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Introduction

The last two decades have witnessed the development and expansion of statewide
governing and coordinating boards for higher educatioh in nearly every state.
This devélépment was spurred on in the 1970s by the federal government's rolé in
fostering the development of the so-called "1202" Postsecondary Educational
Planning Commissions (McGuiQpess et ak,, 1975). The specific responsibilities
of the state®boards for higher education vary from state to state, but, in
general, three major areas have been identified in which most boards have some
responsibility. These three areas are budget development, planning, and program
review and approval (Berdahl, 1971, and Glenny et al., 1971). Of the three
greas. program review and approval, because of its close re1ationshig~3dtQ\EES
academic function of colleges and universities, has been the most controversial.

Earlier studies of state-level program review and approval have noted this

controversy and reported the status of state-level ~review and approval

/

activities (Barak and Berdahl, 1978; Barak and Engdahl, 1980; and Barak, 1979).

More recently, several national commissions have addressed the issue of
state-level academic program review, thus highlighting this function of state
higher education boards (i.e., National Commission on Higher Education Issues,

1982; Education Commission of the States, 1980; Sloan Commission on Government

und Higher Education, 1980; Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching,

1982). This report represents a 1984 update on the status of state-level

academic program review and approval.

PasE Surveys g

In 1978, a comprehensive report on the status of state-level academic program
review and approval described, for the first time, the nature and extent of the
program review and approval activities of state higher education boards (Barak

and Berdahl, 1978)." The report noted that in 1975, -47 state boards had
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‘had authority to approve at least some new programs or had authority to review
at least some existing programs. With few exceptions, this authority was
directed‘primarily at public colleges and universities. In efght states, this
authority was limited to making recommendations to appropriate officials (i.e.,
the governor; legislature, "and institutional boards of trustees and/or
officials). In the remaining state boards that had authority for program review
and/or approvai it was possibie for the boards to actually disaporove new

-

programs and/or discontinue existing programs. .

Five National Panels Recogmend Program Review

Since the Barak and Berdahl study, at least five national panels have addressed
ghe role of the states, and particularly state higher education boards, in
program review and approval. While all five were highly supportive of the need
for systematic program réview, fourhreports felt that the appropriate focus of
this activity should be at the institutional level, while one suggested that the
reviews be a cooperative endeavor between the state boards and the institutions.
The latter, a panel convened by the Education Commission of the States in 1980,
after examining the problems and 1issues facing the states in the 1980s,

concluded that: .

With variable enrollments and fiscal stringency, review of existing
as well a8 reviev of new programs will become progressively important.
In gome states program review needs to be strengthened and related

to the entire plaming, budgeting and coordinating process. A frag-
mented and ad hoe approach will not be helpful in protecting educa-
tional values in a period of decline.

programs. Effeotive program review must imvolve both the state
higher education agencies and the institutions and combine ingti-
tutional and etatewide perspectives. It should be clearly related
to wnetitutional miseions,
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® For the 1980s proposals for new programs should be carefully
developad by the institutions and their planmming staffs with
crdcial attention to needs, costs and rescurce reallocation.

The state agency should relate program review to state as well
as to wtj.t:ummal objectives and thus to the plamning process.

® Review of existing programs, which will receive inereasad
attention during this decads, should incorporate both quali-
tative and quantitative dimensions of student need, progran
duplication and program effectiveness. In light of the deeply
engrained reliance in the acadamic commmity on peer group
evaluation for qualitative judgments, where feasible and pog-
etble, careful use of outside comsultants should be considered.

2. Program review needs to be developed through the participation
of institutions and. their faculty and of the etatewide higher
education agency and with the cooperative reinforcement of the
legislative and exscutive branches of state govermment. .Tha im-
portance of a perspective doss not mean that the etate should
carry out program review wnilaterally. Institutiomal and
faculty cooperation is essential to the integrity of the review |
process and to the coordination of state and institutiongl efforts.

¢ The oriteria for program review should be developed Jointly by
state higher education agencies and institutions. Criteria
.8hould be thoroughly wunderstood by administrators, faculty and
other interested parties incl:-*ing the executive and legislative
branches of etate govermment. ‘he procees should be as objective
as possible and inolud  conditions for appeal and review,

e When possible, independent institutions should be given the
opportunity and should be encouraged to participate voluntarily

in the program review process.

