohen and March 1974). Qne reason for this development may be that
faculty (and students), althbugh steeped in the collegial mode of govern-
neent, find 1t difficult to generate substantive, objections, in part because
overall informauon is lacking. Conscquently, discussions tend to focus on
procedural matters like the legitimacy ofg» particular eriterion or of spe-
cific.data rather than on the cconomic, carricular, and qualitative issues
at hand. Realistic counterproposals are ﬁzygl_x voiced, a situation that-may
lead to the impression that tough decisions cannot be made through dem-
ocratic processes including the total faculty and consequently must be
kandled through representation. L

The department vis-a-vis the diigipline. The formation of antitermination
forces can assume powerful dimensions.(Melchiori 1980). While resistance
can occur in the form of outright verbal protests, a more subtle version
15 Just as difficult to deal with—that is, the inférence by people outside a
particular university thata particulag discontinuance means nothiing short
of passing judgment on the legitmacy of the discipline per se The extent
10 which,such.a spillover effect oveurs is directly related to an institution’s
national standing and prestige, an influchce a university “normally " would
not want to deny.

Decision Making .

The trauma of the deciston stage will depend upon care taken and fairness’
exercised in the two previous phases. Theoretically, the final decision most
likely will be made by aboard of regents of theinstitution or of the system.
It scems to say, however, that the decision will-likely be negative without

*For further msights on this. issue, see Kotler and Murphy (1981), in which the

authors deseribe an evaluation tool for academic portfolios whose primary dimen-
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the consent of the affected deaa to discontinue one of his or her, programs.

* Sumlarly, it seemy unleasible for college admmistrators to request dis-
continuance without having assured themselves a fair chance of suceess
with their trustees before opening any proceedings

The deasion-making phase s llk«.ly to become a fairly complex issue
- in light of cewtain charactenistics of postsecondary institutions. In a de-
centralized organization with a strong tradition of faculty governance, it
can'be anticipated that the degree of nustrust in the process, the criteria,
and the data used is directhy related to whether the actors involved are
percéived to be faculty vi-admimstrators. Another problem, especially in,
large institutions, may arise 1f it can be aigued that a specific department
is not the weakest and that many others less qualified in the university
will be left untouched. Clearly, in a highly decentralized system neither
» antellectual measures nor organizational mechamsms exist to conduct
supracollegiate compansons of raison d'étre and qualm Autonomy in*
. this case shows-its-less desirable atwributes.
- - ] It 1s important to recogmize that the anmount of participation by fa«.ull\«
and students 1n a process as comprehensiv e as the elimination of a program
. . or department s definitely limited. Clearly, the pros and cons of discon-
. unung a umt or the quality of individuals cannot be discussed, much less
) resolved, by the collective faculty. The same can be said about students’
i participation. The size of the institution and the complexity of its various
budgets and existing commitments lisit thew insight and thus the utility

~ of their input. Another factor 1s.the rapidity with which these decisions |~ |
sometimes need to be made to respond to unexpected shortfalls. Although |

RN ample provisions for participation ought to be built into the process, it is |
necessary to draw a line between advisory capacities on the part of faculty
and students and decision-making powers on the part uf lhux represen-
tatives. N

Yet another polumal dilemma is the accusation that small urits are
more likely to be discontinued than larger units. Cases over the past decadé
have indicated that the larger the unit and the more nauunal resistange

the disciphne can genferate, the more difficult it is to Rursue reductions * ‘
. (M«.lchnon 1980). The sheer. force of.disciplines lihe musmg English, or .
hlswn seems to protect weak subfields within them. (The point can be ’

made thuug,h that large, units ‘might be able to bring about internal “ter-
minations’ \\nhuut public attention.) In the evaluation of options, equi-
table and efficignt solutions need to be sought.
A review tean ‘might ry to accommodate this problera by pr: Upuslng’
# two solutions. dls«.oqlmuamc of the entire’ department or discontinuance
of a_program or programs within a department. While at first glance the
S former seems to be more drastic, the latter is in fact potentially much
more 1adicalinthatatallows for the climination of weak fields in otherwise .
* strong and central departments as weilwas for the retention of strong parts,
_in otherwise weak departments, Its major handicap, however, is that un-
° less it is initiated by the d«.p'\rumm itself, it might be viewed as a witch
’ hunt aimed at selected mdmduals.{cmusc of such potential for misuse,

\
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discontinuance ol"p'[ograms within a department remains an almost un-
, tested alternative. T ) : '
Yet another concern is the importance of being specific about decisions.
i Shortcomings and suggested courses of action must be explained. It the
} program is to be modified, specific recommendations and possible sources
| of funding must be pointed out. If the program is to be merged, conditions, |
{ and-itiators should be pointed out. A constructive climate must be main-
i tained if The program is o be kept until it has been further reviewed or .
l until certain aspects have improved. Terms like “probation” might hot |
i be appropriate to use in this case. In all of these ca‘scsf‘il is imperative to
! be specific about time frames within which changes are to-be made.
+
{

S e e

Different conditions exist if the institution is more interesied in having
individual colleges identify their excellent, essential, and marginal pro-
grams for the purpose of gradually shifting allocations. In those cases,
decisions might specify to what extent*fynds are to be shifted from one
category to another and within what time frame. Individual schools must
have gs much flexibility as possible. Program discontinuancy is less trau-

; matic when programs are allowed.to die inconspicuously. ’

! - Devetoping incentives for discontinuance and mechantSms for coping
with.it can aid in the acceptance of a decision to terminate. Funds for
program development could be provided to encourage change and {o ac-
commodate transitional phases. Faculty.getraining centers, possibly: sub-
sidiz¢d by state agencies, might be established to teach new marketable s
skills. Another incentive might.be to-point out the political clout to be
gained by closing marginal programs. Such gains might be manifested
later in program approval or budget allocations.

. Finally, the right to appeal a decision to terminate a program might

become an important factor. Very little has been written.about formal

provisions for appeal. Oue reason could be that,administrators feel the .

’ process itself provides ample opportunity to speak up, provide data and
Jounterdata, and literally argae at every step of the way. Still, some ev- .
idence indicates that objections were voiced but nobody scemed to be
designated to review and respond. Dougherty's rescarch describes a case
where faculty and students felt a program-was carinarked for discontin-
uance because some of the faculty had Marxist leanings. In another case,
although the review would justifly closure, the faculty felt the décision was
premature because the program was still being developed, almost inev-
itably indicating that faculty members’ research and publications were
not yet up to standards (1979; .1981a; 1981b). These cases indicate how
important it is to clearly enumerate expected program goals. All newly
approved programs should contain provisions for long-range expectalions,

’ future reviews, and criteria for.closure.

.

Implementation:and.the Assessment of Impact ,
Very little information is avaiiabie on how specific program closureswire
implemented and what the results have been. This lack of feedback is
apparent on both the state and the institutional levels (Melchiori 1980).

-
'
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Rggaldmg closures iiuated by state agencies, it was found that com-
munication between the agencies and the institutions tends to decrease
as the cvents proceed.-Decisions to discontinue progmms are made and
left to the institutions to deal with. Agencies apparently sclicit information
on the approximate number of programs discontinued but are fot in-
formea about how the clusures were accomplished. Agencies have even
less information on terminations mitiated by institutions. For closures
mitiated by mstitutions, the lack of complete information 1s not so much
the absence of any data as 1t is reluctance on the part of thuse who have
been intimately imolved in the process to be approached about the issue,
1ts vutcomes, and thewr reflections. Particularly in highly pubicized cases,
the actors feel thatt is time to move on and return to a “normal” state.
While such an attitude may be understandable, it is unfortunate none-
theless that' no comprehensive analyses are available.

