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PREFACE

N 'rms REPORT We take a conlprehensxve Ioek at the govemance

of American higher education: We. trace jts roots, review how
. decision-making arrangements have been affected by current con-
ditions; and s suggest a governance framework for the future.

~ In the development of this study, our staff reviewed relevant
htetature and consuited thh many authormes WE also conductea

makxng oceirs in dlEErent types of i msututlons in che separate states.
Our concern throughout has been with both public and privace
educatxon Independent institutions. have been deeply touched in

colleges also have governance connections wzth constituericies in the
public secror. However, the emphasis of this report is heaviest on
the public sector because it is ‘here that linkages between higher
education and state government are, by definition, mote intense.
_To generalize about American higher educanon—espec:ally in
matters of governance—is risky. There are, after all, over 3 ;000 colleges
and universities in the United States, each with its own _unique prac-
tices and traditions, and circumstances vary greatly from cne region
¢ another. Therefore, we acknowledge that there are matked excep-
tions to our conclusions about ‘governance conditions that seem to
apply o most higher learning institutions.
-~ A word about the otganization of this teport may be helpful
First, we define what we call the essential core of the academic enter-

prise and trace its roots. We then look at the tradition of self-

fa
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reguiauon in American h:gher educatxon begmmng with the govern-
ing board and continuing to voluntary accreditation: In Section Three,
we examine governance connections beyond the campus—the state,
the federal government, and the courts—that have significantly altered
the mission and the governance of higher education. The last section
of our report summarizes majot conclusions of the preceding chapters
and pulls together key recommendations in what we call A Govern-
ance Framework For Higher Education.

This report has no single author. With the assistanice of his sta&

it was prepared by the president of the Foundation, who assumes
responsibility for the final statement. Special credit; however, should
be given to Dr. James Herbert, project director, and Ms. Carol
Herrnstadt Shulman, associate duector; for theit excellent work in
gathering data, shaping issues and drafting materials for review. We
have consulted widely with educators and gbv'etﬁmeti _oificials. We
wish to thank all of them for their assistance and counsel.
__ . We particularly thank our National Panel on Governmert and
Higher Education (see page viii), and members of the Board of
Trustees who have reviewed the text and shared their reactions. While
the national panel significantly helped to shape the conclusions found
in the report, and while there was ‘wide consensus on most issues, we
underscore the point that members of the panel are not mam&uaily
or collectively responsxble for the conclusions set forth.

We submit this essay at a critical moment in American hxghet
ediication. We hope that it will stimulate discussion about academic
governance and, in the process, strengthen the integrity of the nation’s
colléges and universities and improve their accountability to the public.

ERNEST L. BOYER

President =~

The Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching

11



PART ONE

THE ROOTS OF INDEPENDENCE

I. The Essential Mission

II. ‘Trustees: The American Tradition
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THE FSSENTIAL MISSION

into the administzation of colleges and - universities.
H:gher educatmn it was feared, was fast becommg just another

Washington-:egulated mdustry Every college president, it seemed,

had his or her own favorite story about paper work and bureaucratic
harassment. i
~As our work progressed however, the debate o over control of the

campus took a new turn: Colleges became more concerned about

budget cutbacks than fedetal control, and we heard fewer complaints
about Washington interference. At the same time, iftervention by state
governments coatinued = iricrease, and we also discovered in the course
of our “tudy thar higher edu.-.ti tion, through specialized accredntmg agencies,
was being threatened from within,

Thus, whilc the debate over academic governance may have shxfted,
rile fund‘.'nental issues have not change& ’fhere remains, in the con’rol

expected to respond 0 the needs of the society of whlch they are a part—
while also being free to carry on, without undue interference; their
essential work.

Ideally, the twin oblnganon of mstmmonal integrity and pubhc
accouritability can be kept in balance. In practice; pressures seem con-
tinuously to piish the vampus in one direction, then another. At times,
excessive demands of society chip away at the integrity of the uni-

Sy



versity. At other timies, the .academy seems unresponsxve to public
needs: Therefore; the central issue of our report is this: How.can
colleges and universities that are increasingly in the nation’s service
sustain their traditions of seif-control while bemg accountable o the

various constituencies they serve?

In recent years, demands for accountabnl:ty by agencxes beyond
the campus } have cauised confusion abotit where authority is lodged and
have worn down the traditional governance structures of higher edu-
cation. Leadership in the academy has been weakened. We conclude
that if the correct balance between integrity and accountability is €
be maintained, the academy must assume more responsibility for
regulating. itself.

, Wé do not >uggest that colleges and umversmes can carty on thext
autonomy on campus Both Puth and pnvate lnstltutlons ate socxally
engaged. They are answerable to the people. who support them
and cannot be excused from explaining, and perhaps defending, what
they do.

However; mamtammg the mtegrnty of hxgher learning is ab-
solutely. crucial if society is to be well served: The university is a
unique institution; a repository_ of our cultural heritage and a soutce
of the nation’s future intellectual and economic growth. Therefore,
the academy must be free to direct; without outside interference, those
functions that may, from time to time, challenge; but ultimately will
enrich, the culture they sustain.

But how is the essential mission of the university to be deﬁned7
Where is the line to be drawn between the campus and the state?

In 1957, in Sweezy v. New Hampibire, the United States Supreme
Court considered the nghts of a professor who refused to testify about
the contents of a lectiire given on a college campus. In a concurring
opinion, justices Frankfurter and Harlan affirmed “the four essential
freedoms of a university: to determine for itself on academic grounds
who may teach; what may be taught, how it shall be taught; and
who may be admitted to study.”*

 This formulation is rooted in 2 long tradition. The ﬁrst univer-
sities were places where scholars assembled to teach and learn. In

twelfth-century Bologna, guilds of students, patronized by wealthy

4



famxhes, came together to manage theu' accommodanons in the
city and to monitor the performance of theit instriictors. In Paris,
masters formed an association in the guild tradition to control the
training and certification of their fellow teachers.

The Parisian masters and students received specnal status thhm
the church that freed them from -municipal control. And in 1215,
after a conflict between local religious authorities and the 1 university,
Pope Innocent III reaffirmed the authority of the masters to grant
the coveted license to teach.? The freedom of the masters to determine
who would teach and what would be taught was vigorously defended,
and in 1229, the masters at Paris suspended lectures in a dispute over
their corporate jurisdiction.

Oxford, following largely in the Pans tradmon was aisoi 95-
ganized by teachers. Indeed, during the great suspension of 1229,
many Parisian masters migrated to Oxford at the invitation of the
English king® Frequent disputes berween the campus and the town
arose over such matters as rents and the prices of bread and ale: The
university, however, Aappealed directly to the king, who gave the insti-
tution considerable independence from the town.
~In 1303, ng Edward I asked Pope Benedic: XI to recognize
Oxford’s right to. grant the ius wbigie docends, the license to teach
anywhere. King Edward II renewed the request in 1317, this time
directing it to Pope John XXII. Although neither pope ever explicitly
honored these requests; medieval lawyers reasoned that since Oxford
was already operating as a university it must, therefore, possess the
corporate authority needed to carry on its work:*

Here then is the essential point: The great medieval 1 universities
emerged. as mdependent institutions with. power and prestige. The
universities’ authority over who should teach and what students should
be taught was firmly established and reinforced by corporate independ-
ence. Although institutional autonomy was often _challenged by
church and state, and although the freedom of individual teachers was
often _internally restricted by petty regulations, the _corporate authority
of the university protected scholars from outside control.

In a book on academic freedom, Richard Hofstadter descnbes

how universities created special conditions conducive to scholarship:
In return for their loyalty; teachers were surrourded by an
5
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institutional framework that supportea their pnde and

secuirity as men of learning and oftered them a vngorous

aefepsc against inte.ference. Indeed, in great crises the posi-
tions even of such heretics as Wyclif and Huss were for a
time strengthened by powerful support given them within

their universities.®

, If the integrity of highé'r education is t0_ Be 'p”res'erve'd the
relate o teachmg and research. These include thie selection of faculty,
the content of courses, the processes of instruction; the establishment
of academic standards, and the assessment ‘of performance. Academic
mtegntv also requires that the university have control over the con-
duct of camvnus-based research and the dissemination of results. These
functions corstitute, we believe; thz essential core of academic life.
It is here that the integrity of the cap:pus must be uncompromisingly
defended.

A related pOmt is that the free pursuit of knowledge goes beyond
the rights of individual scholars and their students. The violation_ of
academic freedom can occur not only within a university; it can
happen ?o a university as welk ,

Umvetsuy of WlsconsngﬂPireSIdent Robert M O Nell ertmg on
the issue of autonomy in American hi_er education, has noted that
“all of the academic freedom decisions to date have involved individual
rights and liberties—to engage in political activity; to teach freely, to
join. lawfully in_controversial groups and the like.”® O'Neil then
proceeds tn make this cogent point:

Individuals within the academic cormnumry cannot be free

to *each and study if the #nstitution is not free: .
mental regulation should seriously invade. or dlsrupr these

supportive__activities; even Wwithout directly abridging the
liberty of individual professors or stdents, a_cogent_ consti-

tutional case could be made for institutional standing to
assert its autonomy.’

DlSCovermg the precise pomt at which. academxc mtegtlty battles
should be waged is never easy. All activities on campus ultimately
intersect, znd the line between the so-called academic and nonacademic

6
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frequendy is blurred. Sull some. funcuons are more truiy vital than
others. The work of scholars and their students is at the essential
core; and it is here—where “academic freedom” issues are involved—
that the defense of the academy shculd take place.

There are vimes, of course, when the essential core of the uni-
versity collides, or appears to collide; with other. values of equal or,
perhaps; transcendent merit to society at large. These dilemmas m must
be candidly confronted and, we hope; resolved. A discussion of the
governance of higher education must begm, however, with the recog-
nition that the umvetsxty is a unique institution with 2 unique mission.
At the heart of the enterprise are those who teach and those who
learn. Since human cutiosity and potential cannot and should not be
constrained, scholars and. students must have the freedom required
to carry on their essential work.

In this report, then, we examine the governanice of hxghet e&u-
cation. We definie governance to include not only the formal decision
arrangements by which colleges and universities catry on their work,
but also the informal procedures by which standards are maintained.
We also include iz our definition those forces beyond the _campus that
shape the policies of hlgher education and to which the academy must
ultimately respond: While we acknowledge that the nation's colleges
are fully accountable to their public or private constituents, as the
case may be, we accept—as a basic tenet of this report—that the task
of governance is to sustain and strengthen the essential academic ~ore.

-
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TRUSTEES: THE AMERICAN
TRADITION

) DISCUSSION OF the control of hxgher educauon in America
A mﬁii Begiﬁ Witﬁ the govemmg board wh»re by law,

membership of ministers and govemment officials: Thnrteen years
later; the legislature chartered Harvard as a separate “Cotporation
consisting of seven persons (to wnt) a Presndent £ e Fellows, and a
Treasurer or Bursar.”' Immediate governance of the college was
delegated to this second board, subject to the consent of the overseers.
_In Virginia, the College of William and Mary was chartered by
the Enghsh crown in 1693. Again; a board of triistees was created with
fourteen of the original eighteen appointments filled by government
officials. However, the William and Maty charter also provided that
“the President and Masters or Professors; of the said College; shall be
a Body politic and incorporate; in Deed and Namie.” 2 Thus in Virginia,
as in Massachusetts, there was an external. govermng board and a
college corporation compnsed of those teichiag in the college.
Yale, even more than Harvard and William and Mary, became
the governance prototype for the nation. In 1701; the Connecticut
legislature established Yale as a “collegiate schiool.” The 10 ministets
who organized the institution arrange& to hold full control in their
own hands. A charter gtanted to Yale by the Cinnecticut legislature
in 1745 recognized president Thomas Clap and the trustees who were

g



the original organizers of the college as a legal corporation—"The
President and Fellows of Yale College in New Haven."® The distinc-

tion was crucial. The college was tc be governed by a single board of
external trustees. Priniceton; founded in 1746; and virtually all other
colonial colleges, adopted the Yale College corporation model.
__In the historic Dartmouth College decision of 1819, the Supteme
Court not only vigorously affitmed the independence of that college
from the state, but also clearly recognized jts board of governors as
the corporate body that held college property and exercised ultimate
control. No_other single action holds greater significance for the
governance of American higher educztion. , .
,,,,,,, Dartmouth was founded in 1769 under a royal charter that
granted the founder, Eleazar Wheelock; and his fellow trustees the
tight o govern the college and hold its property in trust for the

original benefactors. When Wheelock died; his son became president.
The more liberal John Wheelock; who often found himself i teligious
and political conflict with the Dartmouth board, ultimately was
dismissed. , o S

~ John Wheelock turned o the New Hampshire state government
for help; and got it. The legislature reorganized Dértmouth into a

state unjversity, altering its board of trustees, and restoring Wheelock
as_president. But, in 1819, after four years of dispiite and litigation,
the United States Supreme Court held that the college charter could
not be altered by the state: S

- Daniel Webster, who represented Dartmouth in its suit, argued
that independence was essential to the integrity of the insticution. If
independence were lost, declared Webster:

Benefactors will have no cerrainty of effecting the object
of their bounty; and learnied men will be deterred from de-
voting themselves to the service of such institutions, . . .
Colleges and halls will be deserted by all better spirits; and
become a theatre for the contention of politics. Party and

faction will be cherished in the places consecrated to piety

and learning.*
The f)artmouEB ruhﬁg Etrengthened the mdépendence oi ﬁxgﬁéf
education in America. It also slowed a push to transform colonial

9



colleges into state- conttolled institutions, a movement fosteted even by
progressive thinkers of the Enlightenment. Thomas Jefferson, for ex-
ample; writing to the governo: of New Hampshnre during the Dart-

mouth controversy, supported the state’s position:

?heildegighét iji'stltiitldiis established f’o’t che use bf the

ariswer their end, because of nghts gratmtously supposed in
those employed to manage them in trust for the public; may;
pethaps; be a salwery provision against. the abuse of a

monarch; but it i 1-ost absurd against the nation itself.’

__The DartmOu:h College decxsxon rooted American hlgher edu-
cation in very different_ground. Control of the college was firmly
fixed in the hands of its board of trustees chartered as an independent
corporation. The privilege of the sovereign to delegate functions was
transformed into the 7ight of trustees to carry on their work without
legislative interference. -

] The pthlple of msutuuonal mdepen&ence spread from pnvafe
institutions were establxshed thext Boat&ls of trustees were glven
corporate power, and Some were given constitutional autonomy as
well. The goal, ideally viewed perhaps, was to preserve academic
freedom by keeping a tesnectful distance between teaching and
tesearch and the short-term pohucal interests of the state.

In 1840, for example, a select committee of the chhxgan
legislature investigated the Ehsappomtmg progress of the University
of Michigan. Ina harshly worded condemnation of constant legislative

meddling, the committee stated:

It is not surpnsmg that state universities have hitherto,

almost without exceptior, failed to accompllsh in propot-

tion to. theit means, the amount of good that was expected
from them. . . . The atgument by which legislatures have
hitherto convmced themselves that it was their duty to
legislate universities to_death is this: ‘It is a state institucion,
and we are the direct representatives. of the people; and
therefore it is expected of us; it is our right . . " As if;
because a university belongs to the people, that were reason

10
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why it should be dosed to death for fear it would be sick if
left to be nursed . . by its immediate guardians.®

In order to keep its hxgher lea;mmg institution from bemg
aosed to death” the stite of Michigan, in 1850, established i its univer-
sity as an independent, constitutionally protected. corporation. And
in 1896, the Michigan Supreme Court made explicit the autonomy
of the fegents:

The boara of n regents and the legislature denve thenr power
from the same supreme authiority, namely, the. Constitution.
Insofar as the powers of each are defined by that instrument,
limitations are imposed, and a direct power conferred upon
one necessarily excludes its existence in the other. . . They
are separate and distinct constitutional bodies; Witﬁ the
powers of the regents defined. By no rule of construction

can it be held that either can encroach upon or exetcise
the powers conferred upon the other.’

. ,'I‘he fuil unphcauons of esrabhshmg state colleges and univer-
sities as public corporations are found in a decsion of the Iliinois
Supreme Court in 1943: In this ruhng the court declared:

As long as the pre.~ot_stanite is in force th\ State has

committed to_the corpc rzte entity the absolute power to do
everything necessary iu the management, operation, and
administration of the university. . . . The University is a
public corporation. . . . As such; it may exercise all corporate
powers necessary to peiforTn the functions for which i~ was
created. . ; :®
Thus, the govemmental scructure for L-otn puth and private
hngher education in America was set. A cotporate board, the coutts
ruled, was the university. It was to that body that the state had
delegated power to perform the functions for which it was created.
To be sure, this priniciple was often neglected. The integrity of the
public 1 university has been challenged many times by legislative intet-
ference, and that of the pnvate college by donors or charch officials:
Still; a unique structure was in place: Reflecting a tradition rooted in
Oxford, Paris, and Bologna, the independence of American higher
education had béen governmentally and judicially affirmed.
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GOVERNANCE ON THE CAMPUS

ROM THE COLONIAL ERA to the mld nmeteenth centuxy,
America’s colleges by todays standards, were easily man-

i aged. They were small, with uncomplicated organizations.
ln 1850, the University of chhngan was among the largest institu-
tions in the nation, yet it had only twenty faculty members. Historian
Laurence Veysey wrote that “eatly in the nineteenth century it had
been possxble to speak of the officers of an entire college—its presi-
dent, its faculty, and its trustees—as beinig of one and the s same mind."

Theorencally, triistees were at the center of mstxtuuonal authority:.
In practice, the mind of an early American college was preeminently
the mind of its president. Selected for an uniimited term by the board
of trustees, the presxdent ordinarily served as their executive agent.
At the same time, he was the principal teacher of the college. Because
many college tutors were recent graduates on their way to a different
permancar occupation, “only the president could stand before the
governing body as a mature man of learning.” ?