® Program review should be based on the premise that it is a wvay
to enhance the qualify of education as well a8 a way of oontrolling
costs. EBowever, program review ig limited by costs, o careful
congideration must be given to a aoredible process for the selec-
tion of programs for review. (Fducation Commission of the States,-
1980, p. XV.) N

While the direct involvement of state boards in the program review process was
not encouraged by four other national panels composed primarily of
representatives of college and universities, there was some recognition that
state-level action might be needed in certain circumstances such as large
expensive programs and to encourage by various means systematic reviews at the 4‘

ifnstitutions. The Carnegie Council, in 1{ts final report, éuggested that: |
’ |

63
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We are doubtful about etate-mandated review of academic programs.

We believe that such review ig better comducted by the institutions

" themselves, by the acorediting agencies, and by the students making
their choices; and we question the wisdom of this great an intrusion
into academic affairs. While we are against any fing-tuming of academic
programs by state aotiom, we recognise that the state may need to step
in where there are very expensive large programs (like medical schools)
in severe duplication of each other. (Carmegie Council on Higher.
Education, 1980, p. 124, ) |

The Sloan Commission, while noting many of the difficulties facing higher

education concluded that
The commission recommends that each state arrange for a pericdic re-

view of the quality of educational programs at every public college and °
wriversity within the state. The reviews should be conducted by aca-
demio peer groups, not by state employees. To the greatest extent pos-
atble, existing goerediting meohanism, such as thé regiomal and profes-
sional acorediting associations, should “e dram on to organize and
conduct the reviews.

Any govermmental effort, whether atate or federal, to evaluate the
quality of education arouses profound uneasiness throughout the higher
education commovity. It i8 seen as a threat to institutional au
and academic freedom. (Sloan Commigsion om Govermment and Higher Educa-

tion, 1980.) :

The National Commission on Higher Education Issues sponsored by the American
Council on Education al so\ urged state boards to encourage rigorous institutional
* program reviews while spelling out a partnership role for state board staff.
Sbecifically, the National Commission recommended

. " . . that governing boards ensure that all institutions wnder
their jurisdiction have in place procedures for systematic program
evaluation. Coordinating agencies should, appropriately, see that
all public institutions and thoee indepemdent institutions which re-
cetve direct.state support subject: their programs to a rigorous process
of evaluation. The actual program evaluatioms 8hould, however, be
conducted at or before the level of the inetitutiomal goveming board
and should include extensive peer group Judgments. '

Staffs of etatewide coordinating boards and other publio agencies

,4 concerned with higher education can, by wise and diplomatic prodding,

, becoms important components of the educatiomal govemance struoture,
Thus, their staff membere should be seleated and compengated as befits
their important role. They should then be treated by wniversity and
college leéaders in an open and informative fashion as partners rather

than as adversaries. (The Carmegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching, 1982, p. 81)
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The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching took a similar position

to that of the Mtional Commission in its recommendations

State officiale have generally respected the independemce of the
campus. Today, however, under the pressure for accountability, the
trend i8 in the opposite direction., Soms gtate agencies have become
deeply invelved in educational matters, including the evaluation of
academic programs (p. 80). '

In academic matters, the integrity of the campus should be fully
protected. State officials should not involve themselves dirsctly in
the review of 1cademio programe. Rather, they should call upon higher-
learming institutions periodically to assess such programs and report
their findings (i%e'carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching,
. 82, p. 81).

The Present Findings

In July 1983, a survey was distributed to thé state higher education boards that
are members of the State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO) for the
purpose of ascertaining the current nature and extent of authority of these
boards in academfc program review and approval. Surveys were sent to all
current SHEEO members and responses were received from all but four of these
states.”* ’
. .

Three major trends emerge from the survey results. First, there has been an
expansion of state higher education board activity and/or authority in progranm
reviews and approval, resulting in an overall increase in state-level program
review activity. Secondly, the reviews themselves have become more
comprehensive and systemic. Third, the reviews of existing programs appear to
be more closely integrated into the planning and budgeting activities of many of
the state boards.**

* Information onlprogram review and approval was subsequently obtained through

follow-up efforts about the situation in non-rasponding states,

** It should be noted that in a recent separate study or program review at the
institutional level, the author found similar trends. (See Barak, 1982.)