It is safe to say that, nationwide, only a limited number of academic
departments have been elinminated. Closares of entire schools have been
considered 1 several cases (e.g., Michigan State University), but most
cases were resolved through compromises. Most discontinuations were
the result of mergers, major revisions, or elimination of “paper” programs
or certain degrees, typreally reorganizations driven by natural attrition
rather than by actually laying off employees. The following assessment of
impacts is extrapolated from recent case studies, surveys, and articles
(see, for example, Dougherty 1979, 1981a, 1981b; Mingle 1978, Mclchiori
1980, 1981, 1982). ’

v

Ithpact on students, In general, impact on students can be assumed to be
minimal, as programs with large enrollment are rarely terminated. Pro-
visiony are often made for protecting students by allowing them reason-
able oppor tunity to complete the program. However, whether “reasonable
opportunity” 18 two years or four years for undergraduates scenis to be
one of the problems.

One complaint frequently voiced by students is that dedigions to change
curnicula are made without therr participation. Muhlgan State Univer-
sity’s attempting to close entire schouls once again bloug,]n to light long
standing resentment by students, who felt that they hidve no voice in
shaping the curriculum and influencing decisions about budg_us.

report on mstitutions’ intending to lay off or release large numbers of
faculty. (Califorma in fact is currently finalizing a plan to lay off faculty).
So far, however, relatively few tenured faculty have been released as a
sdirect result of program discontinuance. This is not to say that major
changes have vovuecurred. They have, buthard dataare difficult w obtain.
One reason s that faculty bggm to look for new posittons before ihic review
of their program is completed. The tendency for many moves and shifts
to occur before the actual moment of program closure may relieve ad-
munstrations of many problems. Substantially more lawsuits have been

\
Impact on facuhy. Newspapers and prufcssiunal journals imrcasingb i
|
|
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filed by faculty or in their behall than by students. Many of them are
| currently in various stages of investigation. Typically, the interpretation
| of tenure (job sccurity or protection for acader-ic freedom?), the definition

of finanaial exigencies, imolvement by a union, and questions 9 entitle-

inent are at issue, the decisions 10 these cases are expected to feave their

marks on:higher education. -

Impact on academic programs. lt 1s not surprising that very little infor- ‘
mation 1s available on the impact of program discontinuance on remaining

programs and on the entire selection of program offerings. One difficulty

goes back to the problem of defining discontinuance. Another difficulty is

that the extent of reallocation—-closing some programs so as to support

others better—would netd to be taken into account. Information scems

to.indicate that in.many._cases.funds saved b_\;clusing,prugran’ls had to be

used to pay utility bills or to make up shortfalls in appropriations rather i

. than for actual program improvement.

A_third difficulty in assessing the impact of program discontinuance
on the remaming programs is that to assess the scope it would bg necessary
10 look at the extent to which new programs have been established during
the same time, Trading new programs for the elimination of outdated
programs is a fairly common, albeit informal, practice between institu-
tions apd thar agencies. In addition, umbrella, or interdisciplinary pro-
grams may have been created to accommodate curricula that were formerly
satisfied by indtvidual programs or departments.

Impact on institutional budgets and organizational behavior. Saving money
S by-discontinuing programs puts institutions in a double bind. On the one
han'd, they have to_prove to their inwernal constituencied that the savings
are worth the upheavel—a difficult task, because, for the most part, the -
only immediately vidible savings are nonacadenyic costs. Savings from
faculty salartes occur only, from terminating nontenured positions, while
savings from tenured positions (assuming faculty are relocated rather than
lad off) emerge gradually, upon rétirement or as faculty eventually secure .
other positions. On the other hand, institutions do not want to advertise
therr savings fest the state reduce their next budget. This fearis unfounded
so long as curollment-driven formulas are used to assess state allocations.
Program discontinuance has little effect on enrollment, as enrolled stu-
dents are allowed to fimish and new students are expected to be accam-
modated tn related programs. Typically, budget savingsare reallocated
internally—to the departments, colleges, ete. That this practice indeced
occurs is supported by the fact that new programs are often approved
without allocating new dollars. One can conclude that program discon- -
tinttance seems to contribute positively to the general goal of adjusting
to changing curricular dgmands within existing, even declining, budgets ®

*For informanon on the impact of program discontinuance on the relationship
between universities and state agencies see Melchiori 1980,%pp. 154-63.
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Program discontinyance nceds to be evaluated after it has been im-
. plemented. Although holistic and summi-tive assessments may be un-

studices could be condueted. Researchers and administ. ators should:

~ ® analyze the changes in enrollment in programs similar to the one
dlscommuc.d at other nearby institutions

® asseds the impact of program discontinuance on a given state’s need
‘for human resources compared to the number of graduatcs

e compare budgets before and after discontinuance, particularly spe-
cific categories like overhead, resedrch, and ofher support costs

® analvze turnover patterns, for faculty in a.given unit *

- monitor the effect of program discontinuance on existing research,
rate of publication, etc., specifically by faculty in related disciplines

® revicw data on closures in light of information on approved new
programs, parucularlv in terms of budget and staffing.

x

Lo It may be morg:.rcalistic to bcgin assessing impact increrientally. Simall

‘ pockets of information may then lend themselves to the evaluation of
broader, less tangible issues, such as the impact of program discontinu-
ange on organizational “behavior' and stress, the level of trust and good-
will, and the quality and appropr |au.m.ss of remaining programs. It may
then be possible to reach a more concluslvc verdict on the utility of pro-
gram discontinuance as a vehicle for changc in general and a tool for
reduction in particular. .

6 ~
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What constitutes p constructve climate for reduction? A constructive cn-
vifonment i§ prepared to deal with the psychology of decline, handle
questions cf policy, minimize ad hoc decisiops about curricula, provide
alternatives, minimize stress, and develop appropriate coping mecha-
“nismsarid structures for incentives and rewards. Provisions intended to
-make prograr discontinuance the result of carctul longsrange planning -
rather than the response 1o émm-l}ialvprcssurcs can be-categorized in
three wavs: those that affect orgag(l’".alion. those that are concerned with
. planniiig, and those concerned with the structure of incentives and re-
- K wards. T o )
. - . NG .
. “Organizational Provisions : ]
" These recommendations would provide an institution (cither directly or-
.- thrqugh-its state agency)-with the policies, data, and personnel to design
strategies for program discontinuauce. )

l . Planning for' Program Discontinuance

. % Development of guidelines for program discontinuance. Se far, very few
. - institytions have formal guidelines for program discontinuance: instead,
they lean upon their existing policies for due process and common law
v~ practices for evaluations of programs and personnel. These policies and
: practices, however, may be insufficient to cope with the problems and
dilemmas associated with program discontinuance. Two pussibilities are
worthy of consideration.one focusing on personnel, the otheron proceclure
and curricula. . : \ s
The University of Wisconsin System in 1975 developed a set ok pro-
visions for reductions that focus on personnel. Once a formal declaration
. of financial exigency has been issued, these provisions allow for lax‘ng off
faculty and climinatung program functions. They provide criteria, pro-
cedures for review, and support measures, which may include 12/months’
. notice &f layoffs, paid leaves of abscace, and others (Pondrum l,?éo, p-55). -
Using the other approach, the Universitv of Michigan’s guidelipies for pro-
gram discontinuance provide for input from {aculty and students in the
. evaluation process, prescribe a sequence of diciston points, require that
“ *students be allowed to finish in their declared major, an demand fair
efforts to-relocate affected faculty. ’ .
‘ " Clearly, these two procésses differ substantially in their approach, but :
the result of buth issimilar: the development of aset u;?ﬁccific guidelines
that provide nceded backbone in a given situation. ‘trenchment calls
for “‘guidelines that allay fears and solve problems, attfibutes . . . difficult” v
1o ubtain in the typical higher cducation environmeat of organizational
_ ambiguity [that] does not lend 1tsell 10 precise corg('icﬁon" (Davies and
. Morgan 1981, p. 39). Building on a conceptual four;phasc model of policy
" formation by Enderud (1977), Davies and Morgan ‘postulate that policies .
for nonroutine, highly visible, and potentially conffict-laden situations be
based vz nan'is slituliof's traJitional pattern of thecision making. As most
universiiiesoperate on d combination of four orfganizational models—the

