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OVERVIEW

Improving the géaitty of undergraduate education has become a prtmary
concern of and dr1v1ng force beh1nd many 1nstitdti'ona1i state, and national
1n1t1at1ves in the m1d 1ate 19805 The focus of th1s paper is on the
part1cu1ar ro]e state government has p1ayed and is p1ay1ng and on the imbatt
of re1ated state actions on 1nst1tut1ons of h1gher educat1on Thc extent of
state 1nvo1vement was 1dent111ed in a recent Educat1on Comm1ss1on of the
States survey that reported state initiatives to improve undergraduate

educat1on in a11 56 states and the D1str1ct of Eo1umb1a (Boyer & McGu1nness

1986); Wh11e the focus on "qua11ty 1mprovement" as a popu1ar po11t1ca1
issue may be a re]at1ve1y recent phenomenon there is little quest1on that

states have taken a broad array of act1ons d1reet1y or 1nd1rect1y t1ed to

States, Transform1ng theAStateARo1e in Undergraduateeaducat1on T1me for a

D1fferent V1ew,(1986)), and that 1nst1tut1ons view th1s act1ve state

interest with marked ambivalence: Based on an initial review of the
11terature on state 1eve1 qua11ty 1n1t1at1ves (see the b1b11ography to be

prov1ded), two th1ngs are apparent f1rst the 11terature or. the top1e
cons1sts 1arge1y of cr1t1ques and proposa1s by study groups or 1nterested
part1es, po1vm1Ls or more reasoned d1scuss1ons of 1ssues, or case
descr1pt1ons of programs and 1n1t1at1ves (usUa11y by those who have
1n1t1ated or 1mp1emented them), and seeond there is 11tt1e or no research
on the eFF1cacy or 1mpact of such state level act1v1ty There also appear
to be re1at1ve1y few individuals act1ve1y engaged in co11ect1ng information

systemat1ca11y or do1ng research related to this arena



G1 en the 1mportance of the phenomenon and the nature of the 11terature
and research this paper is des1gned & a background for a meet1ng of
1nd1v1dua1s and/or agenc1es who have a common 1nterest in understand1ng the
many d1mensions of state level efforts to improve undergraduate quality, to
beg1n pre11m1nary d1scuss1ons of our know]edge base and gaps, and to

1dent1fy ways we m1ght share data coT]ect1on, po11cy ana]ys1s, and research

efforts to f1 1 those gaps

This paper is not intended to be a tharodgh synthesis of the
1%tératuré; but rather a pre11m1nary framework which 1dent1f1é the arena in
order to fac|11tate d1scuss1on Before present1ng the framework we br~ef1y
discuss the emergence of state level 1nterest in qua11ty (11ke conservation,
it is not a new 1ssue); some current def1n1t1ons of what qua11ty seems to
mean to state off?ciais sofme 1nterpretat1ons of the 1mp11c1t and exp11c1t
Bafpaées, 1ntent1ons and/or rat1ona1es that suggest ggi_state off1c1a1s view
guaiity 1mprovement efforts as 1mportant or t1me1y, and §ome examp]es of how

states are us1ng d1fferent mechan1sms to promote qua11ty 1mprovement

BACKGROHNB OF STATE INTEREST Ih BHAEITY

The early state ro1e with respect to h1gher education i was 1arge y
exerc1sed through a re1at1ve1y limited set of re1at1onsh1ps states
prov1ded the 1éga1 context w1th.n wh1ch 1nst1tut1ons both pub11c and

pr1vate were 11censed or chartered, usua11y pub11c sector trustees or

regents were appo1nted by the governor, and annua]]y or b1enn1a11y pub11c
sector (and in some states, pr1vate sector) 1nst1tut1ons received state tax

do11ars for operat.ng and capital expenses Except for occasional pieces of



legislation applying tr specific institutions, most state concerns for
htgher education were expressed through the budgetary process:

This state budget process Was, at least up until World War II, a fa1rly
pr1m1t1ve one in most states«—partak1ng more of what W11davsky (1984) has
termed incremental tradeoffs in a political bargu1n1ng mode than of any
heav11y sc1ent1f1c method driven by state goa1s of qua11ty enhancement
Wh11e qua11ty concerns were freqUent1y part of the rhetor1c, operatidha]]y
they were not part of an exp11c1t state pol1cy process

With thé massive expansion of post-war h1gher éducatton ﬁéwéeei

and co]]eges and in ddit1on fac1ng much more comp1ex issues about wh1ch
1nst1tut1ons, ex1st1ng or new, should get Wh1ch k1nds and 1eve1s of academ1c
programs To aid them in sort1ng out the budgét fights and the role and
mission 1ssues, over 30 state governments dur1ng the 1950s or 19605
estab11shed some form of statew1de board of h1gher educat1on; These boards
worked to try to ach1eve "order1y growth and deve]opment" of htgher
educat1on by deve]op1ng budget systems aopropriate to h?gher educatton
iong range p1ann1ng stress1ng d1vers1ty and art1cu1at1on and program and
cap1ta1 out]ay review systems to 1mp1ement +he p1ann1ng goa]s

Thus, the state role broadened from a bas1ca11y 1ega1 and f1nanc1a1
re1at1onsh1p with p:b11c un1vers1t1es and co11eges to an agenda wh1ch cou1d
include everyth1ng from p1ann1ng to create new 1nst1tut1ons determ1n1ng the

ro]e and mission for new and ex1st1ng 1nst1tut1ons approv1ng the1r
bu11dings and academ1c programs, agree1ng to such operat1ng items as student
admission standards tu1t1on charges and facu]ty sa1ary scales to

appropr1at1ng the tax do]]ars to dr1ve the whole system



Nor were pr1vate 1n<t1tut1ons exempt from th1s 1arger state role. In

many states pr1vate sector 1nst1tut1ons were 1nc1uded in state p1ann1ng

1nst1tut1ons e1ther by 1aw (NEw York) or by vo]untary pract1ce (e 9.5
M1nnesota, Mary]and) part1c1pated in state program review act1v1t1es, and
pr1vate 1nst1tut1ons were often concerned W1th state po]1c1es hav1ng 1mpact

on the compet1t1veness of pub11c sector 1nst1tut1ons

to state but more often than not 1nc1uded elements of formula budget1ng

which relied heav11y on analysis of 7nputs students faculty, classroom

space, etc. While later efforts to emp1oy PPBS did try to pay some

étténtion to the st1mated benef1ts of proposed outputs (and thus to qua11ty
cons1derat1ons), such efforts were not successfu1 and 1t is safe to say that
most state budget1ng for hlgher educat1on did not address qua11ty issues in
any serious fash1on.

Wnile tonsideratians of ﬁua1?ty did constitute part of the program
review process (a]ong with s:ch other factors as state need compat1b111ty
w1th 1nst1tut1ona1 roie and m1ss1on, unnecessary dup11cat1on, and state
ab111ty to fund), such qua11ty cons1derat1ons were a1so genera]]y 1udged on

the baS1s of 1nput e]ements (e g , how many facu]ty had the term1na1 degree

how many vo]umes in the 11brary, average SAT scores of students, etc.)

rather thaa on any efforts to assess outputs

States could, of course, and did to some extent re1y on accred1t1ng
agenc1es for assurances on issues of program and 1nst1tut1ona1 qua]1ty--but

it became w1de1y recognized that most accreditation 3udgments were also

be1ng rendered on the bas1s of 1nput factors



Thusf while there were frequent references o pursuit of enhanced

qua11ty in many state p1ann1ng documents dur1ng the 1960s and 19705 the

budget1ng program review and accreditation processes béi g emp1oyed did not

take one very far down the road of detining and measuring that elusive term.