Teachers in America’s first colleges were a a far Lry from the
specialized and sophisticated professors nf today. They were young.
They taugh: all Subjects; and, for the most part, stayed with a single
class for four years. Their principal governarce role was to assist the
president in regulating student behavior. At the fifty-one meetings of
the Dartmouth faculty in 1828-29, the niain items of business were
student pranks and disorders.®

Gradually, however, campuseés bécame larger, more &5&&{:@5&; In



iém éoiiégés had an average of about ten faculty members and ninety

txOns~MJch1gan and Harvard; for example—enrolled more than ﬁve
thOuSand srudents‘ Admmlstrauve dutles were delegated and assngn-
registrars. Deans becarne common in the 1890s and, at about the
same time, 4 few of the larger universities appointed their first vice
presidents. :

Arthur Twmmg HadleyL president of Yale from 1899 to 1921
observed. a shift in the presidential role. Hadley said that when he
visited Noah Poter, presndent of Yale from 1871 to 1886; he would
find him reading Kant in his “stady.” Much later, Hadley found
Porter’s successor, President Timothy Dwight, examining balance
sheets in hxs ofﬁcé ns
Arnerican umversxty between 1876 and 1910 Begmmng at Johns
Hopkins, influerices from continental universities brought research
and professionalism to the campus. Within forty years, the new univer-
sity had dlSPlaCed the old.

tious; research-tramed holders of the Ph.D. settled on campus deter-
mined to make  permanent careers of their academic _disciplinies.
Curricula_ expanded and the growth of intellectual specialization
brought new power to the faculty. Only trained, sophnstncated profes-
sicnals could conduct the intellectual work of the American college
and umversxty

1875 to 1901 foresaw that “The powet of the bmversnty will depend
upon the character of its fesidenit staff of permanent professors.”®
Professor William Rainey Harper's 1902 descnptnon of governance
at the University of Chicago spelled out this new facuity role in

more detail:
All questions involving financial expenditute fall within the
proi?iﬁéé of the Trustees and are to be considered by
them. . . . all appointments to office in the university are

made dntectly by the Trustees upon recommendation of the
President . . . on questions of fundamental policy, involving
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the establishing of new Faculties and the change of statutes
as established by the Trustees; final action is reserved for the
Trustees themselves. Buz i #s a firmly established golicy of
the Trustees that the responsibility for the settlement of
educarional guestions rests with the Facalties.!

 The growing numbers and specialization of faculty members led
to the éstablishment of academic divisions and departments. By 1891,
Harvard had reorganized into twelve divisions, each of which included
at least one department. In 1893, Chicago had twenty-six departments
and other leading universities followed the same trend.® Since 1900,
the academic department has been the principal arrangement by which
faculties participate in the governance of higher education.
~ Academic senates and other campuswide arrangements for fac-
uley decision-making spread rapidly with the expansion of higher
education following the Civil War. But, even with the growth of
faculty influence on campus, presidents continued to have the dom-
inant. institutional voice. As late as 1912, a national poll showed
that 85 percent of the American professors surveyed still felt iimited
in their authority and sought a greater degree of participation in
caripus affairs.’ S ,
~In 1915, the newly founded American Association of University
Professors (AAUP) adopted the historic Genera! Declaration of
Principles: The declaration aigued that the professor must be free
from any financial pressure “to hold, or to express, any conclusion
which is not the genuine 2nd uncolored product of his own study or
that of fellow-specialists.” 1° Like federal judges, the professor’s tefiire
in office should be unconditional, and departures from the “scientific
spirit and method” should be judged only by faculty peers. However:

If this profession should prove itself unwilling to purge is
ranks of the incompetent and the uniworthy; or to prevent
the freedom which it claims in the name of science from
being used as a shelter for inefficiency, for superficiality, of
for uncritical and intemperate partisanship, it is certain that
the task will be performed by others. . . .!

Thus, faculty self-zegulation was called upon t maintain . independ-
ence of intellectual inquiry, the very core of 20 academic institution.

17



In 1966, a Statement on Gevernment of Colleges and Unirer-
sities was issued by the AAUP, the American Council on Education
(ACE}, and the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and
Colleges (AGB): Describing the faculty role; the statement said:

The faculty has ptxmary responsibilitv for such fundamertal

areas as curriculum, subject matter and methods. of -instruc-

tion, research, faculty status, and those aspects of student life

which relate to the educational process. On these matters
the power of review or- final decision lodged in the govern-
ing board_or_delegated by it ©o the pteSIdent should be

for reasons communicated to th faculty

, The 1966 statement msxsted on the ifmportnce of a campuswide
pe*spectlve to faculty participation i campus governance. In order
for the facuiry to carry out its role:

Agencies for faculty pamc:pauon in the government of the
college or university should be established at each level
where_faculty. responsibility is ptesent An agency should

exist for the ptesentauon of the views of the whole faculty

With this statement hxghet educatlons formal undersmndmg of the
place of faculty in governance moved beyond individual and depart-
mental roles to affirm a campuswide responsibility. ...
In 1965, the role of faculty in the governance of American
h;ghet education took another sxgmﬁcant . In that year the state
of Michigan amended its laws to permit public employees to organize
and bargain collectively. Swo years later, New York’s Taylor Law
permitted, for the first time, public employees in that state—including
teachers and college faculty members—tc organize. New Jersey's
Public Employment Relations Act followed in 1968. In 1970, the
National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) charnged its longstanding
polxcy of excludmg employees in pnvate colleges and universities
To date neatly :huty states perrmt puBixc emp yees to union-
g1t And as of July 1981 faculty on 737 campu3es were reptesented
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'c'o'ﬁ'eées are p’iib'Iii. Cbl ective bargammg has Been most successful
in the community colleges and least siccessful at the major research
universities.

i One of the teasons collecuve batgammg has been reswted by

the campus and be polmcally controlled, elthet By centml union
officials or officers of the stare. In our survey, we found that the
governor’s office handled collective bargaining negotiations in two of
the respc nding states, New York and Pennsylvania; another executive
branch office harnidles it in two others. :

The facultys abxhty to_organize . and barg:un collecuvely at

Genter (I.ong Island Umversxty), and AdelphJ Uruvetsxty ln each
case, the National Labor Relations Board ruled that faculty were not
“managerial employees” (who are exempt from the bargaining law)
despite their role in academic governance:

__ However; in 1978, the United States Gourt of Appeals agteed
with the administration of Yeshiva University that its faculty were
“managerial employees and thus the university was not required to
negotiate with its own “management.” The United States Supreme
Court affirmed this opinion in February 1980, citing the ‘pervasive”
influence of Yeshiva's faculty in virtually all areas of institutional
policymaking, and stressing that the administration had implemented
neatly all recommerdations made by the faculty.”
 The impact of the Supreme Court’s Cecision was s immediate :md
far reaching. At approxlmately forty private fout-year colleges,
administrators either refused to-recognize an elected facilty union
ot to bargain with 2 union alrea&y recognized. Several college admiri-
istrations filed challenges o the faculty union with the NERB: Some
unions were decertified, others were not. Unionization of fzculty in
the private sector nearly ceased.

Defining faculty as managu's is in sharp cofirast to the days
when présidents ran the institution an& faculty were kept busy con-
trolling utruly students. Iromcally, the court ruling recognizing the
managerial role of faculty comes at the very time debate about

governance and facuity participation appears to have declined and
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when college teachers on many campuses are not actively involved
in key campuswide decisions. |

In 1979 college presxdents reported that although the academxc
rcqmrements :md some mﬂuence in long ta;nge planmng, n all ocher
areas of institutional pollcy the influence of the senate was rated low.®

Further, our data show that campus administrators continue to
exercise a dominant influence in the formulation of education polxcxes
at a tme when the Yeshiva decision encourages a broader, more
communal view of academlc govemance N

At a 1981 AAUP conference on facnity govem:mce Henry
Mason, 4 noted scholar of the topic, observed that “faculty ‘incivism’
has increased.” " Columbia University provides an example where a
faculty member reported in the sumimer of 1977 “certain disillusina-
ment concerning the Senate. . . .” This was supportea By the fact that:

a substanual number of nominees but in. the last few 3 years
there have never been more faculty nominees than vacancies
(at least in the Arts and Sciences). Last year, despite an
enormous amount of arm-twisting, tl-e graduate school was
unable-to produce a sufficient number of nominees to fill the
vacancies.”®

. Legally, the rights and responsibilities of faculty are stxll evolv-
mg We are concerned, however, that a decline of faculty participa-
tion in campus governance is occurring when many campuses face
cutbacks and retrenchment. Difficult choices must be made in the
days ahead, and if campus integrity is to be preserved, all members
of the academic community--administrators, faculty, and students—
must responsibly engage in the governance of higher education.
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IV

REGIONAL AND |
NATIONAL ASSOCIATIONS

Y NTIL THE MID-NINETEENTH CENTURY, each college in
America was, in academic matters, answerabie largely to
itself. Educational practices spread informally from one

campus o another, and weak colleges borrowed from the more pres-

tigious ones. Still, there were no formally agreed-upon national or

tegional educational standards to be met, o
However, as higher education expanded; pressures o establish

standards expanded, too. Between 1860 and 1890 more than 200
new collegiate institutions were freely chartered by the states.! Many
of the new colleges were born of religious fervor and local pride:
They were started almost overnight, with few questions asked by
government officials and. with no sggniﬁcant,,,O?gtsig?ht arrangements
within the academy itself. Thoughtful leaders recognized that if the
integrity of higher education was to be preserved, the nation’s colleges
would have to find ways to regulate themselves. R

~ Thus, a niew dimension was added o the governance of higher
education. Self-regulation moved beyond the campus as_educators
voluntarily came rogether to form associations, to set standards, and,
ie time; to monitor the petformance of their members. These new
oversight arrangements added greatly t the academic quality of
individual campuses and strenigthened the integrity of higher education.
~ In 1905, Andrew Carnegie established a4 pension fund for col-
lege faculty members. To administer this program, the new Carnégie
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Foundauon for the Advancement of Teaching had o decndc which
institutions of higher learning were eligible to participate.. The task
was not easy. Henry ) Pritchett, president of the new Foundation,
observed that "the terms college and wniversity have; as yet, no fixed
meaning on this continent.” 2

The Foundauons _trustees, led by Pres::lent Charles W Elnot

preparatory or secondary school study, second, a minimum of six
full-time pmfemm, third, a four-year course in the arts and sciences;
and fourth, 2 productive endowment of at_ least $200,000° Crude
as it was, a yardsuck to measure colleges was in place
the late nineteenth century; college admnssnons requitements were in
disarray. Preparatory schools had to provide a different course of
study for every collegiate. institution. In 1883, the pnnc.pal of Phillips
Academy at Andover, Massachusetts, complamed that “out of over
forty boys prepating for college next year, we have over twenty
senior classes.”*

1n response to thls confusxon the New England Assoqauon of
Colleges and Secondary Schools and the Association of the Colleges
and Secondary Schools of the Middle Atlantic States and Maryland

came together in 1 900 © <tandardlze college adm;ssnms Thenr delnb
Wlthm the next decade, twenty-five eastern colleges and universities
adopted the new “College Board” examinations.

The protection of academic standards in higher education was
also encoraged from abroad. In 1905, the newly minted Association
of American Universities (AAU) received a letter from the phxlos-
ophy faculty of the University of Berlin. Confused by the prolifera-
tion of colleges in America and uncerrain as to which degrees should
be accepted, the German. professors had. concluded that only those
degrees awarded by members of the AAU would be tecogmzed for
advanced studies at the University of Betlin. The AAU was reluctant,
however; to become the certifying agency for all of American higher
education.

Meanwhile, United States government oﬂicnals moved to ﬁll
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the void. In 1910, Kendric Babcock, the “specialist in higher ediica-
tion” in the Federal Bureau of Education, developed a list of American
colleges and -universities, classifving them on the basis of the success
of their gradusrss in advanced study at AAU universities. The list
had four c-iegoties, tanging from most to least successful. Only 17
percent of the American colleges were ranked in the first category.

When a prepublication copy of Babcock’s proposal was circulated,

educators—except; perhaps, those from the top 17 percent—were
dismayed. The outcry was so intense that President William Howard
Taft forbade its publication: Taft's successor, Woodrow Wilson, a
former university president, refused to reverse the order. Samuel P.
Capen, one of Babcock's successors, wiyly observed, "The butean
learned that there are no second and third and fourth class colleges:
that it was an outrage and an infamy so to designate institutions whose
sons reflected honor on the state and the nation.”®

The federal bureaucracy had learned its lesson well, Between
1917 and 1952, the Office of Education confined itself to publishing
a list entitled Accredited Higher Education Inssissions. This list merely
reported the colleges and universities accredited by ofher agencies.®
Governmient officials refused to do the job themselves.

After Babcock's defeat in this skirmish, the Association of American
Universities reluctantly agreed to take a more active role in ranking
colleges. In 1914; using, ironically, Babcock's yardstick of graduate
success, the AAU produced a list of 119 accredited institutions.
The association’s own twenty-onie members were included; plus all
of the colleges approved by the Carnegie Foundation and instirutions
the Foundation would have approved had it not excluded sectarian
schools. This list of AAU-accredited institutions was transmitted to
the Prus:iam Kultusministerium and correspondin,; ministers of other
German states. - -
- In. 1917, the AAU published a siightly longer list for use by the
registrars of American graduate aud professional schools, In 1923, the
association began to visit institutions as a part of its evaluation proce-
dure; a process that absotbed most of the association’s enetgies until
1948. In thac year, after publishing a list of 283 approved institu.
tions, the association went out of the accreditation business. Thus,
America’s first and only national system of accrediting institutions of
higher learning had come to an end.
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At the turn of the century; regional accreditation was beginning
io emerge; a voluntary procedure that ‘would have enormous signifi-
canice in the self-regulation of American higher education. On March
29, 1895, representatives of a number of midwestern colleges and
universities met in Evanston, Illinois. The final question on_their
agenda was: "Shall steps be taken looking to cooperation with the
New England and Middle States Associations in_securing greater
uniformity in secondafy instriiction and in the requirements for admis-
sioni to college?” 7 The answer was affirmative; and the otganization
that resilted was the North Central Association:

~ Academics accepted self-regulation partly because they feared out-
side control. In 1908, Edmund J: James; the president of the Univer-
sity of Hllinois, watned that “the standardization of colleges was going
oa apace by agencies not wholly in sympathy with them” and that
“if the educators desired to have a hand in that mareer, it behooved
them to act promptly and courageously.”® In 1909, after some hesi-
tation, the North Central Association adopted explicit standards for
higher education institutions in its region. Thus began the movement
that would cause a college to be answerable, not only to itself, but
also to peers from other institutions of higher learning.

The Notth Central criteria were rigorous: Eotleges were required
not only to have 120 semester hours for graduation, but also to be
able “to prepare their graduates to enter recognized graduate schools
as candidates for advanced degrees.” The criteria specified the exact
level of endowment or tax support nmecessary to maintain this educa-
tional program, required that library and laboratory equipment be
“sufficient,” and specified that the construction and maintenance of
buildings insuze “hygienic conditions.” The final standard was general:
“the character of the curriculum; the efficiency of insiruction, the
scientific spirit,” as well as the standards for awarding degrees and

the general “tone of the institution” would be considered. The North
Central Association published its first list of accredited colleges in
1913. S o )

By 1934, educators had growing doubts aboiit the effectiveness
of rigid standards, and the North Central Association; which had
been the first regional group to adopt a checklist of requitements,
became the first to eliminate it. Henry M. Wriston, then president
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of the North Central Association, announced that in the future the
association would become “less and less a policing body and more
and more an organization designed to encourage, to stimulate, and
to evaluate.” 10 o -

~ The pattern set by North Central was followed elsewhere in
the country. The Association of Colleges and Schools of Southern
States (which became the Southemn Association for Colleges and
Schiools in 1961) issued its first list of accredited colleges and univer-
ties in 1919, and the Middle States Association followed in 1921,
The Northwest Ascociation of Secondary and High Schiools was
established in 1917, and within several years adopted North Central’s
practice and standards of institutional accreditation,.

__ When _the AAU discontinued accrediting in 1948, 53 percent
of the nation's colleges and universities had been accrcdited by a
regional association."” That year, the percentage of institutions that
wete regionally accredited began to tise even higher as the Western
College Association began accrediting: Four years later, the New Eng-
land Association voted to begin formal accreditation of colleges and
universities. By the 1950s, the six regional associations had become
a national network  for accrediting colleges and universities ® with
emphasis on “assisting instirutions” rather than on rigid standards,
_ In due cousse, voluntary accreditation was legislatively affirisied.
The Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944—the so-called “G.I Bill
of Rights"—was the key. Under the law, veterans were entitled to
education benefits if they artended institutions “approved” by state
education agescies, but 1o one was sure how an institution was to
achieve this approved status: The Veterans' Administration jeself had
no authority to ¢ell states how to cary out this responsibility. As 2
result, fly-by-night programs were created. Shocking stories of scandal
and abuse began to circilite. N
- In 1952, the rules were tightened. Congress directed the United
States Commissioner . of Education to help state agencies determine
eligibility by “publishing a list of nationally recognized accrediting
agencies and associaticns which he determines to be reliable authorities
as t the quality of training offered by an educational instinition.” 1*
The commissioner’s first published list of twenty-cight approved
accrediting associations was drawn largely from the National Com:-
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mission on Accredmng, the umbrella association of accrediting bodnes
 During the past thirty years, the commissioner’s authority to
approve accrediting associations has been reaffirmed in at least
to nty-five separate statutes. And as accreditation received official
blessing, more and more asscciations wugh;f;,ederal approval An
office called the Division of Eligibility. and Agency Evaluation in the
Umted States Ofﬁce of Educatlon developed detalled crltena to decide
sxxty four assocnauona—both regnonal and professnonal-—were of the
commxssxonets (nnw secretary s) hst (Appenihx A) R Self regula-
the state. The bureaucracy was kept Busy evak xatmg the evaluators.
And access to billions ot federal dollars has been limited to institu-
tions accredlted by agencnes on the approved list.
a yardstxc.\ 0 determme which colleges were ehgnble to pamcnpate in
federal programs. Rather than do the job itself, educational associa-
tions from the private sector—accrediting bodies—were designated by
government to act as gatekeepers.

The movement for voluntary self—tegulauon in Amencan hlgher
ediication has been remarkably successful. Through regional associa-
tions, colleges and universities took the initiative in settmg and
enforcing standards. Ironically, in the course of this study we found
that some college leaders have a casual; and sometimes cynical,
attitude toward accreditation. -

For many colleges—especnally the miore. ptestngnous ones—accred-
itation plays no strategic role and on such campuses preparation for
an accreditation visit is perfunctory at best. One administrator, reflect-
iig on his experience as a member of an accreditation team, sum-

marized the situation very ‘weli:

Highet education does not take accreditation seriously
enough. It is broadly citicized; readily kicked about, and
otherwise ignored._ Faculties and administrators: from our

most esteemed colleges and universities have nor been active
participants in the process.'®

The academny is not alone in its failure to téguiate itself ad-
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equately. Other professions—medicine, law, business—also seem un-
willing or unable to establish and maintain high standards. Also as
competition for money and students grows mote intense, colleges may
be still less willing, voluntarily, to impose high standards of conduct
on themselves. Yet, if the integrity of higher education is to be pre-
served, the strenigthienifig of regional accreditation is urgently re-
quired. If higher education cannot or will not regulate jtself, then
public agencies, coramercial collsge guides for students, and the courts
will move in to fill the void.



v

SPECIALIZATION A HOUSE DIVIDED

Ja § KNOWLEDGE EXPANDED and new. disciplines emerged,
Aspecxahzed associations were formed; not only t serve
as a forum for ideas but also to protect the special incerests

of their members: When these professional bodies began accredmng

colleges and usiversities, a_powerful new force was added to the
informal governance structure of higher education.

