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Foreword

e e e e

This tescatch tepoit by Carol Evaly Flovd, .lsslsl.ml’dcpul\ director for
acadéinie attaiz S tur the Hhinos Buard,ot Régents, s built upon the foun-
dation ot an carficr reportm this Seies by Richard M Millard His State
Bourds of Higher Education (Resealyh Report No 4, 1976) focused pri-
niarily on histor ieal dovelopment and types of boards indluding their func -
tion pusers, and structure The hitcrature on state higher educanion poliay
mithing subscquent o Millard's 1eport gives attention to statewide board
powers and sttuctute but has been cotsiderabhy broadened Sgme of the
sssues, trends and directiuns identitied by Millard now deserve additional
attalvsis based o new teports and evaluation OF expertence m various
states Although the statewide higher education bozu:’ temans the prim-
¥ aipal state-leved authonit engaged i planning, h.zl\ﬁng and gubcerna-
tortal statls are heavily tmvolved in budgetars analvsis and the design of
accountability approaches Subscyuent ta 19735, there has been statewide
planmmz on a aumber ol ssues not generally addiessed earlier - such as
adapting 1o deelining enrollment Budgetary practices Jaxe evolved and
° © niew Issues have t.muy.d during d pt.nud of retrenchment Consistent with
Millard's prediction, pressures on institutions to demonstrate then ac-
countability 14 state government have increased Vartous aecountability
dppl()dLh\s have developed.

Because Millard’s teport thoroughly coversghe carlier work, this teport
wil ot atselt to hiterature from 1975 and later with onlsy selectnve rel-

-

erence to cathier classie volumes.,

The primary institutional focus of this teview 1s public untversities
Questions concerning the role of private hygher education' i mecting total
state peeds also recenve sume attention. Onl‘\ consohidated goverming boards
. that govern all public uniersitivs m a ghen state and statewidg coords-
" nating boards are examined. Because of Tength restrictions of the ¥gport

»
sertes, whies relating to community colleges and other types uf postsce-
ondary institutions along-with topies relatmy to state gu\..rnmg bUdlds
for a single campus or multicampus groupihg that, exist 1g. conjudiciion
with regulatory statewide coerdinating boards are excluded here but will
i e addiessed, mr fatare reports b e R N
Jonathan D. Fife
Director ¥ \
Ener (,lcdrlnghousg on I{Ighu Education
The George Washmg.lon University -
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State uné\ cistties have been established by statute v by pr(g)\ls?ons in
state constitutions, and the general ievenues of the state providearell over
half theur gencral educational budgets Private unnersities tvpically are
authorized 1n sume manner by she state and creasingly beneht from:
some indirect and direct funding. - .

State policy making for higher cducation 1s made through a compley
process mypliing a number of parties and a number of staged. A vatety .
ot political tactors ame invohed as competing interests, indivaduals, or
groups intetact over the preterted formulation and outcdme of a gnen
pohicy 1ssue (Hines and Hartmark 1980). ’

The state-leyel authotities insolved 1n policy making include statewide
higher education boards, the lcglslall’xrc“, and the governor The term

statenide board” or “state buard” 15 used generically to ihclude any ,
board, cumnussion, dvpartment, wouncil, or other agency that has au-
thority over all public annersities in a_state and whose functions mini-
mallv include planning, The three major arcas #which most statewide
buards have some responsibility that is either prescribed by law ot de-
. ' veloped as poliey are. plafdning, program approval,.and budget deyelop- s
> ’ ment. Curently most statewide boards are cither consohdated governing |
boards for all. public universities in a state or coordinating boards thay
have substantial tegulatory authority . Statewade governing boards are
“vested with authoi ity and responsibslity for all deaisions and tesources of
amv given unnersity. A coordinating board performs a number of state-
wide functions but dues not replace and assume the duties of governmg
buards (Millard 1976) A . .
Many statewide boards were established by legislative and guberrmra-
. tonal action prior to and during the 1960s m order to provide 'for the
orderly growth of higher education and sy that state pohucal leaders could
avoid serving as arbiter for the dcm;,m?\u[ competing unnersiies The
primary focus of state-fevel policsymaKing was planning and budgeting
for additional student spaces and new prugrammatic development
Beginping 1n the nud-1970s, however, diredt legislatin e and guberna-
-~ torial interestan-higher education policy making increased With stzable
. profussional staffs at their disposal, state politrcalleaders are able to draw '
upun additivnal expertise n formulating tough questions about untversity
budgets Increasingly held accountable by the citizenry of thedtate, state
. « pohitical leadeps look, in turn, to all organizations supported primarily by
Qslulc tax revenues to demonstrate their accountablli:w ' ‘

¢

’ - .

General Themes , .
[ most states, the gher education policy 1gsues for the remaiider of the
19805 and 19905 will be fur more complex and difficult tv address than those
of préx?x.uus vears. Ensuring programmatic access and diversity will be
espeatally demanding during a period when declining enrollment and
financial support are hkely to require retrenchment throughout higher
education. Within the constrarnts of the budgetary total allocated to higher
education, states will continue fo seck the proper mechanisms to recognize
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the fixed costs of umversity uperations, promote qualitative imprpvement,
and provide incentives tor mnoyvation Attgntion also will be given to the

.technical and political problems of demonstrating the etfectiveness 'and

results ot higher education services and operations.

Vuduple stute-level anthorities nprealls will contmue 1 be onvolved m
stute-level revien processes Although the statewide higher cducation board
will plav a prominent role 1n many arcas, the legslature and governor
also will be actine Because state polttical leaders regard budgeting as
wentral 1o policy mabigg, governors and lggsldluns will increase the va
ticty and depth of budgetary analvsis «omipleted by therrsstatls in con-
junction with the appropriations process Slxung legislative and
gubernatonal imtiatives with regard to the demonstration of accounta-
bility can alsu be expected ‘The recdundancy of review by muluple state-

Jdevel authorities has buth pusitne and negatfve aspects Infeertain crucial

pohiey areas? 1t 15 appropriate o the Amenican svstem of “checks ahd

* balances,” but 1n other arcas it 1s not meeded to serve state purpuoses and

van be burdensome for institutions Allhuugh redundancs of state 1eview
may be reduced somewhat, it will continug to the extent that it reflects
the views that state pohtical leaders hold of their proper roles and pre-
rogatives . ' ¢
The tigrests of hugher education mstidions will be well served sfuu-

wide boards betns unzp,m,d hma/‘ﬂm ttons and purstang these powers’ ds-.
sertively whnde puy g ditention (6 the concerns expressed by ahd manitaung

“amtteable relutions with the governor wud legislitire. A strung role for the,

statewide buard relative to other state-level authorities is desirable be-
cause tn most states that board pros rdes more institutional aceess and 15
more sensitine to institutional needs than are other state-level authonities
The statesvide board tole m planning has alwavs been especially strong
Fucused attgntion should’ be gnven to budgeting as that role s unsettled
because of continuing legislative and gubernatorial inttiatives Oppurlun
thes are hiheh to be espectally favorable for buard influcnce on account-
ability approaches because of suctesses with program review and a fluid
set of urcumstances relative to approaches at the istitutronsade level
“Instrtuttonal amvolvermnent 1in board developfhent and iefinement of ac
countabality approaches will be cructal to the suceess of these approaches

Attengron hus been gven dud will continue to be given to beter ration-

altzing and mntegrating vartous state-level poliey-making processes Much of -,
the carhier effort was spent in formally meshing planning and budgeting -,

through rativnal budget approaches, These appruaches helped shapgbudget
analvsis pusmwl\ but had Irttle impact on final budget negotiatong
Contmued am.nhun needs to be ginen to common-sensg 1ntegration. of a
numbtr of processes, particularly in the stages where primarnily the stdte
wide buard and institutions are involsed. Joint efforts of institutions and
boards to relate planning, progrgm review, and budget reeommendations

, are neeessany to ensure quality and vitahity during a period of hinanctal

stringenev | . .
Comrutment to the dweluprm'nl.and unprunmenl uf good state-mstiti-
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tonal relations 15 tmportant 1o sound state poliey development ard tmple-

mentattion Such relationships must b based on a thurough undurstanding |

of the complestties of both msttutional autonomy and mstitutional ac-
countabrlity to the state Institutional wutonom is alsu muumnbl\ viewdd
as having a multi-ditensional tclationship with duuunmbllll\ tather
than as 1ts polar opposite

Dustunitions have plaved and will comtiniue to ples an acine and ompor tant
role in3tate polics making for higher e ation Thg\ provide thewr caretulhy
considered adviet on a number of 1ssues and lend-the techimeal CApetlise
ot therr statts to a number of state-level activtties Campus-level planning
ard program review actinaty 1s often the birst step urstate-level actn ities
and s necessan fut the ultimate elfectivencss of these actinvities Campuses
frequenthy have mﬂu;nu,d stadew tde planmng significanthy because of the
acknow ledged consensual natuse of nianviol the elements of the actin i
Institutions currenth have a goud opportuniny to sork with sl‘IlL\\ldL
boards on dg\clupmg. and u.fmmg. performance megsutes that respond v
le grsl‘m\u and ;.ubunatupdl accpuntability concertis and thus ayord lar-
ther, more direct timvolvement from these sources.
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State/Institutional Relations .

’

_ Sratemstitutional relations are a major element underhving all aspects of
state policy making and lmplcmcmdthbmd have alwavs been a primary
tocus ot the literutury on state policy. This chapter examines the two major
topical arcas m that hiterature The first 5 the impact of statewrde board '

“. . tvpe (governing or coordinating) upon the abihity of the board to balance 7,

- state and stitational interests propetly The second 1s the nature of and
linitations upon mstituttonal autonomy and the relationship between
aytonomy and accountabthty :

* Statewide Boards: Governing and Coordinating Models B ’

Eatly commentartes cmphasized that statewide boards are able to'provide .
balaiee 0 state policy making between state and campus perspectives

¢ and to channel political conflictin a rational manner (Glenny $959; Ber-
dahi 1971). Subsequent analyses view statewade boards more as partici- .
pants in the political process and less as analternative to ﬁolig'cal conflict’ N

4 (Hines and Hartmark 1980, Gove and Floyd 1975). A major example of 2

this view 1s a ollection 5f papers dealing with problgms and future pros-

pects of statewide boards that has as a recurring theine the need for such

( bdards ty develop and maintain effectise political relatods 1 order to

provide. maximum-strength for ther policy fecommendations {Berdahl

“1975). ‘ :

During the, 19505 and 1960s, a number of states had voluntary ¢oor-

dinating counails that couduc ted modest planning activity within the lim-
is of consensual agreement” between all state institutionss During the
I?’}Os, with stronger assertion of state concerns about publict higher ed-
ucatioh, the trend has been awdy from,voluntary coordination toward
coordinating boards withha.number of regulatory powers over institutions .
and toward consolidated governing boards (Millard 1976) Considerable ’
-V vartation exists ffom state to state in the powers of the statewide board,
and controlling statutes have been changed fiom time to umc’(Miilard
*1980; Education Commission of the States 1981).

The Carnegie Foundation for the, Advancement of Teaching has re- -
. maned a strong supporter of voluntary rather than regulatory coordi- "+
nation. It believes that a voluntary coundil 15 the best agency to prepare -
long-range plans and opposcs.the establishmentof rcgglatory voordinating
r “ boards' to perform plannmsg or vther functions. If astate must go beyond
o~ . anadvisory mecbanism,"the Foundation.considers it preferable to estab-
-Jish a consohdated governing board, Reasons provided for favoring a con- 3
‘ solidated goyerning board include. fninimizing the number of levels of
_» survalignee or contrel to whith campuses are subject, maximizing the
SN ,_,__;dcc:.s}@‘galin‘lg within and among institutions, and providing a direct ‘
-, chamol command for implementing decisions that is likélv to be especially !
- helgful durmg retrenchment. Thie Carnegie Foungdation recognizes that” | ‘3“
: . consoludated governgng boards traditionally have been weak in planning : |
~ and therefore suggests that an additional state commission with advisory - |
. powers in ptanping will be needed (Carncegre Foundation for the Advance- e
mient of Teaching 1976).  ° ) . .o |
: . S " |
) — ; o
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" The strengthts and weahnesses of the governing and LUUI\III]d[ll]E_ mod-
els for sl‘uwudc board structute have been examined by o' number of
commentators Geoerally, the statewide governing board has a tlearer
tole than dues the coordmating board bucause 1tas und..rsluud to be an
nal interests to state government The wuxdm.mng,
ibiguous because 1t inolves a more u)mplc\ bal-
s ancing of state and institional perspectives, Because of then greater tole

clatity, consolidated governtsg boards aie more stable during peoiods of
state polttical upheaval than ate coordinating boards (Mingle. Berdahl,
and Peterson 19811 The sitwation a governing board faces when it beheves
that mdiot changes i imstitutional massion, including merget gr ddosure,
are valfed ot is tar less politicadis and organizationally wmplc\ than lh.ll
taced Py L(K)ldlndlll]L buards (Mlng.lc 1981),
THe courdinating board Model myvolves a goveinung board for_cach
uy ut tor multicampus groupmgs m addiion tothe statew e co-
otdgtiating boatd. Glenny views this model as more appropriate because
it ylpatates governance and coordinating functions instead of merging
thdm to the dettiment of'both. The courdinating board model 1s more
~wyndudive o anstitutional independence and diversity as well as to vig-
: ufvus plannmg and budget review with agruls Sl.llL\\ltlk perspectine (Glenny
, 19760)
The most trequenty cited advantage of the coordinating board 15 1ts
. teater aceeptability as an dinpat tial ey aluator i statewide accountabihiny
plas and on matters Tu lated to of mtheenang the private sector A state-

4 wide governing board 15 not well av.u.pud by state politicaf leadershipin

. [ the role of pertormance evaluator beeause it is viewed primarify as an
advocate for mstitutional mterdsts (Folger 1980a, Education Commission
of the States {980) Amv board that governs public campuses alsuis viewed 2

/ as too clusely aligned wath public sector interests to pet rform roles that—

/ require a perspeetine sensitive to the needs of all mstitutions of higher
education (Mortimer and McConnell 1978, Wilson 1980} Allhuus.h cau-
sality 1s nof unputed, direct and indirect state fln.mu.msupﬁm tlor private
institutsons 1s relativey Tow i states that have a consolidated governing

s board for public universities (Glenny 1976a).

