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ABSTRACT

The Alabama Commission on Higher Education (ACHE) is a
regulatory coordinating board that coordinates certain activities
regarding all public institutions of higher education in Alabama.
The state law that established ACHE in 1969 requires ACHE to arrange
an external evaluation of its effectiveness once every four years.
This was the first instance of any state governing or coordinating
board being required to undergo regular external evaluations of that
frequency, and Alabama remains the only state with such a
requirement.

The objective of this study was to establish as clearly as
feasible the degree to which the ACHE gquadrennial evaluation (QE)
process has been of benefit to ACHE and to Alabama higher education.
Following the introduction, the literature review includes the
results of a preliminary nationwide study concerning the practice of
evaluations of statewide boards of higher education over a ten-year
period. These results confirm the>uniqueness of Alabama’s
requirement in this regard.

The main study includes analysis of survey responses from over
fifty individuals representing current and former members of the
following groups: ACHE commissioners, ACHE staff members, and faculty
and administrators of both two-year institutions and four-year
colleges and universities. The researcher also conducted telephonic
interviews with selected individuals to clarify the reasons for

certain responses. The researcher also analyzed documentary evidence
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including the QE reports themselves, legislative changes based on QE
committee recommendations, documents-created by the ACHE staff in
response’ to. QE'reports and recommendations, and media articles that
addresskfﬁe'veiiOUSaquadrennial,evaluations. The evidence is
presented'by“cefegories inelddiﬂ;eACHE’s major roles as well as other
areas in whieﬂ o;e or mofe of the- first six QE committees have made
recommeseéeiees. |

Based‘oﬁ the evidence éresented, the researcher concludes that
the ACHE‘QE process has been of significant benefit to ACHE and to
Alabama hlgher ‘education, thae Aiebama should continue the QE
process, and that other: states should favorably consider establishing
similar precesses. -The reseercher-also makes several recommendations

concerning-how Alabama: might improve the QE process, and offers some

suggestions for further research.opportunities.

~
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CHAPTER I .

S oA R Y 1

b . INTRODUCTION

Y e e

,Statew1de boards .of higher or postsecondary. education have
i Never béen a particularly popular social phenomenon..If this
i condition was generally true during the relative.affluence and
J huge ‘quantitative growth of the past twenty years when the vast
: ) ma]orlty of statewide boards were created, it may be even more
" true over the next twenty years... (Berdahl, 1975 'Spring, p. 1)

In this manner, just over'twénty-fieé'yearé‘aﬁof the “editor of a
+ wa ‘:, e
]ournal issue entitled Evaluatlng Statew1de Boards began an effectlve

i

introduction to his work, which has turnéd out aléo té ve’an aCCdfate
prophecy concerning the past twenty-five years.

+
¥

The most compelling reason that thesé statewide boards have

never beeén particularly pdpular is‘éﬁaf fhéfiaféj aa‘EHé”féadér'ﬁill
aee:in more detail within this”stud§}.“bbﬁﬁdafyjagéhcféé”*thﬂ aﬁ”
inﬁeréntly tensioned role of dealing with the conflicting interests
and expgétafiéﬁé of mulﬁiﬁlé iﬁafifuéidﬂa gf:higaé?‘eaaéatioh as well
%s of“state government. AnothérJféasaﬁﬁfor £heir%lacfgéfAégbﬁlarity
%s that they are, for the most part; féiatiééf§‘ﬁéw‘égéa£igﬁé1W£thin
@ﬁéfiéan’higher education. This isaéaftibdiafiY'Efuéudf ggaréinating

..... <,

bOards'a§70pposed to g0verﬂing'boafdé, “the lattef hav1ng ex1sted in
t

some form (though not necessarily at the statewide level) throughout
thewhléfdiy of Américan Higher ‘educatién. B

¥

The Education Commission of’fﬂa”S£afés'”(EC55‘Staﬁe

P . . i ) . R - ¢ T foe '-‘«"1’.""3;‘;"- ""f‘- ’, . D
Postsecondary Education Structures Handbook (latest edition is 1997)

- ¢ T PO I U S SR S

provides a classification of the varidus typés of statewide Boards.



The exact terminology may change from author to author. However, the
researcher ‘classification of the various types of statewide boards
(given below and elaborated at Appendix A) is amended from the ECS
work and consistent with it and with other similar classifications
(including Berdahl, 1975 Spring as shown further below):

Single Statewide Governing Boards (called consolidated
governing‘boards'by"Bérdahl)‘govern and coordinate the missions and
finance of all or virtually all of the institutions of higher
education within a given state where no statewide coordinating board
(see below) exists. Such governing boards are further distinct from
coordinating boards in that the “governing boards not only have
responsibility for program-and financial planning in a state, but
they also ‘have responsibility for major personnel appointments and

’

policy,” including the appointment of campus chief executives.” (Bogue
& Aper, 2000, p. 50)

" Statewide ‘Coordinating Boards (called coordinating agencies by
Berdahl) are responsible for coordinating master planning and
ensuring the equitable allocation of both programs and financial
resources for higher:educafion activities in states with one or more
other governing boards. Certain of these coordinating boards also
have governing powers over certain institutions. These coordinating
boards are further classified as either regulatory boards (with
statutory authority to approve new academic programs) or advisory
boards (with program review/recommendation authority only). In some
ééses, regulatory boards also have the authority to terminate

éxisting academic programs. (Bogue & Aper, 2000, p. 51)



Statewide planning agencies (called voluntary associations by

Berdahl) include statewide higher education’agencies that: have even
-~ d : . - N P ' Do

Yo I

PRI

less formal responsibility and/or authority:than do statewide
coordinating boards, although some of them at least attempt to

perform some of the same functions and services.

).
5

Berdahl (1975 Spring, p.'3)L?Fo€ide; evidence for the relative
newness of statewide boards, partié;larly those o;her than governing
boards. His table (reproduced in this study as Table 1) shows the
progression of statewide structures for coordination in higher
education from 1940 through 1974. As the reader can easily see from
the table, the progression is towards stronger coordination (or
governance):over time, including the greatest growth among regulatory
coordinating boards, and is especially pronounced after 1950.
According to Bogue & Aper’s (2000)ianalyéis of Berdahl’s“account of
these agencies, “In response to the 'rapidigrowthvin higher education
during the 1960s, many states established.coordinating boards to
bring some sense of order, planning, and .equity-among:competing
campuses and systems.” (p. 51) The researcher has added an additional
line to Berdahl’s table showing the status as of 1996 of the fifty
states based upon his classification given above and elaborated at
Appendix A.

The Alabama Commission on Higher Education (ACHE) is a
regulatory coordinating board that coordinates the activities of all
public institutions of higher education in Alabama. It is comparable

to the Tennessee Higher Education Commission (THEC), which is also a



Table 1

Number Of States Classified By Type Of Statewide Structure For
Coordination In Higher Education, For Selected Years, 1940-1974
(1996 Added By Researcher)

Type of
Coordinating
Structure 1940 1950 1960 1965 1970 1974 1996

No board 33 28 17 7 2 2 1

Voluntary
association 0 3 6 3 2 1 5

Advisory
coordinating
agency 1 1 5 11 13 11 7

Regulatory
coordinating
agency 1 2 6 12 14 17 22

Consolidated
governing .
board 13 14 16 17 19 19 17

TOTAL 48 48 50 50 50 50 52*

* This total includes D.C. and Puerto Rico.

Source: Berdahl, 1975 Spring, p. 3 {(except 1996 data)



requlatory:coordinating board, ‘although ACHE:issarguably more complex
than:THEC: from logistical and political -perspectives.

ACHE iwas established in'1969 by act:.of<the Alabama State
legislature (Act Number 14, Special Session, 1969). ~In-its .initial-
form, it was an‘-advisory rather than regulatory=coordinating board;
it became a regulatory coordinating:board based upon:legislation
enacted in 1979 - (Act ~79~461): (One issue:of :interestfin:this study
is~the ‘degree to which this change was:influenced.by the
recommendations of the first two ACHErquadrennial evaluations.)

"The -state law-that established ACHE:in::1969 -required ACHE "to
arrange and fund:an external .evaluationrof its :effectiveness once
every four -years. Here is a quote from Act Number 14 of Alabama Law
(Special ‘Session, 1969) that established-the Commission:

Section:9. .Evaluating.and:Revising the.Commission: -
Two years after the establishment of the Commission and durlng
.the last-year’of :eachrgubernatorial term, .the Commission shall.
appoint a committee of at least three consultants who are not
1 . associated with-higher education-in this:State to evaluate .the

effectiveness of the work of the commission and to recommend
changes as needed. - ‘A report preparedtby the committee shall be
submitted to the Governor, the Legislature, the presidents and

. governing boards of-the public institutionsrof higher education
of this State and the public. (NOTE: The identical provision
‘alsocappears "as#Section: 12+ o0f:rAct Number 79-461 of Alabama:iLaw
[Regular Ses51on, 1979], the current law governlng ACHE.)

These evaluatlons are usually conducted by hlgher educatlon

¢ rooae

experts from outside the state, sometlmes ass1sted by publlc flgures

# l

from other walks of llfe from w1th1n Alabama ACHE has gone through

b O 7 on

seven such evaluations since its 1nceptlon, resultlng in formal
reports in each of the follow1ng years: 1975 1979, l983 1987, 1991,

1995, and 1999. While their official purpose is only to evaluate the



effectiveness of ACHE, these evaluations have by necessity addressed
other elements of Alabama higher education as well.

One of the most surprising aspects leading to this study is
that the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process has retained its unique
nature among statewide higher education boards over the past gquarter

century. The journal issue entitled Evaluating Statewide Boards

mentioned earlier (Berdahl [Ed.], 1975 Spring) identifies the first
ACHE quadrennial evaluation as the first of its kind nationwide,
frequently asserting that this breakthrough could and should result
in other states establishing similar processes. However, this has
clearly (as the reader will see below and in the next chapter) not
been the case.

The researcher conducted preliminary research on the
evaluations of statewide boards from 1985 through 1995 as an assigned
part of his doctoral comprehensive examination (see Chapter 2). This
research clearly confirms that ACHE's quadrennial evaluation process
easily establishes ACHE as the most frequently and regularly
evaluated of all statewide coordinating and governing boards. The
reports from each of ACHE's gquadrennial evaluations have included
recommendations for improvements to ACHE itself as well as to other
entities related to Alabama higher education. While many of these
recommendations have been implemented, several others have not. This
is true despite the fact that some of these recommendations have been

made by more than one of the gquadrennial evaluation teams.



Rationale.

.This is a case study of a state policy for higher education,
specifically, that of the quadrennial evaluation.requirement for
ACHE. .The researcher’s intent is.that:-it will become-one of the- -
types of studies that Chaffee (1989). had:.in mind-when:she-expressed -
the need for a case study. approach:in.investigating.state systems:-of
higher education. “Ideally, individual.studies..will be part of ;..
larger research programs,. each study-intended to--fill:in a piece.of:
the mosaic.” (Chaffee, cited in Aper, 1990, .p.. 4)

As mentioned earlier, Berdahl-(1975).praised the ACHE.
quadrennial evaluation process as a:model-for other .states to
emulate. This . suggests the following question:

e ~Have these :evaluations provided important and :useful

‘information or guidance for policies and practice?:

‘The ACHE quadrennial -evaluations.provide:a-routinerreview of
Alabama -higher: education:.and the:state’s-role in-it. ‘'This-suggests
the following questions: ' ‘

e TIs-such review and evaluation beneficial or not?

e What ‘liabilities and impedances may'associate with this review
and ‘evaluation?

‘e What are the impacts and implications of such regular réview?

o What are the lessons for other states that night bé derived

7 PRt i I R AT RS AR
from a close look at Alabama’s guadrennial evaluation process?



Theoretical Bases for the Study

The overriding theoretical base for this study concerns the
relationships between states and their higher education entities,
policies which implement and/or are based upon these relationships,
and the uses of evaluation in public (and especially state) agehcies.

Aper (Fall 1990) proposed a model for higher education policy
studies that suggests the primary theoretical base identified above.
His model consists of two broad categories of components. The first
category outlines the structure of each state policy-making
apparatus. These structural components include higher education
institutions, statewide higher education boards, state legislative
and executive entities, and media and interest groups. The second
category outlines the contextual factors influencing the policy
making process. These potentially include the powers, expectations,
attitudes, personalities, and political mood of each of the
structural component entities; as well as the issues facing the state
and the state’s fiscal health (Aper, Fall 1990, pp. 4-6 and
following).

In addition to this primary theoretical base, there are at
least three significant sub-elements (lay governance, expertise-
oriented program evaluation, and evaluation impact) of relevance to
this study. The first of these, lay governance, deals with the
nature of coordinating and governing boards themselves. The second
and third sub-elements both stem from the well-established body of

knowledge concerning educational evaluation (see especially Worthen,



Sanders .&:Fitzpatrick, 1997).<:Thesersub-elements deal, respectively,
with the nature of the ACHE quadrennial revaluationiprocess itself<and

with ‘the‘nature-of-this~study. SR I R

Sub-element #1: Lay Governance

This first sub-element deals :with:the:nature of-the Alabama
Commission on Higher .Education and similar bodies. The basic theory

undergirding both consolidated.-governing:boards 'and. coordlnatlng

¥ b I :
[ . “ : ¢ FE

boardsis that of lay governance., It applled, of course, first to
governlng boards of 1nd1v1dual institutions (usually referred to

today as boards of trustees). Lay governance (defined s1mply as

F Lol
. Fa i

governance by those other than profe551onals in hlgher educatlon)

g

exists for at least two equally 1mportant purposes. Flrst, 1t

= i IO R¢

maintains academic autonomy by protectlng the 1nst1tutlons and thelr

P P O O TR

faculty and admlnlstrators from unwarranted 1ntrusron by other

~ { . Rt LS

government officials {or the publlc at large) on the conduct of their

day~-to-day business. Secondly, it prov1des an approprlate level of

.- R A 2 -

academic accountability, both to government off1c1als and to the

. a KRR,
2. " S

public, for the 1nst1tutlon(s) for which the board is respon51ble

3oy et

As Richard T. Ingram, pres1dent of the Assoc1atlon of Governlng

Fee

Boards of Universities and Colleges, explalns "The 1dea that

L e

nonacademlcs should oversee the academy, to hold it accountable to

G S 3

the public as well as to protect it from capr1c1ous polltlcal

~ - « ERE U S TS S

entanglements, has a very long and d1st1ngu1shed hlstory " (Ingram,

" -~ ) Sy i
ERA

1993, p. 5) He goes on to debunk the myth that lay governlng boards
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in American higher education originated based upon the practices of
Bmerican corporations. Instead, he correctly points out that these
boards themselves date back to Harvard's Board of Overseers in 1642,
and that their "roots are found in Western Europe some four centuries
before."” (Ingram, 1993, p. 3)

Coordinating boards have also adopted the theory of lay
governance as it applies to governing boards. More specifically, as
Bogue & Aper (2000) point out,

Coordinating board members are generally composed of appointed

lay citizens, just as members of governing boards. The lay

board members then appoint and entrust operational
responsibilities of master planning, program review and
evaluation, and financial and plant planning to a professional

staff. (p. 51)

However, while governing boards are understandably oriented
towards the interests of the higher education institutions they
serve, statewide coordinating boards stand somewhat removed from that
orientation. One view is that statewide coordinating boards stand
(in terms of orientation) equally distant from and between the
institutions themselves and the state government and public
(Holderman, 1975 Spring; Bogue, 1983), or in a “tensioned posture
between campus expectations for advocacy of higher education and
political expectations for accountability and efficiency.” (Bogue &
Aper, 2000, p. 51) Another view (Millett, 1975 Spring) is that these
coordinating boards are more closely oriented toward state government
rather than toward the institutions. Regardless of exactly where one'

stands in this debate, it is clear that the orientations of

coordinating and governing boards are significantly different.
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.. Sub-element #2: Expertise-~Oriented Program:Evaluation-w:

Worthen et al. (1997) provide two educational evaluation models
of significant value:in determining the:-theoretical.orientation of
the ACHE quadrennial ;evaluation-process.. The*first:-of-these: -
classifications: (chapters:1 and=2).outlines.thecdifferences between
product evaluation, educational research,.and:-program evaluation: :
based upon the :generalizability-of the:phenomenon investigated. - ...
Because.of its specificity in time-and location, -the ACHE quadrennial
evaluation._ process is clearly an example:of program:evaluation:rather
than: of either product evaluation or:educational research;in~a’
broader sense. p

The second valuable classification-provided by.Worthen et al.
(1997, :chapter 4) is-that-of different approaches-to-educational
evaluations based upon their:primary-focus, They.also argue~that
these classifications distribute along‘House[s (1983): continuum
between.utilitarian -and. intuitionist-pluralist:evaluation<as follows
(the. earliest listed:are'more utilitarian, those listed latercare
more intuitionist-pluralist):

- Objectives- and management-oriented~evaluation’ approaches

e Consumer-oriented evaluation approaches

P

e Expertise-oriented evaluation' approaches
" o Adversary-oriented evaluation approaches

!
i
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e Naturalistic and participant-oriented evaluation approaches
(including the case study approach as a type of naturalistic
approach) .

While few, if any, educational evaluations would fall
exclusively under any one of these classifications at the expense of
all others, classification based upon primary focus and related to
House's continuum is valuable in distinguishing the unique nature of
different educational evaluations. Based upon this classification
model, the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process is clearly an
expertise-oriented evaluation approach, as it depends primarily
(though not exclusively, as noted below) on the direct application of
professional expertise to judge the effectiveness of the Commission.

More specifically, the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process
qualifies as a hybrid of varying types of expertise-oriented
evaluations discussed by Worthen et al. (1997, chapter 8). These
authors present formal review systems, informal review systems, ad
hoc panel reviews, and ad hoc individual reviews as four distinct
types of expertise-oriented evaluation approaches. They further
identify "blue-ribbon panels" as one type of ad hoc panel review.
However, the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process combines the primary
characteristics of an informal review system (existing evaluation
structure with no published standards) and an ad-hoc blue-ribbon
panel (where members are appointed because of their experience and
expertise in the field being studied).

Of course, neither of these classifications is absolutely

correct. In the first case, while there are technically no
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evaluation standards provided  to the ACHE.quadrennial .evaluators,
they are provided with a formal "Charge to the Committee." The
charge to the 6" quadrennial evaluation (QE) committee appears below;

the earlier committees recelved SLmllar charges
The Sixth Quadrennial Evaluation Committee is charged by the
Alabama Commission on Higher Education to conduct a study and
prepare a report in accordance with Section 12 of the
Commission's statute. In conducting the study, the Evaluation
Committee will solicit:.and analyze data-and- conduct interviews
with Commission members, Commission staff, and key
representatives of the State,;and the State's-higher education
community. Meetings for the purpose of these interviews will
be held in Montgomery,:Birmingham,..Huntsville,:and Mobile.

The proceedings of the Evaluation-Committee are independent of
the Alabama Commission on Higher Education and the Commission
staff. . - 5 Ay

For the Committee's consideration:

a. If you wish to.suggest a.different. role for the
Commission, it is important to specify what the role is and
what type of action.is necessary to. accompllsh it. .

b. Please identify new areas of concern based on your
interviews and indicate their-importance-to-the state..-(Taken
from an ACHE internal memorandum to the 6™ QE committee)
Also, the regularity of the evalﬁations, despite the lack of

I P o . B ¥ ‘~.~,.N{ ',,-,r P
published standards, tends to blur the dlstlnctlon concernlng whether

the ACHE quadrennial evaluation protesswis a formal or informal

R . Lot

review system based upon the Worthen et al. (1997) classifitation.

In the second case, the ACHE quadrennlal evaluatlon committees have

;L ST v s

not (at least not in all cases) been pure "blue- rlbbon panels," 51nce

the lay members of the evaluation commlttees have not necessarlly
been appointed because of their exberience and exbertise"in the field

being studied. Despite these limitatiohs,Ahowever, the reports from
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these evaluations clearly indicate that they have been primarily

expertise-oriented.

Sub-element #3: Evaluation Impact

This sub-element is a part of the issue of evaluating
evaluations, or meta-evaluation (Worthen et al., 1997, chapter 20).
In an even narrower sense, it specifically addresses the reasons why
evaluation results are either more likely or less likely {Cronbach
and Associates, 1980, pp. 45-46) to be used.

Informally, meta-evaluation has been around as long as
evaluation, since people have always had opinions concerning the
quality of evaluations. However, the formal evolution of meta-
evaluation is a relatively recent phenomenon, dating only from the
1960s. In 1981, a profession-wide Joint Committee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation culminated six years of work with its

publication of the Standards for Evaluations of Educational Programs,

Projects, and Materials (Joint Committee, 1981). This set of thirty

standards has since served as the canon of practice for educational
evaluation {Worthen et al., 1997, pp. 323-4).

These thirty standards are broken down into the four categories
of utility (8 standards), feasibility (3 standards), propriety (8
standards), and accuracy (11 standards). Of greatest interest to
this study is utility standard A8, Evaluation Impact, which reads,
"Evaluations should be planned and conducted in ways that encourage

follow-through by members of the audiences." {Worthen and Sanders,



15

1987, .p: 372) The present study only began:i:to.address:this-standard-~
by taking:a measurement of+the perceived .value of the overall ACHE
quadrennial evaluation process and the degrees to which the
recommendations of the various QE.committees:have or have not been

implemented. While the researcher made comparisons between the

& LY

individual evaluations regarding certain characteristics, he did not

study in specific detail how each indiVidual evaluation was planned

i

or conducted.

| It must be stated emphatically here’that theﬂresearcher's
purpose was not to conduct a}full meta;evaluation ofvanyaor all of
the six ACHE duadrennial evaluations:’ fhe primary focus{of this‘
study'was on the value of the quadrennial evaiuation process itself.
The secondary focus, concerning the value of each:individual
evaluation, was intended onltho identify where differences in

characteristics of the various studies might have contributed to

their being more or less effective, S0 that the process might be

- SO _—
i ' 1

improved by more consistent implementation of the characteristics and

FERRENS
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practices of the more effective evaluations

Furthermore, based upon the accepted criteria for meta-

evaluation, this researcher would not be qualified to conduct a full

meta-evaluation of the ACHE quadrennial evaluations. Specifically,

Brinkerhoff and others (1983, p. 208) argue that a meta-evaluator
must be at least as competent as, and preferably more competent than,

those conducting the original evaluation(s). Since it is this

L & g & PEEEEY

researcher's position that the ACHE quadrennial evaluators have (at

v Lo e . i “ ek ot

least for the most part) been highly skillediand experienced experts
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in their field, it would be ludicrous for him to assert that he would

be qualified to conduct a full meta-evaluation of their work.

Statement of the Problem

The ACHE quadrennial evaluation process is the result of a
distinctive public policy mandating an external review and evaluation
of the effectiveness of a statewide higher education coordinating
board once every four years. However, there has been no previous
systematic evaluation or research concerning what benefits, if any,
flow from this public policy. Specifically, no such research has
guestioned whether this public policy is helpful or useful nor
explored the contributions and/or liabilities of such a policy.
Hence, the purpose of this study was to establish as clearly as
feasible the degree to which the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process
has been of benefit to Alabama higher education. The reason for
doing this is to provide a body of knowledge that will assist higher
education constituencies, both in Alabama and in other states, in
determining to what degree the quadrennial evaluation process is

either worthy of continuation or emulation or in need of change.

Objective of the Study

The purpose of this study was to explore the extent to which

the quadrennial evaluation process of the Alabama Commission on

Higher Education has been of benefit to Alabama higher education.
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Specifically:

¢ Have the quadrennial evaluations provided important and useful
information or guidance for policies and practice?

e Has such routine review of Alabama higher education and the
state’s role in‘'it been beneficial or not?

¢ What liabilities and impedances may associate with this review
and evaluation?‘ '

¢ What are the impacts and implications of such regular review?'f

e What are the lessons for other states that might be derived

from a close look at Alabama’s quadrennial evaluation process?
Importance of the Study

The researcher has clearly established that ACHE has (and Baé
had fof over twenty yéars) the most frequent and regular evaiuation
process.of ‘any statewide board of higher education. (The evideﬂéé“
for this assertion is presented in section two of the following
chapter.) Therefore, a study of this evaluation process should be of
the hiéhest potential‘value (among similar studies that might be
attempted in other settings) to those concerned with whether én& £$3:

what degree such a process is either worthy of continuation or

emulation or in need of change.
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Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations

The initial focus of the research dealt only with the perceived
benefits of the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process to Alabama higher
education. Therefore, the researcher was able to study indirect
impacts (or "serendipity effects”) only to the degree that
participants identified them during the course of the research.

As will all research dealing with survey, interview, or written
data; the researcher had to make certain assumptions concerning
whether the data can be trusted: e.g., whether authors of documents,
interviewees, and/or survey respondents may have attempted to
intentionally deceive.

One obvious limitation of this study is its generalizability,
since it deals specifically with Alabama higher education. Another
limitation is that only individuals who have a certain amount of
knowledge about ACHE will be able to provide meaningful information
concerning the research questions. Therefore, individuals
interviewed or surveyed were limited to those who had either
participated in the quadrennial evaluation process, or who were
otherwise known by the researcher to have sufficient familiarity with
ACHE to intelligently address survey or interview questions related
to the research questions. Yet another limitation was the inability
to survey or interview certain relevant individuals who were deceased
or unavailable for other reasons, or who were unwilling to

participate in the study.
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Definitions ‘of Terms.

:Terms.that-might not be: commonly understoodiby those likely to
read this. study include those:concerning the ‘variousrtypes:of
statewide. governing and coordinating. boards: - These definitions were
given in the introduction. In addition, all references to
governmental -entities, législative.entities;rand legislation=within:
this study-should be construed as-'references-to. those of the: State:of
Alabama: unless otherwise specified. ::

~For the sake of brevity,  the researcher used theracronym “ACHE”
frequently throughout the report in reference to the Alabama
Commission on Higher Education. Likewise, in all cases where
“Commission” appears capitalized it should be understood to refer to
the Alabama Commission on Higher Education unless otherwise indicated
explicitly or by context. Also, the researcher frequently used the
acronym “QE” to stand for “gquadrennial evaluation” and (in
appropriate context) simply used the term “evaluation” where the
appropriate quadrennial evaluation should be inferred.