The American Medical Association was the progemtor of th;
spec:alzzed accrediration movement in this country. Organized in 1847,
it ws; from the first, concerned with the quality of medical education.
Between 1875 and 1914, some 15,000 doctors educated in Europe
remme& to the Hmted States bnngmg thh them. new msxghts about

were chaiienge& t unprove their cu-ncula and to aghten entrance
and graduation requirements.

The 1910 Flexner repori on medxcal education; .,ponsored by
The Camegxe Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, had a
powerful impact. The number of medical schools was reduced from
155 to 80. “The weak schools literally melted away.”? In making
hlS mspecnon of medical scheols;, Flexner had an ldeal _in_mind;
it was embodied in the Johns Hopkins Medical School, described by
Flexaer as “the first medical school in America of genuine university
type.” 3 Johins Hopkins became the standard against which all other
medical colleges would be measured.

The success of medicine in setting standards did not go un-
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noticed_The American Denta! Association _published its first list of

accredited schools in 1918, and the American Bar Association issued
ies first list in 1923. Throughout the 19205, associations in fields such
3$ landscape architecture, library science; and music began accrediting
programs_and institutions. In the 19305, chemistry, engineering,
for=stry, and social wotk followed. Between 1900 ard 1949, forty
specizlized groups became involved in accreditation.* Today, fifty-one
are on the list aporoved by the Secretaty of Education. o

Professional accrediting began with a noble purpose: to establish,

o0 a national basis; educational standards and practices that assiire
minimum competency of graduates of accredited schools. But by the
19405, the political power of the process was becoming clear. In
1931; Samuel P. Caj ., chancellor of the University of Buf-io,
commented:

When the “sundardiing” movement begas, there were
literally hundreds of institutions; colleges, academies, medi-
cal schools, [aw schools, and dental schools that were selling

% the public—often at considerable profit to their backers—
educational gold bricks. . . . No such brilliant success has

ever attended any other movement in American education ®

~ Only eight years l}aéf‘, ﬁé’we?;e:, Capen reversed himsel, decry-
ing the fragmentation of acadeinic life:
I am against standacdizing, any standardiziog whatever, and

against all accrediting. . . . The issur is plain. Is the Ameri:
can university system o be domirated by competitive black-

mail, or i it to be conducted in accordance with the best
judgment of the boards and administrative officers carged
with this responsibility through charters and through legis:

lative enactments? 8

- In 1940, according to the United States government’s Educa-
#. wal Directory, Samuel Capen’s own privately controlled. University
of Buffalo was accredited by two groups: the Association of American
Universities and the Middle States Association. By 1980, the Directory
reported that the now public State University of New York at Buffalo

was accredited by ejghreen separate organizations. Six additional



orgmxzauons accredxted the State Umvers:ty of New York Hea'th
Sciences- Center at Buffalo: Buffalo’s list of accreditations - includes
National Atchitectural Accrediting Board; National Association of
Schools of Art; American Speech; Language. and Hearing Association;
American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business; American

Psychological Association (clinical); Amencan Psychological Asso-
ciation (counselmg)J and the llSt goes o’

While professional associations moved to raise the standards of
their professwn some groups also used the accrediting process to
impose unreasonable and restrictive stanidards on the campuses.

The American Occupational Therapy Association, for example
spells out in detail how it expects to be involved in the administration
of campus programs. The accreditation standards of the association
include this telling statement:

When the Director of the e&ucanonal program i repla-ed

immediate notification shall be sent to the accrediting orga-

nization(s). The curriculum vitae of the new director;
giving. details of training. education and experience 1n
the field; must be submitted. These credentials must be ac-

ceptable in order that the cusrent accreditation status of the
program be centinued.®

The Council on Chnropracuc Eaucatlon goes one - step furthet
This body, in ifs accreditation guidelines, sets forth budgeting standards
as follows:

It is felt that an institution depen&mg upOn tuition mmonies
for more than 80 percent C of its total educational and general
expense is in a precarious position.”

And the American Veterinary Association calls fOl. sweepmg author.ry
to review decisions of the campus:

When an accredlted or approved College contemplates

fundamencal changes in its administration, organization,

association with its pafenit institution, curriculum; faculty;
organization, instructional program, or stated objectives; the
Council should be provided an opportumty to review the

proposed changes prior to adoption:*®
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The Accrediting Bureau of Medical Laboratoty Schiools, now the
Accrediting Bureau of Health Education Schools, requires that the
institution being accredited provide intricate administrative detail:

All accredited institutions are required to report the. irames
of full-time and. part-time instructors, listing their educa:
tional qualifications; affiliations, and other data the Bureau
may require regarding the faculty memkbers. Any changes in
faculey shall be reporeed to the Bureau within 30 days.'?

____The American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business
actually dictates, through accreditation, the advanced degrees the
faculty must have:

As a meastre -of the faculty's teaching; research, applied
knowledge, and overall scholacly capability, at least 86 per-
cent of the full-time equivalent academic staff - : . will
possess qualifications such as the Ph.D., DBA, JD, ot LLF,
masfets with professional certification such as the CPA; and
appropriate masters degrees (or the equivalent).!®

. Specialized accrediting bodies often dictate detailcd teaching
load requitements. For the business schools the proposed faculty load
is twelve credit hours; in chemistry it is fifteen contact hours: eight
to nine contact hours are required for teachers of lecture coutses in
art. And; according to accreditation standards, the maximum faculy-
student ratios must be 1:15 in journalism; 1:10 in dietetics; 1:14 in
landscape architecture; 1:20 in forestry.”? o

- Many specialized agencies even dictate the exact length of the
academic program. Podiatry, requires chat the minimum length of
the professional curriculum ‘shall be four academic yoars. An aca-
demic year is defined as at least 30 instructional weeks.”™ The law
schools insist on a rotal of ninety full weeks of work, defininig 4 “class
hour” as “a unic of classroom instruction of 50 to 60 minutes in
duration. An addicional fraction of a class hour may only be com.
pleted in increments of 10 minutes or miore. Examples of acceptable
units of instruction are 50, 60, 70, 80, and 90 miinutes in dura-
tion.”!® The chiropractors requite a minimum of 4,200 hours pre-

sented over eight semesters. '
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ﬁié utiévaihe’ss of gpeciaiized ﬁ'ccte'di'tﬁtib'ﬁ also should be
credit instirutions while others do not. Why enginicering but not
physics or. mathematics? Why business but not economics? Why
social wotk biit not sociology? Why journalism - but not English?

. We are especially concerned about the linkages between spe-

cxahzed accredxtanon and occupanonal LcenSure by state governments.

occapations were hcense& by one or more states.” L
 ‘Through this process, specialized associations, mdxrectly at least
also control key decisions on the campus. At least twenty-one. special-
ized accrediting associations have persuaded states that graduation
from an accredited program is necessary for licensure in that occupa-
ticn. Today siich licensing requirements enable specialized accrediting
agencies to wield enormous power over hxgher educatior. - Legally,
the powet to license rests with the state. In fact, specialized associa-
tions have been relied upon far beyond their founders' dreams to
dictate legislation.

The state doeS; of course have a stake in the health and safety

licensed by a state or local governiment, including real estate, private
detecting, plumbing, and landscape architecture. It is even more diffi-
cult o beiieve that practitioners in twenty-one separate fields must
gmduate from an accreane& program before they can even quahfy to

degree, weakened the authority of the campus :

‘The issue is not whether scholars should organize into dxscxplmary
associations. Nor is the setting of standards being challenged. Rather,
it is how detailed the oversight requirements should be and; in the
lagger sense, hiow these detailed requirements relate to the integrity of
the campus and to the ability of each institution to control essential
academic matters.
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H speczahzed accredltauon is use” to protect the turf of a speaﬁc
department against the larger inter=:  of the institution, the campus
becomes z holding company for s;  nterests, receiving from each
professional team its non- negouable demands. Then, the integrity nf

higher education is violated by pressure from within.
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PART THREE

IN SERVICE TO THE NATION

VI The State: From Expansion to Retrenchment
VII. The Federal Conriection: More Students,
o More Research
VHL Congress, the Courts; and Civil Rights

IX. Limits of Government Regulation
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VI

TO RETRENCHMENT

R /I IDPOINT IN THIS CENTURY, the nation's colleges and
' universities were called upon to serve more students and

generate new knowledge: Old campuses were expanded:

New campuses were built. Laboratories wefe refurbished, and mas-
sive numbers of students were enrolled. Almost ovetniight the rela-
tionship between higher education and government took a dramatic
turn. Colleges and universities that had, for years, lived in relative
isolation now found themselves caught up in national objectives..
State government took the lead in this expansion. In 1950, the
states contributed $490 million to the operating incomes of public
colleges and universities. By 1980 they were providing $17.6 billion
annually.! From 1950 w 1980, enrollment in the public sector. in-
creased from 1.1 0 9.0 million students® The number of public
institutions more than doubled® and during the decade of the 1960s
two-yeat <olleges grew at the rate of nearly one each weekt
Private institutions alsc f'r the impact of this expansion, Be-
tween 1950 and 1980, more than 465 new independent institutions
were established, financed, in this case, mainly by nonpublic funds,
Enrollment in the private sector more than doubled—from 1.1 to
25 million studenss® -
- With this expansion; the govemanice tructure of American
higher education became more complex. From 1950 to 1970, many

public colleges and universities were reorganized into multicampus
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systems w1th a srngle govemmg board Some states orgamzed sev-
eral mulncampus systems Free-standxng pubhc mmtunons increas-

education in the state.
~ Statewide coordmatmg councils or commissions formed yet an-
other. tier of decnsxon-makxng in hlgher educanon As budgets and

efficiency and rztional plannmg In some states, coordmatmg units
were organized as early as 1940. By 1982 all buit three states (Dela-
ware, Vermont, and Wyoming) had a coordinating agency for higher
education (See Table 1). =~

The atthotity granted to these coordmatmg Boards varxed greatly
from state to state In nineteen states, the agency has regulatory func-
ordmanng agencxes that are advrsory only. In the twenty-onc étatei
with a single consolidated governing board; the coordinating function
is served by that board.
_ Master planning became the order of the day By the end of
the growth decade of the 1960s, thirty-eight states had adopted or
drafted master plans in tEe same number of states the higher edu-

sohdated hlgher education Budget. , :

 Meanwhile, statewide coordination wasilgemg pushed by COngress
The Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 reqmred that states
patticipating in federal programs “shall designate . . . an :xisting
state egency : : - of; if no such agency exisss, shall estabhsh snch a
state agency to coordmate plans with the federal government. . e

Similar. provisions found their way into the Higher Education Act

of 1985. = - -

In the Education Amendments of 1972 section 1202 authonzed
the states to designate 2 new or existing state agency as the recipient
of federal funds available for the .improvement of postsecondary plan-
ning. This law inspired fifteen states to create new agencxes It also
required that the coordinating agency be broadly “representative
of &l education.” ? Thus, through the 1202 commissions; private col-
leges and universities were given a voice in state coordination of

higher education:

38

44



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In :he 19705, growth slowed and budgets tlgi.ten d in many
states. "Avozdmg duplncatnon “slowing proliferation,” and “cutting
out wasteful programs” becariie utgent new priorities even though
no one seemed quite sure where the surgery should begin or end.

State budget officers and legislative ovets:ght committees tight-
ened their control over fiscal and administrative responsibilities - tra-
ditionally controlled by presidents, vice presidents, and deans. State
coordinating officers tutned to the review of academic. programs, a
function historically controlled by faculties and accrediting associa-
tions.

What has been the impact of this new relatlonsﬁlp between the
campus and the state? With public officials increasingly involved in
the overs:gbt of higher eduication, has the integrity of colleges and
universities been threatened?
 The creation of new coordmatmg boards as intermediate units—
standmg between the campis and the legnslatu re or governor's office—
was a reasonabie approach during an era of spectacular exparision.
While campus autoniomy in administrative matters was predictably
restricted; the intellectual freedom of the nation’s colleges rarely was
challenged. The new planning structures and new _accountability obli-
gations were a small price to pay for the dramatic social znd academic
gains that were made because of state support. -

Furtﬁet the results of our own sutvey of decision: makmg in
higher education strongly suggest that control beyond the trustee
level remains quite limited: In only eight states are government agen-
cies involved in a significant number of the key decision areas that
were studied. Presently, Pennsylvania, Connecticut, Florida, and New
York are; in that order, the miost restrictive. -

Statewide planning, however; hias changed the governance struc-
ture of higher education. America’s colleges and universities are nio
loriger viewed as wholly independent mstltutnons Instead; they have
become “units” in a “statewide system.” Private institutions often are
included. in this “integrated network” even though their location was
frequently an accident of history and even though their outreach often
extends far beyond the boundaries of the state.

I:ookmg ahead, we see new dangers in the relatnonshlp between
the campus and the state.
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S TABI;E 1. oz
EVOLUTION OF COORDINATING PATTERNS WITHIN STATES

Before 1940- 1950- 1960- 1965- i976=

State 1940 1949 1959 1964 1969 1982
Alabama I I I I 111 Ila
Alaska v v v v v v
Arizona I v v v v v
Arkansas 1 1 n m m I
California I I It m m I
Colorado I I I II IIla Illa
Connecticut I I 1 I Mla M
Delawire I I I I I I
Florida v v v v v v
Georgia v v v v v v
Hawaii v v v Iv v v
Idaho v v v v v v
Illinois I I H la Ul I
Indiana I I g i I Iifa
Iowa v v v v v v
Kaosas v v v v v v
Kentucky m m  m  m M I
Louisiana I I I 1 la il
I I I i v v
11 1 I Ok Ik
I I I I IlIa v
I I 1 12 ur 111
Minnes I I I i 111 11
Mississippi v v v v v v
Missouri I I I I 11 Illa

L No state agcncy
I Voluntary coordination -
III Coordinating board; advxsory powers

Illa Coordinating board; regulatory powers
IV Consolidated governing board

40

46




Before  1940- 1950- 1960 1965- 1970-
1940 1949 1959 1964 1969 1982

Montana v v v v v v
Nebraska I I I I 11 8§51
Nevada v v v oo v v
New Hampshire I I { v v v
New Jersey I I I 1 Ila 1
New Mexico L I Mla IHMa Ila il
New.York Ma M Ma Ila [la {ilz
North Carolina I I Mla Hla H=k IV
North Dakota v v v v v v
Ohio i H 11 Il [ I
Oklaticrna i Ma Ila Ol I Iz
Oregon v v v v v e
Pennsyivania I I I 11 1t Ilfa
Rhode Island v v v v v v
South Carolina I I Il NIl I
South Dakora v v v v v
Tennessee I I I Illa Iila
Texas illa Mla Iz I
Utah m m v W
Vermont I , I , L. I-
irginia 11 {1 I IIa
I Il I 11
I I v v
m m il IV
v v v I

West Virginia
Wizconsin
Wyoming

2‘ Lo B o I I Py STy D—u\b—uz)—i

1. Became a coordinating board with advisory powets (III) in 1962 and
- acoordinating board with regulatory powers in 1963.
2. Became a coordiniting board with advisory powers in 1964
3. A coordinating agency. was established in 1975 to oversee all public
and private educational systems, but the comisolidated governing board
_ . also continues to operate for postsecondary education,
Source: Tais table has been adapted from Robert O. Berdahl, Sratewide
Coordination of Higher Education, Washington, D.C.: American Council
on Education, 1971, pp. 34-35.
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. Our survey shows; for example; that when academic decisions are

domisiated by budget considerations; effective authority tends to move
beyond the campus. In sich matters as determining campus missions
and establishing undergraduate, graduate, or professional programs,
state officials become more active. In at least three states, the legislature
niow determines student-faculty ratios.

In several states, government agencxes also have nioved 16 evalu-
ate and ehmmate academxc _ programs. Thls we conclude is a move
external bodies not only report their fin dgs but actually terminate,
reduce; or transfer programs; dangerous precedents will be established.
Such actions by a state agency could, by accident or design, funda-
mentally change the missi.n of a campus through a process in which
the governmg board thL preﬂdent and the faculty are Bypassed

unacceptable may open the door not only for academic overs:ght
but politiczl oversight as well

_ Educational quality is; of course; es;entxal ‘and states have k!
right to call upon universities to review periodically their academic
programs and report their ﬁndmgs Also, state officials may join
accrediting teams.in their regular campus visits, and request accredit-
ing bodies to make special visits to examine selected fields of study.
In the end, however; the academy must assume primary responsibility
for this function. , - -

On quite a diffezent front, we are troubled that the enrollment-
driven budget formulas adopted during an era of rapid growth con-
tinue to be used duting a period of decline. The facts are brutally
simple: If enrcliment declines; the costs to the college are not pro-
poruonately diminishied. Classrooi:s must still be maintained and pro-
fessors must still be paid. If enrollment-driven funding formiilas are
ngxdly applxed during a period of declifie, the impact will be a sharp

erosion in the qhallty of educatxon

dnstmgulsh between costs that vary with enrollment, and those that
are ﬁxed Ohlo has developed new plan, dmt would maintain between

enrollment falls 40 percent A proposai in Oregon relates funt ‘ng
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not to the traditional average cost per srudents But to o the cost_of
maintaining educational quality baszd on funding levels in comparable
states. We believe every state should develop budgeting procedures
tnat go beyond the simplistic, enrollment-driven yardstick.

We are also disturbed that state governments often fail to reward
efficent leaders. All too often; savings automatically revert to the
state. Flexibility is denied, and _money cannot be transferred from one
budget category to another. In the process, ircentives for efficiency
are destroyed.
 Again, a few states are breakmg out of thxs counterpmducnve
rigidity. In Colorado, the Umvetsncy adopted a system of performance
budgeting that provides for internal review of the cost and quality of
its programs. In respotise, the leglslarure eased its control; reducing
the number of specific categories in the university’s budget from
seventeen to ore.

___If state control is too restrictive, and if umform formulas ate
ngxdiy imposed, one of the most important qualities of American
higher educaticn—diversity within and among campuses—will be lost.

Nell Euriciy, in a comparative study, of ‘higher education systems; con-
tends that strengthening diversity should be an explicit goal of state-
wide coordination along with the more traditional goals of efficiency

and equity. She observes:

the untold interests and abiliies of man—the great leammg
potential—then the also human tendency to _organize affairs
to the point of uniformity must be wisely controlled and ex-

amined carefully at each s step to strengthen the differentiation
within higher education systems:?