7
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Approximtely one quarter of the states reported that their activities and/or
authaﬁty in the area of program review and/or approval have expanded in recent
years. Ih‘ébme states where the board previously had authority for program
review but ‘had not exercised it, reviews were now taking place or were “under -
consideratfon. In other states, rew authority for review has been given to the

state board. Consequently, the nature of the expansion varies on a continuum

ranging from increased attention to thel‘i'eview and approval function to \new or
expanded statutory authority. Among the reasons given for this expans\?\ion of
activity were the following: | i \\‘

1. Concerns .about academic quality. \

2. Desire for greater accountability.

3. Greater financial restraints requiring/ the careful distribution and
|
redistribution of scarce resources. |

4. Need for greater flexibility in retrenchment.

The typical rationale for the expansion of program review activity is perhaps
best {1Tustrated by quotations from actual state documents. The recomendafions
of a study panel in the state of Georgia illustrates the concerns about academic

quality and the desire for greater accountability.

QUALITY "

The most itmportant task facing the University System in the eighties
and beyond is the improvement of the quality of publie higher education.
The success of the Syatem in the sizties and seventiee was often measured
by one factor -- growth. To meet dramatic increases in enrollment,
programs, facilities, and institutions were added with alaority. . The
success of the Syetem in the years ahead will be measured not in terms
of grewth but in terms of the level of quality by which Georgia's citiszens
are provided with the knouledge and expertise necessary to address oritical
social, economic, and technical problems. Each decision made by the Board
of Regents must be govermed by the principle of quality improvement. The
University System must develop the 8 of evaluating the performance of
its institutions against those etandards that have been identified as
the best nationally, /

1
o '8 ed




-7 -

While adequacy of funding will play an important role in the attain-
ment of an increased level of qualt-ty, ﬂmdmg alone is not the only aom-
ponent of a neaded program of quality improvement,

The ocordinating Committse for the Statewide Needs Assessment
recommends that: |

e tke Governor, the Legislature, and the Board of Regents establieh
quality tmprovement as the top priority for public higher edu-
cation in the state for the eighties and beyond and that this

| pmritybemdsbwmtaﬂumtzmcfﬂwsw, that, in
\ 8o doing, amimlzty improvement finding recommendations of
_ ,the Study Commtitee on Public Ezghsr&'duaatmmbeadapted
and implemented.

e the Mofmmummmmafmm
the present base of _cooperation into a wide-rangirng creative
pan‘menth to examing issues of mutual concern and to develop
strategies aimed at the development of excellence ir all areas
0.f the educational endeavor; ‘that local school systems and wnits
af the University System develoy a symmtw mode of aanmiea—

tion, allowing frequent mizmga of tdeas and info and
desz:pwd to enhance the interdependence of the levells of education
they represent.

e University System institutions further develop oreative partner-
shipe with local commmity, business, and industrial leaders
to ensure their acquaintance with the problems and potential of
each instutution and the System, their knowledgeable advocacy
of publio higher education, and their participation in the formu-
lation of institutional cmd System goals; that these groups be
encouraged to asgist the institutions in obtaining private ﬁmding
support which often spells the 4ifference between adequacy and
-excellence.

e the Board of Regents develop and iwlement a ayatem of program
evaluation for instituticnal and System-wide utiliaation, with
the establishment of apem',fia qualitative eriteria which lend them-
selves to measurement; that thie system of program evaluation be
degigned to involve bcth internal and extermal evaluation to engure
results that are both disinterested and objeotive.

o the Board adopt as a long-range goal the elimination of the need
for Developmental Studies as that program ts currenily constituted;
that this goal be adopted with the wunderstanding that the results
of past deprivation of educational ortunity will long remain
and that the need for compensatory Zmﬁmmtbcmteolong
a8 necessary in order mot to blook access to higher education
for those who are capable of eliminating academic defictencies for
which they may not be totally responstble; that eclose cocperation
with the State Board of Education be made the cormerstone for
achievemsnt of this goal, recognising that academic problems are
best addressed as they develop, not after-the-fact.