- Appropiiate leadership stvies for the admunistrative heads of statew e
buards van depending on whether the g,uu’.mmg, or voordinating mode!
15 aliuplv.d Although the governing buard adupts a_cfear 1dentfication
with the mstitution it g,u\u ns, the coordinating board must mote closehy
wdentafy 1tself with state governiment Opintons vary as, 0 whether the
coordinating board needs to balance itself alniust midway between insti-
tutions and state government o whether 1t needs to align itsclf with state
government (Millett 1975, Holderman 1975).

Mortimer and McConnell suggest the moded that will be most effectine
in a particulat state will depend on conditions of histotjeal development,
the extent and, sources of pohtical intervention, and many other condi-

L ltons. A structufe that'is uscful at vne point may not be at another (Mor-,
umer and McConnell 1978). Although” Glenoy 15 a strong suppuorter of

advocate ot institut
board role s moute d

tam
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wootdinating boatds, he has suggostad that there mas be tiade difterence
between the two types of boards it the trend continues toward adding
punas o cootdinating boards sinular to those proviousts everased by

3 s
od .

governmng boards (Glenmy 197601, .

Institutional Autonomy and Accountability
Much of the carls Biterature redatmgd state s titutional rclations tocuswd
on the proper toles that istitutions and state level authoiiies play m_
policy mahking for higher education The Carnegie Comnssion on Higly
Lducation 11971, 19731 as wetf as a téish ot ot the Education Conim
ot the States (1973 mehasn/ud the need w delineate the 1oles
tutions and of state level authonities nfore caretully m order 5 approach
a surseisus on the Tules of the game. Such litcrature ok @s 1ts goal the
- ostablishmont of mutually satistactony proceduses fot pe€ion and decision
" making so that caf sector could perforn effecyrCly i ats respecine
jutisdiction and arca Uf(.\purllsu More recenthy,fioweser, the datficulties
ol mamtammng such viganizational lines of xathonity, roles, angd respon-
_stbihiiés have been rccugm/cd (Hines and’Hartmark 1980) -
Gieatar tecogmition of the overallpolitical environmént and of the
Lhﬂuulnu of identifying separate ptisdictions for univirsitivs end state-
=<y level aulhuu,ms has been reflecfed i recent analvsis®ol the coneept of .
university autononmy and s rdlation to state accountability expoctations,”
Purcanving moie comnpat bﬂn) between institutional autononiy and ac-
countabilits to the sl‘p/r‘mm\ commentators provide a telatisehy posttine
content i which wstitations can vigw acgountability expectations

- tines and Hartmatk stronghy disagice with posing ssues about au-
lunymy dedLLUUllldblhl\ in zcro sum terms, New state pulu\ tmittabines
,,md tequests for inforiition mav or may not result in a direct luss of
“autonofuy Thev suggest that institutions recogmee that llllu,:ulluns be-
tween insttutions dhd state-level authortties on such matters are slmph
une vartant of political conflict and of dlump fla redistnibute political
power Morcrescarchneeds w be duneon the d\\ ﬁlu okthe Iddllunshlp
B tween pubtiettiniversitics and s{‘lh*gm‘trnmu med;.: tu better un-.
derstand the factors determihing the relative mlgu o of cach of the -
(wracting paticy (Hines and Hartmark 1980). The nkannu_ful quustions
tor analvsis are “what dedisions are made, by whose authority, at-whate
level Of detarl, with what effecton the perquisites of cither the universitsy
o1 the state” (Har tmark 1978, p. 83). 4 -

Sumce wampus-based commentators view auuunmblln\ as a puu)n
dition tor uninersity autonomy tather than as inconsistent with it (Dressel
198(). Adamany 1979). Adamany suggests that institutiondl widlingness,

) “to spectfy and employ methods of self-cyaluation that can be audited by

- slatd agencies 1s at the heart of any argument for the wide delegation of

’ authoniny (1979, p 32), Adamany also warns tnstitutions that thes should |
woth o desglop better measures to assess the quality and effectiveness of

s . then activitiestather than assert that appropriate measures do not exist,
Such asseruons are notredible when they_dyme from institutions that

P . "
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“cast themselves as social crities and whose tacultres qre heavily engaged
in dewkloping evaluatiun methbds for uther kinds of vrganizations (Ada-
« many 1979). Dressel suggesty that mnstitutions shvuld not only work to
demonstrate accountability to ensure their autonumy but alsu should be
concerred about the autgnoms of the-statewide board. A board free of
unduc ifluence from other’state-level authorities and the federal govern-
ment s crucial to institutiomal autonomy (Dressel 1980). |
The uperations of statewide buards and of uther statewide adminis- |
¢ trative structures have tended to protect, rather than to thwart, the ac-
_ ademuc treedom of taculty members Although academic frecdom problems
+ may anse from tme to time in;some states due 1o the mitiatives of state
. political leaders, administrative structures and procedures have not been .
the means thruugh which pressure has been exerted (Hartmark 1978) i
Moving bevond academic freedom, at least one state courdinating board |
Jhas successfully ericouraged regronal nstitutions to delegate mote re- |
v sionstbulity to'faculty (Dressel 1980). - )
Institutional nterdsts are best 5erud by, xck\g a high level of fe- |
spunstbility and sensitivity in the exercise of state authority (while pro- |
tecting central academie prerogatives) rather than by dummg the legitimacy ‘
. of state expectations that higher education demonstrate its accountability ' |
A balanced Yeaction to requests ‘of state-level authoriues for additional |
. ‘ accountability anformation will avord the two extremes of begrudging ‘
mimimal or subminimal comphadee and of continuing battle (Dressel 1980). . |

. Institutions need, to make dear that they not uppuse reasunable pro-
cesses of review and accountability while emphasizing that lhusc processys
- should not invglye excessively detailed regulation that has a particularly |
deleterous effect (Adamany 1979). ° < e
. - . - |
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Smmmh. planuuu_ provides a franicworh and sense of directiun fur much
of state hugher educauon puhu It involves idenufving piwblems, accy
mulating data reldtive to problems. anals zing interrelationships between
variables, assessing the consequences of mtroducing new variables, and

« ‘housing th most desirable alternative to reach objectings. Statewide

' pl‘mnmgy % means of reaching agreement on issues and creating common

L\pu.ldlluns butore higher ¢ducation bydgets are formulated and re-

~ viewed Almost all states have devedoped state higher education plans but

these plans differ as to the extent they hasve lnﬂu.. need dL\LIUBanl (Mil-
lard 1980)

! State-level highet education planning typieally s done by the state
high?r wlulation board. The pldnning vbstaclés are similar to thuse that
danw publu. seetor planner encounters nflucneing the behaviof of target
' prganizations and groups. Also. lht. sssues raised about mamla]nmg local

cimtative and creativaty are thost raised by almost any centrdl planning
actuivity (Breneman 1981). .

This chapter addresges patterns of participation, process trends, and
majorSubstanyive four Current four incdude ensuring programmatic ageess
and dnnersity, presenving the role of private universities, and adapl({, 1o
dechining c\nrollmcnl and financial support. 4

N Planning

'

>
" Patterns of Participation .
Requisites fur plannung effectiveness are university participation in state-
level planning and university planning on the foundation of the state-level
plan. Millard (1980) notes’that gruups.‘md wndividuals should be brought
together to develup an understanding’ of the issues and to move toward
.wonsensus where pussible or to develup an understanding of the reasons
fur state-fevel recommendations and actions where consensus 1s not pus-
sible. The impgrtdnce of .reconuling campus-level planning with state-
level planngfig 15 well understood (Exo 1977). Glendy suggests that in
addition to making such reconeihgtions after.the fact, universities should
take the mitiative to thoroughly evaluate internally and-then advance
externally programmatic roles and activities that make sense frum an
mstitutional perspective, Overall, he maintains that “an aggressive, re-
alistic planning mode is the best defense.against timpusition frum without
of rules and programs for an individual institution” (Glenny 1976b, p. 20).
State-level boardy see their planning role as involving not only the
direct planning thef do and that they specifically require of institutions,
but alsu the, factlitation of other campus planning activity. They see them-
selves as mwuraglng or facilitating sume campus planning activity by
_~ providing data with which to work and, sometimes, by providing a lever
for the vollection of data that otherwise could not be wollected. In another
puse, thu) take actions aimed at provoking planning that is in the insti-
tution’s best interest (Eliott 1979).
The difficulties of aceess to the state-level planning process generally
have frustratéd faculty. The mfluence of faculty advisory coffifhiittes es-
tablished by sume statewide boards is variable and is related Enhc ability ~

9
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of these groups to achivve legiimacy . aceess, and professional relaton-
shups with buard statf Faculty gdvigury committees do proy 1de new sources
of information to buards and mitigate but du not sulve the problem of
faculty input (Mumper 1981). Berdahl and Gusve have provided analvsts
"and have made suggestions to generate membership reaction prior to the
development of an American Association of Unnversity Professurs policy
statement 10 this area They suggest the tollowing formal structures tor
facults mput to all statesade higher ¢ducation buards (a syvstemwide sen
ate for goverming buards and a taculty advisory committee forf coordinat

ing buards), serious deliberations by such groups on the character of the
partnership i any state between gosernment and higher «ducationrand
effurts tu change reward structures to provide incentives for faculty having
appropriate specific expertise to serve on board technical committees (Ber

dah] and Gove 1982).

Process Trends .
Continuous, short-range planning. Th. Education Commussion of the States
_speculatgs that there will be a trend toward what 1t terms “continuous
shurt-range planming’ due to “the unceitainty of the future and the dif-
ficulty of mamtaiming political support for planning during a pertod of
dechine” (1980, p. 12). This trend contrasts with the carher emphasis on
comprehensive, long-range master planning. Mastar planning fell intodis |
repute by the mid-1970s because the plans of state boards continued to
dwell on growth and eapansion in spite of the leveling oft then occurring
in most states (Glenny 19764) Concerns about the feasibiliny of all higher
cdunallqung activ ity also have begun 1o surface One commentator,
for cxamp®has raised the question as to whether ghal setting and iden-
tfteation of rational means to goal attainmengare either desirable or
feastble given the level of environmental unceprainty (Morgan 1978)

Refinement of scope and mission review. Sincc the late 1970s increasing
attention has been focused on the refinement of scope and mission revicw
Millard (1976) notes that historically such review has been the way that
statew1de boards help define the boundaries of wstitutional rule and scope
as well as preserve and encourage institutional diversity and inteninstu-
tutional complementarity. Although suceess m maintaining differentia
tion of function has been noted n Cahiforma (Glenny 1976a), the scope
and mussion statements contained in most state planning documents have
been tou general to guide state-level and institutional decision making
effecuvely (Millard 1980). .

. Espeually where resource$ are severely limited, Callan %nci Jonsen,
{1980)-have recommended that the states look closely z’i‘fﬁ}hc"rmssxun of
cach mstitution toemphastze the distinc tia ¢, cut back n the unnecessaily

. duplicative, and refucus sunie missions tu provide more effecgive attention
tv underserved needs, New attention to strengthening the pra¢ess of mis
sion review at the state level emphasizes the impurtance of broad input,
which, therefore, makes the process slow and deliberate As a part of such’
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& PrULSS, UM stalts ate dssessing the need for comprehensiveness of
doctoral misston at doctoral snd iosearch unisersities (Caruthers and Loty
1981) '

S

Close relationship with program review. The insights draw  fron) program
Teview are of majut assistancen statewide planning Progiam review has
been wideh implemonted nearly all statc boards approyv§ new programs
and a niajority have the authorty 1o rgiew at least sum&enisting pro-
grams (Barak 1931, p 213) An extended anabvsis of program review s

.

prosided i the chapter un accountabihiy ) -

Continued attention to the problems of plan 1mplementauon State pu

Ltical leadership guumlh has regarded planming tor higher gducau};n as
relatively weak becausc it has not been well hinhed to budgetary dedision
making A numbcr of commentators have noted the desirability of relating
planmng more directly to budgeung (Millard 1980, Callan and Jonsen
1980, and Spence and Weathersby 1981) Other commentators note con-
thoting aspects of plannm;_, and budgeting that need to be constdered. The
data nceded for planning tend not o be routine and are difficult to collect,
as a part of the budgetary prucess because of the “rigidity, tight ume
schedule, information formats, and shallow detail” of budgetary infur-
mation svstems (Purves and Glenny 1976, p. 171).