THE NATURE OF STATE INTEREST IN QUALITY

What happened at the state 1eve1 in the 1986s to transform what had

been a real but 1arge1y rhetor1ca1 1nterest in the qua11ty of h1gher

education 1nto a series of state programs summar1zed in the fo1Tow1ng

section, some mandating certain assessment activities and some offer1ng
financial incentives; but all explicitly targeted at the improvement of

auality? .

fD\
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The forces causing social change are usually diverse: in this c
can identi?y at least four major ones:

1. A spiiiover to h1gher educat1on was evident from the huge wave of
concern about qua11ty in e1ementary/secondary educat1on fo11ow1ng the

pub11cat1on of the report A Nation at Risk (Nat1ona1 Comm1ss1on on

Exce11ence in Education, 1983) The quality of education offered in our

elementary and secondary schools had c1ear1y d1m1n1shed ovF the yéé?s aﬁa

someth1ng had to be done. States took contro1 and undertook numerous
1n1t1at1ves to 1mprove the qua11ty of education in those schoo1s. Hav1ng
met with success there they natura]]y turned the1r attent1on to h1gher
educat1on It soon became po]1t1ca11y popular to be known as an “"education

governor."



f. The 11nks between h1gher educat1on and state economic growth

brought greater attent1on to the movement to 1mprove the qua11ty of h1gher

education: State-level actors argued that if they 1mproved the qua11ty of

educat1on in the1r states techno]ogy would be drawn to their states
1ndustr1es weu]d re- ]ocate° Jobs would be created, and their state economies
wou]d 1mprove’

3. Some app]icatidns to h1gher education were made of a genera1
emerg1ng trend in state accountab111ty patterns ca11ed performance aud1t, in
which profess1ona1 staff 1dent1fy or develdp proqram goa]s in d1fferent
state po11cy areas and measures to assess the1r ach1evement

3. The 1ncreas1ng insistence by state 1eaders that in times of scate
f1sca1 auster1ty 1ncreased proport1ons of state funds for h1gher educat1on
Moreover, state leaders were alerted by parents' alarm over the costs of
send1ng the1r children to co]]ege The costs of hidher education have
skyrocket d at a rate twice ti the rate of inflation. Because of the hfdh
price, the pubiic needs assurance that the return on its investment merits
the costs.

Bne must note the absence of a consensus of what is meant by "a qua11ty

educat1on' Campa1gn speeches, governors addresses, 1eg1s1ators remarks;

and state and nat1ena1 commission reports all d1scuss improving the &oaifty
of undergraduate education. However one would be chaiienéed to examine
those items and extract prec1se def1n1t1ons of qua11ty

One can on1y surmise what a qi 11ty educat1on m1ght be when one
examines the initiatives tates have undertaken to 1mprove qua11ty For

éxampié in some states where adm1ss1on standards have been ra1sed, a



qua11ty co‘]ege educat1on is ref1ected in a student body w1th h1gher

entrance exam1nat1on scores: If in 1980 the average entrance exam1nat1on

has been 1mproved In a second examp]e qua11ty can be demonstrated through
va1ue -added test1ng Students are tested when they enter co]]ege and again
when they f1n1sh Qua11ty is 1nd1cated by the degree to wh1ch students
demon'trate that they have benef1ted from the co11ege exper1ence No change
in score would mean that students have 1earned noth1ng, and therefore the
qua11ty of their educat1on wa's 1nadequate. One can cite numerous examp]es
of f1nanc1a1 1ncent1ves to attract h1gher qua11ty facu]ty and h1gher qua11ty