Also for the sake of brevity, the researcher made frequent
references to the “2-year” and “4d-year” sectors of Alabama higher
education and to individuals who are current or former faculty
members and/or administrators within these sectors. Within these
contexts, the reader should understand the “2-year sector” to include
all public colleges in Alabama that award the associate degree as
their highest earned degree and that are governed by the Department

of Postsecondary Education under the Alabama State Board of Education
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(these bodies also sometimes refer:to this collection of 2-year
colleges as the “Alabama College System”). The reader should
understand the term”“4-year 'sector” to include all Alabama public
colleges and universities that offer baccalaureate and/or higher
degrees and that are generally governed by separate boards of
trustees for either individual institutions or systems.

Likewise, referehces to survey respondents and interviewees as
being members of the*ACHE staff, -ACHE commissioners, or legislators
should be understood to ‘include individuals who may either be current

or«former members of -these categories,” unless one or the other is

specified.
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<. CHAPTER:II.: . TR g
REVIEW.OF THE:LITERATURE:AND EVALUATION PRACTICE

Introduction

This chapter: is being presented:.in~two.parts: a review of:the
limited body of literature relevant-to the .study, and:a presentation
of the preliminary research mentioned in.Chapter-I concerning’the
evaluation of statewide boards of higher education. The reasons for
both being presented in this chapter are_ twofold. First; the amount
of commonly available literature of direct relevance to this
particular study is somewh;t ;imiteg.v_ﬁggqnd, the results of the

preliminary research actually conpr}butg to this literature

¥ PR

(providing documents available at state level that would not have
been available to the researcher without this effort) and arguably

2 - L
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provide an equal, if not greater, basis for the present study than
. B R " B IR AR

much of the other available literature.

k
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Section 1: Review of the Literature

[

JURE

The related literature for thig study includes several

documents with varying degrees of importance. ©Of primary importance
" B i W § ST [ PR L

are the guadrennial evaluation reports themselves, as well as

: "

documents prepared by and/or directly relating to ACHE or dealing

replw 2 A [ ¥ PR "

with Alabama higher education in ways relevant to the study. Other
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relevant literature includes that dealing with the theoretical bases
of the study, including the governance of higher education
(especially its lay governance aspect), the use of expertise-oriented
program evaluation in the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process, and
the impact of such evaluation.

The relevance of the literature reviewed in this chapter to the
present study (other than that which is of obvious relevance based on
its connections to ACHE and/or Alabama higher education) is based on
the degree to which it can help answer one or more of the following
guestions:

e How has the governance of higher education evolved?

e When and why did coordinating boards emerge?

¢ What is the theory of lay governance?

e What are the special responsibilities of coordinating boards
and how do these differ from governing boards?

e What special challenges do coordinating boards face and how are
these aggravated by political conditions in Alabama?

¢ How does the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process fit into the

larger framework of educational evaluation?

The ACHE Quadrennial Evaluation Reports

As mentioned earlier, there have been six quadrennial
evaluations during the period covered by this study. Each has

produced a formal written report (Blackburn et al., 1979; Bogue et
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al., 1995; Folger, Enarson, and Gilleland,:1991; Harcleroad, Altman,
Lucas, and Roaden, 1987; McGowin et‘al., 1975; Norton, Weathersby,
Wright, and York, 1983). (There was, ‘of:course; a.seventh evaluation
report in 1999 [McGuinness, Bowyer, Keller; and Wolfe, :1999], but- it
was not covered in detail in this study.for two.reasons.- First,- the
primary survey data for this study was.collected prior to :the:.conduct
of the seventh evaluation. Secondly, the researcher believes that
sufficient time has not elapsed since the seventh evaluation:to
adequately address its effectiveness.) These reports differ
considerably in format, since there have been no ACHE-imposed
guidelines concerning the format of the report. --Of course,. each
report includes a list of recommendations; some of these address
issues that ACHE has the power to act:.on.directly,. while others
address actions that would have to bejtaken. by other parties (usually
the state legislature). - c o

The reports from the third through sixth quadrennial
evaluations include lists of individuals.that-the commitpees.
interviewed and/or surveyed during the.evaluations.  The, researcher,
discovered from ACHE and Alabama archival;;ecp;ds;spmeﬁ;imitedj
information concerning who may have been-interviewed.and/or. surveyed
during the first two guadrennial evaluations.,. .However,. this
information lacked the certainty and degree of refinement necessary
to justify reliance on it to the same degree as-that available for

the later evaluations. .yt
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Alabama Law and Legislation Regarding ACHE

Also of primary importance to this study are the sections of

Alabama Law (Code of Alabama, 1975) containing the ACHE Statute, as

well as acts of the Alabama Legislature that implemented and changed

these sections in ways related to the findings and recommendations of

the QE committees.

Acts of the Alabama Legislature of relevance to this study

include the following:

Act Number 14 of the Alabama Legislature (Special Session, 1969)
initially establishing the Alabama Commission of Higher Education
(ACHE) was approved on May 14, 1969. A copy of this act appeared
as Appendix 1 to the report of the 1°' Quadrennial Evaluation

(QE) committee (McGowin et al., 1975, pp. 53-61) and as Appendix
A to the report of the 2™ OF committee (Blackburn et al., 1979,
pp. 41-48).

Act Number 79-461 of the Alabama Legislature (Regular Session,
1979), which changed the name of ACHE to the Alabama Commission
on Higher Education and made other more significant changes, was
approved on July 30, 1979. This act amended and reenacted
Sections 16-5-1 through 16-5-10 of the Code of Alabama, 1975.
Copies of this act appeared as Appendix B to the report of the

3™ OFE committee (Norton et al., 1983, pp. 31-42), Appendix D to

the report of the 4t

QE committee (Harcleroad et al., 1987, pp.
40-51), and Appendix C to the report of the 5™ QE committee

(Folger et al., 1991, pp. 34-44),
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* Acts of the Alabama:Legislature, which, resulted in updates to:..
Alabama State Law that-are included in the 1996 Cumulative ~
Supplement to the.Alabama. Code, include:the following:

0 Act 96-497 removed the requirement that the Alabama Senate
reconfirm the ACHE executive director every four .years.
This amended Section 16-5-4 of the Code of Alabama 1975,
effective May :17,-°1996..7 « -«

0 Act 96-509 .required ACHE to-establish-a;student unit record
data system... This amended-.Section.16-5~7:0f the Code of .-
Alabama 1975, .effective May 17,-1996.

o Act 96-539 required Alabama’/s public:higher education
institutions to submit, facilities.master plans to ACHE for
their review. This act became :law on May:17, ,1996 as
Section 16-5-15 of the Code~of *Alabama -1975.

o Act 96-557 regarded-ACHE’s authorityrtorreview:and ‘report
on program:viability....This: amended Section :16-5-8. of .the
Code of Alabama 1975 effective May .20, 1996. :

o Act 96-663 regarded minimum requirements for tuition rates
for non-resident students.. The-Alabama House:of .. -
Representatives‘passed”this;act;on7February;29,-1996. S

o Act 96-771 regarding:.the:requirement,for. ACHE ;to establish
a faculty unit record.data system. This amended Section
16-5-7, Code of Alabama 1975;effective May 28, 1996.

A copy of ACHE’s: entire statute, including Article:l - .General
Provisions (Sections‘l6-5flsthrough 16-5-15.0f the Code of Alabama),. .

that incorporates all of the above_ acts, and Article 2 f;Cqmmittee‘tQ
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Improve Postsecondary Education Participation (Sections 16-5-30 through
16-5-33 of the Code of Alabama), appeared in the report of the 7 QE

committee (McGuinness et al., 1999, pp. 25-48).

ACHE Responses to Quadrennial Evaluation Recommendations

With the arguable exception of the legislation mentioned above,
the primary available source of information concerning evidence of
implementation or non-implementation of Quadrennial Evaluation report
recommendations is a series of reports that have been created and (in
some cases) updated by ACHE senior staff just prior to or during each
Quadrennial Evaluation after the 1°® QE, largely as a basis for study
by the upcoming or currently meeting Quadrennial Evaluation
committee. On December 1, 1978, then ACHE Executive Director John F.
Porter, Jr. (Porter, 1978) provided a “STATUS REPORT To the 1978
Evaluation Committee On the Recommendations of the 1974 Evaluation
Committee” in memorandum format. It then appears that this report
was updated, and a status report on each subsequent QE was made and
subsequently updated, for reference by each subsequent QE committee
through the committee for the 5™ QE that met in 1990 and reported in
1991. The evidence that the researcher has found for this lies in
paper copies of such reports provided to him by the ACHE staff and
interviews with members of the ACHE staff.

For the most part, these status reports dealt with the
recommendations of the various committees separately, without trying

to relate them by topic. One notable (and valuable) exception was a
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two-page document titled “SUMMARY OF. LEGISLATIVE AND COMMISSION": -
RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS.OF THE.THREE EVALUATION COMMITTEES OF
THE ALABAMA COMMISSION 6N HIGHER<EDUCATION. " "+, (ACHE, . 1990 March-14)
This document, which summarized:cértain recommendations-of:.the first
three committees, was apparently.originally created-on May 30, 1986..:
(a few months before the 4™ QE committee would have met), and was
apparently updated in March.of 1990.: However, cwhile the~status-of
the first three sets of recommendations.was. updated; the«summary:of
the 4" QE recommendations ‘(ACHE; 1990.August) was:not added to:this"
summary. : : P

Prior to the Gm.QE; the. Commission published its: “Responses-:to
the Recommendations of the:'Fifth.Quadrennialc<Evaluation Report” in
July 1994 (ACHE, 1994). .This reportrdealt in:-detailrwith the
recommendations of the 5%:.QE but did-not specifically.address:or"give
updates to the status of:any of the:other: previous!'recommendations.
Likewise, sometime prior to the:meeting’ of the 7™ QE committee:in
1998, ACHE released its “Responses to the Recommendations<of:the
Sixth Quadrennial Evaluation Committee”  (ACHE, 1998) v 'Again, “this
report dealt with the recommendations of :the 6% QE‘but did not
specifically address or give updatesion_the. status-of any other <cr.

previous recommendations'{including-those of the 5% QE) .vr:0 e

Media Articles

As one would expect, there are a significant number of media
articles from various newspapers wWithin Alabama (as well as

occasional articles from sources outside Alabama) that address the
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ACHE QE prgcess.ang/orvopher Qcﬁ%yé}iggrrelating to ACHE and Alabama
higher education. As one would also expect, the frequency of
appearance of such articles.varies considerably based on media and
public interest, and the availability of such articles varies
considerébly based upon how far:in the.past they appeared and in what
venues. T U

Among the media articles-that deal with either preparations for
or results of the quadrennial ;evaluations themselves, most of these
report information provided from.the reports themselves and from ACHE
officials, rinformation that the researcher has provided from more
primary sources within this study. What is of interest in a review
of such articles is .the extent tguwgigﬂ;one can find evidence of
media coverage for each of the quadrennial evaluations themselves, as
well as the trends that one can.notice concerning what aspects of the
evaluations and recommendations .these articles emphasize. The
results portion of this study.will.include a summary showing the
extent of media coverage . for each.QE for which the researcher was
able to find evidence through thorough:searches of appropriate
databases-and files.within the.Alabama State Archives and ACHE.

These include items from The.Birmingham News, Mobile Press Register,

The Huntsville.Times, -Montgomery Advertiser, Birmingham Post-Herald,

and other press sources.
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Other Documents Regarding ACHE and/or Alabama Higher Education

Also of some relevance to the study are documents prepared by
and/or directly relating to ACHE or dealing with Alabama higher
education in ways relevant to the study. These include such items as
ACHE documents dealing with state-level strategic objectives for
higher education, annual reports, budget recommendations, statiséical
abstracts, and orientation materials. The most relevant of these
documents appear in the bibliography and are referenced in the other

portions of the study to which they specifically apply.

Literature Supporting Theoretical Base

Another category of documents of importance are those
supporting the primary theoretical base for this study, that of
state/higher education relationships and policy and uses of |
evaluation in public (and especially state) agencies.

The review of the literature in this category will be di?iéed
into two broad subcategories (although there will obviously be géﬁe
overlap). The first of these broad categories will deal with théée
works of greatest relevance to this study that address the govegnance
of higher education (including the theory of lay governance), Fhe
emergence of coordinating boards, and the responsibilities of .
coordinating and governing boards and how they differ from each

other. The second broad category will cover works that are relevant

to the issue of evaluations of governing and coordinating boards.
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Within each of these. categories and their subcategories, the
discussion?will roughly follow a;chronological order in terms of the
dates of the works  involved.,

Literature Concerning Higher Education Governance and Coordination

1 PN

Literature concerningitnevevointion of higher education lay

governance.

E

In 1982, The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of

Teaching (CFAT) released an essay entitled The Control of the Campus :

A Reporttof the Governance ofNHigheruEdncation. This essay included

sections on the essential mission of higher education, the American

tradition of trusteeship (what the bresent researcher refers to as

lay governance), and relationships between the states and higher

eduoation; In discussing thevessentiaf mission of the university,
the essay;refers to the coneurring:obinion of U.S. Supreme Court
justicesﬂfrankfurter;and Héilah_in*éﬁéfi957 Sweeny v. New Hampshire
case tnat'atfirmed “tne fodr essentiaigfreedoms of a university: to
determrneﬁfor itself‘on acadenio;grodndsawho may teach, what may be
taught; now it shall be taught and who may be admitted to study.’
(CFAT, iééZ, p. 4) The essay oontlnues by tracing the history of

these ﬁour essential freedoms as far baok as the 12" century in

places.suoh as Bologna, Paris, and Oxford
The sectlon on . trustees traces the orlglns of the American

N

governing board for higher educatlon to the 1637 Board of Overseers
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for Harvard, followed by subsequent similar occurrences at William

and Mary and Yale (which, more than the other two, became the
prototype for American lay governance of higher education). The
essay points out the importance of a U.8. Supreme Court decision
concerning Dartmouth College:

In the historic Dartmouth College decision of 1819, the Supreme
Court not only vigorously affirmed the independence of that
college from the state, but also clearly recognized its 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
education (CFAT, 1982, p. 9)

The essay concludes by emphasizing the nature of lay governing boards
(even of public higher education institutions) as legal entities
independent from other functions of government.

Boyer (1987) offers a perspective concerning how the management
of American institutions of higher education was, by today’s
standards, quite uncomplicated for much of its history:

From the colonial era to the mid~nineteenth century, America’s
colleges were small, with uncomplicated organizations, and, by
today’s standards, easily managed. In 1859, The University of
Michigan was among the largest institutions in the nation, yet
it had only twenty faculty members. The historian Laurence
Veysey wrote that “early in the nineteenth century it had been
possible to speak of the officers of an entire college - its
president, its faculty, and its trustees - as being of one and
the same mind.”

Theoretically, trustees were at the center of institutional
authority. 1In practice, the mind of an early American college
was preeminently the mind of its president. Selected for an
unlimited term by the board of trustees, the president
ordinarily served as its 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
occupation, “only the president could stand before the
governing body as a mature man of learning.”
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As universities became larger-and more complex, confusion:about
decision-making increased and relationships between faculty and
administration betame more obscure. - Most significant, faculty
gained a larger influence in governance, even as their loyalty
to the institution weakened. ' Our data show that today, whereas
26 percent of faculty feel their college is “very important” to
them, 76 percent rate their academic discipline as- “very..
important.” (Boyer, 1987 p 236)

According to Ingram (1993) lay governance in higher education
(which he refers to as c1tizen trusteeship") ‘lS an extenSion of the

te et g -

American ethos that dates back to Harvard in 1636 although its roots
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are found in Western Europe some four centuries before (p 3)
While drawing several pOSitive and negative descriptions of such
trusteeship from other sources, Ingram indicates
[ LT BT . T

there can be no doubt that trusteeship is here to stay..As
imperfect as they are, governing boards have proven theircvalue
in the U.S. version of participative democracy, which is averse
to monopoly of power and which provides systems of checks and. -
balances..The thesis of this chapter, indeed of this book, is
simply that the citizen board of trustees is our best hope:for
sustaining the one institution among precious few that has
maintained a strong competitive edge... The citizen board has
emerged as the best alternative to governmental or exclusive
faculty control of higher education. (pp 3=4) 0 o R,y

o :‘ \).r f‘)jy o 4“:' *‘»\v” 7§ /1"
Ingram (1993) prov1des one definition of the theory of lay -
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governance as “The idea thatAnonacademlcs:shouldroversee,the academy,

to hold it accountable to the public as well as to protect it from

w e Dol
capricious political entanglements,” and indicates that this idea

. PN n eyt
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“has a very long and distinguished history." (p 5) He proceeds by

AUl o Treoane

presenting and then debunking six myths concerning lay governing

sy e L =

boards. The first three of these are of greatest relevance to the

.

current study:

“Myth one: the origin of the lay governing board is found in

the American corporation.” (Ingram, 1993, p. 6) 1In fact, Ingram
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asserts, the roots of lay governance are found in the Protestant:
Reformation. He gives evidence to support the existence of lay.-=
public governing boards in Italy, Germany, and Switzerland:during.the
mid-14"" century, as well as in Spain as early as the 12 century.
He also indicates the establishment of such boards at Harvard in‘ !
1642, William and Mary in 1693, and Yale in 1701. Lo

“Myth two: the vast majority of students in public higher::
education are enrolled in institutions that have their own governing
boards.” (Ingram, 19393, p. 7) Here Ingram (p. 8) quotes Kerr and::
Gade {1989, p. 116) as indicating that this “once was virtually the
universal situation, until change began about 1960. What®we:now”see
is the result of a revolutionary transformation over the past 30.h::=
years.” In other words, this was a myth that was once true but is no

longer. Later in this chapter, the reader will see how the®change

described above contributed to the emergence of governing'boards.:
Myth three: given the sustained preoccupation of state public™s
policymakers with centralizing authority in multicampus systems
and their success in doing so, governors and legislatures .of
most states are generally pleased with the resulting '’
performance of their institutions and governing boards...u
(Ingram, 1993, p. 9) ‘ RV R

A

Ingram indicates, “there is no evidence to support such anvassertion

and much to refute it.” (p. 9) He also points to “the increased?r

L ey

politicization of public higher education in the name of
LIS

strengthening accountability and improving academic quality.” % The

remainder of the chapter includes discussions of the motivations of

(LR

trustees, what Ingram sees as the distinguishing challenges of the

Cn N
st o L

1990s, and the ambiguities of college and university governance.

Wb
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“:McGuinness (1997) also comments concerning the evolution of
higher education governance. However, "since most of his comments
relatermore.directly to the:emergence of coordinating boards, they
will:be ;reviewed -later -in:this.-chapter.’

In their ‘recent book :Exploring the Heritage of American Higher

Education, iBogue and:Aper (2000) :include a chapter entitled
“Guardians ¢and :Governance: The Culture.of Decision and Authority in
Academic Life.” This chapter begins with ‘a:discussion of the
organizational .complexity of colleges and:universities, followed by a
discussion.of the:concept of shared authority as it applies to
governance.. ‘The -authors then move to a:discussion of what they call
the '“distinctive heritage” of ‘the lay governing board, and have this
to.say ‘specifically concerning. the theory:ocf:lay governance:

In a‘democratic society that looks with suspicion on the
monopoly of power and that has constructed its government with
a set of checks and balances, we may see lay governance as a
way to keep a check on the power of faculty and to keep the
heavy -hand of.government ‘from undue influence on an institution
. the essential concept of the lay board is that professional
insight should be subject to lay oversight. The essential
phllOSOpth theory is that lay boards hold the academy
accountable to the public and protect the academy from the
caprice and entanglement of political life. Conditioning the
occasional .intellectual arrogance, political naivete, social
insensitivity, and cultural narrowness that may accompany
-highly trained-professionals is achieved by having
professionals of the academy stand accountable before a panel
- 6f men:and women:-having no direct self-interest in the outcome
of policy and decision. It is argued that faculty and
administrators-who:cannot make a reasoned argument before such
panels deserve defeat of their plans (Bogue and Aper, 2000,
pp.-:46~47) : ST

Bogue and.Bper also argue that the lay.board serves “as a buffer
between campus and state.” (2000,:p. 47): This chapter continues with

discussion of the appointment or selection of beocard members and of
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different statewide patterns of governance. The authors conclude
their chapter on governance by identifying certain governance
challenges and principles, many of which apply equally to
coordinating as well as governing boards. The governance challenges
they identify and discuss include performance review, cost
containment pressures, public disclosure and candor in decision
making, academic/financial dichotomies, the student voice in academic
life, and political and policy pressures (Bogue and Aper, 2000, pp.
54-57). They arrange their governance principles “in the form of
competing concepts that require continuous attention to balance,”
including autonomy and accountability, rights and responsibilities,
professional interests and public interests, diversity and community,
consensus and conflict, and complacency and courage. (Bogue and Aper,

2000, pp. 58-61)

Literature concerning the emergence and responsibilities of

coordinating boards and how they differ from governing boards.

In 1959, Glenny wrote Autonomy of Public Colleges: The

Challenge of Coordination, which Hines and Hartmark (1980) referred

to as “the first comprehensive study of statewide coordination” (p.
13) Glenny’'s work incorporated a review of the historical
development of higher education; a classification of state
coordination structures into voluntary, coordinating, and single

governing boards; and a discussion of the four major state-agency
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functions of planning, policy making, program allocation,.,and ..
budgeting. The.primary focus of.the book was to address:-

Which processes, which-organization patterns of state
coordinating boards, and what kinds of relationships between
those boards.and-institutions and other state agencies can
secure the most effective diversification and improve the
quality of ‘higher :education without unduly sacrificing the
freedom, the autonomy and initiative of . the affected colleges
and universities? . (Glenny,fl959, pP. 16) s e g

Glenny argued that the coordlnatlng process e e

: ’ ! " N V“; [ b g LA

¢ Lessens or eliminates ten51ons and conflicts among
institutions.

e TFocuses attention of the public on the_whole system of higher
education rather than on one or two of the larger institutions.

e Helps to create among legislators and-'State executive.officers
a more favorable attltude toward educators and hlgher
education: ) PeopeoET T R L

e Provides a relative increase in support for smaller colleges,

a which, thanks to the central’ agencies, are said to be -
flnanc1ally better off than before competition.

e Affords, through a551gn1ng "and enforcing’ dlfferentlal
functions, some protection of the traditional functions of the
university and land-grant college against encroachment by
teacher colleges and State colleges, ~and.obtains for them
financial support equlvalent to, or ‘greater than, that before
coordination. B

e Provides, in a number of states, long'range capltal
construction programs and schedules which,- it is hoped,. the
leglslature will agree to support. ' )

e Enriches program offerings-.throughout-the public.system by
increasing support and preventing unnecessary overlaps and
duplications. (Glenny,. 1959; pp. 204-205)..;:

(RS

In the -same year as.Glenny’s work,'Moos~and Rourke offered what
appears to be the first significant opinion casting a negative light
on statewide. coordination of higher.education, ; argulng that -it

¥ * 3 e,

represented “a grave threat to the tradltlon of the free college or
. oo vk
university 1n'Amer1ca (Moos and Rourke, 1959 P :3) and that it

could (at its worst) drain-quality.and originality out:of ‘state

colleges and universities.
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Chambers (1961) voiced another negative opinion concerning the
potential for statewide coordination to impinge on institutiocnal
autonomy and damage voluntary coordination:

But the notion that by and large [college and university
presidents] are incapable of grasping statewide problems, that
they invariably allow self interest to override the general
public interest, that they are a feral species which somehow
must be netted and caged and held within restraint of a rigid
bureaucracy, is not only erroneous to begin with, but also, if
effected, destructive of the essential spirit without which
colleges and universities do not thrive. (Chambers, 1961, p.
43)

McConnell (1962), in A General Pattern for American Public

Higher Education, cited the increasing complexity of society,

necessity of diverse educational programs and opportunities, and
finiteness of financial resources as logical reasons for the pursuit
of objectives by whole systems rather than by individual
institutions.

Management in Higher Education, written by Thad Hungate in

1964, discusses the then-ongoing vast expansion of higher education
and how it “has led a number of states to provide a state lay board
charged with responsibility for coordinating existing institutions,
including their functions, activities, and support, and for
interinstitutional cooperation in operations.” (p. 17) He also
indicated that
Perhaps one of the greatest services of a lay board of
governance is the capacity of its members to bring to the
guidance of the institution their understandings and
interpretations of the ongoing affairs of the practical world
in which they live. (Hungate, 1964, pp. 17-18)

Hungate devotes quite a bit of time to proposing suggested

organizations for institutions of higher education to include the
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governing board, the office of the president, and the areas of

educational .and student personnel services, business and finance.

His work also:includes chapters concerning the evaluative function of

management‘and state responsibility for management of higher

education. The-text and appendices to his work give his view

concerning-a framework for classifying the organization and

responsibilities of statewide governing and/or coordinating boards in

terms

order

of student degree-credit enrollment.
Glenny (1965) argued that state-level planning was essential in
to effectively answer the following questions:

e How'can the state provide a sufficient number of education
‘places- for new students?

e How can the state determine which colleges should become

“" full-fledged universities and which should develop different

*"* roles and functions?

e What types and extent of research and public service

" activities are appropriate for each campus?

e Where should new colleges or new types of institutions be

" developed?

e What level of financing is really required for each campus
to maintain a quality program? (Glenny, 1965, p. 133)

He also offered the following concerning the motivation of

legisléﬁérs for establishing coordinating boards:

Coordination did not arise out of foresight by educators but
from demands of legislators and governmental agencies for more
efficient use of public monies. They wanted to eliminate
wasteful duplication of programs resulting from competition
among-institutions, to facilitate realistic and scientific
budget requests, and to establish the rationale for developing
new institutions and campuses. (Glenny, 1965, p. 131)

Marforana (1968) and Lombardi (1968) specifically dealt with

the stéte-le&elycoordination of community colleges up until that

year.