ERIC I
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® the Board encourage the reinstitution of specific academic ‘re-
quvremente for admiseion to System institutions to include emphaais
on laboratory sotences, foreign lcmguag:s, mathematiocs, and writing
ekille; that the ltc be made more clearly auare of achievement
expactations at entrance level.

o the Board develop and fumd a program of System-wide faculty de-
wlopmnq ds: d to ensure that faculty members have adequate
opportunity to keep up-to-date in their disciplines and to enhance
their teaching skills. ‘ |

The concerns about quality and accountability are also evident in the quote
below fm the report and recommendatigns of a group of consuitants engaged to
\

evaluate the Alabama Commission on Higher Education. In addition, this example
notes a concern frequently noted elsewhere in which the lack of accountability
on the part 01/' colleges and universities (and their respective boards) 1in

undertaking their o' r*lébroﬂs program reviews provides a convenient ratfonale
for others located gqutside the {institutions to take the i{nitiative on the
reviews. After noting that the process of program approval ('l.e.‘ » the review of
new programs) is working reasonable well in Alabama, the consultants explain

their rationale for a greater commission role in program review.

Program Review and Evaluation

_  Program evaluation rarely is a simple matter. The process in
which a riew program begine within the faculty of an imetitution, moves
gzaugh peer revieu, pasess administrative ecrutiny and board approval,

then is subjected to approval by a statewids commission may reflect
several diffevent sets of needs and standards. At each etep Judgement
18 mads more cautious by the propsect of review. On the whole the
ayatem seems to work well in Alabama.

There i8 far less rationality in the review of exiating programs.
Most programs serve well because they ave kept wp to date by faculty
interest and an ooccasional change of course title. Many die quietly
for lack of etudents. Othere linger on without much enthusiasm or
notioce. It is the epeotre of those few persistent and marginal coursecs
and programs uhich z:tw-ba eueryone when resources are goaree and needs
are great. Thus far the trusteeéa of the ingtitutioms Rave not given
the public reason to believe that they are dealing with the pmgilem
satisfactorily,

10
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The Alabaa Commission is charged with "The uee of advisory com-
mttess to study needless duplicatiom of education, research, or service
programs, and programs which are not adequately provided in the state
. « " Its reports are to go to the institutions, the Governor and the
Legielature. New programe are are likely to be zdennfted in the planning
process through the Council of Twemty-One and other groups. For the
Commisgion to live up to its lcgistatwc mandate and for the system to
be credible in ite stewardship, review of programs which may be wmeces-
tve needs to be made. The Committse

THE COMMISSION SBOULD ESTABLISH A PROCESS TO REVIEW
EXISTING PROGRAMS AND REPORT ITS FINDINGS TO THE
INSTITUTIONS, THE GOVERNOR AND THE. BEGISMTURE’, AND
70 THE PUBLIC ,

\

A third examle is 1ndicat1ve of those states where programatic duplicatfon.
generally referred to as “unnecessary Enplication.“ has been a focus’ of concern.
In 1979, thg Kentucky Council on Hifur Education resolved that a committee
should be formed to examine the trenﬂs and issues likely to affect Kentucky

higher education in the future. In 1981, the committee established for this

purpose 1ssued its report In Pursuif of Excellence. The report contained ' a
number of recommefidations, sev:ral oﬂ which were concerned with program review
issues. With respect to both mster;'S‘ and Doct'oral programs, recommendations
were atmed at “. . . giving specific atiention to the identification of program
dupiication” (p. 65). The report noted that:

. In the absehce of stromg evidence that the duplwatwn
of a program 18 "ecesaary,” the Council should dealm.re it
to be "wwmecessarily duplicative” and, in the case of
requested new program, demy its appmaz In the caae of
an exiating program that ia declared to be "unnecessarily
duplicative,” the Counoil should withdraw approval, and
the institution affected should acoept no new students
into the program and terminate it when emrolled students
have completed their studies (p. 66).

11
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Program Review S0

Program review af existing ackdemfc‘brogrmms by state{higher education bcar&s
~ has grown from only handful of states in 1960 to forty-three (43) boards in
1983, In addition, there are several state higher education boards that have
authority in this area but have not fully exercised that authority to-date.

/

/u

Table 1 shows the number of SHEEO agencies that have authfrity to recommend and '

actually discontinue academic programs by sector and | type of institution.
Sixteen (16) boards have authority for" mak*ng rec ndat{ons for publ .
two-year and four-year institutions, and eighteen (18) for public universities.
- Only one (1) state has authori:y to recommend with“reSpect to all independeht
institutions, ana two (2) have recommending authorify with respect to some

1ndependent 1nst1tutions.