Purves and Glenny suggest that the connection between planning and
budgn.tmg needs to be less “formal and routine” but stulf “conscious and’
dehberate” su that the routines of the budggt process will not drive out
the oppurtunity for the “more speculative insight and information needed
for planning acuvity to have s effect” (1976, p. 171) Finally, it $hould
be noted that although planning ts uscful in ‘order to reach deuisions o
program goals and to build consensus un polices, 1ts products will almost
always be altered in the process of spectfic fund allucation (S Schmdtfen
and Glenny 1976). ] -

‘
”~

Ensuring Programmatic Access and Diversity

‘State buards have been vigorous 1n their attempts to ensure that a broad
range of instructional programs are avatlable to their state’s citizenry.
,State tutiative is,particularly important in new nontraditional programs
that are far less likely than traditiunal programs to arise through normal

<

faculty wterests and channels un campus ((Buvu.n Edelstein, and Medsker |

1976).
churung, un thg results of a recent Southern Ruglunal Education Board

study of planning for urban universitics, Smartt identifics a number of
state-level issues about program accessibility Although urban public uni
versities have grown in recent years because of’ the conventence and flex-
* ible scheduling they offer to place-bound students they offer fetver programs
than du the flagship pubhic universities, which lypuall\ are lucated in less
densely pupulated portigns of the state. Urban universities are likely to
continue to expand their program offerings because of pulitical support

1y
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based un concerns tur ceonomic dc\clugmcnl as 4[ a¥ for service to
previously undersersod populations, State board concerns about program
duplication remain strong, and, therefore. programs in a number of grad-
uate fields are Tikely to be available only un the basiy of couperative ar-
rangements with the flagship campus Although covperative arrangements
mas not be satisfactory in the long run, they will provide sume student
access as well as an oppoftunity tor the uiban university to demonstrate
the extent of local demand Smartt also notes that urban universitivs have

strong advocates in the legislature and a gencrally strong political base

State buards will theretfore. be under ontinuing pressure to enhance the
position of urban unnverditics and mat be circumvented in the legislatinve
process if they are not responsive to urban neéds (Smartt 1981)

Sume state buards have respunded tou concerns with regard to access
and mstitutional cooperation by recugnizing regional counals of uni-
versities for substate regions. These counals have Contributed to improved
ptanning and,communication between nstitutions (Martorana and Nes-
puli 1978, Hawk 1978).

By the late 1970s at both urban and nonurban universities, the most
pressing problem of program accessibility was the shortage of student
spaces in high demand areas such as cumputer science and business Uni-
verstties have responded to the problem by reallocating, within <ertan
constraints, budgetary resources from areas of dediming enrollment to
those in high demand These constraints include institutional priorities

fur -protecung program quahity in all arcas, preventing any clement in

the unnversity from growing su large as to endanger overall balance, and
recognizing the inflexibilities uf the faculty persofinel system. Reallocation
generally has been lnsuﬂlueél to mect the needs of booming ficlds for
reasons including the high costs and shortages of personnel and cquipment
in occupational and professional areas (Glenny 1978). Generally statewide
boards have placed a high planning priofity on increasing the budgetary
support available to the high demartd arcas through sume combination
of new state dollars and. university reallocation. In unfavurable state {i-
nanual circumstances, however, statewide buards generally must Iimit
themsclves to highlighting major shifts tn enrollment and strongly en-
couraging greater unnersity reatlocation. Institutions cannot take these
recommendations lightly especially as they are frequently buttressed by
continuing legislative and gubernatorial complaints about constituents

#being denied admission to high demand programs.

ERIC
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Preserving the Role of Private Universities
Most states had broadened their planning perspective by the mid-1970s
tu include private universitics as well as other segments of postsecondary
education The impetus for this broadening came from a number of sources
including Section 1202 of the Education Amendments of 1972 and the
increased political vrganization,of other sectors of pustsecondary educa-
tion (Education CommissiQn of States 1980). \

Generally, states view the pprvate sector primanly gn terms of the
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contribution tt nmahes to mecting overall goals and objectives such as
ageess, diversity, and quality In such an vverall perspectiy ¢, Jonsen notes,
there are really’ nu puliaes toward the independent sector but onhy state
policies that affecs independent higher education”™ (1980.p 2) e
States continue to seeh greater understanding of w hether certain kinds

ot pohies and specific conditions generate more conflict than others as
part ot their attempts to heep tensions between the two sectors down to
tolersble levels . Vafiations i the level of conflict seem to be connected
withf the relative size of the two sectors, patterns ot state financial support,
views of the governor and kev legislators, andethe leadership prov ided by

the statesade board (Berdahl 1978)

. ’

Private university participation in plann‘Qg and program review A num

ber of states hate begun to develup a systemati planningpcerspective that
seeks to fully mtegrate consideration of both the public and private sectors
in meeting the total higher education needs of the state. The Carnegie
Councl on Policy Studies in Higher Education has emphastzed the im-
portance of the public and pridate sectors considering each other’s plans
and the necessity of full privatd university representation.in state-level
planning and review processes (1977). .

The credibility of state-level review processes that influence both the
public and private sector depends on establishing procedures that provide
reciprocal opportunities to partiapate and reciprocal obligations to be
bound by the results (Miller and Wilson 1980) The degree to which private
universities must be bound by decistons or recommendations of the state
board remains a sensitive tssue with reciprocal obligatiops related in the
best circumstances to cargfully defined dedsion arcas Private university
involvermeht 1s most effectine where the private sector has an independent
role at the decision table (Chronister 1978) ,

Private mstitutions are hot umformly enthusiastic, however, about
participatiag in the plannifg activity(of the statewide board because of
doubts about the effectyeness of such\planning and judgments that their
real opportunities for influence hie with the governor and legislature In
many states, the executive officers of associations of private institutions
beteve that-the best strategy 1s noninvolvement (Odell and Thelin 1981)
State financial support for the private sector. In most states, the primary
financial support provided to the private sector is indirect and takes the
form of need-based student assistance. As of 1979, approximately one third
«of the states provided some direct mstitutional aid, cither categorical or
noncategorical and six states provided non-need, student assistance usu-
ally referred to as “tuition equalization” (Junsen 1980).

State and federal need-based student financial assistance that is port-
able between fnsttutions has been a major element of the Carnegie ap-
praach to the support of students and the financial health of institutions
(Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 1976, Carncgie
Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education 1977). This mechanism is

'
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attractive because it maximizes student choiee and finanaally rewards
thouse institutions that successfully compete to ameet student needs as stu-
dents pereenne them Breneman and Finn indicate, more speaifically, that
such need-based student assistance should be sufficiently gegerous to make -
it pussible for almost all students tu be in the range of}hc priate sector
but not su lavish as to provide undue meentives for prl\'atc—scuur tuwiion <
Increases ¢1978h) ¢
b As suppurters of o market model, Breneman and Finn \wuld prufn.r
public support ot buth public and private higher education be an the form
ot need-based student fipanaal aid and that there be hittle in the way of
ditect institutional subsidy (1978a, 1978b) Such an appruauh would 1n-
volve a rather drastic reduction of Institutional support of the public sector
and an increase in public university tuition accompanied by further 1n-
creases (1 need-based student finanuial assistance. This dppruagh 15 at
variance with the views of the Camnegie Foundation (1976) that very sub-
stantial dircet institutional support of the public universities continue and
the Carnegie Countil (1977) that public university turtion be set on its
own mertts and not specifically to aid private umiversities Political re-
sistance to o major reordering of the sert suggested by Breneman and
Fina 15 very strong because of the historic role of low tuition in providing
aceess for low-income and disads antaged groups and the oppofluon of
public-sector students and institutions (Stampen 1980).

The states do not believe that theit genu‘al concern about preserving
the contribution that the private sector makes to meeting state higher
education guals requires them to ensure the well-bemng or survival of any
particular stitution or segment of institutions (Jonsen 1980) Jonsen
Bogue. and Chambers identify three possible roles the state might play in
providing himited assistance to failing mstitutions These art monitoring,
- donfliscal assistance, and fiscal support. They argue that if a state wants

tu offer direct financial support, 1t should develop speaific policies in
advance, seck indiraations that institutions can conlinue to attract stu-
dénts, and provide assistance only where short-term resources would be
sufficient. Problems of strong pulitical pressures for ad hoc responses to
institutions in trouble are acknowlcdgcd (Junsen with Bogue and Cham-

bers 1981). ' -
O'Nenll suggests that states need to take action to protect sludents
when private colleges close. States should develop procedures for main-
’ . taining student records and might also consider intervention to affect the
urfrrag of cusings so that students are mmlmally harmed (O'Neill 1981).

-

Maintaining the independence of the private sector. Concerns are fre-
qucntlv expressed about the implications of recent increases in state in-
direeCand direct finanaal contrnibution to the private sector for maintaming
imstitutional independence. "The Carnegie groups are concerned that the
. u,blu,,subsul) of private nstitutions not become so large that private
« " Institutions beceme more public than p prlvate (Carnegie Foundation 1976;
Carnegie Council 1977). Undoubtedly, privafe institutions will face new
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state eapectations with ub‘ud w lhv..ll pertormance and their use of tas
tunds Junsen 1980) '

- ~ e \
5‘ Adapting to Declining Egrollment apd Financial Sipport

Higher cducation retrenchment sall be required in most states during the
1980s and 1990s becayse of declining enrollment and reduced financial
support The Carnegic Council (19805 tahes a middle-ground $tanwe on the
enrollment picture when it puduls an overall dedhine of enrollment na-

- tonwide 1 undergraduate tull-time equnsalents of betseen 5 and 15 per-
cent between 1978 and 1997 Other studies project anywhere from severe
(dedhine to mederate growth depending on the assumptions made about

“the impact of such factors as improyed program marketing and a relatinely
adverse labor marhet (Leslie 1978) Many states anticipate revenue stag-
nation, strong public pressure for tax reduction, and imcreased competition

.- among various state-funded organizatons (Mortumet and Tierney 1979).
The Sluan Comnussion vn Goverhment and Higher Education has 1den-
tficd the decisions that stdtes make about retrenchatent to be crucial to
the diversits and vanety of hlghur education m@de available to the next
generation (1980). Bowen dhd Glenny emphasize tht importance of state
higher education buards working together wath the executine and legis;
latine branches to maintain a continuing dialugue with public universities
on retrenchment_psues. Prior exploration of critical ssues will suggesy
the quantitative and qualitauve infurmation necessary for deaiston mak-
uig and will help narrow the areas of dispute that will anse when tough

bydgetary deasions finally have to be made (Bowen and Glenny 1976).
Although state planning 1s moye essential 1n a period of retrenchment
than in a period of growth, it s alsu more difficult dubing retrenchment
because tensions between the buard and universities grow and the board
*1s subjeet to increasing critiasm from all quarters (Millard 1976) Legis-
lative and guber
because there
broad faculy

e

¢ nu pghitical rewards connected with rulremhmunl The
and student participation rugardud as necessary for sue-
nmg alsu will be difficult to maintain becayse these groups
little incentive to support retrenchment (Folger 1980a).

States have attempted to deal with problems of retrenchinent 1in a

formulas, program discontinuation, and merger or closure of public cam-
puses. The alteration of funding formulas has been identified by the Sloan
Commission as very mmportant for maintaimng both a healthy public
stctor and a proper balance between the public and private sectors (1980).
The character of appropriate alterations will be explored further in the
chapter un budgeung. Program discontinuation is analy zed as one pussible
result of program review in the chaplcr on accountability.

Enrollment management. At the very mmimum, stamgboards need to take
constdérable mitiative m wllu.img. analyzng, and | monitoring demo®
graphic and enrollment data for the hlghur cducauion community. Mon-

v
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number of ways inéluding enroltment management, alterauon of funding .