>~

burcaucratic (Weber 1947), the collegial (Millett 1962), the political (Bald-
- - vi -

a9

-
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the | formation of policy must allow for, these components and weigh them
_according to tradition and perceptions of the power structufe. Thus, the
process of formulating policy 1 4y consist of an ambiguous period (phase
1), a political period (phase 2), a Lulltglal period (phase 3), and a burcau-
crativexecutive-period (phase 4).-Davies and Morgan point out that miss-
mg-a phase, or notallowing ample time, or mismatching actors in the
process {politicians and burcaucrats, for instance) may lx.ad to aburuon
- of the process and require starting over.

The.advantage of developing guidelines for discontinuance along this
evolutiopary model 1s that 1t facilitates attention to both'the task at hand
and the process. Clx.arl) the complexities and stages involved and the
time required mahe it imperative that these guidelines be prepared before

_any discontinuance is actually initiated. Based on the experience at the
University of Michigan, where formulaung policy required two years, the

\
nduc 1971a, 1971b), and the ulganmd anarchy (Cohen and March 1974)—

o

need to plan for discontinuance.cannot be emphasized Lnough. o
- The utility of any guidelines must not be overestimated, however. While

they may play a useful role, serving as a point of reference or as a scapegoat

at various tumes, it must be noted that the guidelines may actually be .

counterproductive in the effort to guarantee orderly input from faculty
and students. Experienée with Michigan's z,undx.llm.s has shown that, be-

cause the regents ultimately will resols e any process operating under these
guidehines, the locus of decision making is quite removed from the place
of impact and thus may in fact work counter to faculty members’ partic-
ipation. Simularly, operating under these guldcllms will incvitably mean
.performing in the public ¢ye. There is less room for bargaining, making
concessions, or planning for inconspicuous phasing out behind closed doors.

The role of institutional research offices during reduction. College ad- ,
: ministrators will require greater sophistication in planning and in the
development of data il they are to provide meaningful leadership in the
decade ahead. Richard Ricardson argues that good instiational vesearch
1s a prerequisite for good management (1978, p. 69). As they vary So greatly
_in their responsibilitics, mission, and influence in-the organization, it is
difficult to propose specific roles. for institutional rescarch offices in the
process of changing curricula, but perhaps they could:
& assist in conccplualumg a process for program review in lmc with
the institution’s. dcgru: of (de)centralization '
e identify appropriate data and estimate the cost and time involved
in'retrieving and interpeting-them
. funcuun as a clearinghouse of information on models of p Jgram
revlcw case studies of program discontinuance, literature about or-
o gamzauondl decline, AAUP guidelines on financial exigency, and in-
ternal precedents for program reduction
® analyze cxisting and potential modes of operation between the in-
stitution, other universities, and the state agency with respect to de-

N - N
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veloping wtermstitutional artansements for curricula, staffing review
comnuttees, sharing informatisi about the job market, and providing
data for a comparative irformation base

_ & share cxperience 1n the use of computer databases with college- and
departraent-level people who are involved in the review process.

& >

T e

. The participation of ihe institutional research office can be invaluable

when termmaton of a speaific program is considered. Experience has

shown that the validity of the data gathered and compored is-related

diregtly .to the provider and-whether that unit 'or person is seen as an

adversary or protagonist, as “admimstration” or “faculty.” Rather than

having the adnsteation gather initial information, the affected de-

partment “counter” mformanon, and the review committee yet artother

set of data, those imolved should consider delegating the entire function

) to the stitutional research office. Doing so would require that everyone,

- have a fairlv goud 1dea and agree in principle about what critéria should

be taken into account and how much comparative dafa are needed and

uscful. Having the data collected by a neutral third party could prevent

¢+ cnyasm about lack of ubjectivity, further, this method would allow some
consisteney in the release of material to the public and the press

. ‘ : s

Dissemination of information. The process of providing information about

plans and decistons tends to fake longer than expected, perhaps partly

because faculty feel the admimstration has been talking about reduction

for a long tume. Regardless, 1t 1s important to make sure that information

3s avarlable at all times through a variety of sources (the media and at

* faculty mectings, for eaxample). It could include basic information about

changes in managenal styvles, in levels of expectation and performance,

in eriteria for promotion, in the distribution of salary increases, as well

as how to ubtainfunding for rescarch or learn new marketable skills. t

. Program discontinuange as a singular objective. Administrators should
take care not to open too many Pandora’s boxes during the program dis-~
continuance process. Experience has showsrthat one particular activity
or intent, perhaps the least popular one, will cause many skeletons or
unresolved 1ssues to emerge—for example, the extent of students” partic-
ipation, the relative power of smalk versus largg deparuments, the extent
of faculty governance in times of retrenchment, the untested status of
tenure, o1 the hngering ambiguity regarding the makeup of the curriculum
and the priorities and values of higher cducation in general. One is re-
muided of Cohén and March's “garbage can” process, a model reflecting
the-fact that organizational phenomena normally regarded as isolated and
pathological begin to emerge if conditions for more normal and rational
models are no longer present (1974, p. 91). The difficulty is that it may

_not bepossible in most mstances to wait until these issues have found a
new nexus around which to revolve and then quictly move ahead and
/dcci‘dc upon the actual issue at hand. ’ .

|
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" Provisions for Planning ) P
+. Continuous reviews and long-range planning. Institutions should under-
" take.continuous program reviews, This recommendation goes far bevond
the typical vycle of program review now being pursucd by most colleges
and untversities, It suggests that departments review their priorities at
’ every decision point, requesting faculty positions' in accordance with cur-
nicular needs rather than replading a specific position, vutlining plans to
reduce numbers of personnel along the lines of expected natural attrition,
reviewing the possibility of sharing faculty across disciplines in innovative,
: arrangements, and considering collapsing administrative umbrella struc-
tures for presiously separate genters and institutes. It is important in all
of these activities to focus on functions or curricular entities rather than
on individuals, which would force individuals into defensive reactions and

uncooperative behavior. ‘

Establishment of review teams. The review of programs is a process re-
quiring tact, objectivity, knowledge of the databasc, and basic institutional
guidehines. All these requirements involve training and experience in guid-
Ing active review teams. Learning these skills should occur in normal
umes. not in times of stress. In many instances, review teams have been
found te function as a ncutral buffer between a state agency requesting
certain reviews and its constituencies, or between a dean and an affected
department. To be accepted by all parties, the quality and stature of the
team members is all the more important.

—
I

Development of sunset provisions. The notorious lack of agreement on
program objectives and eniteria for reyview in\gcncral has long been a major
cause 1n preventing the serious consideration ({fclosing an entire program
or department. Several years ago, Colorado im{uduccd a new idea into
the state gosernmental process—sunset legislation. This provision means
that a new policy, program, or agency is implemented with the stipulation
that it be discontinued whenever its raison d'étre is fulfilled o not being
accomplished withm a given ume. A total of 27 pustsecondary state agen-
LICS are using sunsct provisions in issues ol program development:

® Six state agencies now mandate sunset provisions whenever a new

program is approved. This means that the newly approved progiam
e e - —bereviewed-within-one, two, or five years. Some-of-these states grant’

only conditivnal approval until a first program review has taken place.