It would be i ironic mdeed lf state supervision of ﬁlgﬂer educa-
tion were to_become unduly bureaucratic and heavy handed at the
very time decentralization and self- regulatlon are gaining favor else-
where. Increased uversight does not necessarily lead to greater effi-
ciency and effectiveniess in .any _organization, especially in highes
education. In fact, if campuses are not actively involved when tough
decisions must be made, authority is drained, priorities become con-
fused, morale plummets, and efficiency declines.
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tered and budgets have skyrocketed Gieariy the beneﬁts of state
support have far outdistariced the_abuses.

~ We warn, however, that to impose suHocatmg requu:ements on
colleges at 2 time when flexibility is required is the wrong prescrip-
tion. In & climate of retrenchment; the nation's campuses must be
given incentives to achieve efficiency in the management of their
affairs. To cut back in both money and flexibility is to make a difficult
situation almost hopeless



VI
THE FEDERAL CONNEC’IION 7
MORE STUDENTS, MORE RESEARCH

X M ¥ HILE STATE GOVERNMENTS piovnded general support
W for the nation’s public colleges and _universices, the
federal govemment durmg tﬁe past forty years targeted

access and generating niew knowledge As fe&eral fundmg massively
increased, Washington became deeply involved in the fiscal and ad-
ministrative oversight of higher education.

The Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944—the G.I. Blll—-

was a watershed. By 1956; the United States govemment had spent
about $5.5 billion on higher education for veterans.! Nearly 8 million
veterans eventually received trammg, and over 2 miilioni of them

attended colleges and universities? In spectacular fashion, higher

learning and the fedetal government had become inextricably inter-
locked.

- In 1965 Congress passea the ngher Educatxon Act. That law,
with its Educational Opportunity Grants and Guaranteed Student
Loans, further extended Washington’s role in higher edi:cation. Ex-

panding access became national policy. In _1972; Congress transformed
the act’s benefits irito direct entitlements to -needy students. The Mid-
dle Income Sm&ent Assxstance Act of 1978 made still more stuaents

the Department of Education alone totalled over $6 billion.®
Even beéfore the explosive impact of the G.I Bill, the nation’s
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aniversities were linked to the federal governmient on afiother front.

In 1941, Vannevar Bush, 2 vioneer in computer science, former presi-
dent of the Massachiusetts Institute of Technology, and later president
of the Carnegie Institution of Washington; took the lead in establish-
ing what became the Office of Scientific Research and Development:
The approach of this new agency was novel. James Conant, president

of Harvard and a participant in the effort, wrote of ic:

I shall never fotget my surprise at heatmg about thxs revo-
lutionary scheme. Scientists were to be miobilized for the
defense effort in their own_laboratories. A man who we
thought could do a job was going to be asked to be the
chief investigator; he would assemble a staff in his own
laboratory if possible; he would make. progress reports to
our committee through a small otganization of part-time
advisers and full-time staff:*

As the ‘wat drew to a close, Vannevat Bush—m response to a

Frontier: A Report 10 the President on a Progmm {or Postwar Scien-
tific Research, released in 1945, is the fundamental text for the modern
partnership between government and university science. Bush wrote:

The publicly and privately supported colleges, universitics,
and research institutes are the centers of basic research. They
are the wellsprings of knowledge and understanding. As
long as thiey are vigorous and healthy and their scientists are
free to pursue the truth wherever it may lead, there will be
a flow of Dew scientific knowledge to those who can apply

elsewhere

By becommg the unlvetsxtys ma;or patron for research, the
fedetal government assumed new obligations. The most obvious was
financial. The level of federal support for university research increased
from less than $40 million in 1940 to $138 million in 1953 to
$34 biliion in 1979. ,

What, in fact; has been the govemance unpact of the expanded
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federal role in hngher educauon’ Has mcreased feaetal support
threatened the integrity of the campus? If so, where have the threats
been most acute? i

‘We conclude that, teasions noththstandmg, the srudent ud
partnetshxp between government and higher education—from a p‘.lcllC
policy perspective—has been outstandingly successful. While there
have been skirmishes from time to timie, and while the administrative
burden is Jevere, millions of students have been helped and the aca-
demic integrity of institutions has not been undermined. Most colleges
agree that the paperwork is a small price to pay for the expansion
of educational opportunity and the increase in student chonce

Still; there have been problems. As student aid became a multi-
billion-dollar program,; government oversight predictably expanded.
In 1964, the General Accounting Office released a critical report on
the student loan program. The tde itelf is tevealing: Weaknesses in
Admmmrztwn of ;Smdem Loan Prograrm Under. Ttle IT of tbe

committee announced a 16 percent delmquency tate undet the Na-
tional Defense Student Loan Program.® Poor institutional manage-
ment was blamed.

Troubled by what appeated to be inadequate admmnsttatnon of
student aid and embarrassed _by sensationalized headlines about. de-
faults on loans, Congress began to tighten the legislative screws. Two
astute observers of the debate on the Education Amendments of
1972 wrote:

'I’he 1972 Act rexnforces the mandate of the General Ac-
counting Office . - : to audit federal education programs. .

The GAO 15 also directed o0 ‘evaluate’ federal educaaon
programs and projects. . Fxnally, the law also mcorpo

rates provisions that seem to move federal policy in the

direction of cost accounting standards.’

The fat was in the ﬁre Colleges and universities were &lxscovermg
that federal support meant federal oversight as well. The Office of
Education built a separate system for monitoring student assistance

funds. Private colléctors were hired by the government to track down
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defaulters Campuses were reqmred to secure outside Brenmai audits
of student aid funds and report_the ﬁndmgs to Washmgton

In admmrsrerxng the G.I. Bill; the Vecians' Administration (VA)
issued rules on everything from institutional eligibility to attendance
records. Campuses were, quite properly; disturbed by these cride
attemprs to dictate how they should carry on their wopk: In 1976,
Wayne State University sued the VA when_the agency rediced
benefits to veterans enrolled in the university’s College of Lifelong
Learmng, a program that emphasrzes mdependent stLdy The uni-
“severe. and unwarranted intrision_ into the academnc _governance” of
the ‘nstitution, argmng that the regulation “presumes that academic
quality of a program is a direct function of classtoom contact houts.” 8
The Federal Court of Appeals, however, upheld the right of the VA
to take the action challenged by Wayne State. The university was
forced to modify its program:

The dramatic expansion of federal studenc aid programs also
opened an old wound=how to determine which colleges are eligible
for federal funds: While the government traditionally had relied on
private accreditation agencies, -this process did not weed out finan-
cially shaky and administratively careless institutions. Many colleges—
even with accreditation—had high default rates on student loans. But
if accreditation teams cannot measure fiscal integrity, who is to de-
cide? ‘The issue came to a head in 1980 when the Carter Adminis-
tration proposed to sever the relationship between institutional eligi-
bility and accreditation. The Department of Education itself would
evaluate colleges; thus reintroducing the battle Kendric Babcock en:
gaged in forty years before. Congress, like President Taft, rejected the
proposal.

In 1982 Secretary of Educauon Tetrel Bell acted unllaterally
to weed out institutions with a poor track record in the administra-
tion of student aid. He declared that any previously eligible institution
with a student default rate of 25 percent would be restricted in pat-
ticipating in the direct student loan program, itrespective of its
accreditation status,

In assessing the rmpact of federal student aid on the nation’s
campuses, there remains one overarching issue. Today, hundreds of
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campuses receive much of their annuai revenue from diese p: ugiams
A network of federally-dependent institutions has been createc and
the dlstmctlon between pubhc and private coHeges has been blurred:

were eqaal to about 50 pereent of the tuition revenues at puBhr
comprehensive colleges, and to more than 45 peicent of tuition in-
come at public two-year colleges.

At private liberal arts colleges, federal student ald (agaxn ex-
clusive of gparanteed loans) was equivalent to more than 25 percent
of the tuition revenues. In aggregate, this federa! support represents
about 13 percent of the total income of private | _ral arts colleges—
a level of dependence that would have startled private college presi-
dents not many years ago.?

The governance implications of this dependency are profound
Anerican higher education is only beginning to grasp the significance

of having all campuses, in sorae measure, financially dependent on
Waskington. This may, in the long run; prove to be the most im-

portant governance issue to be faced: :

- We do not propose that the federal student and programs should
be restricted. Equality of opportunity must continue as the bedrock
educational policy of this nation. We do _suggest, however, that indi-
vidual colleges monitor closely their sources of support, seeking to
avoid a disproportionate dependence on federal aid. And we remind
government officials that, in the administration of these programs,
maximum flexibility and continuity are essential.

¥ OW ABOUT THE « GROWTH [ of federal support for university-
H based rerearch? What has been the governance impact of

this program: Has academic integrity been threatened?

. Once agaifi, the relauonshlp between. government and ﬁngher
education has been, from a national perspective, remarkably reward-
ing. Federally-financed research laboratories contributed greatly to
the Allied victory. The development of radar to which the Massa-
chusetts Instltute of Technoiogy made u'uc1al contributions, may,
alone have saved Great Britain from invasion: During the war, almost

everyone agreed that the interests of both government and the uni-
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versity were well served by the nation’s support of basic and applied

“This comfortable relatxonshxp—too comfortable perhaps—bem een
the federal government and the natlons leadrng universities was. fos
exception, dnrectors of federal research agencies came from unxvers:ty
campuses. They understood the traditions cf higher education. No
one, not even a hard headed pélitiéian; i’iaé wnclined ¢ I6 EEaiienée Eﬁe

control

This is not to sav that the relationshi 'crween government and

the campus has_ been_friction-free. Billions of publxc dollars could

not be sent to the nation’s umvetsmes without an occasnonai conﬁxct

over how the _mofiey should be spent.. The annual 1nd1rect cost

port to cover so-called ° Pndden costs;’ whxle federal fundlng agencies
have identified abuses and, understandably, are suspicious of paying
for costs not dxrettiy related to the projects they fund. Today; insti-
tutional indirect cost rats vary greatly. Among the twenty largest
National Institutes of Health grantees the range is from a hxgh of
63.8 percent to a low of 244 percent.

aétountxng and management are unsound. A 1978 General Accoutit-
ing Office report concluded that campus procedures did not “pro-
vide a reliable basis to verify the vali'dit'y of m'any direct costs chatged
to research, especially personnel costs” and that “many of these charges
are not related to the specific grant charged U Another General
Accounting Office study held that universities did not have the in-
ventory systems needed to avoid duphcatxon in the purchase of equip-
ment already available on the campus.?

-~ In response to these charges, the Office of Management and
Budget proposed in 1979 controversial new guxdehnes Among other
things, the proposed regulations, popularly known as Circular A-21
Revised; called fot a reporting and categorizing of 100 percent of the
activities of researchers supported by federal funds:"® Academics were
L.ppalled Such detailed requirements, they argued, reflected ignorance
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of the nature of reseatch One umvetsxty medlcal researcﬁet put the
point bluntly: the government's “petty requirements” were a “dis-
honest ritual.” " Also, A. Bartlett Giamatti, president of Yale Uni-
versity; commented that “some individuals in the government must
misunderstand conipletely that it is unpossnble to segregate teaching

from research from administration in doing basic research and to

assign percentages to these false distinctions.” **
. The u-ony is that govemments call for more detalled accotmtm’g

Welfare audlted $1 2 bxllxon worth of rtesearch grants and contracts
to institutions of hlghet education and founa that only 315 2 mxlhon
haa Been mxsspent or mxsapphed 18 The vxolatxons"—whlch mcluded
gtant—accounted fot a mere 1 1 percent of the ‘total amount audited.
By conttast "HEW's own error rate was estimated to_be about 6 -pet-
cent.”” Government's real concern seemed to be that about $420
million of the $1.2 billion “was not adequately documented; as re-
quired By feaeral rules —not that thete was clear evxdence of abuse 18

vxolated the mtegnty of the university? Has the independence of
scholars—their right to conduct research and disseminate results freely
—been threatened? We conclude that, with few exceptions, the fed-
erally-funded research program has been appropriately administered
by agencies in Vashington. Conflicting interests of government and
scierice usually have beeri sesolved in a spirit of cooperation. In shorrt,
we consider it a great achievement that so much public money has
been changeled to the nation's campuses with so little interference;
However; several recent episodes have raised red flags that can-
not be ignored. In the mid 1970s; there was vigorous debate over
how best to regulate research on recombinant DNA. Both scientists
and laymen were concerned that the creation of novel organisms
could endanger public health: After a group of scientists declarsd a
moratorium on-this form of research; the National Institutes of Health
developed guidelines for genetic engineering experiments. Goverr:
ment held, quite properly we believe, that it had an obligation to
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protect the rights, health; and safety of citizens. In principle at least,
this obligaticn appeared to take precedence over a scientist’s right to
direct, without restriction, his own inquiry. Still, the government's
original regulations, which were considered unduly restrictive, were
modified as the university demonstrated its awareness of the heaith
and safety. issues involved and developed machinery to monitor itself.

'HEW’s miove to protect the rights of human subjects also
dlteatene& to involve a federal agency too deeply in research. The
agency's proposed regulations called for prior review of research de-
signs, were also extended to research 7o funded by the government,
and required pric -onsent of subjects even in studies with little or no
potential harm. Such intrusive oversight would have threatened the
integrity of higher education. In the end, government backed off,
delegating enforcement, thrbiig'ri a peer review process; to the acad-
eniy it melf

,,,,,,,,

World War II universities usually accepted secret mxhtary contracts
without question. However, such contracts were heatedly debated
during the 1960<, and, with the emergence of the nuclear freeze
movement; they have become so again. Sommie scientists have refused,

on principle, to engage in such investigations, arguing that it vio-

lates the whole nonon of free and open mqmry Quesnons surroundmg

puthauon of cryptography research could help scientists_in other
nations break our highly secret and sensitive codes. They also warn
that visiting foreign scholars could carry away knowledge about such
fields as robotics that would neutralize our technological advantage
in emerging disciplines. Ezrly in 1982, Admiral Bobby Inman; then
deputy director of the Central Intelligence Agency, warned that
unless universities allowed the government to review research results
with military applications before they were published a “tidal wave
of pﬁblit 6iitt:igé" would force the government to impose stringent
testrictions.’

Research scholars on the other hand emphasnze that free dls-
course is the lifeblood of our scientific preeminence. William Carey,
executive officer of the American Association for the Advancement
of Science, warned that if proposed expansion of government classifi-
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cation of scientific research were adopted, “much of the normal dis-
course of science will be silenced and progress arrested. If we then
doubled the federal dollars for basic research, I do not think it would
make up our losses.” 2 , -

_ In a move to mediate these conflicting interests, the American
Council on Education developed procedures by which cryptography
scholars voluntarily submit papers for review by the National Se-
curity Agency. The National Academy of Scierices decided to review
government festrictions on visitifig scholars to see if they were “work-
able and compatible with the general .procedures for condiicting un-
classified research in an academic environment.” 2! Conflicts between
academic freedom and national security will never be completely

resolved; but the wotk of these mediating agencies indicates how
compromises can be fashioned: N

- This brings us back to the essential point. The fiost furidamental
threat to institutions of higher learning is interference—either acci-
dental or by design—in the actual conduct of research. When this
occurs, the integrity of the institution is eroded. While the federal
government has generally been respectful of the university’s right to
independence; we .view with apprehension any move to introduce
political ideology inito the process of peer review, or to dictate the
topics and the terms of research support. Sich a policy undermines

the vety foundation of creative inquiry upon which the university
is built. -

_ . In the days ahead, government’s role in the conduct of research
will grow more, not_less; complex. As new knowledge pushes us
further and further into inquiries that could profoundly affect the
quality of life on earth, new tensions inevitably will emery: Matters
addressed by science increasingly will be moral and ethical in char-
acter, sometimes having practical, even life-and-death implications
for the national welfare. Manipulation of genes involves reseacchers
in the control of life forms. Biological control of ctop pests also has
disturbing military implications. Where is the linie to be drawn? By
whom? .
Success in reconciling these potentially serious differences sug-
gests the following: when the fundamental rights of the campus and
the fundamental responsibilities of government collide, public offi-
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cials have an obllgatxon t0. pose. the bas:c quiestions, develop general
gmdelmes and then give. the university the opportunity. voluntanly
to regulate iself. Universities; in_turn, have a responsibility to meet
the challenge. Only a relatively few hngher learning institutions have
been significantly touched by these massive increases in public research
funding. Still, those institutions involved are among. the nation’s most
distinguished, and if their integrity is eroded the entire enterprise is
threatened:

We conclide that the nation’s research institutions; mdxvxduaﬂy
and collectively, must be fully accountable in the expendnture of re-
seaich funds. However, we also conclude that they must vigorously
resist any regulation that would impose limits on. the conduct of
research and weaken the integrity of the institution at its core.
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CONGRESS, THE COURTS, AND
CIVIL RIGHTS

[ R 7 ITH ITs LANDMARK decxsxon in Brown v. Board of Efu-
W carion in 1954, the United States Supreme. Court
launched a social revolution that would prcfoundly

aﬁ‘é&: the control of higher education. A succession of sweening laws
guaranteemg equal opportumty to all Amencans has had 3 substanual

actions were requxted o overcome mequlty toward members of

minorities, women; and handicapped people, and. to accomplish re-
forms that higher education had too long neglected or openly resisted:
 The key . legislative -measure promoting equal rights was. the
deceptively brief Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which
outlawea discrimination on the basis of race, color, of national origin
in “any program or activity receiving federal financial assistance,”!
The same act; under Title VII, also bars discrimination in empioyment
on the basis of sex as well as the other ¢ categories: In 1965, President
Lyndon B. Johnson issued Executive Order 11246 requiring all federal
government contractors to take affirmative action to end discriminia-
tion. As amended in 1967, the order also forbade discrimination on
the basis of sex.

- At first, colleges and umvetsmes were exempted from the pto-
visions of Title VII; but, in 1972, Congress amended the act to in-

clude higher education. In taking this step, Congress declared:
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It is difficult to imagine 2 more sensitive area than educa-
tional institutions; where the youth of the Nation are ex-

posed to a multitude of ideas and. impressions that will
strongly influence their future development. To permit dis-
crimination here would, more than in any other area, tend
to promote existing misconiceptions and stereotypical cate-
gorizations which in turn would lead to future patterns of

discrimination:

,'fhe 1972 Eaucauon z‘ﬂnendments ( specnﬁcally Tltle IX) batted
dlscnmxnatxon on the basis of sex in edicational institurions. A year
later, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act pro‘ubnted discrimination
on the basis of handicap in any federally assisted program or activity.
As in the 1964 Civil Rights Act; these laws gave government the
power to cut off federal funds to any institution found to be in

non-compliance.
_In the 19705 federally mandated health and safety tequxrements

the impact of the consumer protecuon movement. In 1974 the sO-
called “Buckley Amendment” gave students the. right to control theit
personal college records. It is at points such as these—where issues of
individual rights and social justice intersect. with long-established and
deeply chetished traditions of academic governance—that the acad-
emy confronts some of its thorniest dilemmas.