.

ortal stpport for planning will be difficult 10 mantain
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oty of institutional treuds 2l allow state buards tv otfef consultative
assistance on modihed strategies and programs to institutions that appear
tu be headed for difficulty (Hollander 1978). In Penosy IVania, where, co-
urdinated enrollment planning has been absent, most public and pinate
S annverstlies appedi to be cowiting on the same enrollment strategy with
the clear tmplication that wercasimgty they will be competing tor the samne
students (Crosson 1981) .
Enroliment ceilingy are unplu\n.d In some states o wnlwl the en
rollment at large popBlar public univdisity cympuses 1 order to prescise
. the qualinn of the prograrus on these .Lampuscs and to hedp disuibute .
cnrollment to thuse public umersity wmpusus W Mu pruvious state in-
vestment is underutilized Bowen and Glenmy ‘examined the experience df
' four states with, entollment cethngs and found a gencrdlh positive oy
pericnee Thevalsvutler a nimber of cautions ingluding the lack of success v
in restricting competition among seeond-choice campuses and the need
to mote fully explore inangial and other impdgls'(!%la). After reviewing
Bowen and Glenny's analysis, Mingle advises that states consider calings
for public,univetsities af sume combination of tht fullowing exist dechines -
: in funding of a magnitude 10 scriously threaten guality at large popular .
campuses, little differenuation in admission standards between cam-
puses, Lxeess Lapacity un sume public campuses, and availability of need-
based student assistance to suppor t students attending private mstitutions
(1981). Although certhings might be set at anvy level, wpiaally they have <0 |
been no lower than current enrollment levels In some states, however,
enrollment targets below current levels mas help ameliorate the arcum-
stances of institutions that are overenrolled and thus andefunded. Such
targets would be made palatable o the heavily enrolled msututions by «
’ guarantee that no tuition revenue would be lost (Furman 1980). 5,
When overall enrollment declines i a state are pelatively smallethe |
Carncgie Council would prefer 1o rely on the stadent marketplace w de-
termine which public institutions would contract, Where detenioratiofis
severe, the dosure or merger of pubhic campuses 1s advised i order o
avoid univeisal deterioration. Well infurmed consunfiers and fair compe-
trtion among insttutions are necessary for the process to work well (Cai-
. negie Council 1979).
© Inordgr 1o mamtain fair competition in higher cducation, the Carnegic
* Counuil adyocates vudes of fair practice that would be vverseenby 1egional
* dLLrLdlllnz agencies {Carncgre Council 1979). Bowen and Glenny argue,
R however, that codes of farr practice might be more intrusive of umversity
life than are enrollment cerlings. They suggest that the arcumstances of
the specttic state wall determine which approach 15 most désirable. In a
number of states, the state higher education board, o1 pussibly a consume
protection ageney, might be called on 1o enforce mstitutional rights and
respunsibilities under such a code (Bowen and Glenny 19812).

»

* ___ Merger or closure of public.campuses. States are beginming 1o deselop
criteria by which they can identify troubled campuses so that plans can

' .
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be made o Ralt tugthar dechine oot that s not PTI\\II)I; o platemerger
ot Jusure THC Universits of Wisconsin Sustef® has idenutied Speaiticd ;
thiesholds ot concarn that relate w conrallments ‘n_ld vosts When those
thivsholds ate crossed a tash toree drawn from the svstem as-a whole v
fahes udgments about the tutuie status o thd toubled Campus (Uni-
versity of Wisconsin System 1979 Smith 1981) s .-

A propusal to merge ur dose o pll‘)llt_ulll-\gl\ll\ CAmpus_ £ aises an’
ontromcdy volatile sty that draws an itense scaction from the political
costitueney ot the affected campus nn spite of a goncfally low, el of
public mterost Mingle Berdahl, and Peterson have vuthined the cential
puits ot buth proponcnts and opponents of such proposals and, sume of
the reasons tor suceess and falure They conddude that mergers and Clo-
sures will bo rdativddy rare because of the political constraints Statewsde
coostdinating boards must approach such ssues with extreme caution be-
cause’thoy mavandireatly by putung the whole stiucture ol gosernanee ]
and courgination i the stategn jeopardy (Mingle, Berdahl, and Peterson
1981) ’

Concludifig Comments - %

Roscarch on the following topics ls'..« significant part ot working toward
the turther dovelopment and retinement of state-level planning practice
pirocess and utdization patteris that tend to be assoctated with planning— ~
cHicctiveness, additional means tor usyng plans 1o set budget privrinies,

and divisions of labut 10 planning betveen the statewide huard and other ¥ .
state-level authonities that are usetul in reduang planning duplication -
and competiton (Glenny and Schmidtlein 1980) .
d * ) ’ . Fl
1] .
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Budge\{ng , "
Pap, s The budgeNas the mam ystrument of state poliey for higher education A

Proprialion is necessary o, aclivate state plans for higher
o Méd!w»,x 1on, atg many administrative or regulaton contols are tied to the
linancfri"g’mgg mist (Hines and Hartmark 1980k IR
Budgeting 15 a complex and multi-faceted process. and some of 1ts
tacets will vary considerably among the gtates and over tme In most
states. muluple state-level authgrities ate imolved in the budgetary pro-
wess, and then teview 1s overlappiog: States employ various budgetan
approaches, and cach apptoach has a numbet of strengths and weahnesses
and ako has some tendeney o converge over time Most states also are
caamining pussible modifications of thur funding mechanisnr to be more
in tune with dedhining enrollments and with generally changing cost con-
figurations Statds continue to gne attention to the difficult tashs of pro-
. viding incentivey for nnoyation and providihg the financial base for
gualitative improvement Coneern also continues to be focused on strengths
. and weaknesses of state-level information svstems and possible modifi-
cations to better meet state needs and vt minimize campus burdens

o, .
*135,, budgetary

-

State-Level Agency Roles

Overlap of review. Legislatin ¢ and guburnatonal budget stafls have grown
‘ constdetably 1n buth size and sophistication 1n the past 15 vears As a

rosult, overlaps have developed between the budgetary review conducted

by these agencies and the reviews conducted by the statewide higher

education board. This overlap has both advantages and disadvantages

. From the perspective of democratic values. Schmidtlen ang Glenny note |

that some overlap 1s consistent with shared power and checks and bal
ances. Overlapping review ensures that a multipliaity of perspectines Will
be brought to bear on budgets and minimizes the possibility that oversight
will be spread-too thinly . From the perspective of organizational cfficiency,
muluple information requests and analvsis incicase the cost of budget
* review at all levels, increase cgmpus workloads, which'indirecthy encour-
ages sluppy work and delass deaisions (Glenny and Schnudtlein 1976)

—_—
. Toward reducing overlap. Glenny 1denufics the process fur reconcling
fegislative and executive budgets in the final davs of the legislative session

as pecessary to agystem of checks and balances He idenufies a number

. of other areas ploverlap, however, and then suggests how the svstem of
budget review could be Strengthened agd: stgeamlined by cach agency

- ) O
concentrating on 1ts constitutional and statutors TURChiSHs and areas of e« n

spectal strength. He suggests that the executive budget othice concentrate
on the following technical’ mathematical review, revenue share tor higher
_education; revenue proportion by type of institution, policy studies on
educational finance, aid 1in develuping formulas, and joint revenue pro-
jections with the legislature. The executrve budget staffs sho Jd cuneen-
trate on the following. develupment of policy alternatives to legislative
budget. program priorttics and oversight, speutal studies, espectally on

performance measures, aid in development of formulas, and juintrevenue

1) ~
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prululluns with the « \uimn Glonuny suggests, finallv «that the statewide
hlghz_[ cducation board shotld concantiate on the following. continaous
“planning dnd broad pultey analvsis, review of new and exasting programs,
state-leved mghu cducation infurmation svstems, budget review for con-
tormance with plans and program priotities as well as special studivs,
%, and nitration atd dey ciupmun of lulmula> (1976a) . ) )

< 1)
’ L

Y Striking the proper balance. Coimmentators stch a balance of influence

‘“m"mdﬂdc«_gwg_g_mlu tor the statewide higher education board A
strong board role s sought Betaise buards are Tikeh to be particularly
sensitive to higher education norms and values. Allen notes Glenun's (1976a)
capression ofwoncernvat the growing mfluence of legashativ e staffs relative

»\-\\:M""

( ilhdl Glenny's indings “can pethaps 8¢ understood as a «yclical swing
S Y toward ici_flbldll\t. powut tather than as a trend toward egislatne domn-
Ny ination” (ATlen 1980, p. 2p) -

- In Glenny's view, provision of the bread p]ann‘lpg vontext for the bud-
getany proccSais the mostiynportant budgetary role of the statew ide board
and is central to matniainthg and meieasing board influcnce. State buards
must clarifs huw program and priority decisgdns relate to the assumptions,
goals, and projections of the state plan. As the legislative and’ exceutine

$staffs=wish to be provided this broad context, Glenny sees weahness in
this area as a major contributor to {oss of influcnce (1976a) Millard s
uncomfortable, however, with Glenny's suggestion that state buards wath-

. draw frum sume of thenr budgetary activities because it would place the

imstitutions ina sumewhat mov vulficrable position between the eacedtive
and luglbldll\t branches of gosernment 1n the political du.mun making
on the budget” (1980, p. 87) ©

LS -

Budgetary Approachs i

The appruaches that states tahe to budgumz, can be v.du;_.un/v.d in rough

“terms as incremental, formula, or rational. Any one state may usv pro-

cedures ghat combine part of two or even thred of these approaches. For
indtance, Allen potes, in describing a nationwide study of budget practices,
that all nonfurmula states have a process {or nonformula items and that

.many states that describe themselves ds using rational budget approaches

may not differ substantiatly in practsle from mcremental budget states

(Alien 1980, p. 26). ) .

h :

remental approaches. The basw philusuphy of incremental budgeting
at the currgnt budget 1s distributed prupetTy’ between the current
funcfgns and Gbjects of expenditure so that lite change among existing
prugrayns needs to oceur fruom budget cyele to budget cycle. It starts from
the exist n&. basu agd ordinarily examines costs and benefits unly forpew
programs {t involv8, the least work and analysis of the three approaches,
L _ltalbodninimges poBticalconflict becapse-budget partrcipants tan as—
,sumt they mll'gkl rubighly what they got last year. Caruthers and Orwig

K
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attribute its \s,‘ulc utthization to the fact that 1t works well *because 1t
“"recognizes the' redative lack of flexibulity bug%.u plannets 1n pustsecond- ,
ary education face, it s relatively efficient) and 101s attractne polineally”
(1979, p 38) Its principal drawback 15 that 1t does not directly assess
whether budget dectsions appt opriat v suppottstate and mstitutional
goals (Caruthers and Orwig 1979)
1 L
Formula approaches. Caruthars and Orwig note that formula budgeting .
is difficuls to describie 1o a generte sense because 1t does not enjoy a com-
mon meaning in application (1979, p 38) Miller delines formula budgeting
as an objectine procedure for estimatig futuge budgetary requirements
of an institution by manipulating data about future programs and by
utthizing relationships between program and costs” (1964, p 6). In some
‘ * states, budgetary guidelines that apply 1atis o1 formula factors more
. flexibly than do formulas are used in lhreu of budget formulas. Using a
, .ot defimition that encompassed both furmutas and guidelines, a 1976 Mich-
igan Department of Education study finds that m almost every state,
quantitative guidehnes and measures are part of the budgetary process
(1976). Gross alsu notes that the use of furmulas to develup institutional
APPLUPI lalivns 4 cyuests May or Miay not result m actual appropriations
‘ equal to or nearly equal to the amounts 1equested  In many-formula states,
the fur mula-derived request is unly the starting point after which a numbetr
of nonformula adjustments are made. Some ' states do not fund all insti-
tutions at the full-formula rate. A number of states can fully fund the
formula-driven requests only 1n vears \~hcn there have been guud tax
receipts (Gross 1979).

: A numbet of advantages are frequently cited Tor formula budget” ap-
proaches Onc 1s that formulas provide an objective base for cquitable
treatment of the vatious public universities so long as’ pruper attention is
paid to differences between disaiphines and levels of instruction. Formulas
are also regarded as reducing the complexity of the budgetary process
espectally for state pohitical leaders and thus as casing the communica- .
tions among all who are involved in the process The fact that formulas

“add an element of’routine and. predictability to the budgetary progess
tends to minimize conflict among universities and begtween universities
and state-level authorities (Gross 1973, Millett 1974, Moss 'and Gaither
1976, Meisinger 1976, Schmudtlein and Glenny 1976, Holmer and Bloom-
field 1976, Linhart and Yeager 1978; Caruthers and Orwig 1979).

Sume disadvantages are imputed to formula budgeting that would holtd .
true for any Lan“anl ureumstances in a particular state. Furmul‘ls
frequently lack mentives fur mnumm’; practices, provide no start-up
fundingg for new programs, v.nv.uurdz,c institutions to expand high cost
programs, place tou great an emphasis on produaing “fundable” units
without regard to quality, and typieally discourage nontraditional and T

T noncredif mstriction (Gross 1973, Mosand Gaither 1976, Linhart and
Yeager 1978, Gross 1979 Caruthers and Orwig 1979, Allen and Topping,
1979). . s . .