_ (In four of these six states the state government had dfficially enacted

sunsct legislation.) ] ;

® One state ageney includes sunset provisions only in cases of pilot

programs. (This state’s government had also officially enacted sunset

legislation.) . . .

® Twenty state agencies now recommend that new programs be re-

viewed within a certain time frame. (In nine of these 20 states the

]‘ » government had officially emacted sunset legislation.)
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e Sixteen states-wete found not to use any sunset provisions. Typically,
thuse state agencies for lugher education have no progriin approval
authority to begin with (Melchiori 1980, p. 57).
. LY
Although no attempt was made at the time of the research to assess
the actual utthty and suceess of such sunset provisions, both state and
institutional bodies whose furniction 1t is to approve programs shotiild con-
) stder the inclusion ‘of sunset provisions in the actual evaluation of the
proposed activities, issues of criteria and timing need to be develped
- with the full knowledgg of thuse plafining to work in these activities
Provisions for Incentives and Rewards
Although not much empincal information is available on the impact of
incentives, theit use per se has long been recognized as a tool to influence
the behavior of people with respect to desired performance. Fenker (1977) I
suggests that the wdenufication and rapking of incentives for an institu- n
tional environment will result in the creation of institutional standards.
(He dentfied 17 meentives.) Indeed, the neglect of izcentives at various
stages in the discontimuancé process has a compounding negative impact
on final implementations. Conversely, the strategic employ ment of coping
mechamisins may have a constructine cffect on actual terminations, pro-
ducmg less negative pubhaty and fewer formal complaints or fawsuits
(Melchiorr 1981). With the recogmition that most obstacles to discontin-
uance are not specifically related to reduction but t¢ dilemmas and issues
*in higher educaton, 1t would be unrealistic to assume that these obstacles
could now be dealt with formally and directly for the purpose of imple-
menting curricular changes. A variety of measures—some very subtle,
others qunte vpen—have come into beirg to circumant some of these
problems. The suggested mcentives wad mechanisms for coping_display
cither constructivespusiiive oF pratitive negative attributes. The focus here
1s on those that are percened to have a pusitive impact on the process
To varying degrees, these suggestions may apply to all strata of higher
education organiZations. to state agencies dealing with their universities, .
10 unnversities dealing with then respectiv 2 colleges, and to colleges deal-
ing with their departments or programs. -

¥

Cultivation of a reduction ideology by:, T . -
e announcing a new “era” that is advertised with a slogan ke “re-
newal through reduction” or “smaller and better”
e appuinting people oriented to change to_key positions to break up
forces that resist change within the organization )
Inducement of retrenchment by providis,, wcentives or .rewards for re-
duction by:

e sumulating programmatic change through tradeoffs (¢.g., approving
r, new programs or positions without allocating additional funds)
E o developing bugetary incentives (e.g., amending existing enrollment-
;r driven budget formulas to include speaibic incentives for performance)
|

-
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: o signaling sausfaction with administrators who pull for the institu-
| . tion by.granting merit increases
| e cmphasizing political advantages (c.g., goodwill for the ihstitution i
| . with the state agency, the legislature, the appropriations committee, .
’ goodwill for the department with the college, etc.) .
Clarification.or modification of existing authority and procedures by.
® reviewing and possibly amending formal and informal policies re-
garding curricular change . )
o developing guidelines for program discontinuance
® establishing additienal procedures for appeal
e identifving appropriate criteria for review and their indicators .
o soliciting input regarding program typologies, criteria, and data needs
for the purpose of establishing mutually agreed upon procedures for
discoitinuance and goals; ensuring objectivity of the decision process
Sunulation of the mplications of exvected declining budgets and/or en-
- rollments by: ) : '

e assisting in the deyelopment of hiring ceilings.

® assisting in the development of faculty reduction plans ¢

o determining appropriate ratios in tenured and nontenured persennel
AN _policies to reach desired goals )

" Euhancement of the change process by:

o e avoiding major confrontations that may result in a polarization of
o pro- and anti-change forces 0 :
® preventing dramatic showdowns in court .
o avoiding the alienation ol important power blocs, such as alumni,
specific disciplines, or political parties ‘
o providing buffer zones between institutions and agencies in the form’
of committees or academic céuncils for colleges and departments
) Provision. of seed monties for: \
e transforming declining programs into attractive new interdiscipli-
nary programs, creating generic or thematic mergers, orforming con-
sortia and other arrangements » \
e stimulating research by establisiing a liaison bcl\\'CCI\ university
and industry or—as is currently done by many institutions—by cre-
ating formal research corporations X

» "

. In addition to these suggestiohs, other incentives deal specifically with
individual situations, particularly with faculty in “threatened” depart-
ments.

. . Y
® Institutions need to recognize the plight of faculty affected by pro-
gram clusure, merger, or consolidation by encouraging, or even sub-'
sidizing, the establishment of retraining centers and providing
information on the jub market.
® Department chairpersons should not assume that reducing faculty
. necessarily means that those funds are lost to their units; some may
40 fact be raded to fill areas of -,rowing demand.
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e Incentives for retirement need to be developed that would allow a
person to retire before the age of 70 without the loss of regular salary
or [u’ll retirement benefits. As many as 10 different models for such
incentives have beeh identified (Patton 1978). .
® The mortgaging of future retirements.(that is, the premature filling
of positions that are expected to become vacant aé the result of retire-
ment at a specific date) is a very realistic and widely encouraged. method
of planning for retirement, However, those in charge of hiring should
refrain from using 1t too extensively and prematurely because it may
narrow their options and decrease their [reedom. ,
) Chairpcrsunsghuuld look upon the annual salary program as a mer;
itorious rqwarcf%yslcm; by stretching the “‘institutivnal average” from
zero to whateyer scems appropriate or pussible at the other end of the
scale, some faculty may get the hint, .

__® Colleges should supplement prestigious fellowship stipends with ad-
ditional Tunds to stimulate rescarch. Facylty sometunes-vecline the
acceptance of such awards because they typically are below regular

"salary levels. Supplements should be designed sc as to énhance their
attractiveness, increase possibilities for rescarch, and contribute to
raising faculty morale. T

-

.

‘A Model for Coping Mechanisms

Although many agencies and ins.itutions have ¢employed some of these
incentives and rewards, no evidence exists that they are being used sys-
tematically—that 1s, 1n a planned, time-ordered sequence that would be
most appropriate to the process of academic change. This proposed model
for coping with retrenchment man orderly fashion includes three phases
that would be in harmony with the kind of program review process used

.1 a particular state or institution. (1) developing incentives to induce

reduction, (2) providing gencral devices for coping; and (3) establishing
rewards for the cffectin ¢ implementation of retrenchment. The sugggslcd
mechanisms should be considered for implementation before the formal
opening of procecdings to discontinue a program. .

Phase 1 —Development of incentives. Incentives can be used to encourage
nstitutions to become more oriented toward change and reduction, The
enfire incentive structure in a given state, institution, or college may have
to be reevaluated and possibly reoriented to reflect the change of climate
from that of growth to that of decline, by amending budget formulas with
efficiency 1ncentives or by providing seed money to igitiate changes. It
could be done by denying the approval of new programs unless Jeadwood
is eliminated. Institutions may find it“helpful to provide academic de-
partments with information on-pussible options for reducing programs,
such as the chmnation of subspecialties or certain degree levels, or merg-
ers of similar specialties. Institutions might find a political incentive in
the goodwill they could generate with state legislators and the governor
by their dispiay of [iscal finesse.