Table 1

* AGENCY PROGRAM REVIEW OF
AT UEAST SOME EXISTING ACADEMIC PROGRAMS

AS OF JULY 1, 1983

¥

h v .
RECOMMEND ONLY | APPROVE °
PUBLIC " INDEPENDENT PUBLIC ~ INDEPENDENT
2YR. 4 YR, UNIV., ALL SOME 2 YR. 4 YR. UNIV. °ALL SOME
16 16 18 1 2 21 22 23 ‘1 .13
~— S

The authority to actually discontinue at Jleast some programs exists in
twenty-one (21) states for public two-year fnstitutions, and twenty-two (22) for

public four;year institutions. ﬁ@enty—three' (23) states have - authority to

discontinue public university leve!l programs. Discontinuance authority over the -

€ o
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independent sectorfis Iimited to three (3) states with authority to discontinue

programs at some institutions, and only one (i) with authority to discontinue

programs at &11 {institutions in the state. The states with recommending and
discoqtinuance authority over at least some programs are shown in the map in
Figure 1. Figure 2 shows states with authority to review at least some programs
in independent institutions.

A

Program Approval

Program approval is the process by which new programs are proposed and approved
or .. :.mended for approval by state postsecondary education agencies. In 1960,
there were twenty-four (24) state higher education boards that had at least some
program approval authority. In 1983, there were forty-seven (47) state boards
that had at leést some p;;grm. approval authority, almost doubiing the number in

1960.

Table 2 shows a breakdown of the SHEEO agencies' authority for program approval
of at least some academic programs. Seven (7) agencies have authority to recom-
mend approval for public two-year and four-year institutions, and eight (8) have
authority for making recommendations for universities. TQo (2) states have
authority to recommend approval fondgll independent 1institutions, and two (2)
for some independent institutions. Generally, such authority means thét the
state higher education board can recommend approval to some other body (i.e.,

legislature, governing board, etc.). \

Approval authority for public institutions exists in thirty-four (34) states fcr
two-yeaf and four-year 1n§t1tut10ns and in thirty-nine (39) states for
universities. Four (4) states have authority to approve new prograls for ail

independent institutions and an additional nine (9) states have. authority to

approve only some new programs for independent institutions. Usually, the

‘13
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SHEEQ STATES WHERE AGENCY HAS AUTHORITY TO RECOMMED DISCONTINUANCE OR TO
DISCONTINUE AT tEAST SOME ACADEMIC PROGRAMS
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latter are indicative of exceptions provided for existing independent institu-
tions at the time that the law is passed, excluding them from the need to seek
approval. In other instances, the exceptions represent in-state institutions
which are not typically included in regulations requiring 1icensing and approval

of out-of-state institutions wishing to offer courses or programs within a
. o\

n
N

state.
f
~Table 2
SHEEOQ AGENCY PROGRAM APPROVAL (1.e., NEW PROGRAMS)
OF AT LEAST SOME ACADEMIC PROGRAMS |
AS OF JULY 1, 1983
RECOMMEND ONLY . ~ APPROVE
IRDEPERDENT —  PUBLIT TNDEPERDENT
2 YR. 4 YR. UNIV. ALL  SOME 2 YR. 4 YR. UNIV. ALL  SOME
7 7 8 2 2 34 34 39 4 9

Figures 4 and 5 show a map of the states indicating the states with recommending
and approval authority for new academic progréms and states with authority over

at least some 1ndépendent institutions.

Purposes of Review and Approval

There are almost as many reasons and combinations of reasons for state board
review and approval of academic programs as there are state boards. Typical
reasons for review and approval include: maintenance of gquality, resource
allocation and re-allocation, demonstration of need, consumer protection and
accountability. The purposes also vary somewhat by the type of board, with
governing boards generally (but not exclusively) more concerned with quality and
resource fssues, and coordinating type boards more céncerned with accountabil-

ty, state-wide need and consumes protection.

18



FIGURE 3 ~ SHEEO STATES WHERE AGENCY HAS AUTHORITY TO APPROVE OR
RECOMMEND FOR APPROVAL AT LEAST SOME ACADEMIC PROGRAMS
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. Tablé 3 shows the review and approval authority by state.
Table 3

