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ABSTRACT

The development of state program review and different

. state approaches to program review are examined, along with policy

- issues, implications, and alternat1ves. It is noted that most state

policy calls for periodic reviews of coiiege programs leading to

cert1f1cates or degrees. New developments in state program reviews.

include: review of undergraduate as well as graduate programs, review

of private colleges' programs on a ‘voluntary basis,; greater

comprehensiveness of reviews; and the inclusion of reviews as part of

statewide planning and budgeting processes.,Pol1cy issues include the

following: the purpose of program review; the.definition of a

program, theiorIterxa for judging a program, and the relatlonshlp of

program review to accreditation and state licensing. Among the major
implications are the following: coordination, time delays,
initiative; the spec1a1 situation of private colleges, camrus review
of programs, mission ard potent1a1 and redundancy. Policy ' -
alternatives include campus review or state review, joint campus and

state review, and internal or external review. (SW)
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This Issuegram was prepared on March 1; 1983; by Louis
Rabineau, director of the Inserv1ce Educat1on Program (IEP)

and of the Advanced Leadershlp Program Services (&BPS) &t
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Policy in most states calls for periodic reviews of the

courses of study leading to certificates or  degrees in

postsecondary institutions: These program reviews are often

required by state Ieglsiatures, which authorize approprxate

state higher educatlon agencies to perform ttie task: Review

by these agencies raises a basic questicn: How can states

accommodate and nurture the autonomm.that campuses need to

operate eff1c1ent1y and at tFc same time assure that campuses

remain accountable to the statzs? Related gquestions are:

© How can _public institutions of  higher education be
encouraged to increase tha quality and efficiency of their
programs? :

Can program review help statewide plannlng and allocatlon
of funds'J

This Issuegram describes the development of state program

review; different state approaches to 1it; and policy issues,

implications and alternatives:



The beveiqgment ofuérggramgﬁeﬁiaw

eduhatlon for a number of years. But they have begun _ to

review ex;srrng grograms onty in the last two decades, when

most Statewide systems of higher education were established.

states became interested in program review because they

needed to: (1) plan effectively, (2) allocate resources
reasonably, (3) _increase efficiency, (4) avoid unnecessary
duplication; and (5) improve guality. Sii.ce the early

seventies, they have often sought to 1mprOVeir§y1eyﬁggirg}es

and to review programs more regularly. Economic pressures;

enrollment declines and widespread interest in systemization

and dreater efficiency are behind this heavier emphasis.:’

As a result, recent years have brought some new developments
to state review. _

® ﬁitkdugh the: review of existing programs began at the

graduate level undergraduate programs are now being
reviewed as weii., .
-

® Although states have for the most part reviewed programs

in pabllc ‘institutions, a few have conducted limited

reviews 1in private institutions. Iin some cases; the

participation of private institutions has been voluntary.
® Reviews are becoming more comprehen51ve,,cover1ng programs

at aii tevels 51mu1taneously, for example, or prodrams in

o Reviews are becoming an integral part of statewide
planning and budgeting processes.

State Activity

Program review differs from sState to state. One reason for
this is that réview relates to state llcen51ng act1v1t1es and

to profe551onal or regional accredltatlon in ways that have

By 1981 agencies 1n743 states had authorxty;uo approve at

least some new programs and agencies in 10 states; could make

recommendatlons about new prograﬁsr (Barak, 1982); Five

states "had provisions 7for approving courses at private

institutions and four others allowed state boards to make

récommendations to prlvate institutions.



State boards in 18 §§égé§ had the authority to review at

least some ex1st1hg programs or to make recommendations about:
them: Agencies 1n 28 states (7 state coordinating agencies,

21 governing boards) have indicated that they have authority
to discontinue programs (Barak, 1982j.

The program review practices noted below i1llusStrate the range
cf Cusrent state activity. New York's review system, by far
the oldest in the country, covers all levels of -niigher
education and hundreds of public and privaté institutions:
The system in Rhode 1Island; by contrast, is relatively new
and covers a handful of institutions. In Illinois, program

review by campuses drives the statewide system. In Maryland,
the staté agency has establishéed formal agreements with the

Leg1onal accrediting association. Lou1slana uses

out-of-state consultants heav11y (to review both private

institutions, which participate voluntarily, and public ones.
The process 1ncorporates incentives as well as sanctions:

Program review in Vlrglnla is an Integrai part of statewide

planning and budgeting in higher education:

As state program review expands; it becomes more important

for states to consider key aspects of the process; seeking

answers to gquestions like these.

o What is the purpose of program review? To Save honey?
Iﬁpthé qUélity? Avoid duplication? Help statewide

@ What constitutes a "program?"

Should program review be by institution? By subject major
or dégree?

¢ Snould program review be cyclical or ad hoc?

© What, if any, functions do the following have in state

review: the campus, the statewide system (e.g., community
college system, state college system), ' independent
colleges, students and faculty?

}

Who coordinates these functions, ana how?

s How should a program be judged? Criteria might be: (1)

the extent to which a proegram fills a need (i.e.;, is in

the public interest,. respcnds to . stiudents' interests,

merits being offered at more than one 1nstitution;

precvides employment); (2) the cost of «continuing a
3
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program, {3) the suff1c1ency of funds or other resources;

(4) the relationship to tne mission of the institution.

licensing?

® What are the trie costs of program review? How much money
wiltl it really save?

Policy Implications

Some of the polle 1mp11catlons raised by program review are

becoming clearer as states accumulate exper ience with this

—-_——-- -z o

relatively new activity. Among major Iimplications are the
following:

Close cooperation between the state and

postsecondaryﬁ}nstltutlons offers opportunities to reduce

the costs f program review; which can be guite
substantial.

-]

® Ilmerdeigys.imﬁeylewrogra program is denerally thought to

reguire a mlnlmum of one to two years.

o Initiative: Wlthout the Coopératloh, of  the campus,

e Special situation Of —inéépénaént institutions:  Some
1ndependent institutions may gain a derided advantage over
puklic institutions if they are privy to the decisions

made about public institutions, yet are themselves free to

develop programs that compete with or replace programs in
pugilc institutions.

@ Ca mpus review of programs. Tbe careful review of programs

at the campus 1s very important. The better internal

campus review has been, the easier state review has also

been, and the less need there has been for certain types
of review:

® Scord ~ Counting the number of program.
discontinued as a measure of increased efficiency can be
misleading. The reverse may be true: where institutions
of higher education have been reviewing programs
effectively; virtually no programs would be eliminated.

® Mission and potential: If program review limits

institutions too rigorously to predefined missions, the

result can be detrimental to institutions that have

1ust1f1ab1y sought to pursue, even 1in tight times, worthy
new objectlves.

O




Redundancy. This is a danger when programs are reviewed

too frequently or when one group of reviewers dupliqaras

the efforts of another group f{e.g.; when a state group
retraces the steps of a campus group).

Policy Alternatives

1: Campusgre¥4ew7=s or -state review. The better the campus
-review, within guidelines developed by the state, usually
the more flex1b111ty the campus has.

2. 1Internal review -- or external review. Costs and
credibility are two factors to weigh.

3. Carrot -- _or stick. Departments or institutions
sometimes lose proagraimis as a result of program review,
but the review process can _also iticlude incentives, like

recognlzlng the quallty of super 10r programc or rewarding

the discontinuance of unnecessary programs.

4;7 Administrative re_ponsrbxitty. Program review can be
developed ahdwrgarried out by' board -staff or by bcard

members. It can be solely a state-level responsibility
or it can be shared with campuses.:
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