Prior’to‘the 1960s, a state’s department of education usually
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performed such coordination, which frequently caused it to:be less
than optimal because of the state department of education’s emphasis
on and preoccupation with K-12 issues. However, Martorana points-out
that the 1960s saw a move to separate agencies specifically dealing
with community colleges (such as Alabama’s Department of

Postsecondary Education, although it is still an element of the State

i1

Department of Education). S S I .

Despite this shift, however, Stuckman’ (1969)-argued-that:= &%

The concept of coordination is not compatible with the v.".
traditional philosophy of the locally-governed community
college. In attempting to meet the educational and ‘¢ &
occupational needs of its service community, each institution
has paid little or no regard to the activities of its ..
neighboring institutions. Commensurate with the pattern of
local autonomy, each institution has traditionally developed: .=
its own philosophy, educational programs, and areas of
interest. (Stuckman, 1969, pp. 2-3) L S A

Henderson (1969) argued that since “Colleges ‘are corporations
chartered by individual states, the ultimate.'responsibility-for

monitoring these interrelationships inherently falls under state

jurisdiction.” {Henderson, 1969, p. 3) Miller~(1972) made’aisimilar

AR A R

arqgument:

Since the state is the area to be served, ' only an agency with
statewide responsibilities can identify geographic or
programmatic gaps in the system of state service, and initiate
action to fill these needs. Only a statewide agency can speak
knowledgeably and nonparochially to the state legislature,::.
governor, and budget office concerning higher education’s needs
- both its continuing needs and its newly emerging ones. Only
this agency can determine the present and projected total
demand for postsecondary education in the state and rationally
allocate among the state’s institutions responsibilities for
meeting these needs. (Miller, 1972, p. 242)

In an article entitled “Institutional autonomy for whom?”

{Glenny, 1970), Glenny supported the benefits of statewide
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coordination-against arguments that it infringed on institutional
autonomy: by, arguing that state-level bureaucracy, rather than state-
level coordination, was the culprit in cases where “atrocity stories
about autonomy” resulted from “infringements by extra-institutional
bureaucrats about administrative details.” (Glenny, 1970, p. 155)

As_mentioned elsewhere in this study, many individuals consider

Berdahl’§”l971 work, Statewide Coordination of Higher Education, the
most sign;ficant early work in this area because it provides the best
sense ofwan_historical framework concerning when and why coordinating
boards came on the scene. As covered in the introduction to the
present éﬁudy; Berdahl provided in this work what is still the
dominaq?%;tfuctural framework concerning the classification of states
by thei?fprés of higher education coordinating structures (as having
eitheriﬁd;bgérd, a voluntary association, an advisory or regulatory
coordiné#ing agency, or a consolidated governing board as its
coordinép%ﬁg"structure).
iﬁ'addition, Berdahl had quite a bit to say in his 1971 work

concerﬁingtwﬁat types of individuals should serve on statewide
coordinéting boards and how they should be selected. Here is a
summary of some of his points in this area:
. Boafds'éhould consist of a majority of public citizens to ensure

theséafééuarding of the public interest.
;‘kBoafasﬁshould include a minority of institutional members to

ensure a concern for institutional autonomy.
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¢ Boards should have at least some members whose terms are long  -:
enough that a governor cannot appoint a majority during.a..single

term.

e Nominees should require legislative confirmation to ensure that @ ¢
the board is viewed as more than just the governor’s concern.

e Potential nominees should be brought to the governor’s attention
by a qualified and diverse body that is not dominated by -©°
educators.

He also made the following specific recommendations:

a) In the interests of making their deliberations seem less self
serving, voluntary agencies should consider adding public
members to their (at present) exclusively institutional
membership. ) .

b) Consolidated governing boards should consider adding“some
institutional members or creating very strong academlc adVLSory
committees .. or doing both. ‘

c) Coordinating boards should have a minority of institutional
members or very strong academic advisory committees or "both.

d) With respect to including state legislators or executive
officers on coordinating agencies, the (admittedly sllght)
evidence inclines me to feel that they should be included
either as nonvoting members .. or on a separate advisory
committee .. (Berdahl, 1971, p. 244)

Berdahl indicated that the professional staff of au;ooFdin?ting
board must incorporate experience both in academia and in state
government. He specifically indicated that the “salary, quers,mand
prestige of the chief executive officer” (Berdahl, l97l,{p: 242) were
of utmost importance in drawing outstanding leaders to suchwg post
because, even if those of lower level employees were not ~

(RS

commensurate, individuals would still be motivated to work for and

< 3 i
METTR WS

learn from an outstanding leader. Berdahl specifically recommended

that such individuals be employed on a contract basis (something that
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has only recently:become the:case in Alabama based at least in part
on-the.recommendations.of more than one of the ACHE quadrennial
evaluation.committees.)

1

Be}dahl (1971)wrecommeﬁded that coordinating boards have strong

powersdin;pléhhing,¢to:inci&de both public and private higher
educatlép; Hevalébufécomméhaéd strong program review powers,
although he indicated: that, it would probably not be worth it for
coordinating boards to get.involved with the approval of individual
courses, ev?n;ifLipstitutiqn§iattempted to develop programs piecemeal
through this. fashion.

Bogue and Aper (2000) identified Berdahl’s work as a
significant account.of the responsibilities and roles of statewide
coordinating boards. .As they briefly reviewed Berdahl’s premise, “In
response to the rapid growth,in higher education during the 1960s,
many states established coordinating boards to bring some sense of
order, p%gnning, and equity among competing campuses and systems.”
(p. 51)

In the same year as Berdahl’s work, Glenny and Hurst (1971)
released ﬁCuéfénf statewide,planning structures and powers,” an
article‘théﬁ;éérvéd és an update to Glenny’s 1959 work. Glenny and

ﬁséd ﬁhe éame classification of boards into the

vt

Hurst sﬁillx
categories of.véiunéary[ qoéfdinating, and single boards. They
arguedthapM¢60ﬁaiqaﬁing&boagas‘had greater potential for long-range
planninginq eqﬁél_p9teﬁtiai;for other functions as did single
governing baééds, and also argued that coordinating boards were

oriented equally between institutions and the state.



43

Corson (1971) apparently-saw the increase in statewide
coordination as a mixed blessing:. .. . <. * o 0 o ooan e

The surveillance by state:governments has done much  to avoid
duplication of facilities and to husband scarce resources; but
it has also curtailed the _.administrative autonomy of .the "~~~
individual institution. It has markedly limited the freedom
with which institutional administrators and faculties can hire
personnel, build buildings, revise curricula, and even define
their own purposes. (Corson, 1971, p..:435) -«ixon o 1

In April 1871, the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education
(CCHE) published a report with recommendations entitled The Capital.

and the Campus: State Responsibility for Postsecondary Education.

The major themes of this repoft h;ghlighted*theibti@ary

1.

responsibility of the states for the development of higher education

throughout U.S. history, and held that the states had discharged

¥

these duties well espec1ally durlng the “t1dal wave" 0of students.in:~

¥ Lot

the 1960s. The report concluded ;that thewstates should contlnue and
K it NS ol e

somewhat expand this role and that. 1t should not be subsumed by the

Federal government. It had thls to say spec1f1cally concernlng

statewide coordination: 5
Two functions, however - long-range planning anducurrent
consultation - are not duplicative and do need to be ‘performed
by a state coordinating agency. We emphasize the .great
importance of effective long-range planning, of constant
consultation within higher education, - and-of consultation
between higher education and other directly interested
agencies. The new coordinating systems serve. best when they
concentrate of planning and consultation, rather than on
routine administrative tasks,.bureaucratic controls, and
detailed regulation. They should provide enlightened guidance
and not stifling delay, and. restraint. .. Routine regulatlon and
control are neither needed nor compatlble with the
statesmanlike planning and advice that,are so,essential. (CCHE,
1971 April, pp. 2-3) ; T N

-
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The report:also contains:'a chapter entitled “Coordination and
Planhing;"fwhich includes ‘a ‘discussion of the forms and purposes of
statewide ‘coordination as well as extensive recommendations

concerning the-roles and authority that statewide coordinating boards

T, p oy

should:haVe regardingfstateWide planning. According to this chapter,

coordlnatlng agenc1es “are usually established to achieve the

following:~

. Aﬁoid‘wasteful*duplicatibn in programs and harmful competition
ﬁbfor resources,
o "Work ‘toward’ greater efflclency in the use of scarce resources

?‘kAld ‘the, orderly growth of all postsecondary facilities within
the state, including ‘consideration of locations for new
campuses

e Assist in developlng state policy on admission of students to
higher education

e Collect data needed for pOlle determination

:Encourager sufficient.'diversity within the system to satisfy the
diverse educational needs of the state

e Serve-as a communications agency among the postsecondary
educatlon communlty, the state government, and the public

. Foster excellence 1n the development of the variety of programs
1nvolved in the expandlng postsecondary education network
'(CCHE, 1971 April; p. 26)

In’ 1972, RiéhardSén, Blocker and Bender commented on the
problem‘of;poWer éﬁ,%# relates;to state coordination: “State
coordipatioh leads to a"tug of war; on the one hand is the lack of
power tb;ﬁaintain comp;iahce;‘and on the other is the tendency to
seek cenﬁermity through coereion.” (Richardson et al., 1972, p. 396)
They aiéég@isCussedietherwprpblems coordinating agencies face
includiﬁg'difficulties‘with communication, confusion, mutual
understaﬂding, develepmeﬁt of appropriate relationships with

constituents, and tendencies: to work more with other state agencies

than with other constituencies.. The same year, Quehl stated that
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even though state systems of higher learning were “Originally
established because they made .good . social,. educaticnal, andwfiscal

”

sense,’” many of them:

Have grown to deny basic .autonomy to.individual campuses and
erode public confidence, often leaving individual-colleges and
state agencies in adversary positions. Too often the result
has been a monolithic system that has routinized and =
dehumanized education, has stimulated the rise of unionism .
among faculty members, and has helped to push many states to
the brink of bankruptcy. (Quehl, 1972, p..257).,

An April 1973 report by the Carnegie Commission.on Higher

Education entitled Governance of Higher Education: Six Priority .

Problems dealt primarily with eampqsf;evel‘isspee. However, three of
the nine “major themes” identified in,this.report are.of relevance to
the study of relationships between the campus. and.governance -and.
coordination structures beyond theuipdivigual campus:

External authorities are exercising more.and more authority
over higher education, and institutional 1ndependence has been
declining. The greatest Shlft of power in-recent years has,
taken place not inside the campus, but in the transfer of
authority from the campus to,outside_.agencies.,...

Governance may now be entering a new -period marked:-by.,
continuing conflict rather than by the informal consensus that
characterized it in the recent past. If so, it will need to
undergo substantial restructuring to meet the strains of
conflict. We hope, however,ﬁthat, to_the extent. p0551ble,%
new consensus may be achieved.. For this to, occur, some ’
restructuring will also be nebessary/ but ‘the resulting
processes will be animated by axmoremtolerant spirit.
Governance is a means and’ not an end It should be dev1sed 'and
adjusted not for its own, sake but for _the sake of .the welfare
of the academic enterprlse (Carnegle Comm1551on on ngher f"
Education, 1973 April, pp. "1-3) " ’

In October 1973, the Educatlon Comm1551on of the States (ECS)

v

released Coordination or Chaos? ngort of “thé Task Force-on

Coordination, Governance and Structure of Postsecondary Education.
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This report specifically recommended that single statewide
coordinating bodies in each state take responsibility for more

continuous and comprehensive planning.

"%In a- 1974 report entitled Statewide Planning in Higher

Education, -Halstead explains that although the movement toward

statewide coordination began in the late 1940s, it was not until the

1950s that there was a serious move towards more centralized state
level pléhniﬁg. He also includes information concerning the
quadrupiihg'of operating expenditures for higher education in a ten-
year pefiod between the early 1960s and the early 1970s, and
indicated that the complexities of this growth “clearly called for ..
a“ééntfélizihg of both control and planning and the making of policy
deéisidné‘at a higher level.” (Halstead, 1974, p. 5) He also
realized ‘that the “optimal balance” between centralized and
decentralized control “is delicate, and equilibrium may exist only in
fhedr&.” (Halstead, 1974, p. 11) He suggested the following
oﬁéfékihg principles for coordinating boards to help achieve such a
balance:"
e A SCﬁeme of statutory coordination should be established to
_serve as a protector of the substantive autonomy of
institutions.
® . A coordinating agency will function more effectively if the
partlcular roles and distinguishing functions of the various
institutions or institutional systems are clearly defined, if
" adherence to these definitions is enforceable, and if provision
is. made for future innovative change and modification of the
definitions.
.,® ~BAlthough frequently linked with administration, the planning
function should be clearly differentiated from executive duties

required for statewide administration of institutions and
programs.
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e A clear distinction is desirable between planning for a State
system of higher education and planning for institutional
development. (Halstead, 1974, pp. 15-17)

Halstead made the following observations concerning statewide~

PR TR S

planning and coordination:

e Planning should be conducted within a formal ‘framework ' or "
structure. , )

e Emphasis should be given to systematic, long-range, continuous
planning, as opposed to special or ad hoc planning.

e Planning in higher education calls increasingly for Epe01alized
skills. - cn

¢ The coordinating mechanism will function more effectlvely 1f
its professional staff is independent of the staffs of the .,

educational institutions, as well as of the staffs of the Sfété
administrative agencies. (Halstead, 1974, pp..14-15) ... .

Halstead (1974) also specifically recommended (as had Berdahl.in. .
1971) that lay members of the general public be in the majority on
statewide coordinating boards, indicating that this would.serve.to

improve board relations with the legislature. ., , . .. . |

Glenny (1974, Summer) pointed out the decline of the.growth..
trend in higher education in the early 1970s, predicted that it would

continue through the 1980s, and indicated that thisiwould;likely?

N s

continue to contribute to a declining percentage- of government monies

going to postsecondary education. Glenny also éoﬁméﬁtedvgﬁ thefshift

towards greater centralization in coordination ménti5ned 5& Berdahl
G

(a shift that Glenny had predicted based on the slow1ng ofﬁgrowth o
between the 1960s and the early 1970s), and further.pointed out that
“twenty~three states changed statutes relating to the powers and

duties of their statewide boards, almost invariably.toward making.....

them more representative of the general public and-more powerful in
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their:control, review, and.recommending powers.” (Glenny, 1974
Summer, p. 66)

:ziGlenny (1974, Summer) also:scommented in this article concerning
the interest that: the:U.S: Congress had placed in state level
planning: for-higher education-through the Federal Higher Education
Amendments 0f:1972, which required states to establish postsecondary
commissions for:higher education: (commonly called “1202 commissions”
after:the“section: describing. them) in order to qualify for certain
Federal: funds. (As the.reader-will note in more detail later in this
study; :-ACHE: was :designated as:Alabama’s “1202 commission’” based on a
recommendation- of the 1%' ACHE QE committee.) McGuinness, McKinney &
Millard (1975, April) dealt-specifically with this issue and the
background leading up to this requirement. (This was also the topic
of McGuinness’ Ph.D. dissertationvat Syracuse University in 1971.)

1t Wattenbarger (1974, Winter).'also commented on the shift towards
greater centralization that Glenny observed:

n- The -most -often. observed current trend in the development of

Bmerican higher education is that toward increasing
s .-responsibility for.coordination and governance at the state
level. Within the past five years the power structure has
‘changed:in the direction.of the concentration of responsibkbility
in state level boards and away from traditional sources of
=y ... power which had balanced:the elements of governance of
institutions of higher:education. Even community colleges have
»::not-escaped this shift." (Wattenbarger, 1974 Winter, p. 1)

In 1978, Mortimer and:McConnell presented a book entitled

Sharing Authority .Effectively. = This book includes a section

concerning  the.functions-and composition of governing boards, as well
as:a chapter:entitled “Statewide Coordination and External

Constraints,” which outlines the setting for and purposes of
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coordination, types of coordinating agencies (with information taken

from Berdahl [1975] and Glenny [1976]), and powers and membership of

coordinating boards. Mortimer and MoConnell>emphasize the role of
coordinating boards as intermediaries between the institutions-and
the public, as well as their responsibilities for planning,  helping :
to attain diversity in postsecondary education, ;and in maintaining,
the balance between accountability and-autonomy: forihigher education
institutions. Interestingly, the section on functions of governing

boards includes a suggestion made by a:former college president in

s I S L

1975 that boards should be respon51ble to- evaluate the effectlveness

Car i, v
S e

of their own performance, an argument: that Chalt, Holland & Taylor
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(1991) might disagree with as the reader w1ll see‘later in: thls
pou SR LR ST et i -
chapter.
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Hines and Hartmark (1980) presented an AAHE ERIC/ngher

& I

Education Research Report entitled POllthS of ngher Educatlon

P AN

This report is divided into sections concernlng the pOllthS of.
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higher education at the Federal, state, and local levels ‘The
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section concerning the state level prlmarlly dlscusses the polltlcal
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aspects of statewide coordination of hlgher educatlon and the related
e N o -~
topics of accountability and 1nst1tutlonal autonomy, budgetlng for

e - ,-“

higher education, and 1nter1nst1tut10nal relatlonshlps. A prlmary

- Lot B
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focus of their work was to review llterature related to the pOllthS

of higher education, and their section on the state level serves as a
el Te e

good review itself of much of the llterature that was avallable up to

that time that is relevant to the present study oo C et
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Hines.and Hartmark (1980) asserted that Glenny’s (1959)

T .
s ey,

Autonomy of Public Colleges: The Challenge of Coordination (reviewed
earlier in this‘chapter) offered “the first comprehensive study of
statewide coordination, reviewing the development of coordinating
agencies to.1957 and describing their functions of planning, program
review, statewide policymaking and budgeting.” (Hines and Hartmark,
1980, pp. 13-14) They continue by explaining that Glenny (1959)
devoted

considerable attention to the tension between institutional

autonomy and statewide coordination and suggests procedures and

institutional structures intended to foster a balance between

. institutional autonomy and effective coordination. In many

respects, this work is one of the first to clearly state the

.case for coordinating agencies rather than state governing

boards, or continued institutional competition, or state

s governmental ‘intervention. (Hines and Hartmark, 1980, p. 14)

Hines and-Hartmark (1980) suggest that Berdahl’s 1971 work can
be viewed as:a -sequel.to Glenny’s 1959 offering. While Glenny'’s
earlier work .was valuable concerning the emerging theory of statewide
coordination, :Berdahl had the advantage of writing toward the end of
the period in:American history that saw the most significant movement
in practice towards increased statewide coordination and governance.
Hines and Hartmark point out (as have the current researcher and many
others) ‘the-significance of Berdahl’s classification system for
statewide structures of higher education, and also have the following
to say about his 1971 work:

In addition to reviewing the roles and to some extent the

effectiveness of coordinating boards in planning, budgeting,

and reviewing programs, Berdahl pays particular attention to

the agency as an intermediary between state government and

higher,educational institutions, and to the more generic issue
of the delicate balance between coordination and institutional



51

autonomy. The Berdahl study provides both an analysis of
prevailing patterns and forms of coordination in the several
states..as well as a more philosophical discussion of the
essential qualities of institutional autonomy, higher .-
education’s responsibility to the public interest; and the
degree and forms of coordination necessary to maintain autonomy
and responsiveness. Berdahl argues for .a distinction between
substantive and procedural autonomy, with the primary concern
of higher education being substantive autonomy. To a large
extent, Berdahl views coordinating agencies as effective = ...
mechanisms for channeling political conflict. (Hines and- ,
Hartmark, 1980, p. 14) et Tamr v oo P N P

E

Hines and Hartmark point outithet most}of:thezeebseéuehtzworké
on statewide coordination have reflected “many:of the original themes
laid out by Glenny and restated by Berdahl” (p. 14), although one

could argue that much of the prominent subsequent.,literature in this

.1

area has mentioned Berdahl at leést‘as;frequently and prominently, if

L

not more so, than it has Glenny! \ ;.w:,{‘;f' . " ﬁ}

oyt

The Carnegie Foundation for.: the Advancement of Teachlng (CFAT)

Dt ©

1982 essay entitled The Control of the Campus: A Report of the

Governance of Higher Education included a section. on state:. . :

involvement in higher education that emphasizes how:the expansion of
higher education between 1950 and;1980. (largely led by state-.. «:.
governments themselves) made the governance: structure;of higher - .
education more complex. This resulted in many;public.colleges and
universities being reorganized into multi-campus systems with -single
governing boards. This section has this to:say concerning .the
emergence of statewide coordination of higher education: ...
Statewide coordinating councils -or commissions formed:yet : -
another tier of decision-making in higher education. As
budgets and enrocllments burgeoned, “coordination” became the...

code word for efficiency and rational planning. In some
states, coordinating units were organized as early as 1940. By
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1982,"all but three states (Delaware, Vermont, and Wyoming) had
a coordinating agency for higher education.
The authority granted to these coordinating boards varied
greatly from state to state..[from] regulatory functions in
specific areas such as budget review. .. {to] advisory only. 1In
. _the ..'states:.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 the same number of states the higher
¢ o education-coordinating agency was given authority to prepare a
consolidated higher education budget. (CFAT, 1982, p. 38)

PRI
R i

The CFAT essay continues by explaining the impact and potential

Tt RS

dangers of this arrangement:
Statewide planning, however, has changed the governance

“ 3.0 structure:of+higher education. BAmerica’s colleges and
universities are no longer viewed as wholly independent

. institutions. ® 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.
(CFAT, 1982, p. 39)

The essay concludes by pointing out what its author sees as potential

dangers of excessive state oversight. These include the move by

government agencies to.evaluate and-eliminate academic programs, the

use offéﬂrdliﬁénf-dri%eﬁubudgetfférmulas (adopted during a period of
- :% e 2 - o B . - v

rapid growth) during periods of‘décline, and the failure of state

P

governments:to reward efficiencies within higher education (by
returnipg monies saved,to;staﬁé‘ééffers instead of to schools).
While stéting‘that théibenéfifgipqutate support have clearly far

outdistanced the abuses, the-authors warn that if state control is

too restrictive, it may result in“all of the above problems and cause
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American higher education to lose its diversity within and. among.:
campuses (CFAT, 1982, pp. 42-44)

In September 1987, Frank Newman presented his work Choosing
Quality: Reducing Conflict Between The State And The Univéféity.,

Yo

Ly PO N

Consistent with its title, Newman argued that there was a cleat need

“for a relationship between the university and the state that is

constructive for both, built up over a long perlod of tlme by careful

- PN e b L

attention on the part of all parties.” (p.“XIII) ~1In dlscu551ng the

balance between appropriate public policy.and.inappropriate intrusion

i
S

of the state into university affairs, Newman-argued that<the: !

R I T

legitimate basis for state involvement stemmed from the fact that

“Left totally to its own, the university'&iiiveﬁolve;toﬁefa:eeif—

[ 3 [P A SR

interest rather than public interest.” (p;;j)“

Newman offers the following as factors that can cppt;ibute’tgv

[SEN - (AR

the inappropriate intrusion of state government into higher
education:

e The growth of state involvement . it e
e The growing state ability to intrude . o
¢ The growing size and centrality of higher.education» o+ off

¢ The growth of state mandates aimed at improving quality

¢ The inability to create different miésibns-[among-institdtienS]
e The difficulty of a single pyramld of prestlge

Geography

S

The desire of the bureaucracy to exercise power
Short-term interest versus long-term principles ; :o oy 0w

Problems with the roles and effectlveness of higher educatlon
governance structures (Newman, 1987:September, pp.=39-59)-

He offers an additional list of factors that can-.:causelfeither

b

warranted or unwarranted intrusion into the-university; -

TP R s
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understandably, there is some duplication between this list and the

one above:

e Confusion over institutional missions, compounded by the
unchannelled ambitions of some colleges and universities.
» Overlap of institutions and programs and even a sense, in a few
. states, that there are too many colleges and universities.
e A focus of boards and systems on administrative matters rather
than .policy.
e A need for more effective leadership - at the campus, the
-system-or board and the state.
» The desire of political leaders to force the university to
respond to changes in the state’s economy, geography and
"demography.
e -The tendency of some political leaders to look toward self-
interest rather than public interest.
e The desire of bureaucracies at all levels to exercise power.
e Patterns of funding and criticism that create counterproductive
" incentives for universities.

e Campus attempts to subvert the ordinary mode of governance to
"""achieve short-term gains or to serve narrow self-interests.

e The failure of those on campus to take state leaders and state
needs seriously. (Newman, 1987 September, p. 59)

ﬁé@ﬁ;ﬁ‘iﬁclﬁdés, as one of the appendices to his work, excerpts
from a’iéﬁté} Wriften fp him by Lawrence K Pettit, who proposes a
“confinﬁhmﬁviéw" of different levels of state university governance.
?ettiéw(chaﬁcéildr at the time of Southern Illinois University)

basipéliy argﬁed that governors, legislatures, legislative staff, and

state aéénéiesn(inbluding state coordinating boards) were external to

P

and hédtnd 1e§itimate role in the governance and management of the

e s

interna :éfféirs of cplleges and universities. He also commented
phat‘“stgté Caordinating boards and agencies. .. are state agencies,
but;fpf‘hiéher'educafidn. They are usually viewed by each as the
édvopgfe fpf the pther.” (in Newman, 1987, p. 113) Pettit also
believéd fﬁaf it was inappropriate for a “weak” executive of a

PR

consolidated governing board (meaning an executive secretary who does
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not have line authority over campus presidents); to become very:much
involved in “campus matters,” and that such involvement should be
left to “strong” executives of consolidated governing boards;.. - :
executives of less-than-statewide multi-campus systems, and campus
presidents themselves. Tt aneLoer oemern Lrma goant

In 1988, Hines authored an ASHE-ERIC Higher Education ‘Report

entitled Higher Education and State Governments: Renewed Partnership,

Cooperation, or Competition? He discusses the:various forms of

e o

state-level higher education agencies and, says the.following. .
concerning the importance of the appropriate level<of state board
involvement, “If state boards do not become involved, lawmakers’ ;.
continued support for higher education-may be jeopardized; if:they
become too involved, however, campuses: become:;critical of their -

intrusiveness.” (Hines, 1988, p. 1) . - v R R S S SIVE

Included in Hines’ discussion:of state-level -higher -education
agencies is the role of the State Higher -Education Executive Officer
(SHEEQ). Each state’s SHEEO is a member of the national SHEEO
Association that has existed since 1954.: This.individual, as.Hines .,

explains, can be the head of a coordinating or governing board or of

a higher education agency or system._ﬂASithe'géadér?will"Seé later in

PO

this chapter, the preliminary researéh'bbﬁéerhﬁné"évaluatibﬁﬁof

g & . i

statewide boards of higher education.was designed to ensure maximum

participation by entities where the executive officer was the SHEEO

for the state in question. » o e e

Hines points out what he sees as the possible beginning of a_

R I - L

trend in the shifting of state support towards_

N i

consolidation,
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“Beginning.in: 1987 and continuing . in 1998, the rates of gain [in
state support]iin“consolidated'systems began to outdistance the rates
of gain in.multicampus universities.” (Hines, 1988, p. 21) However,
he ‘cautions:-against drastic cﬁanges regardless of the perceived
benefits, :"A'major upheaval of:the state’s higher education system
more: often.than not does not improve either the structure or state
support<of:higher-education.” (Hines, 1998, p. 11)

'+In Governing Public~-Colleges and Universities (Ingram and

Associates, 1993), Dr. Aims:C.:McGuinness, Jr. (who served as chair
of .the 7" . ACHE: QE committee).bffers.a chapter on “Strengthening
Relationships with:Government Agencies and Political Leaders.” While
he .offers much.information:in this: chapter on statewide structures
for governance: and coordinationrof higher education, there is more
detailed information from:a more.recent work (McGuinness, 1997) that
will be’ reviewed:later in‘this:section. McGuinness also offered
comments concerning.-thesfollowing. principles of effective board
relationships:: -

"L e7% BothvInstitutional 'and Governmental Priorities and Perspectives
Are Important and Legltlmate
“"Advocacy for ngher Education Should Be Tempered by Sensitivity
to the State’s Other Priorities and Economic Condition
‘Board Performance”and Leadershlp Are Keys to Effective
Relations Between Publlc ‘Higher Education and State Governments
(McGu1nness, 1993 pp. 202-206)

Theiétéfe PosfsécOndéry'Edﬁcétion Structures Sourcebook (latest

edition’ is ‘Education Commission of the States [ECS], 1997) is the
definifi@e?“desk referenééhvconéérﬁing the various structures for
governance, coordination, and planning for American higher education.