’I'hxs btmgs us to the fundamental questxon In matters relatmg
been maintained between public accountability and the integrity of
the campus?

~ The point of departure for any discussion of these problems
must be for institutions of higher education to acknowledge past
failures to promote equality and to reaffirm their absolutely unwaver:
mg cémnintment to falmess and equlty for all in matters of recruit-

that dns,cnmmanon pracths on some campuses have not been lumted
to faculty employment. They have included studetic recruitment, ad-
missions, grading and class placement; too. Still; even among college
administrators who acknowledge the urgent need for fair practices

and strong civil rights enforcement; we éncountered during our study
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shatp complamts abOut the enforcement methods used By feaetai
oﬂicxals Academxcs are crmcal for example of government thteats to
1shment tately fis the crime: Surh a threat made sense as a weapon
agamst the_ wholesaxe segregguon of state school systems; but that

has pomte& out, “a umvetsxty thh a faulty petsonnel managemem
systemm or iniadequate data _teporting . should not be placed in_the same
jeopardy as a state that creates publicly supported private academies
in order to avoid desegregation.”® The problem is that government
seems _to have few mtermedxate range sanctions it can legaliy im-

ployets To support their view, they pomt to such evidence as this
passage from HEW'’s 1972 guidelines for implementing affitmative
action requirements: “A #écéssary prerequisite to the development of
a meaningful affirmative action program is the identification and
analysis of problem areas inbérent in minority and female employ-
AL 4
Sumlarly, Txtle VII of the Civil Rxghts ACt of 1964 emboales
the assumption . that discriminztion is likely to have occurred. To
bring a Title VII case to coutt; the complainant, or the government,
need only establish a prima facie case; the burden falls on the em-
ployer to prove that its policies are not discriminatory.
Commenting on the government’s proposed revisions of aﬂitma-
tive action ;ggulat;ons, an attorney for the American Council on

Education observed:

ment’

We continiie to-be troubled by the overall negative tone of
the proposals. There is implicit in. the language and the

organization of the rules a presumption of guilt on the part
of every covered contractor. . . : The presumption is . . .
evident in the failure to mclude . any provisions describ-

ing the steps to be taken by OFCCP [Office of Federal
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Conxract Complnance Programs] when it ﬁp&s no dlscrrr'n-

There was, of course; good reason for govemment officials to be
suspicious of some colleges where discrimination existed and affirma-
tive action steps were ineffective. Still; other colleges have provided
outstanding leadership in this essential field and more and more
institutions have taken steps to overcome deficiencies of .the past.
This reality shonld be recognized by those responsible for civil rights

~nforcement.

The most significant points of tension. in cml rghts enforcement
relate to the essential core—the freedom of faculty members to select,
to evaluate, and to promote colleagues. Academics insist that this
process must_be uninhibited; possibly even confidential, while govern-
ment officials claim that they must review the process to assure that
fio discrimination has occurred.

At the University of California at Berkeley in 1978 there was a
classic confrontation. The. Department of Labor sought to remove
information from the Berkeley campus to determine whether certain
academic dppomtments had violated civil rights r requirements. A pre-
liminary investigation by the department indicated they had. Betkeley
officials challenged the removal of records on the grounds that once
the documents were in possession of the federal officials, they would
become “agency records” and therefore subject to public disclosure
under the Freedora of Information Act. The. university also argued
that removing the records would undetimine the freedom of scholars
to make )udgments about their colleagues—the heart of the academic
enterprise.®

In a decxsnon that seemed to leave theﬁggntral issue blutred
Secretary of Labor F. Ray Marshall held in 1980 that the university
was obligated to turn over to government any requested documents.
On this principle he did nor budge. But in deferenice to the university,
the secretary (himsclf a former professor) also ordered that freedom
of information regulations within the Department of Labor be in-
terpreted so s to ptdtéct the documents from public disclosure:”

~ Neither party was reassured. The Department of Labor’s regu-
ati~~. . may be challenged in court; changed by another secretary, or
comy' =17 ignored by regulation writers in other departments. In
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addmon the Equal Employment Opportunxty Gommxssxon, whxch

also mvestxgates dlscnmmauon in academlc employment has rules

increasingly answerable to the courts on key issues s of academlc
governance. In January 1970, the Women's Equity Action Leagie
filed a class-action complaint with the United States Department of
Labor against all colleges and. universities, charging violation of
President Johnson's 1965 Executive Order. That : action brought onto
campuses government officials who launched wide:ranging 1nvestnga-
tions and sparked often heated discussions about alleged sex and
racial disctimination.

_In 1970, Kenneth Adams and a coalition of black advocacy
groups sued HEW, claiming that the department had “defauited”
carrying out its desegregation responsibilities. In finding for the
plaintiffs, the court ordered the department to call for new desegrega-
tion plans from the ten state higher education systems involved in the
suit:
 Theu universities mvolved" began negotxatnng w:th HEWs Office
for Civil Rights in 1972, and some reached _agreement. In 1977,

however pnor agteements wete put asnde 'I’he Adams plalntnffs

the department had accepted in 1974 (two states had been referred
to the Department of Justice for enforcement proceedings) did not
meet the Department’s own guidelines. The court, once again finding
for the plaintiffs, ordered the department to develop new criteria for
desegregation, specifying that an acceptable plan must also take into
account the “uiique importance of black colleges.”**

~ In thie new HEW guidelines; university officials were asked to
discontinue academic. programs to avoid duplication between black
and white colleges, add new programs at black colleges to make them
more attractive; revise budgets, plan new facilities, and set targets for
minotity intetests. In an histotic legal confrontatnon the University of
North Carolina challenged the right of government officials to 1mpose
such academic, curriculum, and programmatic changes that the univer-
sity contended would not further civil rights and, furthermore, violated
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Cotrt for the Eastern Drstrrcr QfﬂNorth Carolina ruled that there

should be an administrative hearing on these issues but that the
governmient could not cut off funds before the hearing was concluded:

In January 1980, in the case of Keene State College v. Sweeney,
the Snpreme Court ruled on the delicate matter of peer review. The
high court let stand a lower court decision that had nverraled a
unanimous peer recommendation against_promotion to tenure.!! It
wis the ‘case of Chrrsune Sweeney, assocrate professor of educatron

presrdent of the college and eventualiy t0 a state commMmission ana the

In finding for Dr. Sweeney in 1978, the U.S. District Court of
Appeals announced its disagreement with earlier judicial decisions in
similar cases:

We voice mxsngmg, over one r}'eme recurrent in earlrer

Title VII opinions: ™ . "~n tha: courts should keep
“hands cff” the sa.. . and liiring decisions of
colleges and unive . i.tance no doubt arises
from the courts’ tec E ;L.ng, promotxon and
tenure decisions reqr. ». x /aluation most appro-
priately made ~ - < .rcnghly tamiliar with the
academic setting: Nt .2§5, W€ cau ->n . against per-

mlttmg ;udrcral det“reuce o ‘f.ohl in judrcral abdrcatron ofa

hxrmg, pro'nouon and tenure procedures, the specral master” was

given responsibility to conduict hearings on discrimination complainits

after they have gone through an internal hearing process Following
the hearing panel’s decision; the 'special master” would submit in
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of law, and recommendauons 18 Clearly, a new voice was added to

a process that historically was regarded as the sole prerogative of the

university.
Finally, James A. Dmnan 4 Proﬁsor at the Umvetsrry of
Georgia, went to jail rather than reveal his vote on a tenure decision
in his department. The United States District Court ruled thar the
protection of the civil rights of the plaintiff was more importarit than
confidentiality in the process of peer selection. The United States
Suprertie Court refused to hear Professor Dinnan’s appeal.® =
Given this sampling of administrative and legal confromanon
whit lessons can be drawn? Has the integrity of the campus been
weakened? We conclude that durinig the past fifteen years; the federal
civil rights laws have pushed colleges and universities in the right
direction; stirring an awareness on campus of the often deeply

entrenched barrrers faced by members of minorities and women.

toward equity=moves that had been far too iong deiayed i

It is also true that in the past the courts generally have deferred
to the campus in academic matters. Indeed, Walter C. Hobbs of the
State University of New York at Buffalo takes the position that court
decisioris, while _imposing modest limits on institutional autonomy,
have in fact, reinforced the fegal bases of academic freedom. He s says

“both individuals within the academic e enterprise and the enter-
prise per se . . . are truly the beneficiaries of a strong judicial bias
toward aca'demxc lxberty ns

But it would be naive to beheve that unganon by persons who
believe -themselves aggrieved will fade away. For the foreseeable

futire, it is likely that the academy will not have fewer but more

encounters with the courss. And recent decisions indicate tiat rourts
areé not only likely to be more actively invoived in academic matters,
but mote activist as well, involving themselves in procedures that
tradmonaliy defined the independence of the institution.
Unquestronably, there will continue to be occasions when ;he
courts must Step in to rectify grave injustices, but a strong presuraption
should always operate, as it has in the | past, in favor of the preserva-
tion of hard-won academic governance procediires that have evolved

over many centuries of institurional development:
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The relauonshxp between the campus and federnl enforcement

agencies is yet another matter. Tke failure of some campuses to. push
affirmative action programs -has caused government officials to sus-
pect both their methods and their motives. On._ the ‘other hand, the
Contmu:ng "presumption of guilt” by federal officials has bred tension.
Also, inconsistency in government requirements, ‘erratic procedures of

enforcement, and the lack of due process arrangements have caused

frustranon and contempt ‘Most dlsturbmg, perhaps, is the fact that

»nlty to every person has bcen

have been obscured in c0nﬁ1cts over means.
There is no simple formula to guarantee that justice wxll emerge
from these encounters, or that the tntegnty of academxc governance

should, however, be exttemeiy cxrcumspecr in steppxng into matters
that historically have been resolved through internal governance
procedures. Such intervention, even in the name of hxgh pnncxple can
lay the groundwork for long-range changes in the nature of our

secxety that Would Be in the interests of none In the end the

times been revealed by both academics and government ofﬁc:als
Academic governance, like most human activities, has as much to do
with underlying attitudes as with formal structures, and achxevxng
social justice should be viewed by al! parties as an essential goal that
unites rather than divides:
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IX

LIMITS OF GOVERNMINT
REGULATION

discovered condmons inhetent in buteauCtacy at both the state
A and federal levels that limit its capacity to regulate the campus
effectively. This is not to suggest that _government officials_are not
well intentioned or that colleges and universities should not fulfill
their accountability obligations. Rather, we simply remind public
officials that there is 2 limit to the oversight functions government
can perform.

In many gcvernment agencies there is frequent turnover at the

top ngnals change as admxmstrauons change Insntutxonal memory

uon is 1ntroduced that changes the shape and charactcr of exxstmb
r-ograms.

In the now- famOus Adams case, the universities 1nvolved had
been negotiating for years with the Office for Civil Rights in the De-
p» nent of Health, Educaticn and Welfare (HEW). In so e states;
accommiodations had been reached. In 1977, when a new adininistra-
tion came in; and when HEW was placed under court order to reach
settlement; ptior agreements were set aside. Universities were. given
new compliance rules. As one young HEW lawyer put it: “This is
a cew administration and we're not bound by what the others did.”
In 1981, yet another zdministration came to Washington and, once
again, the enforcement strategy was changed.
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When Harvards Presrdent Derek Bok amplamed to the alumm

legnslauon : stnﬁmg bureaucratnc requnrements . .. erratic fuctua-
tions” in. fundxng, his anget had recently been stoked. Just before his
speech; he had received a special delivery letter from the acting
ditector of HEW’s Office for Civil Rights. It warred that Harvard
was about to lose millions of dollars in research grants if it did not
revise its affirmative action plan in less than two weeis. Harvard's
plan had already been approved by HEW's regional office. .

Jerome Wiesner, former presndent of the Massachusetts Institute
of Techr.ology, once des-.rxbed how he had to scramble to. replace gov-
had been cut off because goverr;megtﬂprrorntres had :changed.r Such
disruptions happened so frequently, V7 iesner remarked, "I sometimes
feel like a battered child.”! The harsh fact is that many colleges have
lost faith in government oversight; not because they reject the goals
or resist their obligation to be accountakle; but because the signals
are $o_erratic. )

Sometimes, lack of contmulty in government actlon is sxmply the

result of poor administration: On iiarch 24; 1982, the Chronicle of
Higher Education teported a major snag in the Guaranteed Student
Loan program.. “Colleges and banks have been unab:e to begin
processing application. for loans to be used after July 1 because the
Education Department has not yet issued rules governing the loan
program after that date.” Because the rules would apply a new limit
to student eligibility; “anxious students cannot find out how much they
will be able to bottow next fall—or if they are eligible at all.”*
. Government supu’vnsnon is also llmlted because of its obhgatlon
to treat all cases uniformly: Such rigidity is not the creation of mind-
less bureaucrats who enjoy inducing pain and discoiiifore. Rather, it
reflects the fact that a public agency, when enforcing duly adopted
regulati'o'n's cannot grant an exception to one instizuiion without
granting the same privilege ro all:

A grant application submitted to the Hmtcd States Ofﬁce ( now
Depattment) of Educauon was postmarked one mmute after the

mission was compelling. Government lawyers ruled, however, that the
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application had to be rejected. To accept the late application would
require that new. regulations be issued to give all other “late sub-
mitters” an opportunity for their case to be heard.

__. . In_drafting regulations, the concerns of agency lawyers often
have little to do with either «Tective administration or the con-
venicnce of the client. Rather; the goal is to make sure the regulation

will “stand up in court.” Thus, those who pamcxpa'e in _government
programs_confront rigid regulations written in a climate of “anti-

cipatory litigation.”

- Further, - gt‘vemment officials have a tendency to genetahze
polncy from isolated “worst cases,” and then impose. that cautious
standard on all: In 197Z; a means test was imposed on the Guaranteed
Student Loan program because one congiessman repeatedly cited the
example of a student who had admitted using his Guarantced Student
Loan to buy a “red Corverte

anhty to Cxtel'ﬂu.l polmca' _pressures. Dutmg our shudy; a formet
government oﬂiua' reported that rxembets of Congtess frequently

in ordet to secure mnds for h educmon institutions in specxﬁc
Congressional 7:tricts.

In 1576, the pareri's of American students studying medncme
abro- surcessf- "'y lobbied for an amendment to the Public Heaith
Servxce Acg ihe ",nendment pro«lded that Amencan students who

adm:sqnns to the govemmem, and was 50 vehemently criticized by
university leaders that it had o be qmckly amended.

‘However, we conciude that the most serious ptoblem encoun-
tered by higher education. is the camulative impact of government
intervenition. Taken by itself, -any single action may not be unbearably
intrusive; but the combined impact of many actions can _nearly
suffocate an institution. As pubhc officials ask colleges and universi-
ties to defend endlessly their decisions; they inadvertently reshape the
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admxmsrrators spend more time on paperwork than on academiic
planning.

- In oﬁé year the University of . Calnforma reported filing 229
“unique” _reports with 32 separate federal agencies. % The president of
another university recently complained that within a three-week period
hlS mstltutlon ‘had been subjected o compllance reviews by no fewer
now subject to 59 legislative and rngulatory reqiirements tegatdmg
administration and social policy. ertually ali of them, directly or

mdltectly, affect colleges and umvetsmec

installations; computet conﬁgumqons consultant fees ancl honorana
over $2,000; and institutional memberships in national otganizations.®
The state also supervises suc.- fun mental matters as academic pro-
gram and formal planning, tit. .ancial aid programs, and federal
gtants Thls is sxmply bad management

on srudent faculty ratios:® And in Arkansas, a state agency in the
executive branch decides on purchases costing over $1,000, the transfer
of more than $5,000 between budger categone and authorizing
fund- tatsmg campalgns for capxtal unprovements

appear w0 be admxmstrauve only However the issue goes deeper.
Trying to administer a college by remote conttol ignoies. principles of

good management, reflects a climate of distrust; and assumes incor-
rectly that if centralized management is increased, eﬂicnency will

g0 unanswered, order forms are lost mountains of unused data teports
accuraulate in cardboard boxes in government corridors, and threatened
audit and compliance reviews are sporadically conducted: Simply
stated, “efficiency” standards are imposed by inefficient organizations.

In 1977, Office of Education officials admitted that they did not
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know which students were in default on their government loans and
acknowledged that students werc not even being reminded that pay-
ments were due. That same year, Senator Daniel ‘Moynihan asked
HEW how many comy'aints its Office for Civil Rights had received
and settled under each of its statutory jurisdictions. The department
had t admit that the figures could not be supplied.®

Unhapptly, the bottom lme in the growth of govemment regu-

on down feel caught in a confusmg bureaucratic web that demands
accountabxhty, but provxde few incentives for respon51ble decxsxon

vene, it is mcreasmgly difficult to know where decisions are and are
not being made: -

o _In summary, there are real limits to the govemments capacnty
to regulate higher education. As public officials introduce more and
more oversxght requirements, the process becomes overburdened, con-
tradictory, and fnally incoherent. We conclude that improvement
will not come from better 1 management of the government's regulatory
functions; although this is certainly a worthy goal to be pursued.
Instead, the academy riust rediscover more effective ways to regulate
itself. It is to this theme we now temirn.
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REGAINING CCNTROL

X. A Governance Framework for Higher Education

XI. A Renewai of i.éaciersﬁff:




X

A GOVERNANCE FRAMEWORK
FOk HIGHER EDUCATION

Y N [HIS REPORT we te{\ mdly have called upon hngher educanon
Ito reaffitm_and strengthen self regulation—not to isolate the
campus from the larger community—but because control of the
academic core is the one function the university may not lose without
losing g everything.

To. call upon nghet education to regulate 1tself may scem
unrealistic, if not naive. In the days ahead, public agencies will be
hard pressed for funds. Most colleges and universities will be asked
to justify in full detail theit budgets and expenditures: Competition
will increase as campuses struggle for dollars and for students. Undet
these condmons, one might reasonably predict more oureaucratic
control and less responsible behavior by the academic community.

Snll there i is; we believe; a growing understanding that cemrally

——————

mandated formula-driven elﬁcnency has its limits. ‘There is recognition
that local initiatives may well be more effective than layers of

bureaucratic oversight and control. Further, the -academy, with all its
limitations; has had a long; successful tradition of self-regulation. Even
by government's own assessment, colleges and universities, with few
excepnons have been good stewards of public funds.

“This appears; then, to be tie right moment, there -, for the

academy to strengthen its traditional decisis n-makmg machinery and
add new accountability arrangements:. In this section, we review the
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major conclusions of the report, outline tecommendations, and suggest
a governance framework for the future.

THE GOVERNING BOARD

Informed by our review of rhe hisrur}' cf hngher educauon in Europe

resolve dxsputes—functxons that wnll becorme mcreasmgly critical as
higher education moves from expansion to constraint. Externally, they
are _the connecting link between institutions of higher learning and
outside authorities.