.
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- In a period of dechning entollment, the average-cost onentation of
budgetary tormulas 1> disadvantageous 1y uninisities because costf do

not dedhine proportivnately o enrollment. Thyay erage-cost vgie nmtgi n1s
a tactor in other budgetary approaches as well and s further exadgined
in a stbscquent section ofethis chaptar Masinger notes that forggalas
tevised o refledt enrollmerit declines will 1educe conthict betwegBtung-
versities only i all public umversities are expeniencing sinilar d tinds

approach is more hike s to heep contlict within reasunable bournds Rifined
cost data can stull be used to maintain cquits while making more mdl gtnal
adjustments to the base budget (Mersinger 1976). '/

A problem that has developed in a number of states 1s the lL,‘ﬂ,‘TLJsH]L
tendeney of the state Iegislature tu view tormulas dsupudllulmlﬁhms fur
v.\pn.ndnuu tather than as mcasures tor tund acquasition, (Gleany and

. Bowen 1977, Spenice 1978 Stich formulas are intrinsically, hu\w\u i,
suited to be uperanional plans Formulas relate ty fund ‘uquxs‘:mun and
coniee i relationships among projections Expenditure plans ¢ dgzﬂ with the
teal Licumstances that existmore than 4 year after the pxuug}wns were

.

evaluations ol pulur ntance by the statewide board ard suggu):,d 45 Imore
productive and less Aapensive wavs to discover dei tations huxﬁ lgg_lsl‘mu
mtent (Schmidtlein and Glenny 1976)

. - — -l
Rational approaches. A number of states have attempled to ‘Jé\:*'lup furmal
links between planming and budgeting so that budgets direegly reflect state
program and polics objectives. The new budget svstems havghad avarieny
of urientations and names Ong is plannmg, programnung s and budgceting
{PPB) and anuther is Zcru-based budgeting A third appwdc}x petformance
budgeting, bases budget allocations on performance eriteria

‘ Although none of thdSe rationalized budget systems “has been lull\
implementedgin any state, commentatorgghave identificd a number ol
pusitive elfects of even hnited use. The Edmallun Cumnusxlon of the
States (ECS) notes that new budget systems “may shape the decision
process and focus 1t €1980, p. 72). Hartmark finds that a Slg.nlfluml num-
- het of state budget decisions n.galdmk. the Unnvesity of Wistunsin S\ stem
quu deaded primartly on a “rational” rather than * ‘polttical” or “ingu-

_ttrve” basts Beeause PPB-type information was available to decision mak-

«ers 11978). Lidgentelter congludes that new budget svstems profgde rational
directions for change that then oceurs in incremental steps (1974)

Rational budget systems regularly encounter both techmidal and po-
hitical problens in fuill Inlpltnlkﬂldllull in the public sector including
public higher education (Wilday skv 1974, 1975). Inttia budget review on
~__thesbasyy ol abjective wrnterga is followed by a final degision pr()u.'s& that
> 1 bastcally a palitical negotiation. ECS notes that these systems are “fre-
quently abridged or 1ignored” duning recessions and after a pohmai wirn
over and, therefore, "lack the stability needed to hd\(. 4t lasting impact on

“the policy and program ob;u.lncs of the state’ " (1980, p 72), lCS abo
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.o exprusses conony wbout the hv.qucnﬂ of Lhdﬂ&.&. in budgcfan pidv.llu. T
. " that has uu.urrcd in many states that have strugglcd with ndw budget

svstems. Frequent changes “generally weak Lummunuauun‘lg may .~
incrcase considerations of political power uf budget decisions at the ex \‘ '
. pense of mute ubjective fav.lum (Education Commussion of the States!

t 1980, 7). : : _

. Convergence of approaches. Sumec addmunal convergenee of budgv:ur\
dppl‘uduhub 1s lihely i th nest 10 sears Gross identifies. budgnwr\ prac-
tices n Ilinots, which he Tabels as “an objective form of incremental
budgeting,” as incorporating the pusitive aspects of formula budgets while

- MmZing lurmula pitfalls (1979, p. 5). In [Hinuis, appropriations re-
quests aiv derved bv adjusting projected expenditures for the current .

© veat for increases o1 decreases in marginal costs and tuition res cnué based

son enrollments and then adding increases for salaries, operating budgets,

utthitics, library matenals costs,”and new building matenancee costs as

‘ will an support for programmatic des elupment, expansion, reorient

Jand qualitative improvement (Illinois Board of Higher Education 1

Carut and Orwig afe hupeful that percerved’deficiencies in new
budget s will be remediated by procedures that “recognize the
inflexibr the base and that minimize paperwork and analysis (as
dues inlrel ntal budgeting)” and “'that provide predictability and rou-

tinization of deéisioiimaking (as does formula budgeting)” (1979, p. 59).

No matter what the specific budgetary approach, state budgeters have
faced and will continue to face @ number of probléms in channcling asail-
ablé¢ funds to meet higher education needs. '

’

Budgeting for New Higher Education-Circumstances Y '
Statewide buards are giying incteased attention to budgeting for new

higher education urcumstances and to encguraging innovation and qual-

_itative improvement. A number of new perspectives and mechanisms, ¥
"described below, have been developed. The actual- aimpact of these new
perspectives and mechanisms will depend on the.amount of monies ap-
propriated b\ Icglslaturus and governors. Amchurgnng, 7 offéets will be mo#i-

imal if appropriations dre relatively small becaudt’ of unfavorable tax
revenues and if the rate of inflation is rapid (Folger 1980a). |

4

"Enrollment decline. Increasing interest ts being fucused frum two different
. perspectives on the workability of state budgetary furmulas and guidelines -
fur public universsties durlng, aperiod of enrollment decline One concern,
* shared by the Educatidh Commission of the States (1980) and the Sluan
Commussion on Government and Higher Education (1980), is that state .
budgetary guidelines and formulas be constructed so that cutthroat com-
petition for students is discouraged. The second is that the impacts of «
declining enrollments on the cost configurations of umiversitics be aceu-
wately reflected in the budgetary process. It is widely recognized that sume
university costs are fixed, and do not dedline as rap/idIyAas enrollment.

- . -
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ECS has identified three wass m which sume states have reduced the
importance of enrullment m budget allocation. Pryst, Sume states have
d®eloped furmulas that differentiate between fixed and variable costs in
order to reflect 1in their allocation the marginal costs to uniyversities of
tncreases or decregses in enrollment. Second, uther states have apperopri-

. atgd funds for a l‘}:gcla.:nrullmcnl at each institution with a specific al-
lowed "deviation—for example, 10.000, plus or minus, 400 If the actual
senrollment 1s 1n this range, nu adjustment is made. A fcornidor™ coneept
underhies thissfunding method. The urnidor can be wide ar narrow and
is expressed as a percentage or numernical width, Third, stdl other states’
fund vn the basw of average enrollment level during the past three to five
vears. The averaging method cushions reduction for universities with de-
.imng enrollment and slows budgetary ncreases for growing institutions
{Education Commission of the Stateg{+980).

Only the first of the three alternatives idenufied by ECS, formulas that
differentiate between fixed and vanablecusts, has been widely commented
upon 1n the literature. The adoption'of such formulas has been widely

~ supportted frum buth the institutional and state-level perspective (Carnegre

Council op Pulicy Studies in Higher Education 1980, Sloan Commission

on Goternment and Higher Education 1980, Educatipn Commission ufy
the States 1980, Allen and Topping 1979, Monical and Shoenecker 1979,

Spence and Weathersby 1981, Callan and Junsen 1980, Spence 1978, Leslic

and Hyatt 1981). .

Technical and political problems with the utilization of marginal cost
formulas have alsu been examined. Allen and Topping note the difficultics
of separating fixed and variable costs and the fact that marginal costs are
_nut Onstant even in relauvely narrow ranges of enrollment. They abso
- note that the relative complexity of marginal cpst furmulas is not consis-

tent with the political principle that formulas must be casily understood

Therefore, thuse who cunstrucg marginal cost formulas need to keep firmly
v . 1n mind the trade-off befween accuracy,and simplicity i order to mini-

mize preblems of political acceptability (Allen and Topping 1979). -

Some commentators have responded 1o what they consider to bg an

# ymplied criticism of marginal cost formulas—that they reward those in-

stitutions that hq\c'altra,Ltcd the smallest number of students Mingle

52

notes that the margmal st oricntation allows time fo impleiient cut-

backs and to protect students fiom precipitous decline in the financial

support for any one nstitution (1981). The Slvan Commission on Guvern-

‘ ment and Higher Education (1980) and Spence and Weathersby (1981)

Suggest that calgulating an accurate cost fur operation of institutions at

. reduced eniolimgnt levels but with no inution of quality will help

clanfy clements of the decision that ultimately will be madeabout campus
mergers or closings. \ .

Changing cost configurations. Relating funding tu marginal Custs, as dis-

cussed above, 15 a response to c.‘hangmg cust configu&alins resulting from

enrollment declime. States also must fate other cost trends that are influ-

- 0
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enced by a number of torces Tactors primanhy external to universities
that drive university costs upward at a rapid pace include inflation, man-
dated suctdl programs, and lnv.n.asv.d\guutnmv.m regulation (Spenee 1978)
Strung demand for remedial fistruction and provision of student serviees
to an agcasing number of individuals as part-time enrollment grows also
push unnersity custs upward Enarson suggests thatunisersities face an
awesome series of tuture costs due to depreaiation of capital items These
costs would be a problent cven gl enrollment and tunding grow th had been

sustained Arvas of necd indlude cquipment replacement, building main

tenance and repatr, and renosation (Enarson 1979)

Budgeting for Innovation and Qualitative Improvement _..

The puteeption of buth mstitutional leaders and state-level authorities’ N
that state budgeting does not Tond itself easily to encout aging mstitutivnal
experimentation and innovation. As of 1977, however, 20 states encour-
aged lucal tmuatn e through maenting grants disti ibutin®limiteT funding

‘on a project basts through open compettion (Mingle 1977, p 6} =

During the 1970s at least two states set astde funding eaphiath for®”
qualitative tmprovement of programmatie sery tees. These funds were dis-
tributed vutside the state budget formula. In Tennessee, cach pubhic uni
versity has been allowed to set tts own performance goals man area of
tts own chousing but consistent with tts state-approved nstitutional mrs-
ston. When the mnstitution can demonstrate that it can meet 1ts own ub-
jectives, the financial reward s released (Bogue and Troutt 1980, Caruthers
1980; Education Commission of the States 1980, Dumont 1980) Florida
idenufied arcas of the university syvstem that need improsement (including
libtartes and teaching rescarch equipment) and a limited number of “pro-
guams of cmphasts”” that should recense additional funding to cnable them
to gamn national distipction. Proposals fur “programs of umphasis™ have
been reviewed by a statewade group, and, after a few vears,“at least one
such program has been tdentified at cach university (McTarnaghan 1980,
Caruthers 1980, Education Commission of the States 1980).

Although .4 number of states may usé the upportunitics presented by
declining enrollments to bulster qualitative aspeets of programs that were
allowed o shp under_enrollment pressure, qualitatine improsemsnt is

ERIC
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unhkely to become ¢ major budgetary fudusf.)Qual&(an\g criteria are not
castly translated into a form lhal allows them to function as upgrallunal
criterta (Morgan 1979). Until better ways are developed to measure pos-
1tive student outcomes,and the attainment of state goals, legislative staffs
and the state budget office ard unhkely to pay much attention to coneerns
about qualitative improvement.
" L]
State-Level Information Systems

States have established information systems in order to increase the vol-
ume and suphistication of the information available to them for budgetary '
and other deuston making. Yet the informauon from furmal information
systems 1s not hga.wly used by any state-level’ aulhurll\ because lhc,rg are
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both technical and politicad problens Catamds the views brygught to the
final polttical negotiations dre conditioned primarly by the judgment of
close pssoctates and personal experience (Schnidten 1977)

Cfmmentators wdentihy problemis with higher education-data svstems
and suggest solutions of varisus sorts Bryson :R-Pusc\ nute substantial
consensys ti the literature that reassessiments ot data systems shoutd deal
primarth with underlving pohies assumptions ard human factors and
Should avord concentrating on techiical methods of implementation (1930)
Pur s and Glenny ofter the coneept of “analy treal due process,” somew hat
stmtlar to admimnistiatine due proess, as appropriate for esanning de-
ciston miahing in pubhic higher education. In their view  there sa “nunimal
tevel ot logical and exphicit analtsis that should be a factor in legitimatehy
reached public sector deaisions” (Purses and Glenny 1976, p 192). Further
attention needs to be ginven to providing enough information to meet de-
uision needs but not sodmuch that both unnersities that produde it and
the state-lesel authorities that recenve 1t are swamped  Puryves and Glenny
compardability of data, unsophisticated costing techniques, lack of output
measufes, and unrchabihity of data (1976).

Greater attention 1s now focused on constructing information systems
to meet the needs of both state-level authorities and campus administra-
tors Frequenthy state-level authorities believe that the data collected i
state intormation systems and the analysis provided at the statewide level
will assist tn campus-leved deciston making=That view s not often shared
by campus administrators because much detail 1s lost 1n the aggregation
and mstitutions often do not recene statewide compilations of the data
{Purves and Glenny 1976, Bryson and.Posey 1980). Schmidtlein empha-
stzes that the distinction between central and local degision arcas 15 not
Jent and that the appropriateness of data to the woncerns of the various
levels of higher education deciswn making will remain an area of contro-
versy  He suggests, however, that the controversy may be lessened if a
fuller understanding 1s reached on the limitations affecting the colleétion
and use of data at different levels (Schmidtlein 1977).