This latest version' includes an essay by McGuinness (1997) entitled
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“The Functions and Evolution of State Coordination and Governance in
Postsecondary Education.” This essay provides a significant source
of information in one location concerning the evolution of higher
education governance, the emergence of stateulde coordlnation/of
higher education, and the special responsibilities of coordinating

and governing boards (and how they differ from each other)

......

McGuinness compares the responsibilities'of'governing boards of

trustees or regents to those of a board of directors of a nonprofit

corporation, including the responsibility tofappointfthei
institutional or system chief executive, “establish policies and
approve actions related to faculty and other‘personnel, ensure
institutional fiscal integrity, and perform other policy and' *

management functions.” (p. 2) While acknowledglng the ex1stence of

I3
-

many ways to categorize these boards, he follows Kerr and Gade s

LA SRR

N oy
o . Dol Se M

(1989) three categories of consolidated governance systems for

multiple institutions, segmental systems for different: types of =

R e ix

campuses, and campus-level boards for SLngle campuses not. under =

NEeT "‘,’ . TR e O

either of the previous two systems. While acknowledglng that these
boards were modeled after the lay boards of private higher education
institutions, McGuinness debunks the popularl§;held’hythhthatweach

public campus has its own governing board beboihtiﬁéﬂaﬁ£“*65§’Bf“thé

students in Bmerican public postsecondary educationiattend ' e

o e .

institutions whose governing boards cover multiple campuses.” (p. 3)

According to McGuinness (1997), “The functlons of postsecondary

. o

education coordination encompass several broad :roles and areas of

state policy” (p. 3) including the following:
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e Planning and policy leadership.

e Policy analysis and problem resolution.

¢ Mission definition.

e Academic program review and approval.

¢ Budget development, development of funding formulae and
resource allocation.

e Providing financial aid to students.

e Information, assessment and accountability systems.

¢ Licensing and oversight.

¢ Implementing statewide projects and initiatives.

¢ Quality assurance. (McGuinness, 1997, pp. 3-6)

Later in his eésay, McGuinness gives what is arguably the
clearest single comparison within the available literature of the
responsibilities ofﬁcoordinating boards and how they differ from
those of governing boards. According to McGuinness:

Common functions of consolidated governing boards include the
following:

e Governing a single corporate entity, including all the
rights and responsibilities of that corporation as defined
by state law and encompassing all institutions within a
system. Individual institutions within the board’s
jurisdiction usually do not have separate corporate status.

e Carrying out coordinating functions related only to the
institutions within the board’s jurisdiction. These
functions include planning, setting a public agenda, policy
analysis and problem resolution, academic program review and
approval, budget development, and maintaining information
and accountability.

e Developing and implementing policy.

e Advocating for the needs of the institutions under its
jurisdiction to the legislature and governor.

e JAppointing, setting the compensation for and evaluating both

- system and institutional chief executives.

e FEstablishing faculty personnel policies, including approving
awarding of tenure and serving as the final point of appeal
on faculty grievances.

¢ Allocating and reallocating resources between and among the
institutions within its jurisdiction.

e Establishing policies for, and sometimes setting, tuition
and fees, often within policies established by the governor
and state legislature.
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As distinguished from governing boards, coordinating boards:

e Do not govern institutions, in the sense defined above
(e.g., appoint institutional chief executlves or set faculty
personnel policies).

e DAppoint, set compensation for and evaluate only the agency
executive officer and staff, but not the.institutional chief
executives. In several states, the governor is the final"
appointing authority for the agency executive but usually
with recommendations from the coordinating board. ’

e Do not have corporate status independent of state
government. IR S e ey e

e Focus more on state and systems needs and prlorltles than on
advocating the interests of a particular institution or
system of institutions.

e Plan primarily for the state postsecondary education system
as a whole. In most coordinating board states, this
planning includes both public and private institutions.:; «»

e May or may not review and make recommendations on.budgets
for the state system as a whole rather than only for one
part of that system. A few coordinating agencies recommend
consolidated budgets for the whole public system. Others
simply make recommendations to the governor or legislature®
on individual institutions or segmental budgets. -Most - ©
coordinating boards have responsibility to implement budget
policy only for funds appropriated specifically to the
agency for its operations, for special initiatives or for
reallocation to the institutions for’performance,fincentives
or other purposes.

e May or may not review or approve proposals for new academic
programs, and may or may not have authority to requlre
institutions to review existing programs. Co- ;

e Are not involved directly in setting or»carrying out faculty
personnel policies, except to carry out legislative mandates
for studies or issues such as faculty workload and L
productivity or tenure policy. (McGuinness, 1997, pp. 10-12)

McGuineess further comments, “Differences in state structure ..

are related directly to differences in state’ pollcy, ‘culture and® ¢

It

tradition. Some of the most significant dlfferenceSjinclude:

e Legislative and executive branch roles.

e Regional economic and political differences.
e State cultures regarding the role’of ‘the private ‘sector.

e State population and enrollment. S

¢ Tradition and leadership quallty (McGuinness, 1997, p. 18)

LR ATTS IR RN
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.McGuinness follows these comments with a historical review of

changes in.state structures for higher education:

-:State actions to establish structures for coordination and

governance can be traced to the late 1800s. Over the years,
states have established postsecondary education boards because
of needs and objectives important at a particular time. These

~'needs and objectives included changes within postsecondary

education, changing political and economic conditions, and
circumstances unique to a state. (McGuinness, 1997, p. 20)

He continues by summarizing Berdahl’s (1971) identification of four

major periods in the history of statewide structures as follows:

(1), the period of complete institutional autonomy lasting from
. colonial days to the late 1800s,

(2):the creation of single statewide governing boards beginning
* % in the late 19" century and reaching a peak in the first
“‘two decades of the 20™ century,

(3) 'the creation of voluntary arrangements in the 1940s and
#7+1950s, and

(4) 'the creation of statewide coordinating boards beginning in
7:...the 1950s and continuing today. (McGuinness, 1997, p. 20)

McGuinness continues by explaining the changes in state structures

from thé 19703 to the present. He describes the 1970s as a decade

where state structures moved from growth to steady state, while the

1980s were a decade that saw an emphasis on education reform and

accountability for results. Specifically, the following

“governing/coordination mechanisms came intc use in the mid- to late

1980s: i:

Setting a state policy agenda and serving as agents for change.
Incentive, competitive or targeted funding.
Requirements for assessment of student learning.

Performance-oriented accountability reports. (McGuinness, 1997,
pp. 23-24)

McGuinness explains that the most significant changes in

v

structures during the 1980s involved community colleges and states

where different parts of the state system took different directions
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toward centralization, decentralization and/or urban area ~r. %t
coordination. In describing the 1990s asra period of concern over
performance, productivity, and instability; McGuinness explains that
the major trends of this decade included downsizing within existing
structures, increases in board authority,-and system consolidation.
McGuinness says that the following recurring concerns lead to

changes in state postsecondary education structures: S amend

e Actual or perceived duplication of high-cost graduate and
professional programs.

e Conflict between the aspirations of two institutions (often
under separate governing boards) in the same geographic area).

e Legislative reaction to institutiohelilobbying.

e Frustrations with barriers to student transfer and
articulation.

e Proposals to close, merge or change 1nst1tutlonal mlSSlonS of
colleges or universities. T T

e Inadequate coordination among institutions offering one- and
two-year vocational, technical, occupational and transfer

programs.
e Concerns about the state board’s effectiveness.
e Proposals for “superboards.” (McGuinness,’ 1997, pp. 31-32)%

He also identifies these specific forces behind recent-<changes: "'
e Change in state government leadership. *° R

e An apparent weakening consensus about the basic purposes of
public postsecondary education.

e Growing political involvement in state.coordination and.
governance. .

e Increase in legislative mandates in areas traditionally-handled
by state postsecondary education boards and institutions.

e The gap between external and internal definitions of quality -
and expectations for quality assurance.

e Trend toward boards dominated by representatives of internal
constituencies and a decline in “lay” membership.

e TImpact of an increasingly market- driven, technology-lnten51ve
postsecondary education system.

e State postsecondary education structures 1ll equlpped to
address increasingly important cross- cuttlng 1ssues
(McGuinness, 1997, pp. 34-38) -
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McGuinness completes the essay by proposing guidelines for states
considering reorganization of their higher education structures.
The remainder:of :the ECS volume contains many informative
charts and related material concerning state structures, including
current statuses, narrative profiles, coordination, governance, and
planning responsibilities,: agency responsibilities, basic legal
powers and structures, ,board membership, and related state level

agencies and committees.

Literature Concerning.Educational Evaluation

.-Literature - -concerning general educational and/or program

evaluation. .

Of some relevance-to.this study are some of the significant
major works on educational and/or program evaluation, including the
already-mentioned Worthen et al. (1997). It is important to
acknowledge these works due to the nature of the ACHE quadrennial
evaluation process and:of .the present case study. However, it is
also important to acknowledge that the relevance of these works is
somewhat limited by the nature of the ACHE QE process. The primary
reason for.this is that becéusé the process does not specifically
dictate particular actions,. it is inappropriate, if not impossible,
for anyone outside the:process itself (particularly a researcher who

is admittedly less qualified than most if not all of the evaluators
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themselves) to assess the evaluators in terms of comparing what they
did to what they “should have done.” SR R

As mentioned in the introduction to the present study, Worthen
et al. (1997) provides the appropriate framework for identifying the

ACHE quadrennial evaluation process as an example of an expertise-

s : PR R &}

oriented program evaluation approach which“combinesithelprimary

K ady 4
Lha, 4 M PRI va S

characteristics of an informal review systém (existing "evaluation’ *.

ST [ - PR SR o

structure with no published standards) and an”ad-hoc blue-ribbon:

¥ R I

A

panel (where members are appointed because of their experience and

L

expertise in the field being studied). L

T

Another valuable aspect of Worthen et al. is that it provides a

classification of case studies (which would include the present

LR Cal

study) as a naturalistic or participant-oriented evaluation approach,

"
Y . =

specifically (as in the present study) “based on a small sample of

those affected by the program or process being evaluated.” (Worthen

v Ad N
PR P - b ED SR L

et al., 1997, p. 160) AR A R S
Earlier significant works on educationalwevaluation include the
DR R A U I
following: R AL R e

. ; . NSRSy

Effective Evaluation (Guba and Lincoln, 1981) discusses the

emergence of naturalistic approaches from such’concepts as the Tyler
Rationale and Stake’s Responsive Model. ‘They-also used the term
“thick description” in reference to certain’types of descriptive
studies that concentrate on collecting a good*deal?of"informatiog"“
from individuals impacted by a program to determine what ‘is actually

taking place. This idea of “thick description” could ‘arguably apply
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both to the ACHE quadrennial evaluations themselves and to the
current case study effort to assess their.effectiveness.

Worthen et al. (1997) uses Guba and Lincoln’svidea;of Mthick -
description” to address the case study approach as follows:-

The case study is a frequently used approach to gathering. . |

qualitative information about a program. The focus of a case
study is on the case itself. Such an approach may be .. . .-

particularly appropriate in evaluation when there is a need to
provide in-depth information about the unit, or case, at hand,
not so much to generalize to a larger population. With case
studies, generalizability is obtained not  through scientific
external validity but through logical, “naturalistic
generalization.” The goal is to develop “thick descriptions,”
or a thorough, complete understanding of the case, to help
others understand and judge its worth and the context within
which it has operated. (Worthen et al., 1997, p. 374)

- fortotars

Worthen et al. (1997) goes on to explaln that a case and its study

methods can be as broad or narrow as one*chbdgés'td defihe them£
Unlike quantitative designs, a case study does not havé a'
clearly delineated method. .. oy P
Case studies typically make use of many methods of.data - .-
collection but lean most heavily toward qualltatlve methods
such as observations, interviews, and the study of documents. -.
The methods may be selected or adapted as the evaluator
achieves a better understanding of the case. . That is, the, -
design is responsive to the case and the circumstances at hand.
It is adaptive and continues to adapt until the evaluator
believes he has a good understandlng of the case. (Worthen et
al., 1997, p. 374) LAt Ui S

i3

The edited book Evaluation Models-(Madaus, Scriven, & .. .. .~ .

Stufflebeam, 1983) includes chapters bymphg-editorswasQwelliasﬁby} e
other major players in educational evaluation .including.Tyler..
(concerning his rationale for program‘evalpation;.chapter’4, pp. 67-
78), House {(on assumptions underlying evalugtiondmodels;ychaptgr;3,

pp. 45-64), Cronbach (on course improvement through education;
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chapter'6ﬁ pp. 101-115) and Guba and Lincoln (concerning bases of
naturalistic¢ inquiry; chapter 18, pp. '311-333).

< Among the”chapters'of this book’that are of primary relevance
to understanding the:ACHE quadrennial-evaluation process are
Stufflebeam and’Webster’s’ “An'Analysis of Alternative Approaches to
Evaluation.” (1983)" These authors classify approaches to educational
eualuation'aS*beingieither politically oriented (what they call
“pseudo-evaluation”) , guestions-oriented, or values-oriented. While
the'authors attempt pretty clear distinctions between certain of
these categories, the ACHE QE process shows elements of several of
their categories. The ‘quadrennial evaluations are certainly
oolitically oriented ‘in that they are-legislatively mandated and the
results‘are provided to the legislature.” However, they are more
public relations inspired than they are politically controlled (as
Stufflebeam and Webster define'those terms), since the results are
not ‘controlled by a political arm‘and are released to the public. In
addition, where Stufflebeam and Webster:see a direct contrast under
yalues40riented studies between those ‘that are consumer-oriented
}with‘theievaluator seen as an “enlightened surrogate consumer”) and
those that are client-centered (where ‘the evaluation helps those who
are 1nvolved in the process evaluate and improve it), one could argue

that the ACHE QE process has characterlstlcs of both, with the in-

state lay members' of the QE commlttees serv1ng as “enlightened

[ e N

surrogate customers’” and the focus of the process on helping the

IR
o

partles 1nvolved in the process to 1mprove it.
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Another chapter from this work that is of some relevance to.the
ACHE QE process is Stufflebeam’s “The CIPP Model for Program
Evaluation.” (1983) “The CIPP approach is based on the view that the

most important purpose of evaluation is not-to prove but.to improve.

(Stufflebeam, 1983, p. 118) Stufflebeam has defined evaluation.as a
“process of providing useful information forudecision mak%eg” (p.
120), and offers the framework of context,- input,. process, and .
product evaluation types, each of which can contribute both to
decision making (based on a formative orientation).and accountability
(based on a summative orientation) to “promote growth and.to help the
responsible leadership and staff .. systematically-to-obtain and:use:.
feedback so as to excel in meeting important needs,.'or,  at least, to

do the best they can with the available resources.” (Stufflebeam,

1983, p. 120) GO mresente s o0 s

R.E. Stake offers two chapters in this volume, one on "The Case

Study Method in Social Inquiry” (chapter-16), -and:the other on, .
“Program Evaluation, Particularly Responsive Evaluation”.:(chapter

17). Stake identifies responsive evaluation as “evaluation based on-

\

what people do naturally to evaluate things: they observe and react.”
(Stake, 1983, p. 292) He also argues that

An educational evaluation is responsive evaluation-if it
orients more directly to program activities than to program
intents, if it responds to audience requirements for
information, [or] if the different value perspectives of the
people at hand are referred to in reporting the success and
failure of the program. (Stake, 1983, p. 292)

Based on this definition, the ACHE QE érocess would certainly fit

(based on one’s perspective) any or all of Stake’s criteria for

e
vt
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responsive evaluation. In addition, Stake also held that evaluators
should search for side effects as well as intended effects. ¢,
Other major works specifically addressing program evaluation

include the following: The Profession and Practice-of Program-,

Evaluation (Anderson & Ball, 1978) includes ancextensive coverage:of

ethics and values in evaluation. Toward Reform of “Program Evaluation

(Cronbach & Associates, 1980) elaborates upon Cronbach’s “Ninety-~Five

Theses” of program evaluation (titled based on:Martin Luther’s:.work)

[P o . Hor, . T e,
: R R P

by describing the history and current status of evaluation, its-role
AR AT Tt gthr
in shaping policy, and how it can contrlbute to learnlng and

e g
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influence systems. The work also provides suggestlons concernlng the

; [
Tis - N

allocation of research resources and the lmprovement of the
evaluation enterprise. -
[ S g

Two years later, Cronbach (1982) presented his work entltled

Designing Evaluations of Educational and Soc1al Programs, which
examined issues in planning and designing eﬁaidatiohs add provrded”
examples and commentary concerning Validity,“internai a;diegter;al
influence, and the choosing of appropriate;questionstaod oootrols for

evaluation.

Literature concerning the evaluation of statew1de hlgher

L i T

education boards.

w —

Of primary importance to the current study is the relatively

limited body of literature dealing directly with the organization and

K

evaluation of statewide coordinating and governing boards. . The most .
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significant volume is the journal issue cited earlier entitled -

Evaluating Statewide Boards (Berdahl [Ed.], 1975 Spring; several =:

articles from this journal are referenced in the following
paragraphs). It is perhaps ironic that this journal was being put

together at the same time that the first ACHE quadrennial evaluation

was taking place. Berdahl (1975, Spring) specifically alluded to

this fact as follows:
Happily, the first formal evaluation of a state coordinating:
board is now underway. The legislation creating the Alabama
Commission on Higher Education in 1969 specified that during-«»
the last year of each gubernatorial term, the Commission should
undergo formal evaluation by a team of at least three outside::
consultants. No evaluation criteria were specified. The »:
Alabama authorities added four in-state persons not connected
with the Commission to the three outside evaluators. That:::
evaluation is currently underway, and the report will be in the
public domain. Hopefully, the report will be reviewed by the
national community as well, and other boards may be encouraged
to follow the Alabama precedent. (Berdahl, 1975 Spring, p. 4)

Of course, while there is no way to know the extent of national
review the ACHE QE reports have received, it is clear (as has aiééady
been mentioned in this study and is further evidenced in section two
of this chapter) that other statewide boards have yet to follow%px
Alabama’s precedent regarding its quadrennial evaluations. |
Millett (1975, Spring) contrasts the orientations of state
coordinating becards and statewide governing boards. He argues that
coordinating boards are necessarily oriented towards state
government, while statewide governing boards are oriented towards
institutions, and that the two different types of boards must @-

therefore have different characteristics:

The state coordinating board of higher education is an agency
of state government..As a consequence, the real effectiveness of
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a state ‘coordinating board of higher education depends on the

kind of. working relationship that the board and its staff can

develop with.a- governor ‘and legislature. (Millet, 1975 Spring,

p. 62):: v S Lont ol

In struggling with distinctions that others have proposed but which

Millett has found unsatisfactory, he offers the following:
One possible distinction.is to say that a state coordinating
board of 'higher education is concerned with the higher
education policy issues that come to the attention of the
governor: and ‘the: legislature, while the governing board is
concerned with the policy issues that are not resolved by state
legislation or for which restrictive legislation is not wanted..

Another distinction between the state board of higher education
and the statewide governing board is in the field of budgeting.
The state board:of higher..education is primarily concerned with
the programs of state institutions that the state government
undertakes 'to support, which.principally center on student
instruction and institutional support.. Most state governments
have only a limited concern with sponsored research.. [and]
public service.. and almost no concern with auxiliary
enterprises and ‘institutional support of student aid. The
state government budget for higher education is therefore
quite different .from:an institutional budget, even though the
state may properly wish to be informed about the entire
institutional budget:and may provide for audit of the entire
scope of 1nst1tutlonal expendltures (Millet, 1975 Spring, p.
65y « - . : ‘ Lo

Robert -Graham (1975, ‘Spring) provides some valuable background
concerning both the ‘evolution:and evaluation of statewide boards of
higher education:from the-legislative perspective:

In virtually.all states the legislature was the initial
coordinating board for higher education. The legislature
allocated resources.among the institutions, mediated
controversies, and - to the extent it was done - engaged in
planning for ithe state’s~ systems of higher education.

In the post-World War II'years, the increasing size and
complexity of higher education institutions and systems led
most state legislatures to delegate the coordinating function
to a board of lay persons w1th a permanent staff..

In almost all cases, however, the legislature had at least two
general ‘objectives:in establishing a state board. First,
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boards were established to restrain popular will, serving as a
protective shield between the political institution and the
academic community. Second, state boards were to function as a
part of the democratic process for converting popular will
through representative institutions into public policy..

The state board is accountable for how effectively it functions

to translate the general policies set by the appointee office,

legislative intent through resource allocation, and the

informal influence structures into public policy. (Graham, 1975

Spring, pp. 43-45).

Graham goes on to note that, because of the legislature’s
responsibility in the existence of statewide boards of higher
education, legislatures should take the lead in providing for their
evaluation. He further notes that statewide boards should be
evaluated based upon their skills in the areas of anticipations,
values, management, flexibility, and politics. From Alabama’s
perspective this has been somewhat true in theory but quite limited
in practice, especially during certain periods. The legislature has,
of course, made specific provision for ACHE to undergo the
quadrennial evaluations that are the focus of the current study.
However, as will become clear later in the study, the legislature
itself has had relatively limited involvement in the QE process
itself, and arguably (with notable exceptions) relatively little
interest in the results of the evaluations themselves.

Statewide boards must be evaluated in terms of both structure
and effectiveness in areas such as statewide planning processes and
outcomes; as Callan (1975 Spring) points out, “while planning does
not guarantee that a state board will be effective, the lack of

planning makes effectiveness improbable.” (p. 20) Harcleroad (1975,

Spring) argues that while there are certain parallels between



71

statewide boards of higher education and business organizations,
state agencies must be evaluated in terms of performance rather than
in terms of profit. However, others could argue that profit is
simply another way to measure performance. Odegaard (1975, Spring)
argues, “Criteria for evaluation of coordinating agencies should
include the sensitivity of their procedures for consulting the
coordinated institutions, and the extent to which they encourage
voluntary interinstitutional cooperation.” (p. 87)

Ketter (1975, Spring), in his argument for centralized
accountability and decentralized management within statewide
coordinating boards, indicates that the attributes of an effective
board can be considered based on its responsibilities, jurisdiction,
staff, policy and management, and attitude toward institutional
priorities, as well as the degree to which institutions exercise
their own responsibilities regarding the coordinating board. In
terms of evaluation of such boards, Ketter says, “educators might do
well to reassert their confidence in the processes and results of
reasoned judgments arrived at by reasonable persons.” (p. 84)

Miller (1975, Spring) argues that evaluations of statewide
boards must take the political context into account; this is
especially true of coordinating boards, which are generally under
greater political pressure than governing boards because, as
mentioned earlier, they live closer to state government than do the
governing boards:

The effectiveness of a state planning and coordinating agency

must be evaluated in a context, and that context in every state
is the public policy decision-making process -~ politics. For
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too long members of the higher education community have hidden
from that fact..