The paradox is that despnte rhenr authornry, the role of governmg
boards remains ambrglous Dec:snon makmg is spread among trustees,
not ch"ngcd there is ambivalence as to how much power they should
have Durmg rhe proresrs of the 19605 rhere was, m fact; a strong

boards, accordmg © o,ne,studyL make an average pf hity-one separate
decisions per meeting and about half of these decisions concern
operational details.!

We believe a larger vision is requnred In addmon to rhe tradn-
tional functions of setting policy. lccting prc-idents, and approving
budgets and key personnel appointments, trustees also must participate
in shaping educational priorities for the future and actively involve

themselves in the review of the qualnty of the institution.
Srrengrhenmg rhe role of trustees sarts w1th the board 1rself

senrmg the publlC interest w1thour compromising the community of
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fully ana cohetently mformed about its funcuons

Goveriing boards also miust be properly consututed Idealiy,
trustees are appointed because they. have a broad perspective and
because of their interest in the institution overall. Ex officio board
appointments and special-interest membership on governing boards
should be a matter of concern.

_Respect for trustees is sustained by the quahty of those appoxntea
or elected, and by their ability to earn respect through the wisdom of
their actions and their willingness to serve enlightened rather than
parochial interests. To strengthen the trusteeship role; we make the

following recommendations:

[J The essential role of the governing board in American

higher education should be reaffirmed and vigorously
supported by all members of the academic commumty

O Govemmg boards should be regponsxble for the overall
policy of the institution and-for the appointment of

presidents and ether xzjor officers; approval of faculty

appointments; at leas? it the tenure level; approval of

major expansion of facilities; and approval of the
budget

[J Trustees also have a spec:al obhgatxon to help assess the
educational quality of the institution by participating
in the campuswnde review of academic | programs.

IIIH

vacmmg boards should consult fully and frankly with

ali segments of the campus—admmxsrrators faciilty, and
students—in the shapmg of new polncnes and procedures.

O Trusn.es should be appo;nted or elected because of thexr

appropriate experience and broad perspective; not as 2

political reward or because they represent natrow,
specnal interests.

[0 The length of trustee service. should be long enougﬁ—

at_least six years—to assure continuity of interest and
direction and to protect board members from undue
political pressure.
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& Above all; trustees should be fully informed about the
function of their institutions and faithfully interpret
those functions to the public. They should vigorously
defend their institutions agamst all efforts, from any
scusce; to undetiiine the | integrity of the campus.

In the end; the author xty of boards of trustees will be sustained
by the quality of those chosen as members, by the wisdom of their
actions, and by their willingness to serve the general interests of the
public while protecting higher education.

GOVERNANCE ON THE CAMPUS

We have noted in this report that a large share of the work and
authority of academic governance is, quite properly, delegated by
trustees to administrators; faculty and students. We conciude that if
higher education is to regulate itself more effectively, campus decision-
making strictures need o be improved.

Traditional structures do not seem to. be W0tkmg very well:
Faculty participation has declined, and we discovered a cutious mis-
match between the agendas of faculty councils and the crisis now
confronted by many institutions, For example we were told that the
faculty senate at one ranking public university has not had a quorum
for seven years. _

_The. madequate state of campus govemance should not be
ateributed to faculty alone. Some administrators still appear to be
too. authoritarian or too bureaucratic to consult openly and honestly
w1th colleagues The chant of the faculty budgetary aﬁa.ts commnttee

sultanon process: “Our work on program review, many of us felt,
was used as a shield for unpopular administrative decision-making
and some of our most 1mportant suggestions were 1gn0ted "z
_Also the breakdown of campus governance is ﬁethaps an all too
ptednctable reaction to hard times. Life on a campus in retrenchment
becomes tense. At such an institution there is what Irving_J. Spltzbetg
of the Ametican Association of Umvetsnty Professors calls “a war of

all-against-all.” ® As difficult as it may be to accomplish, we conclude
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that collegic! . »mpacts m:ut be renewed in order to handle urgent
campus maters and impro-e celationships between the academy and
th. e Loy 7 ) - )

- aal'c word must be said zbout the impact of collective

. ing Clearly, faculty wrionization constitutes a fundamental
shift i.. - .5 governance, We believe, how=ver, that collective
bargainir,z wiil not violate the tradiions. of academic life if faculty
members n crimpuses are in charge of the ncgotiations -and if con-
tractual agr < neass respect the freedom and professional judgments
of individuai teachers. It should be recognized that faculty senates
ars similar bodies are still needed to deal with the full range of
academic and administrative matters that fall within their concern.

To strengthen campus governance, we make the following
recommendations:

[J The faculty at each institution; with trustee-delegated
authority, should vigorously support a campuswide
senate or comparable body to oversee all matters relating
to the institution’s academic core:

0 In addition to_traditional academic concerns, special
consultative bodies of faculty, administrators, and stu-
dents should monitor campus performance in response to
the new public accountability mandates—fiscal integrity,

- social justice and consumer protection:

O A clest distinction should be drawn between the cor-

porzte authority of trustees and campus governance, If
rzpresentatives of campus con ‘tituent groups are placed

on governing boards, they should serve in an advisory
capacity only.

0 If collective batgaining is introduced, it should be con-
ducted by the faculty on campus and should relate to
such issues as compensation and due process while
respecting the freedom and judgment of the individual
teacher.

[ Campuses with collective batgaining should also ac-
knowledge th: ‘mportance of other existing arrange-

ments for faculiy participation in campus governance.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

8 Colleges and universities may wish to convene gov-

ernance convocations to consider ways more effectively

ib ihyélyé éil EnéﬁiB&E 6f Eﬁé academic cogu:aity in
Today, there is a pauc;ty ol nwughtfu' d‘eou . dt_academic
governance. If the larger interes< of the instituv s =ic to be served,
and if the public is to be assured rhar the ac«demy can manage it

own affairs, that debate must become more vigorous and more vital

REGIONAL ACCREDITATION

’I'hrot.ghout thls report, we have emphasnzed the importarice of self-
regulation. In doing so, we have viewed regional accreditation as a
critically important part of academic governance. .
__The irony is that such accredltauon has mcreasmgly lost Slg-
mﬁcance at the very time it is needed most. Among accreditors there
is no agreement about the meaning of a college education, and the
neglect of undergraduate education is especially disturbing.

While preparing_this report, we heard that accreditation review
often is little more than an empty ritual. Most discourag'ng; pethaps,
many campuses downplay the xmportanca of accredxtatnon visits.

proces‘;
Further, we found that reglcmai accredxtauon has not respoaded
s txsfactonly to the new accountabllxty mandates unp05ed by govern-

evaluatlon responsxbxhtxes One key accredltanon oﬂic ok the
foliowmg position:

mining ellgibllit‘y for federal fuﬁai neither can it functxon
as an arm of government in policing compliance:

Accreditation cannot allow itself 1o be used for purposes
other than evaluating and encouraging educational quality,
and the burden is always on the accrediting body to demon-

strate that its criteria and procedr “es serve this ideal:*
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) ”};{ighi;t education quite propetly opposes any £overnment move
to accredit institutions. But thi- 'reat . be contained only as
tegional bodies expand the scope . their authority and hold colleges
accountable not only for academic excellence but also for good
management, affirmative action, and consumer protection, too.

- We conclude that the erosion of regional accrediting authority
and prestige leaves a dangerous void. The integrity of highet educa-
tion urgently requires that regional accrediting be supported and that
its procedures be improved. To achieve this objective, we recommend
the following measures:

[ Senior officials at all colleges should fully support theit
accrediting associations and participate actively in their
work. Serving on an accreditation team should be the
equivalent of jury duty for every academic:

1 Regional associations shouid do more than miasuie a
college against its own objectives. They should also have
their own clear standards of academic guality, giving
special attention to the undergraduate college and to
the meaning of liberal education. N

[J Regional associations should also hold campuses

accountable for good managemient, enlightened per-

sonnel policies, and consumer protection—those areas of
special concetn to state and federal agencies and the
courts.

[0 Accrediting agencies should develop clearly defined
categories of institutional membership that ate consistent
froin one region_to another so the public can better
understand the accreditation status of each institution.

O Information aboiit the accreditarion of colleges should
be more accessible by the .:isic. A summary of the
results of cach campus evaiuation—excluding. confiden-
tial personnel information—should be available to ail
conicerried constitiiencies.

[J A national panel should be established to serve as a

“court of last resott” to receive appeals and to resolve

conflicts when an institution believes it has been un-
fairly treated by a regional association: The Council on
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Pocrsecondary Accredxtanon-——the orgamzanou, that
brings. together at-the nationai level all recognized
accrediting bodics—is an appropriate group to organize
and mamtam this appeal procedure.

Here, then, is our conclusion: Pubhc ccnﬁdence in hngher
education’s ability to govern itself must be restored and government
involvemen: in the academy diminished. To achieve this goai aca-
demic leaders must be willing, collectively; to set academic and public
accountability. standards and, through regional accreditation, parti-
~ipate in their enforcement.

SPECIALIZED ACCREDITATION

In our review of academic governance we found that one form of
self-regulation—specialized accreditation—actually threatens the in-
tegrity of the campus

The original go Is of professxonal accrediting were esnmable
to establish, on a national basis, educational standards; primaaly in
fields related to. public health and safety. However, during the ; st
fifty years; the list of accrediting bodies has grown from a small core
to more than fifty associations. On _some campuses a dozen or more

v:smng teams unpose requirements that may compromuse the authonty
of the trustees ana UNdermme the 0verall pnormes of thc msntuuon

fneet hxgh academic standards It is, rather, how detaxled Liose stand
ards should be; how they should be enforced; and, most xmportantly,

whether specialized programs are to fit within the larger purposes
I:ookmg a!-ead tensions among departmenits and dxsc:plmes may
inicrease as budgets tighten: In such a climate; professionals on campus
may be even more tempted 0 abuse accreditation, using the process
fiot to protect the public and promote excellence but to gain leverage
in the competition for lirited resources. -
We dre especially troubled that at least twenty-one specxalxzed
1"CICdl[lﬂ"’ associations have been linked to occupational licensure
by the state. Through such arrangements; they wield enormious powet

sver higher education by controlling entty into the professions, and
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tng states strong mﬂuence over academic matters. The role of the
siate in occupational licensing should be to certify results; nc: to
conzrol the process of educar”
_To fit specialized accreditation more eHectlvely into the ovetall
governance of higher educarion the following recommendations are
proposed:

[0 Standards for specialized accreditation should focus on
outcomes, and campus evaluations should be conducted
fivirthrf'u'll respect for the overall mission of the insu-

= Colleges and _universities . shQuld not invite o campus

any . cialized accrediting agency whose criteria for
memm:shxp are so intrusive or detailed as to weaken an
institution’s own authonty over teaching and fesearch.

O Speuanzed accreditation teams should coordinate theit
visits with regional associatioris, and, whenever possible,
such collaboration should involve sharing information
and preparing combined summary reports.

[} State governments should: reexamine the link between
occupational licensing and. specialized accreditatior:. In

some cases; alternate routes to licensure; such as formai
exariaatiofis ot practical experienice si:ould be provided.
In other cases. the link between licensing and accred-
itation should be broken altdgéthét.

€leatly, professxonal associations wxll contmue to play an im-

We share thei: interest in mauitammg excelleme in the qualxty of
the ptofcssxons they serve. We ur~é caution, however; in the pro-
liferation of accrediting associations and in the creation of restrictive
staidards that erode the integrity of the campus.

LINKAGES WITH STATE G’OV%RNM%NTS

In this report we have talked about the core e of hxghct leatmng—
the obligation of the university to protect the essential functions of
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keep in proper balance both cf these essenitial claims of the scademy
and the publxc

thﬁlpus. Toaay, hcwevet under '.: pressm'e for accountabxl ity, the
trend is in the oppos
deeply inveclved in educacional 1 matters, mcludmg the evaluation of
academic progmm' ammis.

or four Iegxslatxve committees, the state auditor, and the putchasmg

department, just to name a few. Frequently; what begins as account-
abxhty ends up as as chaos and confuswn

natmg boaras c‘eare& to. gmde expanqon have”gn equally imports..-
role to play in a period of possible contraction. While closing found:
ing public campuses is much mere painful than building new ones,

it is, we conclude an oblngatxon state govemments should fulﬁll

close as pOSSlbxe 10 the pomt where they wxli be camed out. Good
management also requires tiar effective performarce be rewarded.
Permitting colleges to retain savings, for example; will, encoutage
good leadership and save money. As the late Stephen Baxley co oty
observed: “Unless states provide incentives for quality imprc  ci -
a Gresham's law is bound to predominate.” 3
Above all; special effort must be made to prbtect diversi.

thhm an mstxtutxon and among campuses as. well And authmty

We conclude that in the days ahead a more effective rel tion-
ship is xequxred between the campus and the state. To clarify and

improve state activities in higher education, we recommend that:
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0 Stare gbverﬁmems—wmkizé fsr;marily thr’o’uéh sratewide

provxae basic support for 2 : rvorehersrve system of
higher education.

[0 Whle holding colleges anr_l universities fully account-
able for the use of pubiic funds, states should encourage
good management by permit: 1g administrative decisions
to be made as close as possible to the Hoint where they
will be carr1°d out.

O In fiscal n matters; state govemmenfs should create broad
categories of expendxtures rather than line item budgets

[0 In academic matters, the i mtegrxty of the campus should
be fully protected. St officials. should not involve
themselves directly in the review of academic prograrms.
Rather, they sk uld call upon higher learnizg institu-
tions perML ‘.ll‘ to assess such programs and report

thelr ﬁndl

5 Srate coordl g agencies shiould also work closely thh
regional accred‘ting associations to evaluate the perform-
ance of each campus by providing relevant information
and encouraging members of their staffs to serve on

LVZJ .1 teams.

O Dwersuy should he a prxmary goal of statewxde C()Ol'dl-
nation. This objective should be giren special priority
during periods of contraction.

In cir review of the state 'ole ifi higher education, we cor~ ide
‘hat much has Eeon accomplished with little threat to the inte: 'ty
of the campus. Neverthelcss, new \snsions bave emerged and these
recomrnendanons, 1f adopte& will 1 xmprove roordmatlorr ind accounta-

essential academic ¢ core.

THE FEDERAL CONNECTI"N
As f’c’cleral support for higher education skyrocketad. «n'leges and
universities were, quite predictably; called upon to be i+¢:e account-
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able t.; .cir use of public funds. The relationship between Wash-
iﬁg?éﬁ {{fld rﬁé campus became ~much more 'co'm'plex Seill, in our
few exampl& where federal oversight of these programs was exces-
sive.

If federar rnvolvement in hrgher educ‘u ‘on has been relatrvely
complammg rbout govemment mtrusron’ The answer lres, at least
in gart, in wnat e call “the cumulative impact.” One regulation may
not be restriczive; brt many regulations quite literally smother an
instituiicn.

- Clearly, a new approach is needed. To clanf' the reiatronshrp
between federal agercies and the nation’s campuses we propose that
new governinent-university forums bé created to improve communi-
cation, resolve differences; and move toward policy consensus. As a
beginning, we suggest two sich bodies: one for research; the other
for student aid.

There arc precedents for what we have in mind. The National

Saence Foundanon, the Naaonal Insumtes of I-ralth and other gov-

arademy The Amerrcan Counc:i on Ec.ur,s '.)n also has estabushea an
Office of Self. Regviztory Initiatives; v.idi z national advisory com-
mittee to help sertic conflicts over such matrers a5 the adminisiration
of student aid. The National Ac. lemy ¢ Ccience o has 2 com-
mittee called Government-University B w5 Supp it of Scicnce
that is exploring the forum idea’ The. . .- Leiizve, moves in the

right direction: ]
Gne ﬁnal pomt \‘ve note in thrs report that the red sl ~>’ove'rh-

unta: y accredrtanon——to determmc which : slleges are eugrble i get
Foderal suppor’. "his procedu « is not perfect but it is bx.er than
laving (e Department of Ed:icziion evaluating co!lges and involv:
ing itself miote deeply in the ac-redition of the accreditors—Functions

that we conclude are letter left to the academy itself. ]
Now. tha: Wrohington's role in higher education is bemg

challenged, we believe the historic partnershrp must be reaffirmed.

And, if higher educatict is properly to meet its responsibilities in
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admxmstenng fedetaiiy funaea research and student and new arrange-
ments are required. We, therefore, recommend:

O ’I‘he fédéi‘él goifefiitﬁéfit haﬁ zih dbligé.tibﬁ t6 support
aid—that are trulv national in character and that tran-
scend the needs and interests of orie state or tegi:

Public n¥icials, in their superwsxon of feaeraiiv funded
research and student aid. should limit their control of
higher educatic~ to the fiscal oversight of such pro-
grams.

[IH]

J To 1mprovc ach ovetsxgh, the Nanonal Academy of
Sciences, sh: ..Id establi<li a governiment-higher educarion

tesearch fc-um to exchange ideas; search for . - : t
on. res: policy and resolve disputes over u. : a5
tratio~ . «xisting programs. Such a forum shouid be
orgar. . in consultation with appropriatc fc leral agen-

ciesa  professional b’b’diés

O The American. €ouncd on Educanon working with the
Department of Education, should also establish a _gov-

ernmen-higher education student assistance forum to
exchange ideas, search for agreement on policy, and, re-
solve disputes over the administration of student aid pro-
grams. The Council should also eniicge the work of its

Ofﬁce of Se]f -Regulatory Initiatives.

IIIH

Policy guxdelme; deveiopea By the American Council on
Education’s self-regulation project and by the new
forums recommended in this report should be coriside.red
for- adoption at every institution of lighber learn'ng o

which they apply. Further, such gmdelmes should be

used by "iccxedmng teams to assist in the evaluddon of
mdmdua’ campuses.

3 In qetermmmg the chgxbxhty of coiieges o] pamcnpate in
federal programs, he Secretary of Education should use

regional aLcredxtanon as the basis for apptoval

[, T preparation of an approved list of regional assaci-
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’fhe founders of thls nation were wise to restrict the role of the
federal government in the control of American higher education: The
nation’s lezder have also been enlightened in recognizing that there

are certam , .acauonal ob)ecnves that can. best be served by Iedetai

conflicts as they arise: Our recommendanons hav: been designed to
meet the challenge.