Campus admrustratine leadership continues to seck a reduction of the
burdens for campuses of providing infurmanton for state-level systems
Two ways hay ¢ been suggested to avord adding to the burden and to limit
1t somewhat First, the statewide buard might provide leadership to the
vartous state-fevel staffs in coordinating lﬂffﬂﬂllun and d&ta collection

Fl

effyrts atmed at reaching agreement on e important facts related o'

highereducation and in reducing the proltferation of data requests (Glenmy
1976a) Alsu, states should avuid changing data collection formats fre-
quently because attendant design of data collection d accounting sys-
tems 1s expensive and time consuming (Schntidtlem and Gelcnn_» 1976)

-

\
Concludblﬂ%"(lomments

Althouglf #he bterature 1s sumewhat better duveloped in the area of spare-
level budgeting than in related arcas, a number of subjects deserve further
attention These 1nclude. impact of cach state-level authority on mstitu-
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tonal budgets. adaptability of vanous types of formula and other ap-
pruaches 1n responding to nuw uuumslamcs created by cnrollment dechine
and revenue fluctuations, lnunll\«.sdlsllkcnll\ es for institutigns to gen-
crate revenues from nonstate sources, lmpat,huf state agency roles 1n
administering funds apprupridted tu b ditations {preaudits, line ttem ap-
prupriations, statewide accounting systems), and tradeoffs between lescl
of data requirements for state-kvel information svstems and the costs of
production (Glenny and Schrmdilein 1980)
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Accountablllty Approaches ,

Suine of the treatiment of accountability w the highet education hteranare
ts veiy general and does not ddearhy indicate s framie o rederence Hart-
marh indicates that the term accotenabidin 15 ditheult to detine beeause
iietirs o a process, rather than an ond produet He defines accountabihits
v those practices policies and pruu.dun.s by which a pubhd higher
cducation system demonstrates its legitimady and value as a state-sup-
ported enterprise (Hartmaik 1978, p Se) Through this process, the um-
versity denonstrates  the appropriateness of its goals, the etfectiveness
and quality of 11 programs, and the cHicreney vlits oparations m providing
serviee 1o the state and s atizens” (Hartmark 1978 pp S0-37)4

Thys chapter vategonzes approaches for assessing results and cee-
tnveniess of higher cducation uperations on the basis of th tocts of the
apprwach —degrec programs, institutionwide activities, and statew ide Board
functions It also bricfly exanines state iterest i estending accounta-
bility expectations to higher education’s private seetor This treatment of
rcdatinely specitic approaches comiplements the more general treatment
ot the rddationshipebetwenn accountability and stitutional autonomy
that 15 tncduded in the chapter on state institutional relations

A great deal has been written about thy program resiew appruach that
focuses prlrnanI\ on speaific degree programs. Less has been written about
appruaches with different tocr that also have been less widels imple-
mented Analvsis of a number of approachesas redativedy speculative and
especially so when implementation has oceutred i few ‘statestor 1s stll
pending )

The hiterature suggests substantial vaniability in the process and cri-
teria uscd m these approaches. As would be expected, there are differences
between institutions and state-level authoritics and among state-level au-
thoritics as to the aceeptability and usefulness of many of the approaches.
Program Focus
Program review is an assessment of the nu.d for and effectiveness of a
prupused or existing program  State-lesel program review denotes a for-
mal process carried out by & bugrd with statewide responsibility. Such
state-level review is conducted 1 accordance with established procedures
and mav or mav got include an active institutional role (Folger 1977a)

Accountabfhity to state- luv.l authurm for ¢Hectn e accomplishment of
the statc's higher cducationpur poses 1s, the broadly construed purpdst for
program review that can subsume other purposes that have beei attrib-
uted to 1t (Green 1981, Barak and Berdahl 1978) Thuse other purposes
include providing for orderly growth by controlling the addition of new
programs, cnsuring that the stateside mix of programs represents effe-
tive use of available resources, and providing for quality control by pre
venting substandard programs and encouraging good ones {Folger 1980b).
New programs. Nuw program revicw remains 4 major coneern of most
state buards cven if expansion bas halted. Institutions will prupouse new
programs from trme to time, no matter what the general circumstances

-
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’ of hlghu tjucation, because of internal and external Ln.lur‘g\\ hose weights
will varv. Sumetimes they will bgresponding primarily to internal wishes
to develop new programs that encumpass new areas of knowledge and
interdisciplinary perspectives. On other veeasions, Millard notes, they are
respunding to new chienteles and to high priority manpouwer or other
socretal needs (1980). Seaen factors are commonly examined, but with
vartous levels of specificity. in state review of new programs; These are
program description, purposes and objectives, needs analysis, cost anal-
ysis, resuurce analysis, program accreditation (acerediting body, require-
. ments, current status gf related programs), and asailability of adequate
. student financial aid (Barak and Berdahl 1978, p. 25). Given the tightened

resource circumstances of moust states, institutions need to gne very cose «

attenton 1o needs, st and resource analysis in program deselopment

and must be prepared to delete lower prionity existing programs in order

to obtain the resvurces to supp{r(t new programs (M!Ilard 1980).

Off-campus prograntsiad number of states have established an approyal
prutuss’for the extensiontof previously approved degree programs to off-
campus lucations. The primary state-fevel concerns are that programs be
of rtasonable quality and that they du not unnecessarily duplicate pro-
grams previoushy established i a given geographic area. Approval ts or-
dinarily required for cach speaific lucation. Proposals Tor néw off-campus
sites of existing degree programs are likely to become increasingly con- |
troversial as institutions séek new off-campus markets and at the’same |
trme attempt to protect what they consider to be thar ‘tur{” (Mingle
) ~ " 1978b, Ashworth 1979, Califormia Puslsu.ur‘:r» Education Commission
1980).

lfxlstlng programs. Althuugh'1in 1970 unly a handful of states were ivolved
m the res tew of existing programs, by 1980 approximately 60 percent of
the statewide bdards had the authurty to revdew at least sume existing |
programs and to recommend progrant discontinuance where programs |
were no longer cducationally or economucally justified from the state per-
spective. Most of these state buards hate alsu been given the authorty to
enforce recommended dlbLUIﬂlﬂU&ﬂLCb in some manner (Barak 1981, p
’ " 213; Melchiort 1980, p. 170), ' |
Purpuses. Statewide boards typically see program review as an ex- |
tremely 1important board function for the 1980s and 1990s. The insights ]
about programmatic strengths and weaknesses are cruaial to making priority |
deuisions at both the campus and state levels for maintaining and ap-
proving higher education services during a period of financial stringency
A yery high prionity will be attached in statewide planning and budgeting .
to further developing major areas 'of strength, improving programs that
n . are important to meeting local and state needs but have not yet reached
. their putential, and phasing out relatively low priority activity. These
concerns suggest wontinuing attention to linking program review and
budgeting, relating program review to scope and missjon delineation, and
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pruvldmg mu.nlnn tout lelllpuSus to cngage tn renewal angd lmprU\ cement

activities (Folger 1980b)

Wallhaus noutes that ;l\gsldc buards are still strugghng to develop
the hinkages and to provide The incentives mentioned above. Prublems
have atsen at buth the state and institutivnal levels when, as 1s frequently
the case, prugrdm review 1s handled as an add-on rather than as an integral
admimstrative process Under these circumstances, program rexiew tends
to have no direct relation to and httle 1mpact on budgeting Buth state
buards and tnstitutions need, therefore, to more adequately conaweptualize
huw program review results are to be hinked to degsyon making regarding
budget, personnel, and tuturc programmatic difgtion Wallhaus con-
cludes that program review processes will be suc®essful “to the extent
that they are conceptuahzed and staffed within the established organi-
zational structures at all levels of higher education” (Wallhaus 1982)

Counsensus 1s lacking un huw much emphasis the statewide buard sheuld
place un ustag Its pewers tu chminate prugrams Mingle behieves that the
buard puwer to climihate programs should be used sparingly even n
conditions of retrenchment, with the buard continuing to concentrate on
the most obvious examples of duplication, low productivity, and incon-
gruence with university scupe and mission. In Mingle's judgment, the state
buard should concentrate un providing the right political emvironment
and incentives for campuses to dp their own review aimed at reallocation
and retrenchment. He recommends this because he believes state-man-
dated program discontinuance 15 not going to produce substantial cost
savings and because institutions are 1n the best position to identify specific
prugrams and personnel to be cut. Institutiqps must be cautioned, how-
ever, that 1f they do not dou their own tareful evaluation and priority
setting, they should not be sutpnised about state intervention through
budget bills to make decisions for them (Mingle 1981).
™ Process. Barak and Berdahl make three major points about how exist-
ing programs should be reviewed. The most important point is that all

.parties should adupt a pusitive spirit. P’rogram review i3 a process-that
any self-respecting mstitution’should undcrtakc for its own self-renewal
whether the times are financially prospergus or austere. Secund, program
review should be a couperative venture between institutions and the states
with provision for true mistitutional involvement n the state-level process
from design through dehberative stages. Faculty “definitely should be in-
volved 1n the process. Where the quality of institutional leadership and
factlty participation 1s high, the state may be able to confine itself to a
relatively nrodest monitoring, thus reserving’a heavier involvement for

“ thoseinstitations that fail to develop a credible process. Finally, the state-
wide buard should play the central role in academically oriented program
review, and other state-level authorities should focus their attentions else-
whére(Barak and Berdahl 1978). Wilson notes that many states do not,
in fact, involve mstituttons n all stages of program review processes. He
categonzes the ways that states include institutions as reactive, advisory,
or formative. These thrée strategies are seen as points along an access to
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deaston-niaking continuum with feactive strgtegies at one end and for-
mative strategies at the other (Wilsgn 1980).

Moving to more spectfic aspects f the process, Barak and Berdahl
group actual state program review phucesges into four categories based
on where the pnimary review responsibyfity hes—instituttonal, interin-
stitutional, agency staft, and outside condultant In the msttutionally on-
ented approach, the state board uses incentives tu encourage institutions
to review their vwn programs Sometimes the state board will assess
statewide needs through coordinating institutional reviews or, as in Wis-
consin, it might monitor institutional reviewy to ensure their quahity As
a part of the ateristtutional approach, a cummittee of representatives
from ‘the vanious institutions proyvides oversight and 1s 10 a pusttion v
conduct teview from a perspectine broader thangthat of a single campus

¢ Afew states conduct review by placing responsibilittalmost entrely with
the state board staff, which requests various types of infyrmation from
the campuses. Consultant review by expetts from ovutside the state s at-
tractive 1n sume states because 1t 1s pereerved as the most objective ap-
proach, gnen the deep rehiance in the academic community upon peer
group evaluation for quahitative judgments. Probably no state fits neatly
into am one of these paradigms, and most, states use sume combination
of the approaches (Barak and Berdahl 1978).

A number bf commentators have analyzed the alternatives of relying
primaritly on ageney staff and orf vutside coitsultants. A totally state-dom-
inated process ts unhibgely 10 be aceepted or suceessful because of growing
mstritutional resentm&ht, negative publicaty that tends to influence all
agency uperations, and eventual requests fur ageney abolition (Melchion
1980). A number of problems, from both the state and institutional per-
spective, alsu have been noted with the use of consultants. Consultants
lack a cuse knowledge of intergnstitutional relattonships and ghe general
statewde context. Because of therr focus on parrowly defined traditional
measures, they_find 1t difficult 1o assess graduate programs that provide
aceess to part-time hienteles and that are not heavily rescarch oriented.
In review of doctoral programs, regional campuses may feel that Lon-
sultants are brased against them and du not belieyve that quality ¢ducation
can be conducted at mstitutions that typieally-wgre previously teachers
colleges (Barak and Berdahl 1978 Mingle 1978a).

In some states program review is conducted by both the statewide
coordgnating buard and by segmental goyerning buards. A recognition has
evolved that cach level in such multi-layered systeins can bring to bear a

,» different and valid perspective (Groves 1979, Bowen and Glenny 1981b).

Scheduling. At least five alternatives for scheduling program reviews
can be identfied. Programs can be reviewed on a cydlical basis (for ex-
‘ample, unce every five years), Schedules can be meshed with external
requirements such as accreditation. Sclection can be based ofl key indi-
cators such as enrollment or cust trends. Programs can be reviewed only
in a unists such as une that anises with student or external complaints.
Selection can be based un a policy or planning rationald related to certain
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program categottes (perthaps by mstructional level or disciphine). Each
alternative hase of course, advantages and disadvantages that reflect mul-
uple tradeoffs Sume states have emplosed combmations of these alter-
natives in order to meet avariety of needs (Wallhaus 1982).

Cruerta. In 1973, a tash torce of the Education Commission of the States’
suggested 10 tactors that should be taken into account in statewtde pro-
gram review, particularly as 1t relates to the pussible phasing out ur con-
soltdation of progtams. These are (1) the number of graduates from the
program tn cach of the last five vears, (2) the number of students enrolled -
in the program (entry and drop-out rates), (3) the size of classes and theg v7 |
cost ot courses identihed as integral elements in the program, (4) cost per, .
program graduatc, (5) taculty workload, (6) program quality. ay reflected LT
by 1ts regional or national reputation, faculty qualbification, and level of .
posttions achreved by graduates of the program, (7) total production of a
program’s graduates from all instituttons in the state, regron, or nation,
(8 the etunumices ur improvements in quality to be achieved by consoli-
daung or climinatmg the program, (9) general student interest and de-
mand trends tor the program, and (10) the appropriateness sof the program
to be a changed institutional role or mission (Education Commission of
the States 1973, pp. 51-52). A survey reported by Barak and Berdahl .
indicates that cach of these facturs 15 used by sume states, although no
one state uses all. The most frequently used, in order, are number of
graduates, students earolled, student mterest and demand, appropriate-
ness fo rule and misston, program quality, and size of classes and costs
" of courses (Barak and Berdahl 1978).