Agencies have been in existence long enough for critics and
friends alike to expect that they have accomplished something
or can show reasons why they have not. (Miller, 1975 Spring,

pp. 48, 52)

James B. Holderman (1975, Spring), a former executive director
of the Illinoié Board of Higher Education, offers some perspectives
concerning the special challenges that coordinating boards face. He
explains, “There is no natural constituency of a statewide board” and
humorously remarks that “no statewide board or its staff has a chance
to play in any bowl game.” (p. 55) He goes on to point out that “Two
forces seek to dominate or neutralize [statewide coordinating
boards]: the colleges and universities on the one hand and the
government - especially the executive branch - on the other.” (p. 55)
Holderman goes on to point out that statewide boards should be
evaluated based on their power and influence, master planning
abilities, effectiveness in involving others, and budgetary success.
Under the power and influence criteria, much of a board’s capacities
depend upon the stature of the board (both of the individual members
and collectively), the acumen of the professional staff (both
politically and academically), and the support of the governor and
legislature. In a wonderfully humorous analogy, Holderman says,
“Someone once described the [coordinating board’s] position.. as
between the dog and the tree.. One final criteria could be the

survival of the board in the face of the tree’s indifference and the

dog’s persistence.” (Holderman, 1975 Spring, p. 60)
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Making an.observation that one could easily apply to the highly
politicized climate in Alabama, Balderston (1975, Spring) writes,
“Politicians.often claim to want an expert coordinating and planning
agency, but at.the same time, they may, de facto, act directly to
encourage or constrain a subsystgm, thereby undercutting the state

board’s power.” (p. 76)

Another work entitled Who Guards the Guardians? The Evaluation

of Statewide Boards of Higher Education (French & Berdahl, 1980)

deals with tpe:rationale‘for evaluating statewide boards, and
addresses.specific attempts to dq so (including the first two
quadrennial evaluations of ACHE). 1In fact, the paper itself resulted
from the authors’ observations concerning the first and second ACHE
quadrennial evalpation;. It begins with a discussion of the
classifications Qf_state boards‘of higher education very similar to
Bg;dahl’§)ea:;ierﬁwoFk and that in the introduction to the present
s?udy. ;tralgo thonicles thejocgasional external evaluations
conducted by.other states that have in many cases been precursors to
those outliged‘iq the preliminary research presented in section two
of this chapter.

In the;r d;scussipns of rgasons for formal evaluation, French &
Berdahl (1980) discuss sunset evaluations (some of which are included
in the research reported in‘sect;on two of this chapter) as well as
the‘probability of regiona}:accpediting agencies paying more
attention to the degree of external control exercised on campuses

(somethiégjihét the"Alabama:Z—yéér sector has experienced fairly

recently'asfmenfioned in the final chapter of the present study).
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Their discussion of the complexities in evaluating statewide boards

includes the fecllowing points:
® Personalities may be more important than structures.
¢ Classifying structures by formal attributes may be misleading.
¢ There is little guidance from the early literature.

¢ There are problems with applying goals-oriented evaluation
theory to the evaluation of statewide higher education boards.

Their discussion of (then) recent evaluation efforts includes self-
evaluation (with kits provided by the Association of Governing
Boards), the criteria used by a 1972 University of Missouri Task
Force on State Level Coordination and Governance in Higher Education,
the first two ACHE quadrennial evaluations, consolidated governing
board evaluations by the Academy for Educational Development in
Mississippi, West Virginia, and Florida, and other evaluations in
Connecticut and South Carolina. They devote an entire section of
their paper to the evaluation criteria that the South Carolina
Legislative Audit Council used in 1977 to evaluate the South Carolina
Commission on Higher Education, and how the 2nd ACHE QE committee
considered these criteria.

In their conclusion, French & Berdahl (1980) suggest a list of
criteria that should be considered when evaluating statewide higher
education boards. In addition to a “long list,” they provide a
“short list” summary as follows:

1. Is the intellectual/analytical work of the Commission of high
quality? Here, a peer review of selected reports and studies
should be adequate.

2. Is there a sense on the part of the governor and the
legislature that the Commission’s activities are helpful to
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them in making at.:least 'quasi-rational judgments about higher
education support and development?

3. Do the affected colleges and universities feel that they are
being dealt with by the Commission in a fair and.understanding
manner — granted disagreements about final recommendations?

4. Does the commission operate on the basis of a phllosophy of
higher education that .goes beyond simplistic manpower,
occupational, and formula projections, and that endorses a
maximum amount-of institutional autonomy in making decremental
as well as incremental dec151ons'> {French & Berdahl, 1980, p.
41) : : B U B S % S ST

: S s Tern T D0

It is also 1nterest1ng to note that the first item on thelr “long
list” indicated, .“The status of the :recommendations made by any

previous evaluations should be. con51dered ” (French & Berdahl, 1980,

LR S S <
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p. 41) As the reader willfsee later; thls\was a'key issue in this

ot - - R
a - felt B I N

researcher’s analy51s .of :the first 51x ACHE quadrennlal evaluatlons

i P .
- ? E I Thn 4

The Educatlon Comm1551on of. the States (ECS 1984)

; s fo e T B . §
Bl u«..)_ N +

Challenge: Coordlnatlon and- Governance iin the ‘805 A Report on

Issues and Directions-in:Statewide:Coordination and Governance of

Postsecondary Education in the 1980s, :made:the *following:-i-

recommendation concerning the evaluation ofistatewide coordinating

and governing boards:

The state agency, whether a-coordinating or:governing board,
should also be held accountable and should periodically be
assessed in terms of its achievement of objectives. A
preferred procedure may be establishment on a regular basis of
an evaluation. committee composed of laymen and experts from the
field. It is crucial, however, that the evaluating body is
chosen carefully:with knowledgeability. and objectivity as the
prime criteria. (ECS, 1984, p. 315)

This recommendation appears to suggest exactly what Alabama has
B - ." (\;“"

accomplished in 1ts establlshment of : the "‘ACHE quadrennlal evaluation

process. . oo . P
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Chait, Holland, and Taylor (1991), in a study entitled The

Effective Board of Trustees, reported on a research project that they

started “with three deceptively simple questions in mind:

1. What characteristics define and describe effective boards
of trustees..?

2. Do the behaviors of effective and ineffective boards differ
systematically?

3. What is the relationship, if any, between board
effectiveness and institutional performance? (Chait et al.,
1991, p. 1)

Their major findings included the following:

1. ..there are specific characteristics and behaviors that
distinguish strong boards from weak boards.
2. ..there is a positive and systematic association between the

board’s performance, as measured against these
competencies, and the college’s performance, as measured
against some conventional financial indicators.

3. ..self-assessments by boards of trustees are of gquestionable
validity as accurate and objective measures of actual board
performance and competence. (Chait et al., 1991, p. 1-2)

They presented the specific characteristics in terms of six different
dimensions of effective trusteeship: contextual, educational,
interpersonal, analytical, political, and strategic. While the study
involved trustees of independent colleges, it is also of value for
the public sector to include statewide coordinating and governing
bodies.

In addition, McGuinness (1993) offered the following questions
that public governing boards should address in periodic reviews of
their own performance:

e Does the Board Have a Concise Mission Statement for the
Institution It Governs or for the System and Each of the
Campuses?

¢ Does the Board Have a Clearly Stated Vision of How the

Institution or the System Contributes in Concrete, Measurable
Ways to Major Public Priorities?
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e : Does the:Board Consciously Seek to Support and Build
Constructive Relations with the State Higher Education Board?
_.e.."Does the Governing ‘Board Inform Political Leaders About
Institutional and System Developments That Affect Their
Constituents ‘or That Will Receive Media Attention?
.,® _Does the Board Exhibit Values That Characterize Exemplary
"’ " Public Bodies in All Its Actions? (McGuinness, 1993, pp. 206-
210)

i T . e s
e } L9 i

Again, while these questions are directed to governing boards, they
could be adjusted as appropriate for use with statewide coordinating
boards.

The preliminary research mentioned in the introduction to this

st

chaptef‘(and presented below ;s sééfion two of this chapter)
referencgsvanq reyiews’the QOgumen;s the researcher received as a
rgsq};rqf>his research into tpq';ecgnt_gvaluation practices of
stqtgwigejcqqrdipatiqg(gnd’goygrning bgg:d§. This research primarily
addressqd’wbgther pheselbgards had recg%veq evaluations and which
types of”egaluationg,thgy hadxre¢eiveduin‘at least the past ten
yggrqi rIt_;Qowsithe‘frequgncy g? cergé%?qéypes of evaluations

(“sunset” evaluations, mandated vs. voluntary evaluations, and self-

yg.;gxterﬁal gvaluations) by type of b?i?di;

In addition to thesg‘documénts Qeiliqg specifically with
evaluation gfystatew;ge boards, literatur?.addressing the structure
and fungtign of statgwidelboa:d§“i§“of qual importance in

understanding their evaluation. Such publications include the State

Postsecondary Education Structures Handbook which is updated every
few years as required (latest edition is Education Commission of the

State;r[ECS], 1997, reviewed earlier ;n this chapter}, annual

almanacs produced by The Chronicle of Higher Education, and the
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American Council on Education’s Accredited Institutions of~. i =«

Postsecondary Education (latest edition is Anaya & Rozek [Eds.],

2000). Mingle’'s 1988 work entitled “Effective Coordination.of. Higher
Education: What is it? Why is it so difficult to achieve” addresses
the reasons for state higher education boards, how they have changed,
the different types of boards, the problems and limitations these

boards face, and their functions. RS

An example of structural challenge. EEAERMEVE

A simple comparison between Alabama and another staterin the
southeastern U.S., namely Tennessee, provides one example of why a
state such as Alabama faces special coordinating board”challenges.
The Tennessee Higher Education Commission (THEC) is:'a regulatory
coordinating board of basically the same type as ACHE.: However,: a -

review of the American Council on Education’s Accredited Institutions

of Postsecondary Education (Anaya & Rozek [Eds.], 2000) quickly

reveals that Alabama has a much more diverse system.of higher - .=
education to coordinate, both in terms of higher education governance
structures and in terms of the number of institutions themselves.
Specifically, all Tennessee public institutions, ofrhigher:
education are governed by one of two governing bodies, The:University
of Tennessee System Board of Trustees (which governs the.:four:=«
campuses of that university system), or the Tennessee!Board of
Regents (which governs the other 20 public universities and colleges

to include the community colleges). In contrast, Alabama has (as of
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2000) seven-governing boards:for single:university campuses, three
governing boards for:multiple.campus systems, and the Department of
Postsecondary Education under the State Department of Education that
governs its 31 2-year campuses, for a:total of 11 boards and 46

campuses (vs. two boards and 24 campuses in Tennessee).

Previous Doctoral Dissertations Concerning ACHE

The researcher has identified three previous doctoral
dissertations:dealing directly with ACHE. - Royal (1877) is a critical
analysis of.the creation:and development:of ACHE from 1968 through
1977, Portera(1977) is astudy.of. thecimpact of politics on the
centralization.of ;administration .and governance in public education
in Alabama; -and:Wise (1981l) is-a-leadership case study on the
creation of 'ACHE. - While-these dissertations provide or confirm quite
a bit of relevant ‘-background-information; none of them deals
significantly with the quadrennial ievaluation process of ACHE, which
is the primary focus of the present study.. - Interestingly, however,
Portera (1977) found that while:there:were strong logical arguments
for giving-ACHE greater power, :the political climate in Alabama at
that time .would not support such a'move:.:We now know, of course,
that ACHE was strengthened from an advisory to a regulatory
coordinating board in 1979 by legislation based largely upon the
recommendations of the first two ACHE quadrennial evaluation

committees.
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Section 2: Review of Practice Concerning the Evaluation of

Statewide Boards of Higher Education

Introduction

The purpose of this section is to provide the results of a
nationwide survey conducted in the Spring and Summer of 1995. The
survey instrument (copy at Appendix B) was sent along with a cover
letter (example at Appendix C) to the senior executives of selected
primary statewide coordinating and/or governing higher education
boards in each of the fifty states and Puerto Rico (selected from the
listing at Appendix A). The purposes of this survey were as follows:

1. To fulfill a comprehensive examination requirement assigned
by the ﬁesearcher's major professor (referred to elsewhere in this
study as the research director).

2. To gather information concerning the practices of
coordinating and governing boards (and their respective state
legislatures) in directing and conducting formal evaluations.

3. To either confirm or refute the researcher's belief that the
Alabama Commission on Higher Education has one of the more regular

and thorough processes of formal evaluation in the nation.
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N .~ - Method

Development of the,Survey Instrument * . - v, &

H i ! SRR

The researcher developed the survey instrument at Appendix B by

S s, T R wee prrd
) if; i . . ,-"\ 1.’

combining the guidance given by his major professor with the intent

[T SR ol

of his own research interests The external guidance primarily

3 R s o h“v"' BRATEE A
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indicated that the survey should solicit information concerning the

L Tt

following:

i N o R -
i TR

1. Whether a board had received one or more formal evaluations

in the last ten years.

2. Dates, purposes, and procedures of any evaluations

conducted.

Ve

3. Whether any evaluations were required by policy or law.

The researcher included these baSic elements in the survey

Sy

instrument, refining them to ensure that the instrument was as easy

to respond to as pOSSible and would yield as much information as

1

possible concerning both evaluations w1thin the last ten years and

[ E

those which may have occurred earlier but for which information was

- iy N y o fo
L T ¥ I < Fow

still available. The researcher also requested any available written
products from these evaluations. The initial draft of the survey
instrument was refined based upon guidance from the research

director, who approved and countersigned the final product.

e oo
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Determination of Survey Recipients

While developing the survey instrument, the researcher also
engaged in determining the appropriate audience for .the survey. ;As a
result of studying different state coordination and governance ;.-
systems, the researcher developed the classification at Appendix A.
Following this, the researcher coordinated with the research director
to determine the appropriate scope of the survey audience to
adequately address the purposes of the research as stated above.

The researcher and research director agreed.that-surveys would
be mailed to the senior executives of all SHEEO-member- statewide
coordinating and governing boards plus the Wyoming Postsecondary «:
Education Planning and Coordinating Council. This ensured the
opportunity for a response from at least one statewide governing.
and/or coordinating board in each state while minimizing;duplicate
responses from individual states. This sample included all single
statewide governing boards, all regulatory and advisory coordinating
boards, and most of the statewide planning agencies (excluding two in

states where the governing boards wield considerably more power).

Distribution of the Survey

The cover letter at Appendix C was designed to make the  survey
as easy to respond to as possible by giving the responder as many
options as possible in response method; including return mail (with

self-addressed, stamped envelope enclosed), fax, and telephone , ...

i3
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conversation with ‘the researcher:. .It alsorgave:the responder the
cption to provide and reference. written:products in lieu of.providing
detailed answers on the:survey instrument:i As with the survey-.
instrument itself, the.researcher and research director agreed’upon
and jointly signed each cover letter. "The:surveys were mailediduring

the latter part of April 1995: @ S u ey

Response Rate

From fifty-two total surveys distributed, the researcher
received forty-nine.usable<responses; one refusal to participate, and
two failures to respond, yielding an actual response rate of 96.15%
and a usable response rate of94.23%.: In terms:of state
representation, there was.at .least :one:usable ‘response’ from every
state (including Puerto Rico) except-Connecticut(refusal-to

participate), North .Dakota;:and:Wisconsin: - =« LTI
-Results: Y c e b

The following sections report-the results ofithe survey-in
various summary forms. First, the results are listed by type of
board and by type(s) of evaluation (if any) :reported within each
board category. Next, the results are!listed by.type of evaluation
(if any), and then alphabetically by state:within each evaluation
category. (In each of theSeflistings,gthe'state name is underlined

within the board name to assist in identification.) Tables 2 through
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5 provide statistical profile matrices that further summarize these
responses. Appendix D provides a narrative of the detailed survey
responses received state-by-state. (In most cases, this appendix is
a near-verbatim transcript of the survey response.) BAppendix E is a
bibliography of sources that either related to the conduct of the
survey or were received in response to the survey. These sources are

also included in the overall bibliography of the present study.

Results by Type of Board

Single statewide governing boards.

Of the nineteen single statewide governing boards:

o0 Two (The State Board of Higher Education/The North Dakota

University System and The Board of Regents of The University
of Wisconsin System) did not provide any response to the
survey.

0 Ten indicated that they had never been through any type of
formal evaluation.

© One (Arizona Board of Regents) reported that they had
received a "sunset" evaluation.

o Three indicated that they had participated in one or more
self-evaluations but in no other type of formal evaluation.

o One (Iowa Board of Regents) indicated that it had received

some other type of formal evaluation.
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Two (Idaho Board:.of Regents and The Board of Regents of the
University and Community College System of Nevada) reported
that they had both:.participated in -self-evaluation and had

received one or more other types of formal evaluations.

Statewide regulatory coordinating boards.

. R R

Of the twenty-two-statewide regulatory coordinating boards:

(o]

One , (Connecticut -Board of Governors. for Higher Education)
specifically declined. {in writing) to participate in the
survey. - : R,

Thirtggn reported that.they had never received any type of
fgrmalhevaluation.m CoLbrn DAL

Two {(Colorado Commission on Higher Education and Indiana
Commission for Higher Education) reported that they had
received "sunset" evaluations but: had not received any other
type of formal evaluation. .

One <{Oklahoma State. Regents for Higher Education) reported
that they had conducted a self-evaluation but had not
received any other type .of formal ‘evaluation.

Four (Alabama Commission on Higher Education, South Carolina

Commission on Higher Education, Tennessee Higher Education
Commission, :and the:State of Virginia Council of Higher
Education) reported having received one or more formal

evaluations other than a "sunset".or self-evaluation.
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One (Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board) reported:
that it had received both a "sunset" evaluation and other

types of formal evaluation besides self-evaluation. . - .»r=o

PRI

Statewide advisory coordinating boards.

Of the seven statewide advisory coordinating boards:

e}

Two (Alaska Commission on Postsecondary Education and
California Postsecondary Education Commission):reported:that
they had never received a formal evaluation: =

Three (Florida Postsecondary Education-Planning Commission,

Pennsylvania Board of Governors of Higher. Education, ‘and

Wyoming Postsecondary Education Planning and Coordinating
Council) reported that they had received a:"sunset":
evaluation. : T S S AR DO

One (Minnesota Higher Education Coordinating: Board).: reported
that it had received both a self-evaluation'and:ranother type
of formal evaluation. SRR

One (New Mexico Commission on Higher Education) :ireported

that it had received a formal evaluation other than a

"sunset" or self-evaluation. CTE SIS R

Statewide planning agencies. Lo P

Of the four SHEEO member statewide planning agencies;-all four

reported that they had never received any type of formal evaluation.
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The following listings show the results of each returned.survey

by type(s) of evaluation(s) indicated (if any), listed alphabetically

by state for each evaluation category. AonTe w T

No formal evaluation. o

Representatives from the following boards reported that their

boards had never received any type of formal evaluation (or:that

there was no available record or knowledge of same)':

o

(¢]

Alaska Commission on Postsecondary Education (advisory).

University of Alaska System Board of Regents (governing).

Arkansas State Board of Higher Education (regulatory).

California Postsecondary Education Commission (advisory) «

Delaware Higher Education Commission (planning agency).

District of Columbia Office of Postsecondary Education,'”

Research, and Assistance (planning agency).

Board of Regents of the University System of Georgia-''
(governing).

Illinois Board of Higher Education (regulatory).

Kansas Board of Regents (governing).

Kentucky Council on Higher Education (regulatory).
Louisiana Board of Regents (regulatory).

The Board of Trustees of the University of :Maine’System

(governing) .
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Maryland Higher Education Commission (regulatory). The
current Maryland Higher{EducationCommission (started in
1988) “has:never.received a formal-evaluation; however, the
former’Maryland -Board of Higher Education (which existed
from 1976-until::1988). received a:formal evaluation around
1980-81.-. A

The: Commonwealth;of Massachusetts:Higher Education

Coordinating Council (regulatory; governing except for the
University of -Massachusetts) .« ;s

State ‘of Michigan:.Boardfof Education: (planning agency).
Mississippi<Board-of Trustees of State Institutions of
Higher Learning: {(governing). * -«
Missouri-Coordinating:'Board for:.Higher Education
(regulatory). - - 5 Tl e s

Board of: Regents:. for. Higher Education/The Montana University
System=.(governing): * RS g

Nebraska :Coordinating: Commission: for Postsecondary Education
(regulatory). - . TR SRS Y

New ‘Hampshire  Postsecondary Education Commissicn (planning

agency) .
State of New Jersey Commission on Higher Education

(regulatory)

The Board of Regents of The Unlver51ty of the State of New

v e B Lol

York (regulatory)

The Board of Governors of the Unlver51ty of North Carolina

Fy . oo

(governing) .
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o Ohio Board of Regents (regulatory). iy o = g oo
o Oregon Board of Higher Education (governing).
0 Puerto Rico Council on Higher Education (regulatory).

o South Dakota Board of Regents {governing).

0 The University of Vermont (on behalf of all state boards).
(A representative of the University of Vermont:opined :that
Vermont has no statewide coordinating.and/or governing: ¢
board. )

o Washington Higher Education Coordinating Board (regulatory).

o The Board of Trustees of the University System of West
Virginia. The Board of Trustees of the University System of
West Virginia has never been formally, evaluated; :nor: was its
predecessor, the Board of Regents of West Virginia,-which=::
embraced all state institutions. However, .a representative
of the University System of West Virginia opined. that:a: :
major motivating factor in the 1989 abolishment of the
former Board of Regents and creation. of '‘two new boards was
legislative displeasure with the operation of. the-existing

Board of Regents. R

No usable response. X ORI v sl

Despite repeated mail and telephonic attempts; the researcher

It T N

never received any usable response from the following boards:

o The State Board of Higher Education/The North Dakota

University System (governing).
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o The ‘Board:..of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System

(governing) ... .o~ . coon

Declined to-participate.- = .~ ‘oo

A representative.of ,the Connecticut Board of Governors for
Higher Education (regulatory) specifically declined (in writing) to

respond to. the survey.

"Sunset" evaluations.

Representatives of the following boards provided responses
which indicated.that their -most-recent and/or most significant formal
evaluations were conducted under "sunset" provisions; i.e., that they
were conducted-as directed by the state legislature as a condition of
continued' existence: = .. SEATREY
o Arizona Boardfof«RegentSz%governing), 1990-91.
o Colorado.Commission on Higher Education {regulatory), 1982.
o Florida Postsecondary Education Planning Commission
(advisory), 1990 (state senate) and 1991 (state house).

o Indiana:Commission for Higher Education (regulatory), 1985-
86.  The copy:of -the report provided was undated; however,
this .approximate dating is most likely based upon the

currency of .material 'in the report.
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Pennsylvania Board of Governors, State System of Higher

Education (advisory), 1992. (The researcher requested but
never received a copy of this report.)

Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (regulatory),
1987-89.

Wyoming Postsecondary Education Planning and Coordinating
Council (advisory), sometime after 1991. (The responder
could not provide additional information or a copy of the

report.)

Self-evaluations.

Representatives of the following boards indicated that their

most recent and/or most significant evaluations had been some form of

self-evaluation:

o

o

Hawaii Board of Regents {governing), 1986 and 1992.

Idaho Board of Regents (governing), 1994. While this was
the board's most recent evaluation, the board was a subject
of four, more formal governance studies conducted between
1983 and 1985.

Minnesota Higher Education Coordinating Board (advisory),
1994-95. This self-study was unique in that it was in
response to a 1994 state legislative directive. An earlier
formal board evaluation was conducted in 1986 at the board's

own request.
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The Board of Regents of the University and Community College
System of Nevada (governing), 1992. 1In addition to this
completed study, this board was (as of June 1995) undergoing
a performance audit directed by the Nevada Legislature.
Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education (regulatory),
1994.

Rhode Island Board of Governors for Higher Education

(governing), 1995.
Utah System of Higher Education State Board of Regents

(governing), 1990 and 1994.

Other types of formal evaluation.

Representatives of the following boards reported that these

boards had undergone some type(s) of formal evaluation that cannot be

categorized primarily as either a "sunset" evaluation or a self-

evaluation:

o]

Alabama Commission on Higher Education (regulatory). This
commission has had six quadrennial evaluations since its
inception, which have resulted in formal reports in each of
the following years: 1975, 1979, 1983, 1987, 1991, and 1995.
These evaluations are required by state law (Act 74-461,
Section 16, Code of Alabama), which states that the purpose
of the evaluation is "to evaluate the effectiveness of the
work of the Commission and to recommend changes as needed.”

Teams consisting of out-of-state higher education
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professionals have conducted the evaluations. In some:
cases, in state lay persons in community leadership '©.
positions have also served on these evaluation committees.:,
Idaho Board of Regents (governing). In addition:.to the 1994
self-evaluation mentioned earlier, this board was involved
to some degree in four higher education governance studies
conducted in Idaho between 1983 and 1985. These:rstudies are
identified in more detail in the state~by-state listing at
Appendix D. : Bt

Iowa State Board of Regents (governing).‘ This board (and::
its institutions) received an organizational audit from KPMG
Peat Marwick Main & Co. of New York between 1987 .:and:1989.
The board issued subsequent reports in 1990 and 1991 that
addressed actions taken as a result of the auditir =<2 .o
Maryland Board of Higher Education (existed from 1976 until
1988). This forerunner to the Maryland Higher Education
Commission (which has never been formally evaluated)
reportedly received a formal evaluation around 1980-81;:
however, the researcher has not been able to obtain a,copy®
of this report. s Suy :
Minnesota Higher Education Coordinating Board (advisory)..«
In addition to the 1994-95 self-evaluation mentioned:’:
earlier, this board received an "RAgency Performance:Audit"::
from The M & H Group Study Team (an external consulting

firm) in 1986. - CF
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o Board of. Regents of the University and Community College
System of. Nevada (governing). 1In addition to the 1992 self-
evaluation:mentioned‘above, the Nevada Legislature directed
(in June.1995).that the State Department of Audit conduct a
performance .audit..of the Board of Regents and the system
administration.

o New Mexico Commission on Higher Education (advisory). This
commission received a formal evaluation in the early 1980s
that was conducted by the stéff of the state's executive

’;wfinagcgragd administration agency; however, no staff member
’wa;‘aﬁle £o locate a copy of the report.

o South Carolina Commission on Higher Education (regulatory).