PROTECTING 'NDIVIDUAL RIGHTS

Ptotecrmg he rights of mdwlduals is one of the most_sensitive and
most_essen‘ii’ issues we confront in this report on the control of
higher educutiri.. The right of the university to decide who is to
teach confronts the right of the individual to be employed, promoted,
or dismissed without prejudice. In such matters, who controls the
Cabipus? )

aghet educatlon must fiot rettedt fro'n the goal of equal op

poi nity, and we call upon colleges and universities to zffirm an
absolutely unwavering commitment to equity for all. Such 4 com-
mitment will go far, we conclude, to rescive tensions in the crcubled
arena of civil rights enforcement: B

But the methods of momtormg coznphance also need review.
Government standards are sometimes too specific and at other times
too vague. Enforcement ground rules change from one administraticn
to another. Most disturbing; has been «* - inclination of govetnment
officials to impose procediral requireniznts on the campus that
threaten traditional academic preiogatives of the institution. Further,
with over 3,200 colieges nd unive- ' 5 t. be monitored, govern-
ment annot do the job alone.

To strengthen self regulauon in thns 1m} (rtant v tter we siip
formed within each university and colleoe, buxldmg upon h het
education’s tradition of peer review. The successful institorional re-
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view boards mandated by the Department of Health and Human
Services to inonitor the use of human volunteers in federally funded
tesearch provides 4 model. These boards have piotected human sub-
jects while reducing the need for a vast enforcement machinery within
the ' eaucracy itself.

~ The equal ocpportunity councnls we have in mmd would exkend
the work of affirmative action committees By monitoring the hiring,
dismissal, and promotion with the institiition.” Such couricils will not
overcome the poor employment oppémimues caused by declining
resources and enrollments. Still, equality of opportunity is required
durin; bad times as well as good And we conclude dat colleges and
universities should now seize the initiative and develop strategizs that
will effective Ty fulfill cheir legal and moral obligations. To achieve
these ends the following recommendations are proposed.

[ Protecting individual rights ic . public accountability
obligation that must be met by every higher learning
institution:

0 In fulﬁllmg this mandate, colleges and universities
should vigorously reaffitm their commitment to equality
of opportumty by having. glearly stated goals with de-

hmnga, dnsmxssals ind p promouons Councd rncmBershxp
should include campus personnel and professionals from
other campuses as well.

[ The findings of e equal opporzunity council should be

examined by ~=gionai accredit’1g ccmmittees and made

avanlable to appropiiate gov -iment enforcement agen-

[0 While new self-monitcig -arrangements. fur the

achievements of equality of opportunity are essential,

in the end; a campus shcu!d be judged by goals and
results rather than detailed procedures.
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A LOOK AHEAD: THE CAMPUS AND TH'E CORPORATION

Throughout hrgher education’s hlstory, universities have had to nego-
tiate the terms of their independence with the most ;uwerful institu-
tions of the day. At first; they were influenced significantly Ly various
religious bodies. For early American colleges, preparing ziiinisters and

transmitting the faith to a new generation were top prioritics. Later, as
the nation-state grew strong, religious issues faded, a:id higher educa-
tion increasingly became engaged in the public agenda, establishing a
close relationship to the states and, later, to the federal government
as well. ,

What about th° furure’ Lookmrv alwad we expeu that federal

the ‘mission - ad .nﬂuenCmg the goverianice ¢ b gher educatlon There
will be a renawal of church influence ac _luszer of private colleges;
but this shlft wnll ne Bé °nough 0 overcome r.bﬂ earlier declme

witl be ¢ one we have no* yet mentxoned in this rersort-—the coniection
of hrgher educatlon o the corporate world Busmessrnen have long

valies were penetrating the academy - B
Today, however, “orporate polmcal and economic oower IS cn

the rise, ind higher education will mcreasmgly find itsel{ negotiating
les, with government bureaucrats, and more with giants of the busi
ness world. Increasingly, academic decisions are being shaped by
decisions i corporate board rooms.

~ The connection between higher education 4nd major coipora-
tions—in both research and curriculum deC‘srons~|mper|ls colleges
and universities i: much the same way as the church and the state
have threatened ur vessity integrity in the past. And preoccupation
on the pan of the al demy wnth the p.le me., of busmess and mdt.;zry

equaixry of access rq educat;on, ﬁscal aCCOImtablllt), social justice—
will be conipromised. o }

As we have stressed, academic govertance is important not as
an end in itself but as a means of helping he academy fulfill irs



ovetatchmg socxal obligations. We zgree with Detek Bok ptesxdent
of Farvard University:

Edu ation 2nd research may_not be the most visible ¢ or
heroic means of striking at the evils of society. But taken as
a whole, they represent the surest way by which academic
institations can resolve the moral dilemma of coprifiing to
enjoy the quister pusuits of leammg in a world filled with
{7ering and injustice: If universities pursue this course with
enough energy and determination, even the angriest critics
may eventually come to appr :ate the full weight of their

social contribution.?

i,

Ptesxdent Boks comment suggesrs what we belxeve © be the
fundamental question: If colleges and universities become too closely
linked to corporate interests; can they continue to ask society to gran+
them the special and privileged statiis that the academy has historica; ;
efijoyed? The issué is a profound one; and we believe that the latger
implications of the burgesning cotporate connection ate just emergmg
___.. The most important possessxon of colleges and uniiversities is not
their endowments, nor lacilities, not even the faculty; administrators;
arid trustees. The possession that is imporant above ufi others is in-
tegrity. In the end, the structure of _governance must protect the
ability of hxgh‘-r education to carry on, ~l integrity, the essential

functions of teaching and reseatch.
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A RENEWAL OF LEADERSHIP

¥~ iiis REPORT HAS focused on the legal strictures and admin-
T istrative procedures . connect higher education, govern-

ment; and the larger soc:ery Uriquestionably, such structuies
and procedures must be shaped with great care and repeatedly re-
viewed. But; in truth; they can only provide the framework for achieve-
ment, not achievement itseif. Like all human institutions, the academy
can be no greater than the human beings who comprise it. For all
the attention to flow charts; master plans, and program reviews; the

educational eniterprise ultimately depends upon people.
. Governance guidelines in themselves have no animating power:
In its most authenic sense, governance is sunply the process by which
pcople pursiie common ends and, in the provess; breathe life into
otherwise lifeless forms.

The best measure of the health of the governance structire at
a college is riot how it looks on pajer; but the climate in which it
functions: Do those involved see some point to whzt they are doing?
Do they believe theit efforts can make a difference? (s there a sense
of excitement? Is the lez "‘etshlp confident of its aims and goals, with:
out being isolated from either the larger society or the particular
institutional cornmunity on whose behalf leadership is beiiig vxercised?

Whether hlg}‘er educatxon is to remam soqally accountable and

pmt of its leadershlp, mcludmg presidents, trustees, deans, and
individual members of the faculey.
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Unfortunateiy, too many hxgber educatxon leaders from presx-

trustees feel ptessured and confused; their own g - .rnance funcnon
almost hopelessly constricted within a comphcated bureaucratic grid.

The ever-increasing role of outside agericies in _Campus matters

is. gradually wearing down interna! -~vernance structures. A< leader-
shxp is dummshed pOwr- w.-d ative ﬂow even_more * iy to

VRIS

‘e zeans sxmply respor1dmg to an xmpersona] system ﬂo‘ ~  long
» 1 ceaseless tide of forms, reports;_and compﬁiéf - s
yzarold Enarson; former presiten: of Ohio State Univc . . oncé pu
it i 4 moment of exas; peration: " i could once say deci: veiv: he bud

stops here.’ Now it ne rer stops.”?

This desrmcnve cycle must be ended The gover:. ~cc initia: . .
must return whete it belongs: o the campus itself: But suo 0 and
administrative reforms, like those proposed in this report can only
80 s0 fat toward achxevmg thxs goax ‘What is most required is no

qute obvxousiy, the steps to such 1 renewal of leadership, can-
not be spelled out in a series of recommendations. Yet some of i
characteristics can be suggested: It must be a leadership that can take
the mmatxve in proddmg colleges and umversmes to deﬁne thext own

slvely fot such standards to be imposed by others. It must be a lead
ership that can redefine; in contemporary terms, the fragile tradition
of academic freedom. It miust be leadership that will forcibly remind
those within the academy that independence and self-governance can
survive only if they are willing to should~r the biirden of makir:g it
not metely a matter of pious rhetoric, b 2 living, work:  reality.
It must, in short, be lexdership of visioi« ap-. _creativiy th. can de-

fine and defend the spirit of the academ’. ..werr ise:
such a new Spirit of confidence we.e w emerge e hlghet

educatxdﬁ we are convinced that meny of the problems and frustra-
tions that have been the concéin of this report would dramatically

shrink in importance. They would not vanish, but they would _case
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to be so stiflingly oppressive as the accdemy or.e began to define its
own purposes and revitalize its historic governance traditions. Whether
such a tebirth of leadership is possible may well be the central ques-
tion facing .American higher educztion in the jears ahead.
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APPEI. DIX A

ACCREDITIT\IG AGENCIES

ANLE ASSOCIATIONS

Approved by the United States Depirusient of Education

Regional Institutional Accrediting Asscsiciions

Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools
New England Association of Schools and Colleges !
North Central Association of Colleges and Schools
Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges
Western Association of Schools and Colleges
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools !

NI RN,

National Institutions and Sﬁéthiz’ied Accre’ ing Bo’di’e.r

Committe¢ on Allied Health Education and Accreditation
Mational Arch, =ctural Accrediting Board, Inc

MNational Association of Scheois of Art and Desxgn

Ameérican Association of Bible Culleges
National Accreditation Couricil for Age..cies Servi: g the Blind
and Visually Handicapped
6. Arrn.rxcan Assocnanon of Blood Banks

-Aa U MY ea

! The association has separate commiissions for colleges arid universi-
ties and for  ~ational instirutions. .

2 Sepalatt commissions operate for four- year institutions, junior and
con:munity colcges, and vocational institutions. -
3 Accrec..arion is done in cooperation with the (‘ ommittee on Allied
Health Education and Accradication.
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11
12.

13.
14
15.
16.

21.
22.
23,
24,

25:
26.
27.
28. 1
2.
30.
31.
32.

33
34;
35.

17.
18.
19.
20.

Amencan Assembly of Colleg:ate Schools of Busmess

Association o¢ Independent Colleges a.:d Schools

The Council on Chiropractic Education ,

Association for Clinical Pastoral Educatiun, Inc.

Council for Non- -Collegiate Continuing Education

National Accredmng Commission of Cosmetology Arts and
Sciences

American Society of Cytology ®

Joint Commission on Darce and Theater Accreditation

American Dental Association

The American Dietetic Asscciation

Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology, Inc.

Society of American Foresters

Anerican Board of Funeral Service Educ.mon

Acciuditing Coimmission on Education for Healih Services
Administration

National Accrediting Agency for Clinical Laboratory Scxences
Narional Home Study Council -

Foundation for Interior Design Educanc : Research

Accrediting Council on Education in Journalism and Mass Com-
municatioris

American Society of Landscape Architects

American Bar Association

Anencan L:brary Assoc:anou

ﬁccredxtmg Bureau of Health Educatxon Schools

American Association of Medical Assistants®

American Medical Récord Association ®

Liaison  Committee on Medical Education of the Councd on

Med cal Education of the American Medical Association and the
Executive Council of the Association of American Medical

American Academy of Microbiology

National Association of Schools of Music

Joint Review Committee on Educational Programs in Nuclear
Medicine Technology *
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36.
37.

46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52
53.
54.

55.
56.

38.
39.
40.
41.
42,
43,
44,
45;

57.
58.

American Association of Nurse Anesthetists

National Association for Practical Nurse Education and Service,
Inc.

Nauonal League for Nutsmg, Inc ,

American Occupational Therapy Associacion ®

National Asscciation of Trade and Technical Schools

American Optometric Association

American Osteopathic Association

American Council on Pharmaceutical Education

Amierican Physical Therapy Association

Joinr Review Committee on Education Programs for Physxc:an s
Assistants

American Podxatry Association

American Psychological Assocnauon

Council on Education for Public Health

Association of Advanced Rabbinical and Talmudnc Schools
Joint Review Committee on Education in Radiologic Technology
Joint Review Committee for Respiratory Therapy Education ®
Council on Social Work Education

American Speech-J.anguage-Hearing Association

Joint Review Committee on Education for the Sutgncal
Technclogist

National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Educatnon
Association ot Theological Schools in the United States and
Canada

American Vetem.ary Medxcai Assoc:auon

New York State Board of Regents

o=



APPENDIX B

THE CARNEGIE SURVEY
o OF
HIGHER EDUCATION
DECISION MAKING

T O OBTAIN A CLEAR unpressxon of the _cutrent state of aca-

of decision makmg in Pugﬁer education.
~ Our survey instrument listed 39 decisions under three headmgs
aca&emnc personnel, and administrative. We did nct_attempt to. be
exhaistive. Instead, we selected decisions we considered to be repre-
sentative of key policy areas.
Ot survey also listed 12 Iocauons of decision makmg, and
the respondents were asked to identify the locations which - held
effective authority for each of the 39 decisions. Eﬁ‘empe autbonty
was defined for the respondents as “the agency whose decision gen-
erally stands and usually is not reversed.” ,
The survey was sent to four respondents in each of the ffty
states:
(O The chief executive officer of the state’s flagship uni-
versity or university system
[7 The chief executive officer of a2 owblic four-year insti-
_ tution
[ The chief executive oﬁicer of a public two-year insti-
tution
[J The head of the state’s hxgher education agency.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

fesponding states, the state publlc university system is also the state
hngher educatlon agency In all we madea out neariy 200 questxon-

and agencxes surveyed that is, from state hngher eaucanon agencnes
in 41 states; from 41 flagship universities;! from 42 four-year col-
leges, and 26 two-year institutions.

In the report of the data that follows, the 39 key hngher educatxon
“decisions” are listed vert cally on the left side of every page. The
four types of universities, colleges, and agencies from which the responses
came are repeated under each of the “decisions.”

The 12 “Locations of Decision-Making” are listed hbrizbiitélly
across the top of the tables.

- Responses of the chief executive officers of the various types. of

institutions surveyed are numerically clustered wnder the various
locations of deasmn-makm?

In six instances in which a respondem was both a ﬂagshxp institution

and the state agency, responses are included for both types of respondents;

Although the numbers are roughly equivalent for state agenaes and ﬁag-

ship institutions, they do not always include agencies, and institutions in
the same state.
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RESPONSES TO THE CARNEGIE SURVEY OF

Numbers of higher education agenacs : and ipstitutions s assigning “effective authorlry

,,,,, - oo Fidﬂ@ o
Faculty Admxms- Govern. senateor Admnis-
- sepate or tration ing couocil, tradon,
Depart- council;, atthe board, muilti-  multi-

il mental  campas campus camipus cAmpus campus
ACADEMIC DECISIONS level level level level system  system

1. Deﬁnmg vampm mission
and objectives

Higher Education agencxes — 3 5 — 1

Flagship institutions —_ — 3 5 — b3

Four-year institutions — - 7 7 — 1

Two-year institutions — 1 2 9 - —_
2. Serting campus admis-

sions standards 7 i

Higher Education : agencies — 8 15 8 — —

Flagship institutions 2 i1 13 1 3 2

Four-year institutions 1 9 10 5 — —

Two-year institutions 1 2 12 3 — 1
3. Determining course

content & objectives :

Higher Ediication agencies 38 2 1 —_ — —_

Flagship institutions 34 6 — — 1 —

Fous-year institutions 33 8 — 1 —_ —

Two-year institutions 17 4 2 — 2 1
4. Setting ssudent-faculry

ratios ) .

Hnghet Educmon agencies 3 — 20 1 1 2

Flagship institutions 5 1 21 — — 2

Four-year institutions 3 2 19 2 — —

Two-year institutions — 1 15 3 — 4
5. Establishing minimum

faculty-student con-

tact bours , ) , :

Higher Education agencies 8 — 19 2 — 1

Flagship institutions 12 2 17 — — 1

Four-year institutions 3 1 23 — — —

Two-year institutions —_ —_ 15 4 —_ 4

k|
ey
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DECISION MAKING IN HIGHER EDUCATION

for makmg selected dccxsnons to units within hxgher education and state govemmencs

Govern- o
ing : o State Other S
board, Swate-  depart-. - saare I.egls 7777777
muldi- coordi-  ment of Gover executive  lature Malei- -
campus nating  educa- nor's branch OF its pletes- Novap-
system agency tion office agency staff ponse  plicable
6 7 - - - - g =
17 2 —_— —_ - —_— 8 —
17 4 1 — - 1 3 1
7 2 — = — 2 —
7 1 = - -
6 2 — — — 1 — 1
12 3 — —_ — 1 - 1
5 1 1 —_ = pu— — —
3 2 — —_ 1 5 —_ 4
1 1 1 — 1 3 — 4
7 4 1 — 1 3 —_ —_
1 — — — —_ 1 —_ 1
2 — — 1 — = 5 3
2 — 1 — — 1 4 1
5 3 1 1 — 2 3 —_
2 p— _ — — 1 — —
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N N o oo Faculty _

Faculty  Adminis- Govern- senateor Adminis-
- seoateor wation  ing  council, tration,
Depart-  council, atthe board, muald- mualei-
mental  cdmpus  campus campus campus campus
level level level level system  system

6. Accepring research
funds from external
Sousces

Higker Education ayencies 6 —_ 24 5 — 2
Flagship instirutions 3 — 2 2 - 5
Four-year institutions — — 29 3 - 3
Two-year institutions 1 — 12 7 — 2

7. Setting degree
requirements
Higher Education agencies 4 21
Flagship institutions i3 17
Four-year institutions 5 24
Two-year institutions 1 6

|

e AV N @ NV T
Ni

8. Deciding content of -
institutional self-study
for regional accred-
savion

Higher Educatior agencies 3 5 32 — — ~—
Flagship institutions 3 2 30 1 — 4
Four-year institutions 3 8 29 2 = =
TWo-year institutions 2 4 15 — —_ 6

Deciding whether to seek
specialized accreditation
for particalar prograiis

o

Higher Education agencies 7 — 26 —_ — 1
Flagship institutions 7 1 26 = = 2
Four-year institutions 7 Z 27 = - 1
Two-year institutions 4 1 16 —_ —_ 4

10. Ejtablishing new under-
graduate programs
Flagship institutions.
Four-year institutions
Two-year iastitutions —

OV b
NIV IRV N}
Vi w00
B b
Sy
N |




Govern- ~ o
ing . Staze Otier

board, State::  d-part- _ state - Legis- S

malti- Coordi- mentof Gover- executive lature Muli-

campus nating  educa- not's branch or its pleress Nozap-
system agency linn office staff ponse  plicable

3 = - - - - 1
4 1 — — i = — 1
5 — — — e — — -

3 1 —_ —_— —_— _— —_ 3
—_ = — — — — i 1
2 2 — — — — —_ i
5 1 2 — = — — _

1 — — — — = — —
- — — — = — —_— 1
— — = - — — — 1
1 - - — - — 6 —
— — p— — —_— 4 1

1 — = — — — 4 =
— = = — — — 1 —
6 10 1 — =
11 7 1 — — == —_ —
13 8 2 — — 1 —— —
7 4 —_ - — i —_ =

=
e d
R




11

12;

13.