Y x .
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. Phase 2-—Development of general devices for coping. Coping devices can
be used to.help vvercome or circumvent the obstacles and dilemmas en-
countered during change. The assumption is that, for the most part, one .
cannot uahsucallv expect to chiminate the identified hindrances per se
but to overcome them informally and indirectly. An agency or institution
might use the fullowing sugggbvons'

e cultivate a reduction ideology
e review legal authoritees and procedures for prograin review, and
v assess possibilitics for appeal

® d‘.vdop spgaﬁc guidelines for program dlswnunuancc and include
sunset provisions in approvals of new programs
e simulate changes 1n budgets and enrollments and suggest needed
changes m policies that tvould accommodate expected declines and
reductions )

. ‘® cncourage the establishment of comparabie databases between in-

; stitutions and-the-agency ' .

: e avoid the formation of antichange coalitions and dramatic show-

downs in court that-might result in bad.press for all )
@ provide bulfers between the agency and institution officials
e encourage and subsidize the establishment of centers to retrain fac-
ulty and posublv provide regional job informatiow to faculty
e provide seed money-for curricular changds (e.g., mergers or consol-
idations) and lor du«.lopmg additional rescarch activities.

Phase 3——Development of rewards. The purpuse of developing rcwards for
having lmplx.mx.nled changes in curricula is to maintain”the momentum
for reduction beyvond a particular review cycle. The main yehicle seems
to be politicoecconomic in nature. Institutions need to feel, [fml thar pro-
grams, faculty, and students have sumething to gain from \,llmmaung
underproductive programs, Whlch might manifestitsellin a state agency’s
providing extra support for the ‘creation of interdisciplinary and interin-
stitutional programs. Rewards might take the form of first access to es-
tablished priority funds, supplementary state appropriations, or other

assets for departments or colleges willing_ to reducée programs. Rewards
nught become visible in the institution's subsequent political dealings
with the state government (or the dx.parlmx.m s intcraction with the col-

lege 'ldmlms\lrauon)

Summary ’ ’ aa
An orderly way may be found to consldcr plan, and implement curricular
change gn general and Jprogram reduction in particular and by doing so
reduce some of the unpleasant surprises and barriers <.xp<.r|<.nu.d previ-
ously. While some of the activitics proposed here are already pursued
svsumalxcallv it scems that state and institution officials would benefjt |
’ from sharing thewr strategics more rx.gulall\ thus encouraging these rec- ‘
vmmendations to be lmpl&.mcnltd in a sclective, tinmely, and systematic

e
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" & fashion. The cultvation of a chimafe’cuonducive to retrenchment, the de-
velopment of guidelines for discontinuance and proper procedures for i
review and appeal, and the analysis of obstacles.and incentives seem to N
enhance the probability of gradual success in reducing programs. Appar- ’
. ently, a cultivated climate produces less publicity and fewer ghievances
yet sound and realistic curricula. ’

.
-

&

42 @ Program Discontinuance .

ERIC LN 4y "

" T ' \ .




v

. 3

Bibliography

-

The ERIC Cleannghouse on Higher Education abstracts and mdexes the current
Iiterature on higher education for the National Institute of Education’s monthly
bibliographic journal Resources it Education. Many of these publications are avail-
able through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Publications ated
n this bibliography that are_available from EDRS include the ordering number
and price.at the end of the aitatien, To order a publication, write to EDRS, P.O.
Box 190 Arlington, Virgiia 22210. When ordering, please,speafy the document
number, Documents are available as noted n the mlcloﬁn.hn. (MF) and paper copy
(PC).

tions.” Journal of Higher Education 48 (1977): 153-63.
Balderstoh, Frederick E. Managmg Today's Unaversiy. San Franclsw Jussey-Bass,
- 1974,
Baldridge, J. Victor, Acadene Governance. Berkeley, Cal.. McCutchan, 1971a
. Power and Confl.ctan the University. New York. John Wiley and Sons, 1971b.,
Baldnidge, J. Victor, et al. Policy Making and Effective Luulcrslup San Franus:.o
Jossey-Bass, 1978, )
Barak, Robert 4. A Survey of State-Level Acadennc Program Review Policies and
Procedures for Higher Education.” A report to the Iowa State Board of Regents,

2 . Apnl 1975. ED 107 163. MF-$1.11; PO-3$8.81, - :

———.""Program Review by Statewide Higher Education Agenaies.” In Increasig
the Public Accomlmblhl\ of Higher Educanion, edited by John K. Folger. New
Directions for Institutional Research, No. 16. San Francisco Jussey-Bass, 1977.

Barak, Robert J., and Berdahl, Robert. State-level Acadenmue Program Revien i Higher

. Educaton. Denver. Education Commussion of the States, i978. ED 158 638 MF-
S1.11; PC=§12.11.

-Bardach, Eugene. “Policy Termnation as a Pohtical Process.” Poliy Sciences 7
(1976): 123-31.

Behn, Robert D. “How to Terminate a Public Policy. A Dozen Hmls for the Would-
be Terminator. » Policy Analysis 4 (1978): 395-411.

Bennis, Warren G., et al. The Plannung of Change. 3rd u.d New York. Holt, Rmn.harl
and Winston, 1976.

Berdahl, Robert O. Criterta and Strategtes for Prugrum Disconttnuance and Institu-

© tronal Closare. Paper presented at a Kellugg in-service traming seminar, State
Higher Education Executine Officers Annual Conference, July 1975, in Néw
Orlu..ms. Louisiana. ED 121 176. MF-sl 11; PC-$5,14.

————. "'Regiglatne Program Evaluation.” In Increasing the Publre Accountabiity
of Higher Educanion, edited by John K. Folger, New Directions for Instituttional
Research, No. 16. San-Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1977.

Boulding, Kenneth E “The Management of Dechine.” Change 7 (June 1975). 8-9.

Bowen, Howard R. "Higher Education. A Growth lnduslr\" Lducanonal Record
(Summer 1974): 147-58.

Brewet, Garry D. "Termunation. Hird Chorces—Harder Questions.” l’ubhc Admun-.

istration Review 38 (July-August 1978): 338-44.

- Bromery, Randolph W. “Dotng Well with Less.” In Leadershup for Hu,lur Education,
edited by Rogey W. Heyns. Washington, D.C.. Amertean Councll on Educatton,
1977.