students to 1nst1tut1ons as a mechan1sm to 1mprove the qua11ty of

¢ .dergraduate educat1on, certa1n1y the duai1ty of those entering the

1nst1tut1ons w111 be h1gher

these 1nd1cators of qua11ty facu]ty of h1gh ca11bre, students who are we11

prepared for co]]ege, adequate fac111t1es, management f1ex1b111ty, and

effective t :ch ng. A qua11ty h1gher educat1on is one that is student-

centered W1th demonstrab]e increased 1earn1ng in an 1nst1tut1on whose

management practices fac111xa.e and support 1earn1ng act1v1t1e-

STATE APPROACHES TO QUALITY IMPROVEMENT

As soon as one attempts to enumerate state approaches to 1mprov1ng the

gua11ty of undergraduate education;-WE” is d o1ng what now--the 1ist becomes

oBsoiete. A1most da11y it seems that at some 1eve1 in the state whether 1t

7
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is adm1nistrat1ve, 1eg s1at1ve or execut1ve, a new TnTtiatTué is Being
pursued or a current 1n1t1at1ve is be1ng pursued in a new way.

An excellent summary of recent state 1n1t1at1ves to 1mprove the qua11ty
of undergraduate educat1on was prov1ded by CaroT M Boyer and Aims P
McGu1nness Jr of the Educat1on Comm1ss1on of the States (1986) [see TabTe
ij This summary will br1ef1y touch on those initiatives.

Elann1ng The p1ann1ng of h1gher educat1on is usuaTTy the
respons1b111ty of the state h1gher educat*on agency (SHEA) or coo: dinatTng

board Today in numerous statés we f1nd 1mprov1ng the qnaT1ty of h1gher

educat1on to be a magor focus in p1ann1ng act1v1t1es Statewide pTans w1th
explicit qua11ty enhancement features have been or are being deueToped in at
Teast the foTTow1ng states: ATaska, Idaho Iowa, Kentucky, Ma1ne

Massachusetts, North Dakota, 0regonf South Car011na Utah, and W1scons1n

BTue r1bbon commﬁss1o”:"";: forces At Teast 26 states have

commissioned task ra;ééé to study undergraduate education and to make
re'ommendat1ons on how the qua11ty can be 1mproved (Mang1er1 & Arnn léééj;
Examples of some of the states cited by Boyer and McGu1nness are: Arkansas,
Ca11rorn1a, CoTorado Beiaware, Kentucky, Waine MaryTand New Mexico,
0k1ahoma Rhode Island, Texas, Wash1ngton, and Wisconsin; Mangieri and

Arnn's 11st aTso 1nc1udes M1ch1gan and V1rg1n1a

Program review an

cons1derat1ons had aTways pTayed a roTe in program rev1ew and approval
today s program review and approvaT act1v1t1es in most states are executed

';th o: T1ty as a maJor goaT States c1ted by Boyer and McGu1nness 1nq1ude

M1ss1ss1po1, M1ssour1 New Jersey, New Mex1co North Dakota, 0k1ahoma,

11
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Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina. Nashington, West Virginia, and
wyéﬁ%aé;

Resource a1lotatlon po11’i . Numerous changes are tak1ng p1ace in

1nst1tut1ons W1th the exp11c1t goa1 of 1mprov1ng the duantj of

undergraduate educat1on. Severa] of these are: (1) formu]a fund1ng for

qua11ty, e.g:; no loss of revenues for decreased enrol1ments (Tennessee),

(2) 1ncent1ve/performanCe fund1ng, e. g . the Tennessee Performance Fund1ng

Progect (Ar1zona, Colorado, Belaware F]or1daf M1ss1ss1pp1 M1ssour1—

merit scho1ars (F?or1daf Bh1o, V1rg1n1a, and others), (4) grants for
qua11ty improvement (V1rgln1a), and (5) f1nanc1a1 deregulat1on and other
fund1ng mechanisms (Co1orado Kentuoky; M?nnesotag Mantéﬁa; North ﬁakotai
and Wisconsin)

Facu1ty 1maro1ement, Rea]1z1ng how 1mportant 1t is to raise the

qua11ty of facu1ty while raising the qua11ty of undérgraduate édUEat?on,

many states are attempt1ng to raise facu]ty salaries and facu1ty standards

IncTuded among those states are Ar1zona De1aware, Flor1da Georg1a Kansas;

and Wash1ngton.