Barak and Berdahl emphasize the “need for multiple criterta, flexibly
applied” (1978, p. 88). They espeaially warn agamnst an overemphasts on
productivity factors because it may eneourage a dilution of quality
programs that have béen identified as pussibly underproductive. Inst-
tutions sumetimes have resurted to lowered admission standards and cas-
ier grading standards 1 order to improve a program’s numerjcal
productivity (Barak and Berdahl 1978).

Counsensus 1s laching as to how the statewide buard should handle the

_qualitatinve factors involved 1n program review because of institutional
sensitivities and measurement difficultics. A gffber of state boards deal »
with the problem by expliatly stating that state-level reviews will not
directly focus un quality and that qualrtative review 1s the responsibility
of the institution (Barak and Berdahl 1978). Other states rely heavily on
the use ufuulsldu consultants, a practice whuse ad\anlagns and drawbacks
have been discdssed above. Generally, statewide boards are reluctant 1o
use primartly,quantitative medsures of qualm but a few statewide board
staffs are convinced that ‘quantity and qualit# are clusely related. In par-
tieular, the state of Washington has used'a pumber of quantitative mea-
sures of program quahity in the program review process (Engdahl and
Barak 1980, Chance 1980). Hines differentiates between two types of pro-
gram quality in order to suggest cumplementary roles for mstitutions and
the state agency. The nstitution and its faculty should make judgments

.
-

30 m State Planrung " ) ,

El{fC / = 36_,__ I R

/ '
L K




about the titimsic saluc (men ol a program, and the state agenay should
assss the wortr oI The program i 1glation o L\lﬁllmmﬁt&‘m_
statewrde circumstances (Hines 1980) . .
Statewide boards face continuing issues on the extent to which the
factors of progiram duplication and projected labot market demand should
be used in program review Martorana and Kuhns provide an interesting
but claborate moddd for ,cxanuming progran coeaistencs and similaiity
for use in cxamiming the extiemely complex and sensitde assue as to
whethier a program “unneecssanih duplicates one at another institution,
(1980) Mingle pronides a quahticd ves to the questioh of whether man-
puner projections can be apphed to th progiam revicw process. Such
Criteria ate imput tant i professional areds where there should be a fose
cortespondence between a particwlar degree and spedific 16b utles, but
they are less gmpoitant in arts and scicnees atcas where other important |
cation and bruader defimitions of need come into play
tiance No defimtive patterns of program discontin-
ne because many states have conducted program |
rams for onlyv a few voars. Barak finds that most
progiams Jinnnated ha¥a ey low enrollments or were \\ldcl\ duplicated.
The largest number-can Lhdldtlullt,d as " paer prograins, which
entolled few students and involved fewvof any, [dv.uh\ on a full-time basis.
Barak indicates that a pattern of prograin discontingance of that sort 1s
about what vou would expect for the first rounds of program resiew when
the state board is proceeding with extreme caution, with respect for -
stitutiortal inddpendence.and with a desure o d\Uld Lha\lcngus lu 1ts pro-
gram review role (1981). « ’
~ Althgugh program discontinuance i the public sectar has been 1den-
ufied as a useful ol i retienchment i public institutions, state-man-
dated program discontinuance has not often resulted m cost savings (Barah
1981, Mingle 1981, Shubal 1979). Must program review to date has not
been carried on in conditions of retrenchment and has had other fodd,
Therefore, 1t s difficult 1o ldl what mght develop in the future (Barak
1'981). . :
Mclchion suggests a number of coping mechanisis for state agencies
t win more cffective campus couperation in statgdmandated progiam
_discontinuance and to stimulate campus mitiated 1eductions. She inidi-
cates that state boards gencrally a ‘/(. awarg of barriers to cffecuv e program
termination on campus but have/not involved themscelves 1n a systematic
fashion in conceptualizing and jinplementing any kind of suppurt system.
State'boards need 1o monitor, more closcly possible negative 1mpacts “of
ter minaung progranis in ordér to increase theirability 1o deal with these ‘
issues in future discontinugfion attempts. Such assessments can take place ,
in a small-scale incremeptal way (Melchion: 1980; 1981). .
p Acceptubihity Camputs leadership is unhkul) ever toTeel fully LU[T‘I[U[[- .
able with state level review of existing’academic programs because ths
review brings the staatg buard doscer to the Central academic core of the

'

vuteomes of ¢

f (Mingle 1978a).
Program discon

uance enist at this 1
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uniserstty that does any other state fevel actiaty Campuses have largeh .
reconuiled themselves to statewtde program review as a fact of fe Al-

though campus presidents protest publich, thev privately weleome the

“external leverage to deal with entrenchud interests (Barak and Berdahl

1978) Noung espressions of legislative ot gubernatorial interest i the
statewrde board reviews, institutions tnay {W
gubernatot tal offices mat take over the process if the mstitutions d6 no

cooperate with the stateside board (Folger 1980a)

Statewide buards tvpicalhy look upon 1eview of exsting programs as
an exeellent mechanism both to demonstrate accountabihity to the leg-
istature and to help campus leaders deflect sume of the “heat” for ditficuls
but warranted.decistons (Caltan and Jonsen 1980) State buards must be
caretul, however, not te-butld unrcasonable expedtations abuh the nature
of results from the program review process Program revigw must be sold .
to the legislature and state budget offices as a way to ensure vitality and
respotisiveness and to help institutions live with less money througl®in-
ternal tradeofls, not as a way torefund money to the state treasury (Callan :
1980) State boards are unlikely to face competition from legislative or
gubernatorial staffs in regard to in-depth reviews of individual degree
programs because the latter staffs will concentrate thetr attentions else-
where (Barak and Berdahl 1978) -

s

- . .

- Institutionwide Focus "
Legislatnve and gubernatonal staffs have a particularly strong mterest -
evaluating the extent to which institutions are achreving broader insti- .
tutional objectives with regard to student outcomes and administratinve -
effectiveness (Folger 1977b, 1980a). The primary mterests of the two sets
of staff are somewhat different, and, therefore, their approaches go in
relatively separate directions. The executive budget office pushes to get
performance meastires that can be direetly related to budget allocation,
and legislative auditors look at questions of legislative intent and occa-
stonally conduct ad hoe_performance evaluations A few staffers mav see
possibilities of merging the performance interests of the two groups under
rather unusual political conditions, but the gap between the two sets of
interests may widen because of differing perspectives, overloaded staffs,
and the tvpreal lack of contact between the two staffs (Peterson, Erwimn,
and Wilson 1977).

The ECS Nattonal Task Force on Accountability notes that problem
areas include. defining goals Jearly and in a manner acceptable to the
parties tnvolved, reaching agreement on appropriate measures of prog-
ress, winming political support un a continuing basis, and avording bur-
densome and excessive regulation. The Task Foree also identifies four steps .
that states need to keep fitmly in mind as they review and reformulate
their approaches for public, unnersitics to demonstrate their accounta-
bility at the broader tnstitutional tevel. They are. reach agreement on the
goals for which igher education s to be held accountable, devide who s
responsible for adheving which objectives, reach agreement on a process

b3 ‘a-!
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that will detonstrak achiey cient of objectives, and develop a mecha-
nism ob reporting to the public, governor, and legislature on the results
ot the evaluation (Education Comrmussion of the States 1979)

Performance budgets. Purtor maiice budgeting 1s designed to selate budg-
) . vts and eypenditures to specihic gogls and, thus, to ubtain more control
2 ovet the budgetary process Performanee budgeting tits in the category of
rational approaches tobudgeting As suggested caglicr, rational budgeting
appiruaches have a sumewhat positise cttect on shaping and focusing thie
deasion process but have hittle impact on the tinal stages ol dearsion
mahtng, which are primarthy a political negotiation The analvsis o this
chdpter focuses on the specifies of performasce budg...lmg '
Peterson, Erwin, and Walson teport, on the basis of a 1976 surves, that
Hawait and Washington have the most extensp e experieniee with pertor
mance budgeting, that feur mote states colleet and report sutcome mea-
sutes in the budgetary process, and that 10 additonal states plus the
District of Columbia attempt to use some form of performance idicators
in the budgetary process (1977, pp. 3— 4)/'Pﬁc Hawau and \Mlsﬁlnuun
expeticnees are more tlusttations of complexity than models for Lother
states to follow. After several vears, state-level authoritiesand the wst-
tutions 10 these states were sull negotiating apprupriate measures and "
budget structure Sz,
Perfor mance budgeting also lacks political appeal, Peterson, Erwin, and
Malson suggest. buausu legislators dishike the compleaity and volume of
- mformation they are provided and find 1t nare wsingh difficult to defend ’
the uniiverstty an thar home district Fyven when performance budgeting
inforiiation is available, most fegislators rehy primanly on traditional
budget miormation. They do this because the breadth of categories that
the put furmance budget infor mation is aggregated into mahes 1t difhcult -
tor legislators to dentils information about any particular uninversity {Pe-
terson. Erwin, and Wilson 1977). )
The ECS National Tash Force on Aceoyntabthty warns that the me-
chanies of develuping a sound performance budgetng plan for public .
universities are tme consuming and politically sensitive: Exceutive budget
offices that pursug such an approach are advised to gain the couperation
of all significant participants catls in Muucs_s (Education Commmssion
of thg States 1979).
Performange audits. A performance audit 15 an assessméht of how offed™”
tvely an aCtivity o1 organtzation achieves its goals and objectives Itis a
natural éxtension of fiscal and management audits, guing beyond rela-
tively narrow questions about how funds are used to questions about
effectiveness. Generally, performance audits are conducted by special small
multi-disaplinary staffs of legislative audit committees or of scpamlc
legislative audit agencies (Folger 1977a).
The primary problerns with performance audits are difficulties of es-
tablishing legislative mtent, the lack of appropriate performanice indi-

t . .
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catuts, abghity to undertake few audits because ot himirted stall, and the

- farlure. wn sume instances, (o Gtablish ear standards and processes in
dd\dnu.’ul the auChl FqulJLﬂ_[l\ audits have problems of credgbihity be-
cause they 1ehh too heavily va personal assessment by the auditor and fail
to balance the positive with the negative (Educgtron Commission of the s
States 1979; Berdahl 1977)

Bgrdahl's judgment s that petformancs audits sl have relatnely "
moduest impacts and will pusc nu major pwaums for higher education as
Iunz as mbst states continue to contine the msclves to limited petformance
audits. Ay intensive 1o iews undertaken will almost surely fail from oser-
ambition. From his petspective, preconditions for the lcgmlal?\c puriot-
mance cvaluation mey ement gaining momentum are o stronget sense of
iternal priontics an(iglculcnspcuhwuun in tuture legislation of intente
and understanding of performance indicators. The statewide buard also
15 able to provide more eapertise to legislative stafls thanhas been called
upun in man states (Berdahl 1977).

Perforfnance audit activity might be strengthened by changing its ori-
cntation. Berdahl suggests audits of the processes of evaluation 1n highet
education ur of the activaties of the stajewide oprdinating board (1977)
Alung the samu lines, Folger suggests that an accountability apprua -h can ,
b Uerd{Ld without du..lupmg uniform standards fdr cdeeafion in all
public uni ersitics. Perfurmance audits might then involyf am assessment

- of cach institution’s achievement of 1ty own goals and ebjectives Folger
notes that thisis the approach takhun by, the U.S (ﬁ.ncral Accounting Office,
whuh has been tnvolved in performance awdmng lunger than any of the
states (Folger 1980a). Successiul smplementation of such a reorientation .

requires that institutions dévelop clearer statements of |ﬁ>muuuncﬁ guals g

and ubjectives than have typically existed and can be facilitatéd and co-

ordinated by the statewide board (Millard 1977).

s

P

Condition offeducation reports. The Edycation Conirmission of the States
cmphasizey/that a major state concern about any accountability approach
15 publicA:porting of cvaluative infurmatiun su that responsible officials
’ at buth the nstitutional and state levels have an opportunity tu review
and cumment on buth thg goud and bad news (1980). Condition of vdu- .
cation reports are one means (0 maintain goud cuommunication between
instituttonal leaders and state-level authorities. As of 1980, the federal
government has produced a national wondition of vducation report for five
years and scveral states also have issued such reports. The state reports
include largely guantitatiye ifdicators of cost, programs, outputs, and
types of students sérved and, thereby, can show in a general way how, '
higher education 1s duing. The chotee of appruprlalu indicators is largely

an mstitutional and statewide board responsibility ‘(Folger 1980a), The
Natonal Center for Higher Education Management Systems is developing