Brown, Ralph S., Ji. *Financial Exigency.” AAUP Bulletn 64 (Sprmg 1976). 5-19.
Briibacher, John S. On the Phidusuphts of HuJur Educanion. San Frandisco, Jusseyr-
Bass, 1977,

. Brubacher, John S., and Rudy, Willis, Higher Education i Transition. A History of

Prograrh Discontinuance 43
\) . R s .
ERIC . IV

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Alm, l\u.nl G.; Ehrle, El\wod B., and Webster, Bill R, “Managing F'lcull\ Redue- -




N -

3

t

American Colleges and Unwversities, 1636-1968. New York Harper and Row,
: 1968. | ’ .
Callan, Patrick.M., and Jonsen, Richard. "Planning Retrenchment The State Role "
In Facing. Funancial Exigeucy, edited by Frank Kemerer and Ronald-P Satryb
Lexington, Mass.: D. C. Heath and Company, 1976.
Cameron, James M. “‘Ideologs and Poliey Ternunation: Reconstrueting Cahiformia’s
Y Mental Health Svstem.” In Poltites and Public Polics, edited by S S, Nagel
Beverly Hills, Cal.: Sage, 1978.
Carnegic Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, More than Sunnal, Pros-
pects for Higher Education m a Period of Uneertanty, San Francisto Jossey-Bass,
1975a. o
. . The States und Higher Educanon. San Frantisco: Jussey-Bass, 1975b, « |
Chen, Earl F. I'e New Depression i Higher Cduganon. New York McGraw-Hill,
1971. . .
Chrowmcle of Higher Education. " College Closings.™ November 28, 1977~ - )
. "Fifty-Eaght Degree Programs to be Eliminated at Lowistana’s Pubhe Uni-
versities.” Januarv 14, 1980. ’ o
Cohen, Michael D., and March, James G. Leadership and Ambiguity: New York
MeGraw-Hill, 1974, : <
Cope. Robert G. Strategic. Poliev Planunng. A Guade for. College and Unversity Ads
mitmstrators. Privately published paper, 1982,
Cranign, P. A., and Legge, L. H. "Program Exaluationin Higher Education " Journal
* of Higher Educanon, 49 (1978):463-70. ;
Davies, John L., and Morgan, Anthony W. The Poltties of Instungional Change under
Conduttons of Indtabihny and Contraction. A paper presented at Bristol Poly tech-
‘ nie, 1981, in Bristol, UK. ) .
Duvis, Carolyne K., and Dougherty, Edward A, Program-Discontimnance. 1ts Role in
Strategies of Resource AMllocation and Plannng for Colleges aud Universities. Ann
Arbor: University of Miclugan, 1978. ED 153 553. MF-31.11, PC-$3.49. ,
———. “Guidelnes for Program Discontinnance.” Educattonal Record 69 (Winter
Y 1979): 68-77. .
DeLeon, Péter. A Theory of Policy Termination.” In The Policy Cycle, edited by 3
May and A. Wildavsky. Beverly Hills, Cal.: Sage, 1978. .
Dougherty, Edward A. “What Is the Most Effective Way 10 Handle Program Dis-
\ continuance?”’ In Assessment. Currentlssues in Higher Education, No 5, 1979
\. - , Washmgton, D.C.. American Asspciation for Higher Edugation, 1979 ED 181
S 789. MF-$1.11; PC-$5.14, ’ : .
———. "Evaluating and Discontinuing Programs.” In Challenges of Renenchment,
\  edited by-James R. Mmgle and Assuciates, San Francisco Jossey-Bass, 1981a
«———. "Should You Starve, All Programs or Eliminate a Few?” In Coping with
\Facully Reducnon, edited by Stephen.R. Hample, New Directions for Institu-

S ¥

4

sional Rescarch, No. 30. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1981b.
Dresgel, Paul. Handbook on Acadenmie Evaluation. San Francisco. Jossey -Bass, 1976
nion Comnusston of the States. Higher Education in the States 7. 2(1978) 33-

s H. G. Four Phases of Leadershup m the Academic Orgamization Copen-
hagenA\Nyt. Nordisk Forlag., 1977. . .
Fenker, R. M. " The Incentive Structure of a Uniyversity.” Journal of Higher Education ’
48 (1977) \53—7|. . . .
Furniss, Toad W. “Retrenchment, Lavoff, and Termination.” Educational Record
55 (1974): léQ-70, L |
.“The 1976.;\\AUP Retrenchment Policy.” Educational Record 57 (1976). 133~ |

44 8 Program Disco:h’(nuance
.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i)




s

.39,

Gaidner. Dun E. Fine Evaluation Frameworks. Implications for Decision Making
in Higher Education. ' Jonrnal of Higher Educanon 48 (1977). 571-93.

Glass, Gene V., ed. Evaluation Studies. Vol. 1. Beverly Hills, Cal.. Sage, 1978,

Glenny, Lvman A, “Nione Miths, Nie Realities. The 1lhusions of Steady Smu "
Change 6 (December 1974Jannary 1975): 24-29.

Glenny, Lyman A,, and Dalghsh, Thumas K. Public Umiyersities, State Agencies, and
the Law. Constuntional Autonomy m Declme. Burl\u.lu Cal.. Unnersits of Cal-
ifornia at Berkeley Press, 1973, -

Glenny, Lyman A., et al. Presudents Cun,rom Rcalm S.m Franuisco Josser -Bass,
1976..

Guttentag, Marua, ed. Evaluagion Studies. Vol. 2 Buul\ -Hills, Cal., Sage, 1977

Hage, Jerald, and Atken, Michael. Social Chan;,c m Comple.\ Orgamizatons New
York: Randotn House, 1975,

Halstead, Kent D. Statewtde Planmmg i Higher Education. Washington, D.C T S
Government Printing Office, 1974, .

Hammond, Grant T. Plannmg mn “Academe, Courage, Purpose, and Chotee. 1976 ED
134 133. MF~$121; PC-3$3.49.

Hample, Stephen R., and l\aulku, Michael E., eds. “Retrenchment Policies and
Practices. A Sunumary.” Joural of the Collq,u and Universuy Personnel Associ-
ation 31 (FalUWinter 1980): 136-47. ) ~

Hechinger, Fred M. "Making Less Become Better.” Educanional Record 61 (Winter
1980): 39-42. :

Hirschman, Albert 0. Exut, Voice, and Lmall\ Responses 10 I)ulmc m Firms, Or-
gamzations, and States. Cambridge, Mass,. Harvard University Press, 1970.

Hofstadter, Richard, and Smuth, Wilson. Amencan Higher Education. A Doclomen-
tarv History. Vol. 1 and 11. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1961,

’ Jacobson, Harvey K. "Know‘Th_\'sclf: Program Management and Evaluation in

' Institutional Advancement.” CASE Currents 1 (1975): 7-9.
Jams, leving L. Victims of Group Think. Boston, Houghton Mifflin Company, 1972
Johnson, Ehzabuh H. "Evaluating apd terminating Existing Instructional Prq-
grams. The Controversial Role of Statewrde Coordinating/Goserning Agencies,
Paper presented at American Association for Higher Education National Con-
ference, March 1975, in Chicago. ED 104 245, MF-S1.11; PC~$3.49.
Johnson, Mark D., and Mortumer, Kenneth F. Faculty Bargaining and the Politics of
Retrenchment m the Pennsvlvania State Colleges 1971-1976. University Park
Pennsylvania Smu.\Umvursnv 1977. ED 148 201. MF-~$1.11; PC-$10.46.
Johnstone, Willlam A. *Faculty Retrenchment in the 1980s. A Question of Ho/\

o Many? and How Managed2” Joumal of lhu Collegr. and Univérsity Per.sunncl As

¢ sociation 31 (1980): 22-30.
Jones, Larry R. “Fiscal Strategies to Stimulate Instructional Innovation and Changu "
Journal of Higher Education 49 (1978); 588-606.
Katz, Daniel, and Kahn, Robert L. The Social Psychology of Orgamzations 2und ed
New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1978,
Kaufman, Herbert. Thel.mmso/Or;,mn,anonalChan;,c Unisersity, Ala University
of Alabama Press, 1971.
Kotler, Philip, and Murphy, Patrick&. “'Strategic Pldnnmz, for H:ghur Edu'..mon "
Journal of Hx;,hcr Education 52 (1981): 470-89,

< Leving, C.H.' Org.muauunal Dechine and Cutback Management.” Publu Admm-

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

istration Review"38 (1978): 316-25, P
Lovle, David, The Leadersiup Passion. San Francisco: .lossu-Bas“b l977
Mclntyre, Kevin-John H. "Preparing [or Collugu Closings.” Educanonal Record 58
=" l