Remedial education. Remedial education programs are starting up in

co11eges and un1ver51t1es where they had not bééﬁ 51&&5 Eréor to the reform
movement, and some states are redef1n1ng the role of remedial education and
where it should be offered Some states, in the name of ddéT?tﬁ control,

mandate that no cred1t be g1ven for remed1a1 work . ﬁddressing remedial

10




educat1on are states such as Arkansas CaTitornia, Florida; Indiana,

states and d1fferent1a1 adm1ss1ons standards are be1ng app11ed to
d1fferent1a1 1nst1tut1ons w1th1n a state. The 11st of states address1ng
adm1ss1on standards 1nc1udes: ca1ifaéﬁia Eo]orado, F]or1da, Georg1a,
Idaho TTTinois, kentucky; Méééaéﬁagéffé M1SS1ss1pp1 Nevada New York;
North CaroT1na, OkTahoma, Bregon Rnode Is]and South EaroT1na, and South
Dakota

Art1cu1at1on agreements In order &2 raise the qua11ty of students

enter1ng coTTege, articulation agreements between secondary schools and
coTTeges and un1vers1t1es and between two-year and four-year 1nst1tut1ons

tave been estab11shed The 11st of states 1nc1udes ATabama ATaSkaf

CbTorado— Arizona— ?Torida* Indiana, Kentucky, Ma1ne M1eh1gan Minnesota,

Montana Nevada, New Jersey, New York North Earo]1na, North Dakota, 0h1o,

Gregon Rhade Is]and South Caro]1na Vermont, and Wyom1ng

ﬁssessment/Testingr When one ment1ons mechan1sms to 1mprove the

qua11ty of undergraduate educat1on assessment is perhaps the one that
appears at the top of most 1ists. Currently four forms predominate: (1)
entry TeveT or bas1c skiTTs test1ng (D1str1ct of Co]umb1a Montana, and New
Jersey) (2) progress test1ng, e.qg., r1s1ng Jun1or exams (Arkansas

(3) ex1t test1ng (Georg1a), and (4) value- added test1ng (ATaska CoTorado,

M1ssour1 New dersey, South Caro ina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, and

Utaﬁ);



Other 1n1t1at11es, Numerous other approaches to 1mprov1ng the qua11ty

of undergraduate educat1pn are be1ng undertaken Inc1uded in these are:

1mprov1ng the qua11ty of graduate teach1ng ass1stants, an examination of the
core curr1cu1um, 1nst1tut1ona1 or systemw1de reviews of undergraduate
educat1on mission redef1n1t1on and d1fferent1at1on, student aid and
scholarships, and teacher education reforms. Please see the attached Boyer

and McGu1nness table for 11st1ngs of states 1nvo1ved in these approaches

A FRAMEWORK

fhts ?ramewark ts a 5?é1imi355y attempt to sketch the boundar1es--the
ar%maéy éété?éf the i%akaaég betw**” st te’ and 1nst1tut1ons, and the masor
d1mens1ons--for a group 1nterested in understand1ng the state S ro1e and
1nst1tut1ona1 1mpacts in 1mprov1ng qua11ty in undergraduate educat1on It

is 1ntended to be ne1ther a deta11ed framework for data co]]ect1on about the

phenomenon nor a research des1gn

who p1ay 2 s1gn1f1cant role in def1n1ng the nature of a state's qua11ty
improvement effort and determ1n1ng the success of its implementation. State

Political Actors include the governor's office, the state budget off1ce,

1eg1s1at1ve comm1ttees on educat1on and f1nance in both houses of the
1eg1sTature and other key off1c1als who have taken an active role in
promot'ing the 'q'uah'ty issie and quality improvement efforts in higher

education. The Staiegﬂlgher Educat1on Agency (SHEA) is used gener1ca11y to

refer to all state 1eve1 p1ann1ng, coord1nat1ng and/or govern1ng agenc1es

which have respons1b111ty for all pub11c h1gher education or for é_méjbr

12
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institutional segment of it. A1though not a state agency; Accreditation