+»:" 2w This - commission received a formal evaluation from an

external-consulting firm in 1985-86. It also received a
report based upon responses to an internally-developed
;sevaluatiyeﬁsurvey instrument in 1992.
.-~ 0 Tennessee Higher Education Commission (regulatory). This
commisgion_;eceived a state compliance audit covering the
.. years ended June 30, 1934 and June 30, 1993 on July 5, 1995.
;o Igﬁgéhﬂ%gher>§chatipn Coordinating Board {(regulatory). In
additioﬁvto tﬁé‘"sunset" evaluation mentioned earlier, this
J boégdvreé;iQéé périodic audits from the State Auditor's
officé. If glséris sdmetimes affected by the results of the

biennial Texas Performance Review, conducted by the

Comptréiléfrbf Puﬁlic Accounts, which reviews all of state

1
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government and recommends changes in state programs to be

considered by the Texas Legislature every other year.

A

o State Council of Higher Education for Virginia (regulatory).

The Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission conducféd”

the most recent formalvévaluation of the council ih‘1994‘

P

under Section 30-58.1 of the Code of Virginia.'

. N
€ . RO VE S A o

Discussion

Statistical Summary

Tables 2 through 5 (pages 85-88) summarize type(s) of

evaluation (if any) by type 9? boa;d:t Boards tha;ihave experienced
more than one type of evaluatiogware;doubleifoyﬁAin one case, triple)
counted according to the numbe:(gf,different);ypes,of evaluations.

While compiling these data, the researcher noticed Whét:m:~;~
appeared to be trends concerningqthe implemgntatiop of cer;ain types
of evaluations based upon typg of‘bqgrd. Fo; egample, it appears
that governing and regulatory bggrds are (;gyghly)lequally }ikelyﬁ;o
conduct evaluations. However,‘gqve;ning boards appear to ?ngggei@ore
frequently in voluntary and/o; sglf-evalua;%?n(iwhile regg}atory
boards appear to engage more frgqgeptly in’statutory (including
"sunset") and/or external evaluation.

By the same token, it would appear that advisory boards engage

in evaluation more frequently than either governing or regulatory
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boards, although they appear to mirror regulatory boards in being
more likely to engage in statutory vs. voluntary and external vs.
self-evaluation. None of the above observations are surprising when
one considers that governing boards generally have more control over
their own actions than do regulatory or advisory boards. What is
perhaps most striking is that none of the four planning agencies has
ever been formally evaluated.

In spite of what appear to be clear trends, however, the
researcher failed in a diligent attempt to find statistical
significance (alpha less than or equal to 0.05) in these observations
using various chi square contingency tables. (Various attempts
yielded alphas in the range of 0.07 to 0.20.) When comparing
governing boards against all types of coordinating boards grouped
together, straight chi square contingency tables did yield
significant differences (alpha less than 0.05) concerning statutory
vs. voluntary evaluations and external vs. internal evaluations.
However, with‘df=l, even these comparisons yielded alphas greater
than 0.05 after adjusting for Yate's Correction. While the researcher
continues to believe that these trends are real and consistent, it is
impossible to firmly establish them statistically due to the

inherently limited number of possible observations.
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Conclusion

This study was successful, despite its limited statistical
significance, in that it achieved a high response rate and fulfilled
its basic purposes of comprehensive exam content, researcher exposure
to evaluation trends, and confirmation of the uniqueness of the =« .-
evaluation process of the Alabama Commission on Higher Education.
While there are occasional isolated instances of more frequent
evaluation (e.g., Idaho's four studies between 1983 and 1985 and . :
Texas' being potentially subject to multiple types of evaluation),
there is no evidence that any statewide coordinating and/or governing
board approaches the Alabama Commission on Higher Education (ACHE) in
thoroughness and frequency of formal evaluation over the past twenty
years. Therefore, a study of the effectiveness of the ACHE SRR
evaluation process and how it might be used to improve such
evaluation throughout American higher education should prove to be._an

ideal dissertation topic.
Summary

This chapter has provided a review of both the related
literature and of a preliminary study concerning the evaluation
practices of statewide boards of higher education. The literature

review included works that describe the evolution of higher education
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governance, focusing on the long and distinguished history of
governance of higher education institutions by boards consisting of
lay members with no other substantial ties to higher education.

. .» While these boards existed largely at the institutional level
for much of America’s history, the expansion of American higher
education in the past half century, especially during the 1960s, has
resulted in iﬁcreasing centralization of higher education
coordination and governance, resulting in many cases in the creation
of boar&s for systems of multiple institutions that took the place of
boards for individual institutions. 1In addition, many states
(including Alabama)' created various forms of coordinating boards to
coordinate certain aspects of higher education among the wvarious
institutions an&‘systems. In most cases (including Alabama’s) these
boards consisted of all or a majority of lay members. The literature
review above also includes information concerning the
responsibilities of governing and coordinating boards and how these
responsibilities differ from each other.

The review of evaluation practice in section two of this
chapter confirmed the researcher’s belief that the statutory
requirement for quadrennial evaluation of the Alabama Commission on
Higher Education is unique among all state higher education
coordinating and governing boards. However, there has been no
specific prior assessment of the effectiveness of this evaluation

process over time, nor has there been (despite Berdahl’s stated
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A

hopes) any move by any other state tb feplicate Alabama’s practice in
this regard. Therefore, the researcher concludes that there is value
in conducting a case study analysis of the ACHE quadrennial
evaluation process to determine whetherathis distinctive policy
requirement is of sufficient benefit to warrant its continuation

and/or emulation by other states.
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CHAPTER TII1I
METHODS
Introduction

o+ The.purpose of this chapter is to present and discuss the
methods: the researcher used to conduct a case study evaluation of the
Quadrennial Evaluation (QE) process of the Alabama Commission on
Higher Education (ACHE). First, the researcher determined which
individuals would be potentially appropriate survey and/or interview
subjects based on their level of familiarity with the ACHE QE
process. - -Next, the researcher developed, administered, and analyzed
responses, from a written survey instrument designed to determine
respondents’ views concerning the contributions and benefits of the
ACHE QE_p;ocess to ACHE and to Alabama higher education. Based on
the analysis of these responses and other data, the researcher
conduc£éd limited follow-up telephonic interviews with some of the
survey‘réépéndents to clarify certain unusual trends in the
responéeé!::The remainder of the chapter discusses the documentary
e;idéﬁée uséd in the study, as well as the presentation of evidence

in the following chapters and the sampling and methodological

limitations of the study.
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Survey Instrument

Selection of the Sample

A major source of evidence for this study came from responses
to a survey instrument that was mailed to appropriate individuals
(copy of survey instrument is at Appendix F). The researcher
identified approximately 225 potentially appropriate individuals for
receipt of this survey. These individuals included current and
former members of each of the following groups who were closely
associated with ACHE and/or had participated in one or more of the
ACHE quadrennial evaluations:

e state governors and members of the governor's staff

e state legislators

e members of the legislative fiscal office

¢ administrators of postsecondary institutions

¢ members of ACHE and of the ACHE professional staff

e members of the ACHE quadrennial evaluation committees

e prominent state citizens who are familiar with ACHE
. The researcher attempted to contact each individual in each of the
above categories for which he had or could reasonably obtain contact
information. However, as the reader will see in the following
chapter, the researcher decided to narrow his focus to the responses
of certain of the above categories based upon the response rates from

the various categories.
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e -+ Development of Survey Instrument

" The premise for the development of the survey questions was
that the valuerof-the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process could best
be measured. by assessing the influence of the process on ACHE’s
effectiveness.. . The:first five questions in the survey are based upon
questions :suggested-by. Bailey (in French & Berdahl, 1980) as guides
in assessing the.effectiveness of a state board or agency. The
researcher. (based on(guidance'from the research director) reworded
these questions:so: that they request the respondent to address the
degree to which.the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process has
contributed to the Commission’s ability and willingness to perform
its assigned:roles-.in each of its five specific statutory areas of
responsibility.- These questicns each requested a fixed response
along a five-point-:Likert scale to the degree to which the process
has.coﬁtributed.tO'ACHE’s effectiveness in each area.

:~--v:The next two questions were open-ended and asked the respondent
to identify. and describe:
¢ the greatest benefit(s) of the quadrennial evaluation process
to ACHE and/or Alabama higher education, and,
e the change(s) most needed to the ACHE quadrennial evaluation
process’ in” order to improve its value to ACHE and Alabama
“higher ‘education.:’
The purpéée'of'these guestions was to determine whether any

consensuses emerged on these issues.
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The last set of questions asked the respondent to indicate, :to
the degree s/he was able, the degree to which each ‘quadrennial®
evaluation itself had been of benefit to Alabama higher “education:
These were also measured on five-point Likert scales from'low degree

AR TS Y Vs R E TR A S

to high degree.

The survey also requested demographic.'information’on the survey
respondents themselves, and asked'them'to indicate 'their willingness
to contribute further to the study through completion“of one or more
of the following activities: one‘or more additional surveys,:"w-u-
telephone interview, or personal: (face-to-face) interview..-<u .o

The survey also provided for all individuals willing to
participate further to include necessary information so that the
researcher would be able to contact’them.- _The researcher made (and
assured respondents of) every effort to ensure confidentiality; and
also employed an appropriate-coding system- (onboth"the” survey:
instrument itself and the self-addressed, 'stamped envelope) to =
identify which individuals had:and-had not ‘returned’ surveys.":'The:-
survey included an appropriate cover letter”(see Appendix G)l. i~

-

Analysis of:Survey ‘Responses & - S

The researcher analyzed the':results ofxthe”initial survey:to
.determine what trends appeared concerning the:issues already
identified as well as to determine:which’issues” (both!among -those
already identified and those emerging-as a ‘result of the survey

responses) needed to be further addressed. The researcher also
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conducted detailed demographic analysis based upon his previous study
and experience, which indicated that one's position relative to
Alabama higher education may have a significant correlation to one's
attitude towards ACHE and/or the quadrennial evaluation process.

In terms of statistical analysis, the researcher used t-tests
to determine whether the Likert scale responses of certain categories
of individuals were at significantly higher or lower levels than
those of other categories of individuals. As the reader will see in
the following chapter, this was the case concerning two particular
areas and formed much of the basis for the researcher’s follow-up

interviews described below.

Follow-Up Interviews

The researcher initially held all options open concerning what
- further research might be needed after the results of the initial
survey were analyzed. He anticipated, however, that there would be a
need for at least a few telephone and/or face-to-face interviews with
certain individuals who had indicated a willingness to contribute
further to the study. The researcher also considered it possible
that issues would be raised which would need to be addressed through
one or mﬁre additional surveys. However, the researcher initially
believed this to be somewhat less likely and in fact, once he had
analyzed the initial survey results, concluded that additional

surveys would neither be necessary nor beneficial.
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The researcher determined, based on the  results and analysis
found in the following chapters, that it would be beneficial to
conduct only.a limited number of non-intrusive, telephonic:interviews
with selected individuals to clarify two key areas where different:
demographic groups differed significantly from other groups in their
opinions concerning the benefits of the:ACHE quadrennial. evaluation
process. Although the researcher conducted-each:of these interviews.
by telephone, he first obtained from each interviewee an.initialed
and signed copy of the informed consent statement (copytat‘Appepq;x
H) as required by The University of Tennessee, KnoxyilleAfoice of
Institutional Research. &All existing‘dqtg gollec?edhwege ffom public
records, all survey and interview part%qépa?ts wg;gja@g}tsﬁéénqngll
responses were recorded in a gonfigentiq;gmqnne{;

Documentary Research
e FOETTE R N R

P R L
e Ty e

In addition to collection and analysis of the survey and
interview data described above, the researcher also gathered and
analyzed official and other public records (especially the

quadrennial evaluation reports themselves and other historical

LS

documents) to determine certain changes in Alabama higher education

which are a matter of record and whicb couldAreaggnably be ;elgted(‘

' “

with recommendations of one or more evaluation committees. Likewise,

the researcher also identified recommendatiqns of the qgadrgnnialt’

Loy
PR AA DU

evaluation committees that had not been implemented. Specific

1
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elements of this analysis, the results of which can be seen in the

fellowing chapters, included the following:

¢ Analysis and comparison of the six QE reports themselves,
including similarities and differences in the compositions of
the QE committees, lengths of the reports, survey and
documentary evidence concerning the effectiveness of the
reports, and balance of information collected by each committee

from the various constituents of Alabama higher education.

e Review of the legislative changes that have been made to ACHE

based on the recommendations of the various QE committees.

e Review and analysis of the documents created by the ACHE staff
specifically attempting to show what responses have and have
not been made to the recommendations of the various QE
committees.

e Review of media articles that address the preparation for,
conduct of, and results of the various quadrennial evaluations
and/or other relevant issues regarding ACHE and/or Alabama

higher education.

Presentation of Evidence

Based on the review and analysis of the survey, interview, and
documentary evidence described above, the researcher created
narratives concerning the recommendations made by each of the first
six quadrennial evaluation committees concerning the role areas

identified in the first five questions of the survey instrument, as
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well as other areas in which one or . more;of.-the QE,committees had
made significant recommendations.:..These narratives,are_ in essence- -,
short histories concerning the recommendations:that the QE committees
have made in each of these areas:rand the evidence -from lggislation,
ACHE staff reports, media articles-and: (in some-instances) interviews
concerning the degree to which these recommendations: have or have not
been implemented. . e . BN IS T

In the final chapter of this; report, ~the researcher gives-his:
conclusions based on the research-.questions as well.as_ his
recommendations concerning potential improvements.to-the quadrennial
evaluation process that the researcher believes are.mutually.

supported and reinforced by the-variocus-types:.of evidence presented.

Limitations

TS

Sampling Limitations

As mentioned earlier, the researcher intentionally.limited the
distribution of surveys to those individuals.who, were closely ...
associated with ACHE and/or had participated.in one.or more of the
ACHE gquadrennial evaluations. The.purpose of this limitation,was.to
ensure that every respondent-had.at,least some,experience base from
which to comment on the contributions and benefits, of the evaluation,
process. As a practical matter, this means that, the, researcher

limited distribution of the surveys to individuals who had been

specifically identified in one or more of the 3* through 6™ QE
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reports as having provided information in some fashion to the
committee and/or as having had some type of direct involvement in the
QE process (such as an ACHE staff member identified as having a key
role in the process). The researcher was also limited by the
inability to survey or interview certain relevant individuals who
were deceased or unavailable for other reasons, or who were unwilling
to participate in the study. As covered in the following chapter,>
the survey instrument yielded a substantial number of 'usable results
only from members of certain groups from among those:to.whom .the
researcher mailed surveys. Because of this, ! .the researcher chose to
limit the focus of the remainder of the study to the views+of ‘those
groups from which sufficient data were available to make meaningful

*

comparisons.

Methodological Limitations:» =% = %¢ » ¢

As will all research dealing with survey,.interview,: or written
data; the researcher had to make certain assumptions:.concerning =
whether the data can be trusted: e.g., whether authors of documents,
interviewees, and/or survey respondents may have attempted to 1. .uo
intentionally deceive. The researche;’s basic practice :in this study
was to assume honesty among these individuals. in the ‘absence ‘0of any:
specific, credible evidence to indicate the contrary. The researcher
did not identify any attempt at intentional deceit by any survey

respondent or interviewee.
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CHAPTER 1V
SURVEY RESULTS
Introduction

?he purpose of this chapter is to present the results of the
;qryey‘described in the previous chapter concerning the benefits and
?ffectiveness of the quadrennial evaluation (QE) process of the
Alabama Commission on Higher Education (ACHE). Specifically, this
presentation of the survey results includes a discussion of the
response ratéé for various categories of respondents, as well as an
explanation concerning why the researcher chose to narrow the scope
of the study based upon the lack of responses from certain categories
of respondents. Following this is a presentation of the survey’s
quantitative results as they relate to the various role areas of the
Commissioﬁ and to each of the first six ACHE quadrennial evaluations.
The next séction is a qualitative analysis of the survey data for the
fwo”open-énded questions concerning the greatest benefits of the QE
pfdéesé and‘changes needed to the QFE process. The chapter concludes
b§€éX§iaihing how the following chapters of this study will focus on
the éoﬁsistency of the survey results with other available evidence

cdnéérniﬁg the benefits and effectiveness of the ACHE QE process.
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“r

Discussion of Survey Results =~ 7~ 7%

Response Rates o o500 NS

Explanation of Narrowing of Study Scope

As explained in the previous chapter;qthé\reéearcﬁéf initially
identified approximately 225 potentially apprébriaﬁéﬁiﬂdiGiaﬁals for
receipt of the survey from the following categories:

e State governors and members of the governor’s‘staff

MR |

e State legislators

e Members of the state legislatingfiécail&fffée

% emy

¢ Administrators and faculty of bdétéécondary institutions
¢ Members of ACHE and of the ACHE'ﬁfofeséioﬁéfwéEéff

¢ Members of the ACHE quadrennialUeVéluatibn”coﬁmittees

e T
A

e DProminent state citizens who are familiar with ACHE

1

As the reader may recall from the preGidué chaptér:AEHé sfﬁdy

called for contacting as many individuals as possible in each of the

above categories who had participated in previous surveys or

interviews during an ACHE Quadrennial Evaluation (QE)

A

SLoeT,
0f course,
e T .

the researcher was limited to lists from the 3% thr
evaluations because there were no reliable records kept of which

individuals had been interviewed or surveyed during the 1% and 2"

cxt v e e

3 - N N : 'll.,‘ - PR # - ,.L.
evaluations. The researcher was also limited to those individuals
’ O *

for whom he could find valid addresses aftér\diligénf researc

PR T
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tproughmphei;“purrent or former institutions, ACHE, and other
appropriate sources.

While the researcher made equally diligent efforts to survey
each member. of each of the above groups, there were some groups for
which:the' researcher received too few usable responses to continue
with ‘a view towards assessing the views of those groups concerning
the contribution and benefits of the ACHE QE process. The groups
from which too few usable responses were received included the
following:

] Statg governors and members of the governor’s staff

e State legislators (However, there are some comments from

visEaFe legislators included in the qualitative data below.)

e Members of the state legislative fiscal office

- Members of the ACHE quadrennial evaluation committees
" e Prominent state citizens who are familiar with ACHE
F(Interestingly in this case, there were a significant number
“of individuals who acknowledged receipt of the survey but
~wii igpecifically responded that they did not feel qualified to
respond to the survey.)

Because of the lack of usable responses from these groups, the
researcher:-chose to focus on the usable responses from the two
remaining groups listed above, administrators and faculty of
postsecondary -institutions and members of ACHE and of the ACHE
professional staff. Also, for reasons that will become clear during
the discussion to follow, the researcher further divided each of

these categories into two more distinct categories.
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Response Rates from Usable Groups

1
Table 6 is a summary of the response rates from the following
groups (current or former position holders) that responded in

sufficient number that their survey responses could be used in the

study: T e
booouTr
i
e Administrators/faculty of 4-year institutions (N=19)
® Administrators/faculty of 2-year institutions (N=15)
e ACHE Commissioners (N=10) Q - Nv,gwl,? i
e ACHE Staff Members (N=9) pe E"‘é'é A
Wiy : oy
= ?a.. 2
1 ‘ P et
Explanation of Table 6 Lo I

‘ s L
Following is an explanation of how to read Table 6: From left

s go R

to right there are columns for the group in question,’ each of the 3=

[

through 6" evaluations, a total number of interviewsf and a total
: L
without duplicates (counting each individual only once,’ regardless of
: 3

the number of evaluations in which that individual participated).
H

From top to bottom the following lines appear for each group:

e Total - Total number of individuals in each group in each

column. o5 : v - IR

. s ’
e Less Total Unable to Contact - This gives the number from the

total that are deceased, for whom the researcher was never able
to get a valid address, or from whom the researcher received

returned mail with no.ability to ascertain a forwarding

address.
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‘e Total Presumably Contacted - This gives the remainder after

subtracting total unable to contact.

¢ Less Total Returned without Response - This gives the number
from those presumably contacted that returned their surveys to
the researcher uncompleted. 1In virtually all cases, these were
individuals who for one reason or another felt unqualified or
unable to complete the survey.

‘e Total Potential Respondents - This gives the remainder after
subtracting total unable to contact.

e Less Total Did Not Respond - Self-explanatory. All individuals
for whom the researcher had (to the best of his knowledge)
valid addresses were given at least two separate mailings of
the survey. However, it is still possible that some of these
individuals never received the survey.

to Total Respondents - Self-explanatory.
e Percent Presumably Contacted - Total Presumably Contacted
divided by Total.

‘o Actual Response Rate - Total Respondents plus Total Returned

without Response divided by Total Presumably Contacted.
e Usable Response Rate - Total Respondents divided by Total
Potential Respondents.

i

Discussion of Response Rates

The reader will note that the 2-year response rate is very

good. The other response rates are less than one would hope for;
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however, there is a logical explanation for at least one of the lower
percentages. In the case of the 4-year group, the lowest usable
response rate by far is in the “oldest” group (those involved in the
3™ QE)., If they were factored out, the overall actual aﬁd usabléi
response rates would be at or over 60%. Also note that each group
has stronger rates in the “Total # Interviews” column ggaﬁwiﬁ the
“Total without Duplicates” column, indicating that those who had been

interviewed during more than one QE were overall more likely to:¢

Sy e S e

respond to the survey. In each group, the actual andggséb}ﬁ
responses account for over fifty percent of the available QE
experience among ACHE commissioners and staff and institution faculty
and administrators, as measured by number of QE participations among
those the researcher was presumably able to contact.” One should also
note that some of these individuals might in fact have not been
contacted. If this is true, this would make the actual and usable
response rates even higher. The researcher was unable to identify

any specific biases among potential participants that would have

negatively affected these response rates. e

Quantitative Analysis of Survey Data

Tables 7 through 17 present an initial quantitative analysis of
the survey results. For each question, the researcher has listed the
individual groups, overall response, and any combination groupings
for which there are statistically significant comparisons in order by

ascending means. Of course, since the survey instrument used a 1 for
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Table 7: Quantitative Analysis of Survey Results - Part 1
(Regarding Survey Question #1)

To what degree has the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process
contributed to the Commission’s ability and willingness to perform
its assigned:.roles in each of the following areas?

1. Master planning and policy issues (state-wide long-range
planning; study, analysis,-and evaluation of present and future
higher education needs):

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

High degree Moderate degree Low degree No opinion or
No basis to judge

Group Mean SD N
ACHE Commissioners: . T 2.700 1.418 10
ACHE Commissioners and Staff 2.789 1.436 19
ACHE Staff: . 2.889 1.449 9
All except 2-year Administrators 3.028 1.404 36
4-year Administrators 3.294 1.318 17
All Respondents can, e 3,412 1.430 51
2-year Adﬁiﬁistraté;s alqu‘~i ;jT”'4.333* 1.011 15

* The responses of 2-year administrators were significantly lower
than all other listed subgroups at p =. 0377 or lower for each listed
subgroup.
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Table 8: Quantitative Analysis.of Survey Results - Part 2
(Regarding Survey Question #2)

E 1 L N > ;‘ - R
To what degree has the ACHE quadrennlal evaluatlon process :
contributed to the Commission’s ability and willingness to perform

its assigned roles in each of the following areas?

T e e

2. Finance and budget issues:
1 2 3 4 5 N/A

High degree Moderate degree Low degree No opinion or
No basis to judge

Group Mean SD N
4-year Administrators 3.235 1.113 17
All except 2-year Administrators 3.400 1.151 35
ACHE Commissioners 3.400 1.200 10
All Respondents : 3.580 1.150 50
ACHE Staff: - 3.750 1.090 '8
2-year Administrators 4.000* 1.033 15

* The responsés of 2-year administrators were significantly lower
than those of 4-year administrators and the combination of all
responses except 2-year administrators at p = .03456 or lower.
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Table 9: Quantitative Analysis of Survey Results - Part 3
(Regarding Survey Question #3)

To what degree has the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process
contributed to the Commission’s ability and willingness to perform
its assigned roles in each of the following areas?

3. Issues related to new academic programs and the prevention of
unnecessary program duplication:

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

High degree Moderate degree Low degree No opinion or
: No basis to judge

Group Mean SD N
4-year Administrators 3.059 1.162 17
All except éLQé;r Aéﬁiniétgét;r; 3:154 1.265 36
ACHE Staff 3.222 1.474 9
ACHE éommiséiohérs | ?.?éé 1.200 10
All Respondents 3.251 1.318 51
2-vear Administrators 1.067 1.236 15

* The responses of 2-year administrators were significantly lower
than those of 4-year-administrators and the combination of all
responses except:2-year. administrators at p’= .03137 or lower.

- S SIS AS e KRN
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Table 10: Quantitative Analysis of Survey Results - Part 4
(Regarding Survey Question #4)

To what degree has the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process
contributed to the Commission’s ability and willingness to perform
its assigned roles in each of the following areas?

4, Issues related to new campuses, centers, and other facilities:
1 2 3 4 5 N/A
High degree Moderate degree Low degree No opinion or

No basis to judge

Group . Mean SD N
4-year Administrators 3.059 1.211 17
All except 2-year Administrators 3.278 1.304 36
ACHE Commissioners 3.400 1.200 10
ACHE Commissioners and Staff 3.474 1.352 15
ACHE Staff 3.556 1.449 9
All Respondents 3.627 1.313 51
2-year Administrators 4.467% 0.884 15

* The responses of 2-year administrators were significantly lower
than all other listed subgroups at p = .08673 for ACHE Staff and p =
.02311 or lower for every other listed subgroup.
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Table 11: Quantitative Analysis of Survey Results - Part 5
13 .{Regarding Survey Question #5)

To what degree has the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process
contributed to the Commission’s ability and willingness to perform
its assigned roles. in each of the following areas?