SHEEO AGENCY PROGRAM REVIEW/APPROVAL
AUTHORITY FOR AT LEAST SOME ACADEMIC PROGRAMS
as of July 30, 1983

'__Tm PROGRAM REVIEW
[ RECUMMEND | RECONMEND
ONLY APPROVE " .ONLY DISCONTINUE
' TN- - = IN-
PUBLIC {OEP. |PUBLIC | DEP. 'PUBLIC | DEP. | PUBLIC 1| DEP.
214 214 ’ 214 214
Y{vYju s [Y|vY]u S Y{vju S |yjvyjul ['s
EJEINJA]O JEJEIN]A}O EJEIN]JAIO [EJE|IN]AO
AJAFTILIM FAJAJTILEM ATAJTJLIM JAJAJTIjLN
STATE RIRIVILIE JRIRJVILIE RIRJVJLIE JRIRIVILIE
1. Alabama XIXIX] | X X| X} X
2. Alaska XI XX
3. Arizona X ﬁ X
4. Arkansas X{X| X X| X| X
5. California X[ X1 X
6. Colorado X X Xj X1 X
7. Connecticut XI'X| X X X| Xi X X
8. Delaware X} Xt X
9. District of X| X
- Columbia
10. Florida X X X X
11, Georgia X1 X} X Xt X} X
12. Hawaii Xt X§ X X| X
13. ldaho , X X Xl x
14. INlinois X1 Xi X X Xt X} X X X
15. Indiana X| X| X X] X| X
16. Iowa X| X X{ X
17. Kansas X X X| X
18. Kentucky X{ Xt X X X| X
19. Louisiana X| X} X X X
20. Maine X{ x| x : X| X
21. Maryland .
22. Massachusetts X1 X1 x X X! x| x
23. Michigan $w ,
24. Minnesota X Xi xix X1 xi Xt x
25. Mississippi X X
26, Missourt X I xtxtx x| x| x X
27. Montana X{ X1 X X| X} X
ER\KZ Nebraska ;#5;
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‘ PROGRAM APPROVAL PROGRAM REVIEW
I RECOMNEND .
ONLY APPROVE ONLY DISCONTINUE
- IN- IN- IN-
PUBLIC | DEP. |} PUBLIC DEP. PUBLIC ° DEP. | PUBLIC | DEP,
4 2|4 2] 4 AR
vivjuj |s fvfvjul |s viviul [s|yjyfu] |5
EJE|N}JARJO [EJE]NjAJO EJE{N[A]O [EIE]|N|]A}O
ATATIILIM JAJALTIjLIM AFAJTLLEM JALAJTLIL|M
| STATE RIRIVILIE [RIRIVILIE RIR{VILIE [RIR]VJLIE
29. Nevada X X X X
30. New X
Hampshire
31. New Jersey | XEX)x XpXiX
32. New Mexico X Xt X
33. New York XEXPX]X - X1 X|X}|X
34. No. Carolina X1X X Xt X} X
35. No. Dakota X{X1X XtX1X
36. Ohio XEXtXix 1 |
37. Oklahoma X x| ,' x{xfx}’
38. Oregon XXX XXX X1 XX
39. Pennsylvania X X | x|x X X X1X X
40. Puerto Rico X1X}1X X{ XX
4l. Rhode Island XiX|X X1 XX
42, So. Carolina X1X]X X1XiX
43. So. Dakota Xi{X|X X1 XX
44. Tennessee XXX XiX|X
45. Texas | X{x]|x x| x|x
46. Utah X1x)x X|XiX
47. Vermont XiXiX XX
48, Virginia XXX X X1X]X
49, Washington Xi1xtix X1X1X )
50. West Virginia X1X]X X XXX
51. Wisconsin X{X1X XXX
52. Wyoming
TOTALS 77181212 (34/34 39’4 9 16 IQL} 112 2122 2% 1] 3
™~
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Criteria for Review and Approval

-The general criterfa for réfview’ and approval of academic programs are very
similar from state to state, but they differ with respect to the specific
:indicators of each criterion and the weight given to each criterion. In
general, the criteria relate to the pdrpu_ses of the review and the type of
board. Typical general criteria 1nclude:v quality, need/demand, relation to

fnstitutional wmissfon (i.e., centrality), and cost for new pmgrams;l and

quality, relation to missfon (i.e., centra}ity). need, cost and productivity for
existing programs. The existing and/or pdtential duplication of a program with

other similar programs in the state 1s also frequently included in the criteria
by which pfograms are judged. A trend of sorts that was fidentified in this
study is the 1nq.reasing use of simple outcomes measures (e.g., information on
program graduaﬁes. success’ on required professional lxminations. entrance to
graduate schools, etc.) in the review of existing programs. About ten (10')
, states have indicated the use of such measures.
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