.. a vomprehensive set of indicators that should yicld infurmation uscful to
decision makers at the mstitutonal, state, and federal levels (Lawrence
1979). _ : .
N . . . \ .
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Accret%ltatlon. I'he higher education community generally has lovked to
volyntany accreditation by regional aurcdmng assoclationy as the pri
mary means to provide public assurance of quahty of unacrgities as whole
entitigs, Althougitthe states have great respect for the professionahsm of
‘ the accreditation review process, they do'not believe that voluntary, act
creditation, as it has been varnied out histurwalhy, can be a major element
in a state ageountability process., They have this belief for two major
reasons—lack of public reporting and control of the process by the insti-
tutions accredited (Education Commission of the States 1979). Harcleroad
outhnes a six-step process of “education®¥ auditing” that the regional
accrediting budies could follow to add more financial ¢lements to the
accreditation process and to prowgde for public reporting He recommends -
“that a short form*repurt prepargd he institution and the formal short-
form report of the educational audltmg, team be published 1n the insti-
tution’s catalog and distributed to the-public (ﬁarclcruad 1980)
_ Algrnative state roles in accreditation redude states carrying on their
own accreditation activ iy or rdatmg themselves 1nsome relatively direct
lashion to voluntary accyditation. With regard to the former, as of 1978
* state buards in 14 states were c.x'phc;tl\ authorized by constitutional in- e
s €Cluston or ILglbldll\C ¢naggment to accredit institutions within their ju-
risdiction {Birch 1979, p. 173) g .
Encouraging steps ag y being taken to relate au.n.dltmg agencies and
statewide higher education buards more direetly . For example, the Sguth-
ern Assouiation of Colleges and Schools husts-an advysory group of officers
of statewide boards (Bogue 1980). A model for a more direct hnkage be-
tween a statewide board and a regiunal accrediting bod) has been devel-
oped by the Maryland State Buard for Higher Education and ‘the Middle
Stated Assuciation of Colleges and Schoouls. The Maryland State Buard has
developed a highly detailed process for mnstitutional evaluation for public
umversities that 1s tied to budget development and presentation of annual
" funding requests to the legislature. A 1979 agreement between the Nfdr)
' land State Buard and the Middle States Assucigtion provides very spc.ufu
ways in whych the voluntary accrediting process will be integrated into
and supplement the Buard institutiunal evaluation process. Elements 1n
the agreement call for submisslun of self-study reports to buth the Board
. and Assuuiation, the assignment of three gvaluation ttam members by the -
Board at the time the on-site visit is made, separate visitation reports
prepared by two sets of members to be shared after completion, and a
follow-up report to the Board after five yeary to show action takenron

v

“report recommendations (Harcleroad 1980). N

o
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“Statewide Board Focus '93%

. Not unJ\ does the statewide board play a significant role in the account-, |
ability approaches of most states but 1t also may be bub]LLl to ualuatwn 4
in terms of, performance of its assignéd functions in meeting statewide
Higher education goals. . I

Eyaluations of the stau.mdc*board mav be wnduutcd ona pc.nodu or
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ad hoe basts As ot 1980 Alabama wags thesonly state that legislatively N
_ mandates aPunudx». yA 1ew of the statewade buard (Education Commussion

of the Statds 1980)/Ad hoo reatewsun sume other states have veeurred

when the accumtilation o Lumpl‘unls about the buard seem to justify

thuan French and Berdahl argud for pertodic review as more in tune with

the regular assessments tpieatiy capected of any accountabilits approach

Atter une periodic wde ts campletdd, the staiowide board., wath 1ts knowl-

edge of enisting critenia, tan a]so gecumulate redevant information tor 4he

next evaluation (French and Bcuiahl 1980)

Pusstble review methods inddude self-review as well as evaluation by
legislatne audit agencaes, speaal eubgrnalurlall\ or legislatively gp- .
putnted commissions and by consultants Frn.mh and Berdahl urge that
the prucess ot evaluation chosen i any particular state reflect sensitivaty
tu the strengths and weahnesses of various mechanisms as well as to the /I
pu.ularm]gs of political wnditions. They find that patterns, such as that

an Flonda, combinming a number of the appruaches are likely to be espe-
cially balanced and benefieral {or the state (French and Berdahl 1980) .
T s i uther aceountability approachus, une of the crucial problems
15 the type of errm that should be applhied. The 1979 Alabama report
idicates that its assessment focused both on the effec fveness of the buard
in discharging its assigned tesponsibplities with its assigned powers™” and
the buard’s probable future ¢lfeciiveness i the face of th¢ particular
wonditions and pt‘ublums facing hlght.r cducation in that state” (Alubamd’s
Chullenge 1979, p.§1). The Alalama report emphasizes that there can never
be an ideal ndllul]d| model because states vary in legal mandates and
general circumstances. French and Berdahl provide a cumposite set of
criteria used 10 vanous states that indudes previous evaluation, buard
membership, buard staff, uniginal fegislation, sensitivity to the political
scene, refationships to postsecondary institutions, planning proeess, pro-
gram review process, budgeting process, and reports and studics (1980).

Miller suggests that mote attention be given to political critena for
board effectis eness and that buards ultimately must be ¢y aluated on the
extent to which they actually influenee educational puﬁc» naking (197%) .
French and E Berdahl remain somewhat uncomfortablé, however, with as-
signing either credit or blame to the statéwide buard for achievement or
nonachievement of ‘guals because of the itervening variables involved
and suggest Continued work on this problt.m at bolh the pracllcal and

" conceptual levels (1980) ' NN >

Private Universities .
Private universities cah anticpate thal state-level authorities increasingly
will expect’that they demonstrate, their auuumJblhl‘\ to the state. This
inureased demand for effectne performance wall arlsc out of both the ,
public function served by the nunpublic sector and ats gan.alur govern-
merital support {Junsen 19&0) : S TR

In thg past, most of state attention to the private sector focused on
ledbllbhlng munimum standagds for institutional licensure or authori-
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zation. As ot 1979, 36 states licensed degree-granuing institutions (Edu-
cation Commission of the States 1979). ' ]
State accountabihty expectations for private universities can be ex-
pected to go considerably beyond meeting the standards of institutional
hicensing. The National Task Fure un Acwuntability indhicates that it does
not regard |nsl|lyl|unal licensure as a substitdte for an accountability

§

process Licensure 1s a mimmum prerequisite, but it does not measure

programmatic Uﬂ}:?cness {Education Commission of the States 1979)
Junsen nptes that Althyugh there i hittle consensus as 1o the meaning of

. accountability for the private sector at this time, it can be expected that

[

such a consensus will slowly evolve in the coming years That meaning
needs to be worked out 1n a manner that 1s sensitive to and balances the
needs of buth the states and the mstitutions and through.a process that
invites much Anstitutional participation (Jonsen 1980)

Concluding Comments
The specific approaches to accountability and the relative roles of jnsti-
tutions and state-level authorities will vary among states and over tme’
No consensus exists at ths time on the appropnate role of institutions 1n
evaluath & dctivity connected with the demonstration of accountability
Among state-level authorities, the statewide board typically focuses pri-
marily on the réview of specific degree programs. When the focus is in-
stitutionwide uchum'cs.‘aIl state-level authorities may be involved, with
the mitiative frequently taken by legislative or gubernatorial staffs.
Given the fluid state of accountability pattefns, rescarch in a number
of arcas would be helpful. These include. specific forms in which account-
ability demands are made upon universitics, differing impact oh campuses
of the varipus specific forms, and effects of various political environments
upon the speaific accountability dgmands made and their impact upon

« + institutions (Hartmark 1978).
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Both statewide hoards and nstitutions need 1o give greater attention
to the statewide board role in actountability aproaches focused “at the
institutionwide level in order 1o increase the sensitivity of these ap-
proaches to campus-level concerns. Accountability.approaches designed
and administered by statewide boards are more likely to give weight o
campus-levek perspectives than those for which primary leadership has

. been provided by legislative or gubernatorial staffs (Folger 1977b).

A positive mstitutional stance increases the probability of campus in-
fluence on theé specifies of accountability measures and of winnifg state-
Jlevel understanding of their limutation's. Folger (1977b) and Millard (1977)

. 5 .adyise institutions avho are cnitiegl of perfurmance measures propgsed by -
H . [

statelevel authoritics to suggest refinements or possible alternatives 1o
minimize the likelthvod of less helpful answers being provided by bthers
Once responding 10 state-level accountability demands has been put 1n a
positive coptext, Hines and Wiles suggest the importance of negating the
tHusion that accountability can or should be complete. Exhaustive know]-
edge of extremely complex and constantly changing phenoriiena is simply

v
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nut pussible. Univeraitics must, therclore, work hard “to legitimate the

necessary fusliess of therr vrganizatonal hife” (Hines and Wiles 1980, p.
306).
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Future Challenges . | .

' v .
This last chaptar nptes conviunmental uncertainties that influence state

pylicy mahking and provides a brict analvsis of two major challenges facing
higher education. ! S
Coping with Environmental Uncertainties

State highur cducation policy s thade i an extiemedy complex emvaron-
ment that 1s hikedy to become more problematic during the remainder of
the 1980s and 19905 Pohiuical. cconpomie, and philusophical factors will
all contribute to nstabdity and unpredictability and will make it more
difticult for the statenade board to exercise leadership.

The development of new planning and accountabihity approaches s
likedy 1o be handicapped by the absence of a stable set of evpectations
butween state govarnment and higher education institutions Poliey ap-
proaches change in sume states with cach new gubernatonal administra-
tion or legislative sesston. The structure and powers of the statewide buard
alsu are altered frequentdy in a few states (Folger 1980a). Sume direct
legislatne or gubuinatonal intepentions 1nto arcas always assumed tu
be the provincee of the statewide buard also have been noted 1n a few states
(Millard 1980},

Midvear gubernatonal reasions in higher education budgets, reported
during late 1981 and 1982 1n a number of major industnal states, have
sensitized umiversities to the unpredictability of ceonumic conditions and,
therefore, of state revenue levels (The Effect on Higher Education of State
Actions in Response to Unanticipated Revenue Shorifalls 1982). As a result,

“both state-level authorities and institutions are beginning to plan and

budget with state revenue uncertainties more cdearly in mind. When mid-
vear recisions oeeur, the statewide buard faces an espeaally challenging
situation for exerasing 1ts leadership (Furman 1981, Glenny 1982)

Increasing ambivalence is hikely concerning the appropriate mix be-
tween regulatory and free-market aspects of state policy toward higher
education. Regulation in general 1s very much out of favor now at the
national level underghe Reagan administration and 1s not espedially pop-
ular tn most states. T\c political debate on regulation in higher education
at the federal level 1s well underway (Finn 1981), and strengths and weak-
nesses of the market model in thestate policy-making arena also hawve
been explored (Breneman 1981, Weathersby 1980, Thompson and Zumeta
1980). Quustions about the uscfulndss of statewide boards during a period
of retrenchment are being debated because 1t 1s much more difficult
regulate patterns of dedline than of growth (Elliott 1982, Juhnson 1982,
Browne 1982)

sy £

'Maintaining Quality~a’ﬁﬂ~Acc’bsS% g -

In the most basic terms, the primary Jpallenges for state higher education
polity are maintaiing the quality of cducational services and providing
acceess to all students who might benefjt. Such preservation will be ex-
‘fremely difficult durning a pertod likely to be marked by a number of
financial stringencies. - ¢ o ' ‘
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Mamtatmng the quahl’\ uf vducational services requires the full com-
mitment uf buth institutional and statewide buard leaders They must be
committed to theypriority allocaton of resoutees to arcas adhnowledged
tv be ot high programmatic privrity and to the,phasedown or phascout
of sume arcas less central to instituttonal scope and nusston. Such com- .
mitment provides a strong counterweight to avanety of political torees,
buth internal to campusts and an the state pohtieal arena. that push for .
both tunding increments and decremients w be handled on an actoss-the-
board basts. Program review at both the institutional and state Ieyels hélps <
toster programmatic rencwal and vitahity and provides insights into re-
source allocation and reallocation necessities

Maintaiming quality in a perod of dechining enrollment will reguire
that states set total higher educatiun funding at a level and atlocate tund-
ing among the various public institutions 10 a wav that recognizes a e
ahisticeounfiguration of fixed and variable costs and d ot cneuurage
cxeessive competijon for enrollment within the pubul&)uluﬁur with .
private mstitutions Unfortunatels, many states ggav find themiselves with
Littde discretionary leewan in setung the total for higher ¢ducation during .
the mid-1980s 1n the absence of a rapid ceonomic recosery, mcreased
pubiic willingness 1o pav hrgher taxes, or restoration of carlier levels of
state revenue from federal sources

Ensuring student aceess to an instrtution of choiee is likely to be es-
peaially difficult as tuition in both the public and private sectors increases
more rapidly than availabie federal student financial assistance or state
revenues. Equuty issues related to ehigibility and allocation of state student
Jfinancial assistance will incvitably become more Lumplu as overall stu-
dent needs increase and the portion of these neads that can be mgl through
federal sources decreases.

The challenge facing state-leved authorities in equitably rationing state

" student financial asststance will be complicated by recognition of the

andirect but pronounced impact that such assistance has upon the finan-
cial health of institutions 1n buth the private and publi sectors. State-
level authortties can anticipate strong pressures on such matters from
both seetors with the intensity from the public scetor lngrmsmg along
with the purtion ol tutal public university revenut that t mus} be derived
from tuition. ’
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