Program Discontinuance ® 45




“

(Sumuner 19775 290-98.
McLeod, Marshall. ‘Financial Planming and Budgetng. Twelve Sins 1o Be Avoided
i Tunes of Economic Stress.” Plunng jor Higher Education (December 1980)
13, ° . - e
. Mandel, Jerry E. and Hcll\\‘cg.Sus.m:\. A Respunse to lnereasing Faculty Resource
Constraunts. The Development of Librella Academic Programs and New Cur-
ricular Aggregates from Existing Instiatctional Resvurces.” Planuing for Higher
¢+ Educattion 7 (June 1979); 19-22. ’ oy
Martorana, S. V.. and Kuhas, Eileen, Managmg Academte Change San Francisco
Jossev-Bass, 1975, . ) <0
Melchiors, Gerlinda S, Pauetns of Prugtam Discuntinuance A Comparatjve Anal-
vs1s of State Agency Procedures for Imuating and Implementing the Discontin-
vance of Academic Programs.”’ Ph.D. dissertation, University of Michigan, 1980
. "Smaller and Better—The Universits of Michigan Expenience. AIR Forum
Edstion 15 (March 1982): 5569, -
. “Copmg with Curticylar Change tn Academe.” AIR Professionai-tile, No. 9
. Tallahassee, Fla., Assoutation for Institutional Research, 1981 ED 207 436 MF-
“ 3111, PC-$3.49.
¢ Michael, Donald N. The Unprepared Svewets. Planung for a Precartons Future New
York: Basic Books, Inc., 1968. . .
« On Leanung to Plan—and Planung to Leant. San Fiancsco  Jussey-Bass,
1973. . '
Millett, John D. The Academue Communn , New York. McGraw-Hill, 1962 - X
Mergers e Fhigher Edicattont. Washington, D.C.. American Coundil on Ed-
ucation, 1976, . ' .
Mims, R. Sue. Program Review and Evaluation. Desigtung and Implementing the
Review Process. A papet presented at the Assuciation fur Insttution Research .
Forum, May 24, 1978, in Houston, Texas. ED 192 629.-MF-31 I1,-¢C-35 14
Mingle, Jumes R, Influestaing Academic Qutcumes, The Powe and Impact of State-
wide Prograin Reviews,” In The Civsiug Systent of Apademi Emploviment At-
lanta: Southern chlun»lﬁduc:niun Board, 1978.

Mingle, James R,, and Assucidigs. Challenges of Renenchment. San Frandiseo, Jussev-
Bass, 1981, v
Mix. Marjorie C. Tenure and Termunation m Fiwanctal Exigencs: AAHE ERIC Higher
Education Research Repot t Nu. 4, 1978, Washington, D.C.. Amertean Association
Iul"Highcr Education, 1978. ED 152 222, MF-$L.11, PC-S$5.14.
Moore, Michael A. "On Launching intv Exigency Planning ™ Journel of Highe Ed-
ueation 49 (1978a): 620-37. :
' e “Planming for Evigency (Kegler State University) " A papet prepared lun
the Program Reduction Conference at the Unisersity of Michigan, May 1978b,
m Ann Aiber, Michigan, . .
Morumer, Kenneth, and Tierney, Michael L. The Tleee R's™ of the Ewghties Re-
ductton. Reallocation, and Retrenchment. AAHE-ERIC Higher Education Re-
\ search Report No. 4, 1979, Washmngton, D.C.. American Assouation 1ot thgher .
\ Education, 1979. ED 172 642, MF=$L.11, PC-$8.81. o .
Mulkeen, Thomas. ' Higher Education p the Coming Age of Limits An Historial
Pérspective.” Joural of Higher Education (1981): 310-17.
Nagel, Stuart S. Sertes Editor s Introduction.” ln Poltttes autd Pablte Polics, edited
by S S. Nagel, Beverh Hills, Cal.: Sage. 1978. .
New York State Boaid of Regents, Meetmg the Needs of Doctoral Educanion Ve
York State. A teport by the Commssion un Doctoral Education, 1973, Albany,
New York. < ) ; ’

3

46 @ Program Discontinuance . -
&) — -
- : 5 v ’

| . .




[}

-
o~

-

Nisbet, Robuet. Tie e;.ra«luuun of the Veadinue Du;,nm The Unnersity of . Amenedi,
1945-1970. Londu 1 Hemnemann Educational Books, 1971

Palola, Ernest G.. and Bradlev, A. Paul, Ji. Muluph Perspectives Evaluation, A
Strategy ta Dmhng\\ulh Conflict Pressures.” Papur presented at the Annual
Meetmg of the Assuciquion fur Instiutional Rescarch, May 1976, in Los Angelds.
ED {20 842, MF-$1.1L PC-$3.49

Palola, Ernest G.. and Padget, William: Planirag for Sclf-Renenai. A hew \ppmm,h
tw Plusmed ()r;.,(uu,mmnql Change. Burkeley, Call, Centet fon Rescarch and De-
velopment i Highet Ldl\u.mun Lnnversity of Cabilorma at Betkeicy., 1971. ED
050 704. MP=§1.11; PC~§12.1

Parker, Charles A. " Thie Lnuatuu on Planned Oxg.mu.mun.nl Change. A Review
and Analysis.” Hu,iur L'zluc\auun9‘l9b0) 42942,

Patton, Carl Vertwn. “Early Retyrement i Academia.” The Gerominlugist 17 (1977).
347-54, .

——. "Mid-Carcer Change and Early Retrr ement.” In Evefuating Facnlty Perfor-
mance and Vitaligs, edited by \\.nm. C. Kirschling, New Directions for Tnsts-
tutional R\,h&ll‘Lh No. 20. San Francisco: Jussev-Bass, 1978.

Pechman, Howard H. The Makong of the Unnersuy of Miwdygan. Ann Arbor, Um-
versity of MILIIIL..H'I Press, I 57.

Petersun, Marvin W. " Faculty and Au.ndumu Ruapunanuua ina Peniod of Decline.
An Organizational Purhpuu\&, Joumald of the College anel Unnversity Pasonned
Assuciation 31 (F.llll\\’;nlur 19’86) 95~104.

Phi Delta Kappa Natwnal Study Cunimittec un Exaluation. Educational Evalwation
and Deciston Hung Itasca, Hl.. Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1971.

Pondrum, Cyrena.” "Faculty Retrenchment Problems.and Pussible Solutions. The
l;'(pa.runu of the University of Wisconsin System.” Journal of the College anl
Universny Personnel Assocration 31 (Fall’'Winter 1980). 47-55,

3 Richardson, Richard C. "Adapung tu Declining Resources through Planming and

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Rescarch.” In Copmg with Reduced Resoures, edited by Richard L Alfred, New
Directions for Comiunity Colleges, No. 22, San Franciscu. Jussey -Bass, 1978,

RIIL\ Gary L.,and.Baldnidge, J. Victor Guumm;,;h.mlunu Orgarezatians. Betheley,
Cal.: McCutchian, 1977. .

Rubn, lrun. S. "Retrenchment, Louse SlruLtuu, and Adaptabality i the Univer-
sity, éonolo;g of Education 52 (October 1979): 211-22.

Secley, Juhn A. "Progiam Review and Evaluation.) In Evaluation of Management
wnted Plamnung Srstems, edited by Nick L. Poulton. \L\\ Dircctions fur Institugunal

- Reseirch, No. 31, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1981,

Seiler. John A Svstems Analysts n Organizationa Behay o Homewoud, 1. Richard
D. Irvn, ‘e, and the Dorsey Press, 1967, 7 e .