5. 1Issues related. to:the development of a State University and
College Information System to track the activities and performance of
institutions:

1 2 3 ' 4 5 N/A

High degree ... - ‘Moderate degree Low degree No opinion or
No basis to judge

Group Mean SD N

ACHE Staff T 2.444% 1.165 9
ACHE Commissioners and Staff 2.556* 1.066 18
ACHE Commissioners 2.667* 0.943 9
All Respo;dsnés a A 3.240 1.305 50
4-year Adminis;rators 3.471~* 1.194 17
4-yea£ and:;;ys;; Administrators  3.625% 1.269 32
2-year Administrators 3.800* 1.327 15

Code e

The responsés of each ACHE subgroup were significantly higher than
those of the combined  group 4-year and 2-year administrators at p =
04662 or lower!‘.Likewise, the responses of each administrator
subgroup were significantly lower than those of the combined group of
ACHE commissioners and staff at p = .02638 or lower. Most
significantly, the difference in responses between the combined group
of ACHE commissioners and staff and the combined group of 4-year and
2-year administrators is significant at p = .00473.
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Table 12: Quantitative Analysis of Survey Results — Part 6

(Regarding the 1°" Quadrennial Evaluation)

8. The next set of items asks you to indicate the degree to which

each of the six quadrennial evaluations has been of :‘benefit
Commission and to Alabama higher education.

only for those you feel you have a basis to judge,

one:

High degree

1°* Quadrennial Evaluation (Report dated 1975)::

1 2 3

Moderate degree

Please provide
and feel
answer some, all, or none of them based upon your knowledge

Low degree

to the
responses
free to
of each

No opinion or

No basis to judge

4 5 N/A
Group Mean SD N
ACHE Staff 1.500 0.500 4
ACHE Commissioners and Staff 2.250 1.259 8
All e%cept 2-year Administrators 2.455 1.233 11
ACHE Commissioners 2.500 1.658 14
4-year Administrators 3.000 0.816 3
All Respondents 3.250 1.561 16
2-year Administrators 5.000* 0.000 5

* The responses of 2-year administrators were significantly lower

than all other listed subgroups at p =.

listed subgroup.

02070 or lower for each
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Table 13: Quantitative Analysis of Survey Results - Part 7
(Regarding the 2™ Quadrennial Evaluation)

8. The next set of items asks you to indicate the degree to which
each of the six quadrennial evaluations has been of benefit to the
Commission and to Alabama higher education. Please provide responses
only for those you feel you have a basis to judge, and feel free to
answer some, all, or none of them based upon your knowledge of each
one:

High degree Moderate degree Low degree No opinion or
No basis to judge

2nd Quadrennial Evaluation (Report dated 1979):

1 2 3 4 5 N/A
Group Mean SD N
ACHE Commissioners 2.200 1.600 5
ACHE Commissioners and Staff 2.333 1.247 9
ACHE Staff. : 2.500 0.500 4
All except 2~-year Administrators 2.615 1.211 13
4~year Administrators 3.250 0.829 4
All Respondents 3.300 1.418 20
2-year Administrators 4.571~* 0.728 7

* The responses of 2-year administrators were significantly lower
than all other listed subgroups at p =. 03454 or lower for each
listed subgroup.
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Table 14: Quantitative Analysis of Survey Results - Part 8

(Regarding the 3" Quadrennial Evaluation)

8. The next set of items asks you to indicate the degree to which

each of the six guadrennial evaluations has been of benefit
Commission and to Alabama higher education.

only for those you feel you have a basis to judge,

one:

High degree Moderate degree

3rd Quadrennial Evaluation {Report dated 1983):

Please provide
and feel
answer some, all, or none of them based upon your knowledge

Low degree

to the
responses
free to
of each

No opinion or

No basis to judge

1 2 3 4 5 N/A
Group Mean SD N
ACHE Staff 2.500 0.500 4
ACHE Commissioners and Staff 2.556 1.165 9
ACHE Commissioners 2.600 1.497 5
All except 2-year Administrators 2.938 1.248 16
4-year Administrators 3.429 1.178 7
All Respondents 3.478 1.379 23
2-year Administrators 4,714~* 0.700 7

* The responses of 2-year administrators were significantly lower
than all other listed subgroups at p = .04041 or lower for each

listed subgroup.
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Table 15: Quantitative Analysis of Survey Results - Part 9
(Regarding the 4" Quadrennial Evaluation)

8. The next set of 'items asks you to indicate the degree to which
each of the six quadrennial evaluations has been of benefit to the
Commission and to ‘Alabama higher education. Please provide responses
only for those you feel you have a basis to judge, and feel free to

answer some, all, or none of them based upon your knowledge of each
one:

High degree Moderate degree Low degree No opinion or
No basis to judge

4th Quadrennial Evaluation (Report dated 1987):

i » ) 2 3 4 5 N/A
Group ‘ Mean SD N
AéHE Staff ’ 2.800 0.748 5
AéHE Commiseionersreﬁd Staff 3.125 0.927 8
Ai; excepf 2-§ea; Administrators 3.294 0.956 17
4:year Ad&in;e;reiors 3.444 0.956 9
AéHE Commiseieee£e’.’ 3.667 0.943 3
All Respoﬂqéﬂ£é ‘ 3.692 1.029 26
Zlyear Admiﬁisﬁr;ESQS” 4.444% 0.685 9

* The responses~of 2-year administrators were significantly lower
than those of 4-year administrators, ACHE staff, the combined group
of ACHE commissioners and staff, and the combination of all responses
except 2-year administrators at p = .02863 or lower for each
subgroup.
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Table 16: Quantitative Analysis of Survey Results - Part 10
(Regarding the 5 Quadrennial Evaluation)

8. The next set of items asks you to indicate the degree to which
each of the six quadrennial evaluations has been of benefit to the
Commission and to Alabama higher education. - Please provide responses
only for those you feel you have a basis to judge, and feel free to
answer some, all, or none of them based upon your knowledge of each
one:

High degree Moderate degree Low degree No opinion or
No basis to judge

5th Quadrennial Evaluation (Report dated 1991):

1 2 3 4 5 N/A
Group_ Mean SD N
ACHE Staff 3.333 1.106 6
ACHE Commissioners and Staff 3.400 1.114 10
All except 2-year Administrators 3.476 1.006 21
ACHE Commissioners: :- 3.500 1.118 14
4-year Administrators 3.545 0.891 11
All Respondents 3.806 1.060 31
2-year Administrators | 4.500* 0.806 10

* The responses of 2-year administrators were significantly lower
than those of 4-year administrators, ACHE staff, the combination of
ACHE commissioners and staff, and the combination of all responses
except 2-year administrators at p = .03929 or lower for each
subgroup.
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Table 17: Quantitative Analysis of Survey Results - Part 11
(Regarding the 6% Quadrennial Evaluation)

8. The next set of items asks you to indicate the degree to which
each of the six guadrennial evaluations has been of benefit to the
Commission and to Alabama higher education. Please provide responses
only for those you feel you have a basis to judge, and feel free to
answer some, all, or none of them based upon your knowledge of each
one:

High degree Moderate degree Low degree' No opinion or
' BRI - No basis to judge

6th Quadrennial Evaluation (Report dated 1995) s @ Lo Coolrionrtoan
1 2 3 E S o 0B Lo AUN/ATe s ot
Group Mean -~ - SD .7 N

ACHE Staff “2.571 e 1591 <o, oo
ACHE Commissioners and Staff . 2,727 » . L1.601v 0 w1l e oo
All except 2-year Administrators . 2.870 5 010329 o 00 23000 LT
4-year Administrators 0 3:000 0 Lo L2000 120 o
ACHE Commissioners ©.3.,0000 . ¢ 1581 g A4
All.Respondents ©3.324 - 5 . 01,408 " 34

2-year Administrators 4.273* 1.052 11

* The responses of 2-year administrators were significantly lower
than those of 4-year administrators, ACHE staff, the combination of
ACHE commissioners and staff, and the combination of all responses
except 2~year administrators at p = .02033 or lower for each
subgroup. Lo S O SV
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high degree to 5.for low degree scale, lower means correspond to
higher contributions:-or benefits as seen by the various groups. The
researcher started by using t tests for all individual groups, and
continued with-any combinations that showed significance without
contradicting the significances of the individual comparisons.

.»t.r<The responses of 2-year administrators were significantly lower
than:at least some other groups (and, in many cases, most or all of
the other groups) on:every response. In fact, while the combination
of ‘all other groups seems to indicate that the QE process has made at
least moderate contributions to the areas in question, the
consistently low responses of the 2-year group tend to drag these
numbers down in the overall average. A key focus of the remainder of
this study was.to explore evidence that might explain why members of
the 2-year sector:have such relatively negative opinions concerning
the ' contributions and benefits of the ACHE QE process compared to
their 4-year counterparts and members of ACHE and the ACHE
professional staff.:

_.One notable exception to the unique impact cf the 2-year
responses is-on:Question 5 dealing with the development of a State
University and.College Information System. On this question, the
significant division in opinion is between the combined ACHE
Commissioners:- and Staff (who believe that the QE process has
contributed to a moderately high degree) and the combined 4-year and
2-year administrators (who believe that the QE process has only
contributed to a moderately low degree). In addition, as the reader

will see below in more detail, the 4-year administrators stand alone
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among the four groups in disagreeing that this area is the one of
greatest contribution among the five.

While some might argue that the number of responses (especially
in the early cases) is too low for significance,: the responses . : -
concerning the QEs themselves indicate an interesting trend.: Whether
controlling for the 2-year responses oOr ndt, the ‘overall responses:
indicate that the 1% QE is viewed very favorably and :that 'each.
successive QE (with the exception of the 6™) is viewed as having been
successively less beneficial than the last.’' This is also true for
each group and statistically significant combination grouping, with
the exception of the 2-year group (which, strangely enough, has the
QEs starting at rock bottom and getting only slightly better!). The
responses concerning the 6" QE appear to indicate.that it is“viewed
as having been more beneficial than several of the previous
evaluations, receiving responses that compare favorably with.the 1°*
and 2™ evaluations and are better than each of the others. This
consensus of opinion appears quite consistent with the fact that the
2nd and 6 evaluations are the only ones of the six that have
immediately preceded legislative changes related to ACHE that relate
directly to the recommendations of previous QE committees.

Following are more specific explanations concerning the .

< v

survey's quantitative results: ;
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Responses Concerning Contributions to ACHE’s Assigned Roles

St S

The front page of the survey asked respondents to indicate to

vrien T

what degree the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process had contributed

i T

to the Commission’s ability and willingness to perform its assigned
B e [T R v 1 ok

roles in each of five areas. 1In terms of overall average responses,
e . v ' o - S NV

the survey respondents “ranked” the contribution of the process to

each of these areas as shown below. The rankings are shown in list
form for all respondents, as well as for all subgroups for which

]

statistically significant differences occurred within responses:

H

All Respondents Mean N
Infotmation System issues . 3.240 50
Master planning and policy issues 3.412 51
New academic programs/duplication issues 3.451 51
. b ot Goun e sor e

Finance and budget issues , 3.580 50
ﬁewqeampus, centei; and faeility issues 3.627 51
Allﬁescept 2- year administrators Mean N
Intotmatidn System issuesA ‘ | 3.000 35
Mastei planning and éolicy issdes 3.028 36
New academic programs/duplication issues 3.194 36
New campus, center, and facility issues 3.278 36

Finance and budget issues 3.400 35



2-year administrators

Information System issues

Finance and budget issues

New academic programs/duplication issues
Master planning and policy issues

New campus, center, and facility issues

4-year administrators

New academic programs/duplication issues
New campus, center, and facility issues
Finance and budget issues

Master planning and policy issues

Information System issues

4~-year and 2-year administrators

New academic programs/duplication issues
Finance and budget issues

Information System issues

New campus, center, and facility issues

Master planning and policy issues

Mean

3.800

4.000

4.067

4.333

4.467

r o Means

237059 °

3.059

3.235

$3.294

23,471

“Mean .:ni<

=3.532

3.594

3:625%

=3v719:

3.781

135

15
15
15
15

15

Sl o
17
17

17

33320507

32
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ACHE Commiséi;ﬁé;s;;n&“é£é£g;t? e | t'Méan N
Information Systemlssues ST R 2.556 18
Master pléhﬁiﬁgxaha’paiity issues 2.789 19
New academic programs/duplication issues 3.316 19
New campuﬁ,féenter; aéd ;é;ility:is;ﬁés} ' 5.474“‘ 19
Finance and buééétxis;uész » o »v.u“§.556 18

boae ot

Issues related to the development dfﬂa State University and

College Information System to track the activitieg and performance of

institutions.

This received the best overall mean of 3.240 among 50

respondents. However, as mentioned above, there was a significant

difference of opinion between the ACHE commissioners and staff, who
rated this'feléfively hiéh (combined mean of 2.556 among 18

respondents) and 4-year and 2-year administrators, who rated it
relatively low (combined mean of 3.625 among 32 respondents). With

the exception of this area, the only other statistically significant

N

differences of opinion were between 2-year administrators and one or

more other listed subgroups.

- = x e
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Master planning and policy issues (state-wide long-range -

planning; study, analysis, and evaluation of present and future..

higher education needs).

D T PR,
Dy LT R

This received the next best overall mean of 3.412 among 51
respondents. The combined grouping of all groups except 2-year
administrators gave it a mean of 3.028 among 3§ ;esponq§n2§1'ag;eeing
that it was the best effected of the four remaining areas. However,
2-year administrators gave it a mean of 4.333 among 15 respondents,
indicating that they considered this the second worst effected of the
five areas after that of “Issues related to new campuses, -centers,

and other facilities” (see below). e an

Issues related to new academic programs and the prevention of

unnecessary program duplication.

P R
This received the next best overall mean of 3.451 among 51.
respondents. The combined grouping of all groups“excethnyeaernx
administrators gave this area a mean of 3.194 among 36 respondents,
consistent with the relative ranking of the overall group. .However,

2-year administrators gave it a mean of 4.067 among 15.respondents.

Finance and budget issues.

This received the second worst overall mean.of 3.580 among 50

respondents. The combined grouping of all groups except.2-year .. -
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administrators gave“itva mean of '3.400 among 35 respondents, while 2-
year administrators gave'it a mean of 4.000 among 15 respondents,
indicating that ‘they viewed .thisas the second most favorably
affected area after the one relating to the information system

mentioned above.

Issues ‘related to .new!campuses, centers, and other facilities.

[

This:received the worst overall mean of 3.627 among 51
respondents. The combined:grouping of all groups except 2-year
administrators gave*this<area :a:mean of 3.278 among 36 respondents,
while-2-year~administrators:gave ‘it a mean of 4.467 among 15
respondents, -indicating they believe this was the area of lowest
contribution by:the quadrennial evaluation process among the five
areas:considered.

The proliferation of higher education facilities, particularly
at ‘the :2~year. level, within:Alabama has been a point of pride for
some and contention for others there for many years. Governor George
Wallace ‘supported the building of many 2-year schools with the idea
of bringing higher education 'within commuting distance of every
Alabama:citizen  (and-arguably:as well for the political benefits of
those "involved):. ‘However, critics of the proliferation of campuses
have frequently ‘joked that Alabama has been moving rapidly towards
bringing higher;education :within walking distance of every Alabama
citizen:.  As the reader -will see in later discussions during this

study, many individuals believe that the 2-year sector has been able
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to operate with relative impunity in terms of governmental oversight,
which perhaps helps to explain why the 2~year sector gave this area

its worst ranking among ACHE’s role areas.

Summary of responses concerning ACHE role areas..:

Looking at the data in the list fashion shown abovej we can s«
make one further observation. With the exception of the 4-year
administrators, all other groups appear to believe that. the
quadrennial evaluation process’ greatest impact has been its
contribution to ACHE’s ability and willingness to address the State
University and College Information System issue. However, it appears
that the 4-year administrators believe that the quadrennial
evaluation process has had less of an impact in this area-than in any
of the other four areas.

feay,
Looas

Responses Concerning the First Six Quadrennial Evaluations:

As mentioned before, survey respondents as a whole indicated
that the 1°%, 2", and 6% Quadrennial Evaluations (Reports .dated 1975,
1979, and 1995 respectively) were (in order) of greatest:benefit to.
ACHE and to Alabama higher education. Once again, the responses of
2-year administrators were significantly less favorable overall than
from other groups. Therefore, for comparison purposes, the following

lists show the rank orderings of the means for all respondents, as
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well as for both 2-year administrators and the combined grouping of

all groups except 2-year administrators.

All respondents

1% Quadrennial Evaluation

2nd
6th

3rd

4th

5th

Quadrennial
Quadrennial
Quadrennial
Quadrennial

Quadrennial

Evaluation

Evaluation

Evaluation

Evaluation

Evaluation

(Report
(Report
(Report
(Report
(Report

(Report

All except 2-year Administrators

lst

2nd

Quadrennial
Quadrennial
Quadrennial
Quadrennial
Quadrennial

Quadrennial

Evaluation

Evaluation

Evaluation

Evaluation

Evaluation

Evaluation

2-year Administrators

6" Quadrennial Evaluation

4th
5th
2nd
3rd

lst

Quadrennial
Quadrennial
Quadrennial
Quadrennial

Quadrennial

Evaluation

Evaluation

Evaluation

Evaluation

Evaluation

(Report
(Report
(Report
(Report
(Report

(Report

(Report
(Report
(Report
(Report
(Report

(Report

dated 1975)
dated 1979)
dated 1995)
dated 1983)
dated 1987)

dated 1991)

dated 1975)
dated 1979)
dated 1995)
dated 1983)
dated 1987)

dated 1991)

dated 1995)
dated 1987)
dated 1991)
dated 1979)
dated 1983)

dated 1975)

Mean

3.250

3.300

3.324

3.478

3.692

3.806

Mean

2.455

2.615

2.870

2.938

3.294

3.476

Mean

4,273

4.444

4.500

4.571

4.714

5.000

20

34

23

26

31

11

i3

23

16

17

21

11

10
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A key focus of the remainder of this study was to explore evidence
that might confirm or refute the assessment of the 1%, 2™, and 6"
evaluations as being of greater benefit to the ACHE QE process,
and/or that might explain why these particular evaluations might .in:
fact have been more beneficial than the others. = - i1,2.4

The responses of all groups except 2-year administrators:were
consistent with the overall responses, while 2-year administrators
who responded generally appear to believe that the earlier
evaluations were of virtually no benefit but that the more;recent
evaluations have become at least nominally beneficial.

The survey asked respondents to “provide responses: only:for -
those you have a basis to judge, and feel free to answer-some, all,
or none of them based on your knowledge of each one:” <Not
surprisingly, there were increasingly more responses concerning the
more recent surveys, as more individuals would have been more likely
to have greater knowledge of more recent surveys, all other things
being equal. What is perhaps surprising, however, is the fact that
most individuals who had an opinion rated the 1°%:and 2" .Quadrennial
Evaluations most favorably, despite the fact that:they are:the
furthest removed from recent memory and that the researcher had no
reliable information available concerning whether any of these

individuals actually participated in either of these evaluations

PSSR

(although in all likelihood some of them did). ;.
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Qualitative Analysis of Survey Data

il

“v . s

As ;ﬁercould”expect[”théréuﬁeéé a wide range of responses from
all groups, ~with:those; from the faculty and administrators of 2-year
institutions.generally: less positive. Below is an analysis of the
types of responses received for each question arranged by topic,
identifying category of individual.for each quoted comment.

T

Responses to Question. #6 (Concerning Greatest Benefits of QFE Process)

Question #6 asked individuals to “Please identify and describe
the greatest benefit(s) that you believe the ACHE quadrennial
evaluation process has provided to the Commission and/or to Alabama

higher education.

External nature of the assessment.

.

Several individuals made comments that indicated they believed
the external nature of the assessment was the greatest benefit the
quadrennial evaluation process provided, or at least an element of

that benefit: )

e The greatest benefit of the quadrennial evaluation process 1is
that it provides those outside of ACHE an opportunity to
express their opinions and concerns about higher education in
Alabama‘in“general and the commission and its work in
particular. Evaluation is a healthy process. (4-year)

e "“The external to thg,state:assessment." (4-year)

e The evaluation provides fresh perspectives on the issues from
outside professionals who have no “axe to grind.” Often, the
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evaluation identifies important issues that those on the::
“inside” miss because of a preoccupation with other pressing
concerns. Perhaps the greatest benefit is the provision of a
basis for undertaking initiatives which might not be too
popular. (ACHE Staff)

“"The evaluation provides benchmarks from a regional and
national perspective. Politics prevent ACHE from reaching the
benchmarks.” (4-year) LT
“Periodic outside review by ‘experts.’” ({4-year) SIS
“It provides the Commission with a third party evaluation“and
makes suggestions which the Commission can use with the
Governor and the legislature. This strengthened ACHE’s '
argument for new authority in the 95-96 legislature.” (ACHE

Staff)

Most recent evaluation. Cle au

Two individuals made specific positive comments-concerning the

most recent evaluation (that of the 6% quadrennial evaluation

committee): L

“The ten recommendations of the “Action Agenda for the
Commission” [provided by the 6™ QE committee] are the greatest
benefit provided to the Commission by the evaluation process.”
(4d-year) - i e
“It is my observation that ACHE has not paid attention to: what
I consider to be a very significant review. [Researcher's

note: This respondent referred to the 6™ QE as an “outstanding
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report”] Do not know if new commissioners have been given

report, etc.” (2-year)

Focus on ACHE mission.

Many of the comments related to.the value of the QE process in

helping ACHE to remain focused on its primary mission,. vision and/or

goals; identified, as one would expect, .differently.by different

respondents:

“The quadrennial evaluation process has enabled ACHE to remain
focused on its primary mission.” (4-year)

“The opportunity to step back and reflect upon its purposes.”
(4-year) P
“The greatest benefit has been to -help shape ACHE and its
goals. There has been less .benefit to Alabama:higher education
because of ACHE'’s reluctance to carry out its goals.” (4-year)
“Causes the staff and commission to review:and:reflect on
ACHE’s mission and its vision for-higher:education in Alabama.”
(ACHE Staff)

“Process improvements [and] Ongoing focus.on_its mission.”
(ACHE Commissioner)

“Objective review of the Commission’s work-— during my tenure
(1979-88) the recommendations of the review board were helpful

in goal setting for the coming year.”. (ACHE. Commissioner)
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Contribution to accountability. S Lo

Several comments focused on the contribution of the QE process
to a sense of accountability: R T T
e “Some objective measure of accountability in an otherwise
politicized environment.” (4-year) -~ . .-,
e “It is at best a very minor checkpoint thgt probably

slightly intensifies a sense of accountability.”. (4-year)

e “Accountability.” (ACHE Commissioner)

Value to constituencies and public.

The following comments focused on theLyqlqehpf the‘report to
various constituencies and/or to the public in general, as well as
(in some cases) perceived limitations to'thehrealiza;iop of that
value: e e v

e “Walue, in my opinion, limited to Commission,self-review. Not
much evidence of any impact on other potential.constituents.”

(4d-year) : Ce T s et e
e “Opportunity to clarify legislature’s_thoughts. on -role of-

ACHE.” (2-year) . B T
e “Feedback to commission staff and commissioners (if they take

the to read it). [sic] Some positive information reaches the

citizens of the state by way of the news media.”. (2-year)
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e, “It- has served as an orientation guide for Commission members
who are lay citizens appointed to serve on this coordinating
board.” (ACHE Staff)

¢ VIt keeps the issues:in front of the public and principle [sic]
stakeholders.” . (ACHE Staff)

e “A positive image in:'the public eye.” (ACHE Staff)

e “The evaluation ‘usually points up shortcomings in the
legislation creating ACHE, which information is given to the
Alabama legislature.” (ACHE Commissioner)

e “Attention of public, press, and legislature to ACHE and its

role.” (ACHE Commissioner)

» Relation to specific”ACHE roles or QE recommendations.

Relatively few of the positive comments directly related to
ACHE' s 'specific roles 'and/or to specific recommendations of any of
the' QE committees. 'Those that did include the following:

e “IA the last twelve years or so, it is the only time the

Commission has been. reminded of the need for a long-range

focus. It is:unfortunate that it does not last due to the

political. pressure on ACHE and the incompetence of the ACHE

. senior-staff.” (4-year)
e “Strategic planning.” (4-year)
e ‘“legislative effort to'remove executive secretary from Senate

confirmation was successful.” (2-year)
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“To call attention to unnecessary duplication of courses and
institutions. This is Alabama’s major problem.’” (ACHE
Commissioner) : ES R

“Studying present and future of higher education”in state.”
(ACHE Commissioner) T C A S S VRS DR eV S S
“Limitations on new programs and elimiﬁation‘of'dupliéaté

N

programs.” (Legislator) DLt .

Political problems. ERUEDE AR B

Some of the negative comments,in .this.arearfocused:on-:the

political problems with advancing Alabama higher:education:-

“While ACHE has performed a valuable role in:'some ‘areas  for:.:
coordination in Alabama higher education;, the current-situation
is so politicized in the state that ACHE’s best efforts are not
paying major dividends.” (4-year)

“Not very much, it is too political.lIf:politics was at a
minimum [sic], ACHE would be quite useful.” (2-year)
“Identifying many continuing'probiemthhét?afe seldom’
corrected. To [sic] many legisléﬁofﬁ Wofﬁ fof thércdiiégeér”j
(ACHE Commissioner)

“Help them see the broad, compleirﬁfoblém in Alabama. With our
diverse and jealous system of institutions it is:difficult to

oy

work and evaluate without force.” (Legislator) '’
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Relationships between ACHE and 2-year sector.

Other negative comments.dealt specifically with the

relationships between ACHE .and the 2-year college sector:

® "To point out the Commission’s -complete lack of understanding
of the mission of two-year colleges and its micromanaging

obsession with off-campus .instruction.” (2-year)

* "The best solution is to-dissolve.ACHE, channel these funds
into K-12 and go tqiaquardﬁgeregequ.fr(2—year)

* "Makes the assumption there were benefits. I’'m not sure I
agree that there are benefits, other than fulfilling a
statutory mandate. Actually, I th;nk the last process was a
hinderance. [sic] The team accepted some “judgments” from the
2-yr sector that were totally false & never gave staff a full
opportunity to respond.” (ACHE SFaﬁﬁ)

Lack of benefits or benefits not worth the costs.