.-; (reg1ona1 and spec1a11zed) are 1dent1f1ed because so much of the

qua11ty 1mprovement effort focuses on issues W1th wh1ch accred1tat1on groups

are also becom1ng increasingly involved. Inst1tutions, of course, are the

h1gher educat1ona1 1nst1tut1ons wh1ch are the pr1nc1pa1 target group of most

state qua11ty 1mprovement efforts They are alsv the pr1mary organ1zat1ons

in wh1ch the state 1eve1 qua11ty 1mprovement effort is uSua11y 1mp1emented
and where the impact on undergraduate educat1on can be observed. Other

Actors,1nc1udes those not d1rect1y involved with h1gher educat1on but who

1ndustry groups 1nterested in human resources or economic deve1opment, and
magor federal government or national organ1zat1ons promoting the issue. The

11st of other crucial actors varies by state

Ident1fy1ng these f1ve pr1mary act1ng groups is useful since they are

groups whose views and percept1ons mxght be the focus of gata i o11ect1on

effort. Focus1ng on them also 1dent1f1es maJor 11nkages (arrows in F1gure

1) wh1ch suggest 1mportant 1nferact1on and influence re1at1onsh1ps wh1ch

could 5 the focus of maJor research efforts F1na11y, the funct1ons and
act1v1t1es of these pr1mary actors suggest some broad areas for data
co]]ect1on and/or research and suggest some maJor dynam1cs/d1mens1ons in
each.

fasié é highﬁ'ghts three é?éﬁaé or 'ieveis of a—naiys;g w—s;eh oa?éﬁa
understand1ng of state 1eve1 efforts toward aua1i£y improVément: the staté

policy arena; the state coordination of quality improvement efforts, and the
14
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impacts of those efforts on individual institutions and sn the system as a

whole. Accred1tat1on and other groups are not discussed since they

represent neither off1c1a1 state actors nor 1nst1tut1ons Wh1ch are the
pr1mary focus They are, however, 1mportant and 1nf1uent1a1 aetors in

shap1ng state po11cy, h1gher education agency act1v1ty, and 1nst1tut1ona1

response Sinee the 1ntent of the phen0menon is to 1mprove the qua11ty of

undergraduate educat1on, the fo1low1ng comments on the three arenas will

focus on 1ts 1mportance in understand ng these 1mpacts

State 9011Cj arena. Four broad d1mens1ons in this arena seem

1mportant €1ear1y the views that kéj state officials have of the meanin§
of qua11ty in higher educat1onf their percept1on of the current auéiéfy of

h1gher educat1on in their éééfé and the1r sense of the role that qua11ty

purposes and mot1ves (1mp11c1t and exp11C1t) may be c1ear or vague, unified
or d1v1ded, and may be shaped by many forces but may a]so shape the

eipectat1ons for and the nature of qua11ty 1mprovement efforts fﬁé saiiéy
formu1at1on process, as the state qua11ty issue is debated, is ér%f%eéi both

in terms of who among the state 1e’e1 'tors 1nf1uences 1ts d1rect1on and

those most affec ¥ resu1t1ng po11cy C1ear1y, 1eg1s1at1on and
appropriat1ons di ~d to qua11ty 1mprovement efforts are shaped by the key
state actors their ’ 0ses and mot1ves, and the po11ey formu1at1on

process. Wh11e they are not the on1y measure of a state s comm1tment to

16
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qua11ty 1mprovement they do prov1de strong s1gna1s to state agenc1es and to
1nst1tut1ons of the state's ser1ousness about this effort:

Stateecoordlnat1on of qua11ty In most states the effort at qua11ty

Tmprovement will be heaV11y influenced by the state S h1gher educat1on
system of governance and coordination. The structure of state agéﬁéy
governance and coord1nat1on the percept1ons of its key actors, both Tay and
professional concern1ng the qua11ty 1ssues, 1ts author1ty in or control over
academ1c 1ssues the strength of 1ts own staff and its re1at1onsh1p w1th
1nst1tut1ons, and the ava11ab111ty of and 1ncT1nat1on of the SHEA to use
state resources are key factors in channe11ng the state S effort in most
states. The SHEA (or system board) will have its own focus on qua11ty

the other state actors. Its re1at1onsh1ps with institutions aiso may be key
in shap1ng both the type of quality effort and/or the approach to
1mp1ement1ng 1t Th1s dynam1c may also be crftfeaT in the Tnstftution’s
response to 1n1t1at1ves of the SHEA There is a]ready ev1dence thac SHEAs
re]y on var1ous types of qua11ty 1mprovement mechan1sms The breadth of
types of state mechan1sms and whether they appTy seTect1ve1y or broad]y to

most 1nst1tut1ons how they choose to 1nvo]ve 1nst1tut1ons in des1gn1ng

be critical in shap1ng 1nst1tut1ona1 perCEpt1ons and responses to these
efforts.
lostltutqonaT lmpacts In an iﬁteiséfive boTiticaT orocess the

state s poT1cy and coord1nat1ng effort in qua11ty improvement may be shaped

by the 1nst1tut1ons as we]T as have 1mpact on them: Regard]ess of how the
system funct1ons the pr1mary measure of the eff1cacy of a state's qua11ty
17
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1mprovement emphas1s and efforts is what happens in its 1nst1tut1ons of
h1gher education: The views of 1nst1tut1ona1 off1c1als and key groups on
canpasés who are targets of the improvemént efforts are inaaifaaf

1ngred1encs both in understand1ng their awareness of the state 5 effort (a

measure of 1mpact), their attitudes towards i 1t and the ro1es they choose to
play; Inst1tut1ons can a1so vary in the1r response strategy--externa]]y in
the role they choose to play in the formu]at1on of state po]1cy on qua11ty
and in the st te gency s effort to coord1nate and 1mp1ement 1t, and
internaiiy in how they encourage units to respond and part1c1pate The real
iﬁpacts on 1nst1tut1ons hoWéVér, are ref1ected in the organ1zac1onal
changes that occur on each campus Are they 1nst1tut1onw1de or 11m1ted to
target programs7 Are they ref1ected in admn1strat1\° as we11 as academic
areas? Do they affect structure, process; or resource allocation? Do they
penetrate to the 1eve1 of academic un1ts (departments and programs‘ and
affect facuity and curricula? Are the ¢ hanges 1ntended or unintended? And
u1t1mate!y, is there a qua11tat1ve 1mprovement in the educational process

and/or student 1earn1ng and performance?

State systemejmﬁmjs, While systemw1de or statew1de 1mpacts of qua11ty

1mprovement efforts m may not be as cr1t1ca1 as 1nst1tut1ona1 changes (or the

cumu]at1ve effects of them), there are numerous 1mpacts that may ref]ect

concerns and/or 1mp11c1t purposes or expectat1ons of state actors Do
qua11ty 1mproveﬁent efforts affect access? costs of h1gher educat1on?
transfer patterns? the degree of compet1t1on and cooperat1on among h1gher

educat1on prov1ders? And do thev 1ead to a more respons1ve sét of
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SUMMARY

Th1s pre11m1nary framework has suggested some broad categortes cf
actors and magor arenas of act1v1ty which delineate the Broad scope of state
1eve1 qua11ty 1mprovemert efforts (1nc1ud1ng the1r 1mpacts) While
1ncomp1ete; it suggests some broad dimensions and ajﬁaﬁiés which could Be
the focus for data collection and shariﬁg and which could serve the
1nterests of po11cy ana]ysts 1nterested in the rap1d1y ehang1ng shape of
th1s top1c, of eva1uat1ve researchers 1nterested in assess1ng the various
types of qua11ty 1mprovement efforts, and of scho]ar]y researchers
interested in understand1ng how the qua11ty 1mprovement effort influences or
has an 1mpaet on the performance of our higher educational institutions and

systems.
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