Shannun, D)MJA ed. The Grear Depression. Englesivod Cllls, NJ.. Preatiee- Hall,
Inc.. 1950.

Skubal, Jackte. "State-Level Review of Existing Academic Prugr.un:s. Have Re-
sourdes Been Saned?” Research in Higher Education 2 (1979), 209-32.

Southern Regronal Education Buard. fssucs i Higher Lcluuumn. No. 11 Atlaraa,

- Southern Regional Edueation Board, 1977.

Spunu.r Joann M., and Schults, Ravmond E. “Staff Reduction Policies.” College
Management 9 (Mav 1974). \',

Fopping. J. R.,and Mivataht, G K. Prugrwu Meastres, Technieal RLpun.’h Boulder,
Colu. Western Interstate Comnussion for ng,hu Education, 1973, ED 076 169.
MF-SL11: PC-$16.85. ’

University of Wisconsin Syatem. Auulunu Program Amlu uml Revien. Madison.
Um\u’sm of Wisconsin, 1977,

Program Discontinuance 8 47




\ N .

Vdwsey, Laurence F\The Ewergence of the Amenca\x University Chicago: University *
“of Chicago Press, 1965. . (1 .

Weber, Max. The Theory of Social and Economic Organization. Translated by A M
H‘e\ndclson and T. Parsons. Edited by T. Parsons. New, York, Free Press, 1947,

Aeiss)Carol H. Evaluation Research. Methods for Assessmg Program Effectiveness
En}{cwood Cliffs, NJ.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972, !

Wheeler, Burton M. “Hope and Desparr o the Academy.” C)x{)mcle of Higher Ed-

ucation, May 15, 1978 p. 30. . |

Wildavsky, Aaron. The Politics of the Budgetary Process. Bosten | Little, Brown and
Company, 1964. C . \\ '

——em. Speaking Truth to Power, The Art and Craft of Policy Analysis. Boston- Little,
Brown and Co., 1979. ' : o N -

Willex, Malcotm M. Depresston, Recovery, and Higher Education New York Mc-
‘Graw-Hill, 1937. . Y

Zaltman, Gerald, Duncan, Robert, and Holbeck, Jenmy . huntovations and Organi-
zanons. New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1973.

Zaltman, Gerald, et al. Process and Phenomena of Social Change. New York: Wiley
Interscience Publication, 1972, o

o
,

<

<
g T s e

*

-
-

48 @ Program Discontinaance
’ 1 Vs

goTmm— ]

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
“a
-




AAHE-ERIC Reslearch ). Reports

Ten monograths in the AAHE ERIC/Higher Education Resgarch Report
series are published each vear, available individually or by subscription.
Subscrlpuon to 10 1ssues 1s $335 for members of AAHE, $50 for nonmem-
bers; add $5 for subscriptions outside the U.S.

Prices for sﬁnglc copies are shown below and include postage and han-
dling. Orders under $15 must be prepaid. Bulk discounts are available on
orders of 25 or more of a single title. Order from Publications Department,
American Asgocidtion for Higher Educalm,n One Dupont Circle, Suite 600,
Washington, D.C. 20036, 202/293-6440. Write or phone for a complete list
of Research/Repoarts and other AAHE publjcations.

.

L1982 Research Reports—AAHE members, $5.75 each; nonmembers, $7.48

each (price§ include postage and handling)
1. Rating{College Teaching: Criterion Validity Studies of Student
¢ Evalue}x‘tion-of-lnstruction Instruments &
T Sidr;ev ‘E. Benton : :
2. Fatulty Evaluation: The Use of Expllcn Criteria for Promollon, -
Rele tion, and Tenure- . ,
Néal Whttman and*Elaine Wetss . .
3. Enrpllments in ‘the Eighties: Factors, Actors, and Impacts ',
J, Victor Baldrtdge/,, Frank R. Kemerer, and Kenneth C. Green
4. Improving Instruction. Issues and Alternatives for Higher Educauon
Charles C. Cole, Jr. \ .
5. Planning for Program Discontinuance: From Default to Dc51gn
- Gerlinda S. Melchiori -
6. Slale Planning, Budgeting, and Accountability: Approaches for Higher
Education
© Carol Everly Floyd &
1981 Research Reports—AAHE members, $4.60 each; nonmembers, $6.33
each tprices inclide postage and handlmg)
. Minority Access to nghcr Education
Jean L. Peer |
12, Institutional Advancement Strau.glcs in Hard Times
Michael D. Richards and Gerald R. Sherratt
' 3. Functional th\cracy in the College Setting .
. Richard C Richardson Jr., Kathryn J ‘Martens,
a“dlEIk,abLIh Fisk

s ]

4, In ices of Quality in the Undergraduate Experience
. eorge D Kuh ‘ . \

3. arkt.ung in Higher Edugauon

.- ‘Stanley-Mx-Grabowski

6. Computer Literacy in Higher Education
Francis E. Masat . A
{ Financial Analysis for Academic Units
Donald L. Walters

/ o o i Program Discontinuarice @ 49




v N .
,
i

g 8 Assessing the Impact of Faculty Collective Bargaimng —. 5
) / J. Victor'Baldridge, Frank R. Kemerer, and Associates
9. Strategic Planning, Management, and Dccisimeal(mg
1 Rabert G. Cope .

10. Organuatmuun-anh Higher Education  ~ : )

Robert D. Oml‘. and Philip J. .Sale.m

1980 Research Repons-—AMIE members, $3.45 each; nunmembers, $4.60
each (prices include postage and handling) ' o
.. 1. Federal Influence on Higher Education Curricula ’
‘,{ William V. Mayxville ' P
2. Program Evaluation ’ )
Charles E. Feasley
' 3, Liberal Education in Transition
* 2 Clifton E. Conrad and Jean C. Wyer =
. 4. Adult Development: Implications for Higher Education ‘ v
Rita Preszler Weathersby and Jill Mattuck Tarde o
, 5. A Question of Quality: The Higher Educauon Ratings Gamwe .
. Judith K. Lawrence and Kenneth L. Green ' ] )
6. Accreditation: Hissory, Process, and Problems ’ -
_-Fred R. Harcleroad - . -
“~. 7. Politics of Higher Education ) — x
Edward R. Hines and-Leif S. Hartmark . v
. Student Retention Strategies - L P
Oscar T. Lenning, Ken Sauer, and Philip E. Beal )
9. The Financing of Public Higher Education. Low Tuition, Stud nt Aid,
and-the Federal Government \ .
;e Jacob-Stamper Y
'10. University Reform: An International Review  ~ ' |
. ! Philip G. Alibach ) . .
’ .
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Board of keaders ' . v .

The tollowing individuals critiqued and provided suggestions on manu-
seripts in the 1982 AAHE-ERIC Higher Education Rescarch Report series:

Vinod Chachra, Virgima Polytechnic Institute _an({ State University
Randall Dahl, Kentucky Council on Higher Education - .
Kenneth Eble, University of Utah o
* Nathani2l Gage, Stanford University N -
man L;lcnn_v,; Umversit‘y-of-e:rlifornia—at—lBerkclc'_vh- —_ —

- Harold Hodgkinsen, National Training Laboratories

»

Arthur Levine, Bradford College N

Michael Marien, Future Study ‘
James Mingle. Southern Regional Education Board

: ‘ . '
Wilbert McKeachie, Univérsity of Michigan - i
Kenneth Mortimer, Pennsylvania State University
Maryin Peterson, University of Michigan . . !
Robert Scott, Indiana Commussion for Higher Education
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