14,

Establishing new

graduate or professional
programs

Higher Education agencies
Flagship institutions
Eouriyear iﬁEtitﬁtibﬂﬁ

T 'Wo-year institutions

Reviewing and elim;-
nating existing under-
graduare programs
Higher Education agencies
Flagship institutions
Fout-year inistinutions
TW&yeif institutions
Reviewing and elims-
nating existing graduate
programs
Higher Education agencies
Flagship institutions
Four-year institutions
TWbi?éit institutions

Adding or discontinuing
an academsc department
or djvision
Higher Education agencies
Flagship institutions
Four-year institutions
Two-year institutions

w'

N

o

] e

Facu'ty
senate or
council,
campus
level

Hw:v-—hN)u WL W | SRVIrey

I roiro e
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Adminis.
fration
atthe -
campus
level

I [CXILN NES U

16
19

18
13

Govern-
ing
b&rd' N
campus
level

[ B N SO RN -

Ny = OGN

N W= N

W A\D i \D!

Faciilty
senate or
multi- -
caiapus
system

I H*N“l

[

-l

]

Adminis-
tration,
mulsi. -
campus
sysTm

= N
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VIR SPRTRCITEy



Govern-

ing .. Seate: Other .
board, Seatce - depart-. state Legis- o
mult- coordi- mentof Gover- executive larure Multi-
campus natirg  educa- nor's branch crits pleres- Notap-
system agency  tion office agency staff ponse  plicable
17 11 i —_ 1 —_ — 1
S
14 10 2 — — 1 —_ 2
3 3 = - 2 —_ _— 16
14 4 — —_ — — — —
12 1 1 — — = — —
12 1 1 —_ — — — —
6 1 1 — - — — 2
15 5 _ — —_ _ 6 1
12 i 1 — — — 7 —_—
12 3 1 — — - 4 2
4 — — —_ — 1 _ 18
11 1 _— —_ —_ — —_ —_—
12 1 1 — — — — —
10 1 — —_ — — —_ —

10g
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Faculty  Adminis- Govern- senateor Adminis-

-- - senateor  tration ing - council, tratiom,

Depart. council, arche  board, muli-  muldi-

mental  campus campus campus campus campus
PERSONNEL DECISIONS level level level level system  system

1. Appointing senior

Higher Education agencies —
Flagship institurions —
Four-year institutions
Two-year institutions

16
15
20

I
@ v
l?
N)I ~J N

2. Hiring new faculty
members . o ,
Righer Ei‘!@itéiibii igéi -~ies 24

Flagship institutions 18
Four-year institutions 13
Two-year institutions 2

It

NI
N ' .
& : .

AU SRR Sg S JTUN)

o |l

3. Granting faculty tenure
and promotsons )
Higher Education agencies
Flagship instirutions
Four-year institutions
Two-year institutions

20
14

| N

|
T
N P

l\
|1
N
(=) =]
QO IO\ (1=d o

4. Determining academsc
saary schodules
ﬁigﬁé&i&ﬁ&iibﬁ agencies
Flagship institutions
Four-yeir igstititions
Two-year institutions

14
14
17

| 1ha |
00 Wi = O\
||

o

5. Sesring reles on ontside
income for faculsy members
Higher Education agencies
Flagship institutions
Four-year institutions
Two-year institutions

13
17
15

I
I o]

~N OV D
bl




Govets.

ing - State Orhist :
board, Smte ~ depart- state - Legis- o
multi. coordi- mentof Gnver- executive lature Multi-
campus nating educs- nor's branch or its pleres- Notap-
system agency tion office agency staff ponse  plicable
10 = iy p— J— — J— —
14 —_ —_ — - —_ —_ —_
11 _ — — —_ —_— —_ 2
6 —_— —_ —_— — — i ey
1 —_ — — — — —_
2 — — 1 — — — —_
2 —_— — — — —_ = =
6 - — — — — 6 —
9 — — — — — 9 —
9 - - 1 — — 5 —
4 —_ —_— — — 1 1 3
11 1 1 — 1 1 — 2
9 — — — 1 1 — 3
12 2 — 2 2 - - -
5 —_— —_ -_ — 4 p— —_—
11 _— — — 1 — —_— 3
10 — —_ — — —_ — 5
14 1 — 1 1 = — 2
3 - = = - — —_ 3

ks




10.

Authorizing out-of-state
travel for faculry

members -
Higher Education agencies
Flagship insticutions
Four-year institutions
Two-year institutions
Allocating vacant faculsy
positions among depart-
menis :
Higher Education agencies
Flagship institutions

Two-year institutions

Negotiating with anions for
collective bargaining agree-
ments for academic
personnel

Higher Educarion agencies
Flagship insticutions
Four-year institutions
Two-year institutions

Determining affirmative

action targets for aca-

demic hiring

Higher Education agencies
Flagship institutions
Four-year institutions
Two-year instiutions

Adjudicating faculry
grievances

Higher Education agencies
Flagship institiitions
Four-year institutions
Two-year institutions

12
16

N,

|
] e

ol

ey

Faculty
Senate o
couicil,

P
N O Wy

Adminis.
tration
atthe --
campus
level

27
24
31
15

39
38
42
20

Y—
Wi NSO

32
28
32
10

23
15
25
16

w

00! N Hmw

\n»—w, -

B IRY . = QU

Faculey

- SENnarc or

council,
muld-
system

Adminis-
tratior,
mulri-
campus
system

b
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Govern- : o
ing State - Other

board; State  depart- state Legis-
mult- cordi- mentof Gover- executive larure Mula- - -
campus nating  educa- nor's branch or its pleres- Norap-
system agency tion uffice agency staff ponse  plicable
1 — — — i — — —
1 = — — 1 1 — —
= = — — — —_ i —
5 — — 1 2 — — 13
3 — — —_ 1 — —_ 22
10 — 2 — — — 15
3 — — — —_ — -—_ 7
2 2 1 = = — - 1
2 — = = — — —_ —
1 3 1 —_ — — 1 —
2 1 — —_— — — — —
2 —_ —_ — i — 6 —_
2 _— — — — — 7 1
3 — 1 — — —_ 3 2
3 - = 2 - = =
U
4
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- S Facily
Faculty ~ Adminiss Govern- sepate or Adminis-

o o . senateor tration ing . -ouncil, tration,
ADMINISTRATIVE Depart.  council, atthe  board, mult-  muli-
it mental campus campus campus campus campus
DECISIONS level level level tevel system  system

1. Sesting campus enroll-
ment levels 7
Higher Educition agencies
Flagship institutions

— 12 7 —
4~

Fous-yeat institutions - 2

Two-year institutions — — 15

| ]

\J\\, AVARRS 1]

N
Il

2. Determining affirmative
action targets for en-
rollment
Higher Educition agencies — — 22
Flagship institutions — — 25

Four-yeat institutions — - 28

[Evyyery l w,
|
Co\"‘ o

Two-year institutions — 1 12

3. Serting wuition levels
Higher Education agencies —
Flagship institutions —
Four-year institutions
Two-year institutions — —

I
l
e I
S N AN
|
W I BN =

4. Allocating revene from
rion-stare sources (sndirect
cost fiéimbi[nfem'éii't; aux-
iliary enterprises)
Higher Education agencies — — 23
Flagship institutions — — 19
Four-year {nstitutions — — 27

Two-year institutions 14

N AN
BN IO e

-

5. Approving departmental
budgers
Higher Education agencies - = 37
Flagship inistitutions — 35
Fout-year institutions — —_ 39

Two-year institutions — 1 18

o
I
WHNI




State Other

i o
board,  Smie  depar. sae  Legis
mult- coordi- men:of Gover- executive latre Mulei-
campus pating  educa- nor's branch or its pleress Notap-
system agency tion oftice agency staff ponse plicable
10 4 - - 2 - — 3
11 1 1 —_ = 4 — 4
7 3 — — 1 —_ — 5
1 —_ 1 —_ —_ —_— —_— —_
4 3 1 - = = = 3
5 2 — — — 1 — —
3 3 1 - = = = 6
2 1 1 — — _— —_ —
22 2 1 — — 5 — 1
25 2 - - = 3 = =
22 2 1 — — 5 — 2
6 2 1 — — 2 — —
2 — — — 1 1 5 1
4 — — — —= 1 4 3
S —_ —_— — 2 — 2 2
3 —_ pu— p— —_ —_ _ —_—
3 = - - - = - 1
2 — -— — — - — 1
—_— —_ —_— — — p— —_ 2
1 _ —_ pr— — — — —_
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. o Faculty -
Faculty ~ Adminis- Govern: senateor Adminis-

- senate or tration ing . council; tration,
Depart-  council, at the board,  mulsi- multi-
mental  campus campus  campus campus  campus
level level levetl level system system
6. Establishing guidelines
for budget development
Higher Education agencies —
Flagship institutions
Four-year institutions
TWb:?éﬁr institutions

i1
12
21

10

7. Making purchases
over $1,000
Higher Education agencies
Flagship institutions
Four-year institutions
Two-yeat inistitutions

[
A
P
I
I

23— —
30 —
17

” WD
[

(V.

1

I

N L Lk

8. Transferring more than
$5,000 between budget
casegories
Higher Education ageacies
Flagship institutions
Fouf-jear inistitutions
Two-year institutions

18
25
18
11

N | rSpey
NN IO\ W

[

\Ilwl—l“l (SN
NN

9. Assigning space and
facilities to specific
academic programs
Higher Bducstion ageecies — 1 37
Flagship institutions = 1 37
Four-year institutions — 39
Two-year institutions 1 — 20

et

h
11
N IENH—M‘

o |
l

10. Buwilding or bavisat
a campus {acslity
Higher Education agencies —
Flagship iostitutions =
Four-year institutions — —
Two-year institutions —_
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I
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Govern-

ing I State Other -
board, Sate .  depart- ~ state Legis- DL
multi- coordi- mentof Gover- executive latire Mult- - -
campus rating  educa- nor’s branch or its pleress Notap-
system agency tion office agency staff ponse  plicable
11 4 1 2 2 — 1
7 — 1 — — —= 2
8 1 - — 2 — = 2
5 = —_ — — —_ —_ —
2 — 1 - 4 — - —
1 -— — —_— —_— -— _— 1
— — - 1 4 — = 2
4 -— 2 1 6 — 3 —
5 — — 1 —_ —_ 2 1
S 1 1 —_ 6 — 4 3
2 1 1 — — 1 3 —_
1 = — — —_ — = 1
_ = — —_ — = —_ o1
1 — — _= - -_— —_— ==
12 6 1 1 2 3 = —_
12 1 — 2 — 3 — 1
11 2 — 3 1 7 — 2
4 1 — = — 1 — —=




- S = Facuity o

Faculty Adminis- Q@?ernl senate or Adﬂupls-
- - senateor tration ing - council, tration;
Depart- council, at the board,  miilei- multi-
mental  campus campus  campus campus campus
level level level fevel system  system

11. Authorizing fund-
raising for capital

smprovements

|

|
-
B

Higher Education agencies
Flagship institutions
Four-year institutions
Two-year institutions

, 10
6 13

e

o
|y
R O

I
1NN
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(=)

12. Esiablishing or closing
branch campuses

Higher Education agencies
Flagship institutions
Ebﬁr:?m iﬁﬁiﬁitibﬁg
Two-year institutions

Ll
1
NN!»—-“I
O Wi
(L
T

I
o |

1. Ofrin couor v
programs off campaus ,
24

Higher Education agencies

Flagship institution.; 17

Fourt-year institutions
Two-year institutions

[V, N S e
W
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A I\\H»—-

14. Determining specific

reductions required by

mid-year budge? cats ]
28
27
34

|k |

Higher Education agencies
Flagship institutions
Four-year institutions

Two-year institutions

(=Y

\I\l [N Y
11
w I 0N

| = 11
I

15. Useof year-2nd
campus budget jﬁfﬁlﬂ! 7
’ 21

18
27

Highet Ediication agencies
Flagship institutions
Four-yoar institutions

Two-year institurions
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Govern- ,

ing = State Other oo

board, State_ depart-.  _ state Legis- e

multi- coordi- mentof Gover: executive  lature Muldi-

campus nating  educa- nor’s branch ot its pleress Notap-

system agency  ftion office agency saff ponse  plicable
11 — 1 1 2 1 — 1
0 - = = _ 1 — 1
6 1 = 1 — 1 — 6
4 e - _ _— 1 = =
14 7 — — — 10 6 —
4 2 1 1 — 3 6 7
15 6 1 2 — 5 2 6
6 2 — — — 2 2 —
4 4 1 = = 1 — 1
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INSTITUTIONS AND AGENCIES PARTICIPATING IN THE
SURVEY OF DECISION MAKING IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Smte qucatson Agencies

Alabama Commission on Hngher Education
University of Alaska Statewide System
Arizonz Board of Regents

Arkansas Department of ngﬁér Edacation

Californiz Postsecondary Education Commission

Connecticut Board of Higher Education .. _

Delaware Postsecondary Education Commission
Florida Department of Education

Georgia Board of Regents of the University System
Hawaii State Postsecondary Education Commission®
Idaho State Board of Fducation

Indiana Commission for Higher Educarion

Iowa State Board of Regents

Kansas Board of Regents -

Kentucky Cousicil on Highet Educauon

Lounsnana Boa.rd of Regents B

MnrylandStatc Board for ngher Education

Massachusetts Board of Regents of Higher Eduication

Michigan State Board of Education . ... - .

Minnesota Higher Education Coordinating Board :

Mississiopi Board of Trustees of State Institutions of Higher Learnmg

Montana Board o1 Regents of Higher Education® .
Nebraska Coordinating Commission for Pdsisécondary Education
Umversxty of Nevada sttcm’

New MCXICO Board of Educatxonal Fmance
New York Smte Educanon Department

* Institutions counted as both flagship instirutions and state education

agencies:
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Board of Governors of the University of North Carolina *
North Dakota State Board of Higher Education

Ohio Board of Regents =~ -~ -

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education

Oregon Educational Coordinating Commission
Pennsylvania Office of Higher Education L

Rhode Island Board 6 Govertiors for Higher Education
Texas Coordinating Boaid, College and University System

Vermone Higher Education Planning Commission
Virginia State Conncil of Higher Education
Washington Council for Postsecondary Education

West Virginia Board of Regents

University of Wisconsin at Madison *
Flagship universities

University of Alaska

University of Arizona

University of Arkansas

University of California

University of Colorado
University of Connecticut

University of Florida.
University of Georgia
University of Hawaii*
University of Idaho
University of Illinois
Indiana University
University of lowa
University of Kentucky
University of Maine*
Univetsity of Matylaad
University of Minnesota

Univesity of Misissipp
University of Missout i

University of Montana® =
University of Nevada System*
University of New Hampshire
University of New Mexico
Stace University of New York
University of North Carolina*
Ohio State University
Uaiversity of Oklahoma
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Oregon Depattment of Higher Education
University of Peninsylvania

Rutgers, the Sare University of New Jersey
University of South Carolina

University of South Dakota

University of Tennessee

University of Uah

UYniversity of Vermont

Univessity of Virginia.

University of Washington -
University of Wisconsin at Madison*
University of Wyoming

Fonr Year Institutions

Alabama A & M University

Angelo 3tate University (Texas)
Armstrong State College (Georgia)
Bemiji State University (Minnesota)
California State College ,(ngnsylva,ma)
California State University Hayward
Centrdl Washington University
Delaware State College -

Delta State Utiiversity (Mississippi)
Ent&ntmlﬁmversxty (Oklahoma )

Eastern Connecticut State College

Eastern IHlinois Hmvers:ry

Florida Atlantic University. -

Francis Marion College. (South ﬁrolnna )

Henderson State University (Arizona)
Keene State College (New Hampshire)
Lyndon State College (Vermont)

Mesa College (Colorado)
Mmmn University {Ohio)- ]
Murray State University QKentucky)
New Mexico Highlands University
North Carolina Centzal University
Nortl.east Missouri University
Northern Michigan University
Northetn Montagi College
Nortlietn State College (South Dakota)
Purdue Umversnty Calumet (Indiana)
Radford University ( Vnrgxma)
Salisbury State Cotlege (Maryland)
Sher herd College (West Virginia)
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State Umyerflg Goﬂege at Cortland (New York)

Tennessee State University
Univessity of Nevada, Las Vegas

University of Hawaii at Hilo =
University of Maine at Presque,isie
University of Wisconsin at Stou+

Valley City Srate College { North Dakota)
Washburn University of Topeka (Kansas)
Wayne State University (Nebraska)
Weber State University (Utah)

Western Oregon State College
Worcester State College (Maine)

Tiwo-Year Colleges

Austin Community College (Minnesota) 7
Bossier Parish Community College. (Louisiana)
Central Community College (Nebraska)

Clark Community College (Nevada)

College of Southern Idaho

Colorado Mountain College

Community College of Beara County (Pennsylvama)
Community College of Rhode Island- :
District One Technical Institite (Wisconsin)
East Central College (Missouiri )

Gainesville Junior College ( Georgna)

Greon River Community College- (Washington)

Horry Georgerown Technical College (South Cziolina)

Howard Community College (Maryland)

Isothermal Community College (North Carolina)

Lake Region Communuty College (North Dakota)

Miles Community College (Montana) - -
Niagara County Community College (New York)

Northera New Mexico Community College

Pear] River Junior College ¢ Mississippi)

Polk Community College (Florida)

Solano Community College ¢California)

South Plains College ( Texas) -

University of Kentucky Community Coﬂege (Kentucky)
Yavapai College {Arizona)

Waubonsee Community College (Illmons)
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- colleagues and awa:d licenses to- teadr Such ,
aud:onty bcgns  define What the cssay ‘essay calls the
essential academic core, those funcum: of waching
and research that muse, at ali ¢ coszs; be protected
from oumde control. The legal auiﬁonty once
held by the ﬁmlms of die great medieval uciver-
sities is, in the American tradition, held by
goveitiing boards.

~ The essay reviews chns of thc acadcmv to
regntate itself, first thtough incernal decision
making, and later through voluntury accred;tgng
Itera tracs the ncwconnccuomdmbneemetﬁn

- advance research, extend educ opportimiries,
and promote social j justice. 'fha—e -
have e changed the mission and the governance
structure of higher educaﬁ’*

) Pubhcovemghtls likely % increase :smuch
othxghercdummnmmfmapam to con-
straint. The ¢ essay concludes, however, thar this
would be a move in the wrong dmcuon: Tt calls
upon hxgher aucaunn 0 recapture the inidative
in controlling its own de:tmy Couegg and
universities are * urged ro strcngthen their capaciey
to regulace d:unselvaindﬁndwaysf&!beum.

leadership more effectively to lead.
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