Several individuals. obviously believed, based on their comments

below, that the QE process has either yielded no benefits whatsoever
or that the benefits have not been worth the costs:
e “The benefits are not obvious.”.(4-year)
e “This is a difficult question toranswer, however, I have been
associated with ACHE since its inception & cannot think of any

major benefits of this.report.”:(4-year) .



149

e "“It was my observation that resources that could have been used
for operations were directed to evaluation.”  (4~year) [Note:
This comment was made in a letter response from an individual-

who declined to complete the survey.] N © vy

¢ “None that I can see.” (2-year)
e “No benefit.” (2-year) v
e “The benefits have been minimal. Those policies/activities

which can be linked to the QE recommendations would (in most:%

cases) have been initiated without the QE.’” (ACHE Staff)

e “Not particularly helpful.” (ACHE Commissioner) -« ¢’

Responses to Question #7 (Concerning Changes Needed to QE"Process)

EEFINS ae, vl ey
LR PR ol

Question #7 asked respondents to “Please 'identify and describe
the change(s) that you believe are most needed to-the ACHE,
quadrennial evaluation process in order to improve.its value to .the -

Commission and to Alabama higher education.”

EAREER L] SR 7y et

QE committees (composition, selection, and/or involvement of

others in process).

Several respondents indicated that the process could be
improved by changing the composition of the QE committees, the manner
in which they are selected, and/or the individuals invquedrin them
process in various ways, while at least one individual believed that .

none of this was necessary:
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e "I believe:that the process could be improved by adding one or
two representatives from the two-year and four-year
institutionSrNOT presidents but the staff “mules” who work with
ACHE and its:staff on a daily basis. , Performance of the senior
staff should be examined.”;(4-year)..

e “It should include former university presidents such as I!” (4-
year). T

¢ “A much stronger evaluation that involves heavily persons most

closely associated w/ACHE.” . (4-year)

¢ “Panel would:-have .to be appointed by either the Governor or
Legislature.” (4-year). -
. VThe evaluation procéésféhéuld‘include the Governor’s Office

and the chairs of legisiééiﬁe domﬁiktees that impact funding

for higher education in Alabama.” " (ACHE Staff)
e I believe it is working well with four educators and two lay

Coa” '
was apparently a reference to

geople." (ACHE été%f)v[Ngée: Tgis
the composition of the 6™ QE committee.]

. “Add 2 - 4 yr. and 2 - 2 yr. people to the evaluation committee
- these people to come from outside Alabama.” (ACHE

Commissioner)

Séope of evaluations.

Several other respohaentsJindicétéd that the best improvement

of the'ﬁrocess would come from éhangiﬁg*of'better enforcing the scope
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of the evaluations themselves. In most cases this included a call..

for either greater or different emphasis on the 2-year sector: = ..

¢ "Process needs to evaluate ACHE’s relationship with community

colleges, not just 4-yr institutions.” (2-year)

e MAuburn University, the 3 University of Alabama entities, .and

the State Board.” (2-year)

e “Extend the evaluation to include the State Board of Education
- and the university boards.” (ACHE Staff)

e “Evaluation needs to look at two year system in more detail.”
(ACHE Commissioner)

e Emphasis needs to focus on the Commission’s coordinating role,
its role as an advocate for higher education in the state, and
on the fact that it is not a governing body for institutions -
and must be mindful of SACS/COC accrediting criteria. {(2-year)

e “Probably evaluate more often, say every two or three years
until Alabama becomes more stable in their thinking. It is

heavy within the political arena now.” (Legislator)

£

Publicity.

Other respondents emphasized the importance of giving the

ape i T

evaluations themselves greater publicity:
e “Improve the publication of the results to the general public.”

(4-year)

e “If the evaluation is to be of value then it must be made

available to the media & published statewide.” (4-year)
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. fACHE must have some reasonable requirement to give a progress
féport. Report of the commission evaluation system should be
éiven to other agencies/institutions. Little accountability
here!” (2-year)

e “A more effective way of communicating results to the Governor,

Legislature, and public.” (ACHE Commissioner)
e “The public needs more information on the results of the
evaluation.” {4-year)

Conduct and recommendations of QE and acceptance of

recommendations.

The following comments involved the issue of the conduct of the
guadrennial evaluations themselves as well as their recommendations

and their.acceptance:

e “Need more bold recommendations such as the need to select more
highly qualified & less biased members to serve on ACHE.” (4-
year)

e “Acceptance by the Governor & legislature of the report &

support of its recommendations since those are major groups to

which ACHE currently responds/reacts.” (4-year)
e “More time needs to be devoted to the process - the last
evaluation appeared to have been an abridged version!” (ACHE

Staff) [Researcher’s note: The 6 QE was in fact published in
both a full version and an executive summary, which might be

tﬁé “abridged version” to which this respondent was referring.]
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e I’'ve always had some reservations concerning the level ‘of .-
dependence on interviews during the evaluation process... The
political climate or “whose ox has most recently been gored”
seems to color the situation quite a bit. However, a better:
approach does not readily come to mind. I think considerable
emphasis should be placed on how ACHE responded to the wu:. =
recommendations of the previous evaluation. (ACHE Staff) .

. “They need to approach with an open mind whichithey’don’t”

always dO.” ( ACHE Commissioner) & 07~ BT R A

Political climate. bl R

Several respondents indicated that the political®climate would

have to improve:in order for the QE process to have:)greater:value:

. “Findings of the quadrennial evaluation"process could have a
more positive - influence on ACHE's performance 'if the'political

environment in Alabama was significantly more visionary:.” (4-°

O

year)
e “The evaluation process will not:'be very beneficial.until ACHE
role is politically solidified.”::(4-year). anwi o0 Looo
e “Mimumize politics. [sic] ACHE is view as an enemy to high

education;'[sic] Especially the" HBCU’ . '(2 year) e ol

S Cow il

[

e “I can think of no changes that would 1mprove the process in

any meaningful way. With the current political climate in?

“

Alabama, planning for higher education is difficult

e

Commission action is, of necessity, usually reactive rather
than proactive.” (ACHE Staff) e
e In my opinion, the process will never be helpful.® Given that

there is nocommonly accepted mission/purpose of ACHEHamong the
stakeholders & given the highly politicized environment of
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higher education in this state, how can the agency be fairly
evaluated? What one sector views as a positive, proactive
action, another sector views as intrusive, bureaucratic
meddling. Given that no one agrees on what we should be doing,
how can there be a valid assessment of what we are doing. More
often than not, the process gives those w/ an ax to grind a

cwforum, & out-of-state consultants seem to listen with overly
sympathetic ears. The staff is already trying to cope w/ fewer
rresources & staff & more responsibilities .. and the burden of
assuming this responsibility every four years does not seem
worth the cost or effort. Maybe there is a good reason no
other state in the country does this. (ACHE Staff)

Changes by ACHE and/or other entities.

While‘the question specifically asked about changes needed to
the ACHE QFE process, three individuals made comments instead about
changegmthat ACHE and/or other entities needed to make:

e “Consolidation of programs —~ elimination of duplication -

cqntrol of off-campus programs. ACHE’s job is impossible if 2

year institutions are not under their purview.” (4-year)

37 i oo

¢ “ACHE needs to accept the advocacy for higher education
obligation created in its statutory charge and be less of an
oversight authority.” (4-year)

® Two year colleges should stop saying we are constitutional and

we really do not have to follow ACHE policies. Also, ACHE's
staff and commissioners need to apply their policies fair and
equal [sic] to all segments of higher education in Alabama.

. They.have not been fair to some colleges because of the lobby

" ‘of other colleges. ACHE is supposed to be apolitical.
~ Commissioners can serve only one time in a life time. [sic]
‘Why don’t they just do what is best for the poorest state in
_ this nation? (2-year)

e “Extend supervisory authority over institutions of higher

learning to implement evaluation process.” (Legislator)
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No changes needed or discontinue QE process or ACHE. :..

Finally, several individuals indicated either that the process
was good in its present form or that it (or ACHE itself) needed to.be

done away with entirely:

¢ "“The process is good in its present form.” (4-year). v+ -
¢ "“No changes are needed.” (4-year) : e P
e V“See above.” [Answer to Question #6: The best solution.is:to

dissolve ACHE, channel these funds into K-12 and go to a Board
of Regents.] (2-year)

e “Eliminate.” (2-year) [No indication concerning whether the ™
reference is to the QE process or to ACHE itself.] - %"°"

e “Abolish ACHE entirely.” (2-year)

e “I am not sure there are changes that couldrbe made to the
evaluation process to improve its value to the Commission and

to Alabama higher education.” (ACHE Staff)

Consistency of Survey Results with Other Evidence

Other evidence concerning the contributions and benefits of the
quadrennial evaluation process will be presented in the following two
chapters with a view towards determining whether and to what degree
the survey results reflected above are consistent with that evidence.
In addition, these chapters will include relevant comments from
selected follow-up interviews with key individuals fo focus on the

following two gquestions:
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Why has the 2-year sector had such a low representation in the
QE process (especially during the 4 and 5% evaluations)
relative to the’’4-year-sector, and how has that (and perhaps
other real or apparent disparities) affected their view of the
QE process? N

Why do 4-year administrators have such a significant difference
of opinion‘from‘all othér groups concerning the contribution of
the QE process to ‘the development of a State University and
College Information System? -

The final chapteér of ‘this study will contain the researcher’s

conclusibh”coﬁderning'whethér’fhé QE pfocess should continue, as well

as recommendations concerning how the process might be improved,

based upon his' analysis of thé above survey results and other

evidence presented in the following two chapters.

v
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CHAPTER V
INTRODUCTION OF OTHER EVIDENCE
Introduction S AT

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the other evidence
that the researcher considered (besides the survey results presented
in Chapter 1IV) in assessing the effectiveness and benefits:.of the ..
quadrennial evaluation (QE) process of the Alabama Commission on

Higher Education (ACHE). These include the comparing and contrasting
of certain aspects of the six QE reports themselves,{legiélatioﬁ.;r
S - o

related to ACHE QE recommendations, documents from the AéHE stéff;.

.. [
- N

addressing the implementation or non-implementation of QE committeef

oy

recommendations, media articles dealing with the AéﬁE‘QE’é£oéé§é: Lgd
and/or other relevant aspects of ACHE and/or Alabama higher: .. ,.¢
education, and clarifications and additional information gained- from
selected follow-up interviews. The following chapter (Chapter VI)
will provide a discussion of this evidence as it relates to ACHE's
roles in various areas and to other significant areas 'in which one or

more of the QE committees have made recommendations:: .
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Comparison and Contrast of the First Six
ACHE .Quadrennial Evaluation Reports
.. .“When the researcher asked one individual during a follow-up
interview whether the QE process should continue in its present form,
change in one or more:ways, or be discontinued, the individual
replied initially by indicating that a “process” did not in fact
exist.:: In:one very real sense, that individual is correct. The
statutory. requirement:for the quadrennial evaluation, which has not
changed®substantially:since its inception, reads as follows:
v Two years after the establishment of the commission and during
the last year of each gubernatorial term, the commission shall
“‘appoint a committee of at least three consultants who are not
associated with higher education in this state to evaluate the
;. effectiveness of the work of the commission and to recommend
changes as needed. A report prepared by the committee shall be
- submitted to the Governor, the Legislature, the presidents and
governing boards of the public institutions of higher education
of this state and the public. (Code of Alabama Section 16-5-12)
"riAs. this interviewee correctly pointed out, the statute mandates
an evaluation every - four years, but is very open in the matter of
process. In theory, for example, the commission could appoint three
consultants who are:not, associated with higher education at all.
Also,again in theory, :the consultants appointed could provide a
report based on as:'minimal an evaluation as they chose to perform, as
theretvare no ‘specified requirements for surveys, interviews, review
of .documents, etc. ~Finally, there is no set process or procedure

concerning the format or nature of the recommendations or how they

are. to be communicated .to the various constituencies.
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Of course, as a practical matter, despite the differences 'in

the individual committees and reports, a quadrennial evaluation

process has in fact emerged for ACHE as can be seen in the:c:t v o

T

similarities of procedures for the various QE committees. While:not

o

technically required to do so, ACHE has been diligent in securing

experienced higher education consultants to serve on the.QE . o7
Ty [ S S

committees. Likewise, while not specified in the statute, ACHE has

from time to time appointed one or more additional consultants who

are civic, business, or media leaders within Alabama to.'serve on the

B | . ey

QE committees. (Interestingly, ACHE did this for the '13%%; 279, 6""-and

7% evaluations, but not for the 3* through 5 evaluations:): -ACHE

® PR B

has also practiced, over time, fairly standara éfocedﬁges fér
selecting and supporting the QE committees, and:generallyifacilitated
the use of some form of survey instrument‘or written input.followed
by some types of interviews and/or focus group meetings- to gather -
information. Also, as will be seen more clearly during the
discussion in the following chapter, each of the QE committees has
obviously been diligent in reviewing and consi?e;ing thgﬂ;esu%ts of
the previous QE reports, although they have ggq%puqeveymﬁgghnigglly
been under any obligation to do so.

While not specified in law, ACHE has pr?vided eachgqf phe:
selected QE committees with a formal "Charge to the Committee"” that
has provided each committee with somewhat more detailed guidance
concefning how it should go about performing the evaluation. The
charge to the 6™ committee appears below; the earlier committees

received similar charges:
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e w e
H

The Sixth Quadrennial Evaluation Committee ié charged by the
Alabama Commission on Higher Education to conduct a study and
prepare a report in accordance with Section 12 of the
Commission's statute. , In conducting the study, the Evaluation
Committee will solicit and analyze data-and conduct interviews
with Commission members, Commission staff, and key
representatives of the State and the State's higher education
community. Meetings for the purpose of these interviews will
be held in Montgomery, Birmingham, Huntsville, and Mobile.

; .
The proceedings of the Evaluation Committee are independent of
the Alabama Cqmmission on Higher Education and the Commission
staff, SRR .
For the Committee's consideration:

a. If‘you wish to suggest a different role for the
Commission, it'is important to specify what the role
is and what type of action is necessary to accomplish
it. . : ‘ B

b. Please identify new areas of concern based on your
interviews ‘and indicate their importance to the state.

(Taken from internal ACHE memorandum.)’

i B - § ) i
Table 18 shows.'a.comparison of the seven quadrennial

T

evaluations that ha&é occurfeé.to date in the following categories:

e Numbers of in;Statékiéédéfs and:higher educa£ion professionals
who served ggjééﬁbersjof:each coﬁmittee.f

e Length (in ﬁaéés) of%ggéé report’and itsjéﬁpendices.

L & ey bl . o

e Numbers on ;nd%viduals igbeach of severéi,categories who
provided inéut’fo‘the comﬁittee through Written instruments
and/or inte?vleﬁs/foqus é%oups.‘%i
This comparisonashow; se;éféi inPéresting ;ccurrences over

time: E

oo «




161

. - i L Jv,.mmﬁuom....w..«mu stdraTowm :a msumum I3UT03 I0/PUB JUSIIND PTOY Foya IT meHu mﬁmauﬁse pajunoo aie
namsnﬂ>ﬂvnﬂ.mm 530 yoea 103 Ioqumu Hmuou syl Tenba mhmzam 3jou TTIM pakaains zo/pue Umzmabuwuca mam5ﬂa>at¢a jo muwnezz :9ION

.umumoaucH nuoumamamwﬂ JO I3qUMU By} 03 coauﬂuvm uT 80TFFO SOURUTI 93e3S uO\Ucm ~woauuo Te08Td w>aumawaqu /201330
$,I0uUI9A09 9yl woxy (AToaT31oadssI) STENPTATIPUT TRUOTIJITIPPE b PUBR “Q ' /¢ DPAMSTAIIUT mwwuuﬁEEou 90 Y3IL PUR ‘Y3ag ‘y3Is YL «

“

*370dax uTeW 9YI UTYITA sa1qe3 jo sabed g snuig ,
*SUOTINITISUT nmw>uozu pu®e FHOV UsaM3ldq SUOTIRTaI uo juaumod abed-saTy ® ST 3x0dax FD puz wsu 30 9 xaucwmaﬁ

.nw>w>m=n

I0 pomaTazajuT a1om AI0633Ed YOBS UT STRUPTATPUT AUPW MOY BUTUISOUOD UOTIPWIOIFUT OU UTEJUOD s3Todal puz pue 3IST 9yl :

*sdTyYsuoT3eT9I UOTINITISUT Ie3dk-om) HBuTuzsouos sabed

anoj butpnyouTr ‘saotpuadde ay3 310379q TerIajew jo sabed g9z asyjoue sntd ‘3xs3 urtew JO sabed @z pspniduTl 3xodsx HO IST auy |

8T zt 8 LT 1€ *E sabed 1z sebed g1 | (ITPYD TOUT) € T (666T) U3lL
bT A 0T z1 ST *b sobed gg ,sobed ze | (xteyos tour) ¥ Z {G66T) U39
1T 1T 49 L 61 »9 sabed g1 sobed 62 € 0 (166T) U3g
VT 6 ZT L 0z BT sabed (2 sabed Lz ¥ 0 (LB6T) U3lp
6 8 6 8T 9z LT sabed 17 sabed ¢ v 0 (€86T) pIg
(xTRPYD (xTRPYD
/N nmwmma Lz sabed zZp {(6L6T) pPUZ
80Ta TOUT) ¥ |} 10UT) §
(ITPYD
JY/N sabed ¢¢ (S9bed op € (5L6T) 3sT
12oUT) ¥
STPUOTSS93J0Id
IFeas SIBUOTS S TUMIOD I03098 I0309S axnjerstbe sooTpuaddy axoday sIopeal uoTjenyteay
sSI9YI0 uoTieOoNpd
THOY qHOY aeah-z aedh-p /IOUIBAOD Jo yibueag 30 yabueg 5 93e31s TeTuuaIpend
zaybTH
pakoAIng I0/pue POMaTAIBIULI STENPTATIPUI JO SIisqumy ‘

SUOTIENTRAY TPTUUIPEND FHOY USADS 3ISITJ JO uosTIedwod :81 STJEL




162

Differences in Composition of the Committees

The 1% and 2™ QE committees consisted of majorities of Alabama
civic, business, or media leaders, each with a smaller number of
higher education professionals from other states. In both cases, one
of the Alabama committee members served as chair of the committee.
The 3™ through 5™ committees consisted exclusively of higher
education professionals from outside Alabama; with no in-state lay
leaders. The two most recent evaluations (6™ and 7%") consisted of
majorities of higher education professionals from outside Alabama,
each with a smaller number of Alabama civic, business, or media
leaders. 1In both of these cases, one of the higher education
professionals served as chair of the committee.

Another interesting component of the compositions of the
various committees concerns the backgrounds of the higher education
professionals involved with each committee. These are difficult to
ascertain in detail, because the committees varied in how much
information concerning their members they provided in each of their
reports. The 1°% QE report has biographical sketches that provided
only current employment status and degrees received (McGowin et al.,
1975, p. 89), while the 2™ through 4*™ QE reports provided relatively
detailed information concerning each of the committee members
(Blackburn et al., 1979, pp. 56-60; Norton et al., 1983, pp. 26-30;
Harcleroad et al., 1987, pp. 30-36). The 5" and 6™ QE reports only

identified the current employment status (and in some cases emeritus
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positions) of the committee members (Folger et al., 1991, letter of
transmittal; Bogue et al., 1995, p. 43). .

However, despite the limitations in detail of information:
provided concerning the 1%%, 5%, and 6" QE committees; one can:make.:
some potentially valuable observations concerning the compositions:of
these committees. As one can see by the vita (Blackburn et.al:,
1979, p. 56) and as was confirmed by a member of.the ACHE-staff, Dr.
Louis Bender, who served on the 2™ QE committee, had a significant+
background and interest in two-year sector issues.:: However, from the
3@ through the 5" QE committees (which, as the reader, will recall,
were also the ones staffed solely by higher education professionals),
there do not appear to be any individuals with a specific:background -
and interest in two-year sector issues as compared . with higher::n @
education in general. However, the 6" and 7*" QE committees each -
included (for the first two times in the history of the QE process)
an individual who was currently serving as president .of a: two=year.

college. ; e g

Differences in Length of Reports-.-- ¢ “i. -

Interestingly, for the first six evaluations, the length-of the
reports seems to be somewhat positively correlated with the survey
opinions (in the previous chapter) and other documentary evidence
(seen'later in this chapter and the following chapter) concerning:
which of these evaluations were of greater benefit to ACHE and to

Alabama higher education. In other words, the longer reports
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corresponded to the more beneficial evaluations. For example, the
reports of the 1% and 2™ QE committees (which the other evidence
identified as the two most effective) were the two longest (in terms
of number of pages in the report minus appendices) and were among the
three longest when adding the appendices. Likewise, the 6™ QE report
was the third longest of the six (second longest if including the
appendices), corresponding with the survey opinions and documentary
evidence that“it'was the next most beneficial of the six evaluations
after the first two. The other three evaluations were significantly
shorter both in basic report length and in overall length when
including appendices.

Not surprisingly, there also appears to be a close relationship
between the numbers of consultants on each committee and the length
of the committee reports. The 1°%, 2", and 6" QE committees (with
the longer reports): had seven, nine, and six total members
respectively, while the 3™ through 5" QE committees had no more than
four members each. Also, the 1°%, 2™, and 6" committees had a
combination' of higher education professionals and lay leaders, while
the 3™ through 5™ committees were composed exclusively of higher
education professionals.

One could argue from the combination of these circumstances
(number and composition of committee members, length of reports, and
evidence concerning effectiveness of reports) that the use of larger
committees composed of both higher education professionals and lay
leaders has contributed both to more thorough and more beneficial

evaluations andireports. Of course, this cannot be confirmed
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statistically because the numerical rankings from the survey
responses are only part of the evidence concerning the benefits of

these evaluations.

Differences in Balance of Coverage .-

(IR EER

Some of the differences in the proportional numbers of certain
types of individuals providing data to the various committees: =
(through written responses and/or interviews or focus groups) .are
quite interesting. These differences exist primarily in two ‘areas:::
changes in the number of legislators involved, and changes in the
balance of involvement between the two-year and four-year sector. ..
Since no reliable records are available concerning_input-toc the 1°%.
and 2™ QFE reports, these comparisons must naturally focus on the
differences among the five most recent reports (3*® through 7" QE ...
reports). Loz

The 3™ and 4" QE committees received input from 17 and 18 -
members of the legislature respectively, while the 5%, 6™, and 7" QE
committees received input from six, four, and three legislators
respectively. (In cases where a governor or lieutenant governor
provided input, he was counted as a legislator for purposes of: this
comparison.) While the 5% through 7" QE committees did receive some
additional input from staff members of the Governor's Office,
Legislative Fiscal Office, and/or State Finance Office; .the reduction
in the numbers of legislators providing data between the earlier-and

later evaluations is still quite apparent. RS PR R PIe
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Based .on the .prominence of. the 2~year sector in Alabama higher
education, rone could-easily argue that QE committees should be at
least as.interested in the views of,2—yeér representatives as they
are in those of :the:4-year sector.:However, a review of the number
of representatives of.each rsector from whom QE committees received
data reveals: that there has-always been more input (in terms of
numbers of.participants) from the 4-year sector, and that this
balance has varied 'widely:over time: =(In reviewing the numbers
below, keep-in'mind ‘that-they may not always “add up” as exactly as
one might expect, since the:researcher has double counted individuals
with experience in‘'both:sectors.) o

The 3 QE-committee:received:input from 26 individuals in the
4-year sector‘and 18 individuals in:the 2-year sector, for a 59% to
41% balance:between the :two sectors. However, the 4™ and 5% QE
committees ‘receivedi{proportionately by numbers of individuals) more
input from the 4-year:sector.and less from the 2-year sector, as well
as input:ifrom fewer:individuals overall combining the two sectors.
Specifically,.‘the 4*™:QE-committee received input from 20 individuals
in the 4-year:sector:and.only seven:in:the 2-year sector, for a 77%
to 27% balance between the two:({one.individual had experience in
both), while the 5*-QF‘committee:received input from 19 individuals
in the 4-year sector and only seven in the 2-year sector, for a 73%
to 27% balance between the:twol - -

The <6 QE committee, 'while receiving specific input from the
lowest  total-«number-of :faculty- and- administrators from both sectors,

apparently struck the best balance:of ‘any of the QE committees to
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date. Specifically, the 6™ QE committee received input from-15:
individuals in the 4-year sector and 12 individuals in the 2-year
sector, for a 65% to 52% balance between the two (four individuals
had experience in both). The 7" QF committee, which used:focus. -
groups rather than personal interviews, heard from 31 individuals in
the 4-year sector and 17 individuals in the 2-year.sector: -for-a 65%
to 35% balance between the two. S T M A SR IS

When considering the differences in balance of coverage 5.+ :,
identified above, one would be interested in as much information as
possible concerning why such differences exist... However, :such .
information is quite limited as a natural consequence of _thetautonomy
of each committee. From the researcher’s interviews of:members of
the ACHE staff and review of documents concerning the 'support:that’
the ACHE staff has provided to the committees, ¢it:.appears that the
staff has made consistent diligent efforts to:support:the QE:
committees’ collections of data from as many relevant constituencies=-
as possible. In other words, there is no evidencenravailable:vto
support any assertion that the differences in-'balance of'coverage
between the QE éommittees were based on the actions or inactions of
any of the committee members or of any members of the ACHE'staff. It
appears that each committee was interested:in‘ receiving:data from as
many relevant sources as possible.

During follow-up interviews with the researcher,~individuals -

N Gemowow Tt h s
W ST,

from the 2-year sector, 4-year sector, and ACHE staff all'indicated

that the lower proportion of evidence from the:Z2-year sector,n:

. - . PR
PR A - P

especially during the 4* and 5™ evaluations, probably resulted at
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least in part from the philosophy of certain senior leaders with the

P . P N

Departﬂeht ofAPSétsecondafwaducation and the State Board of

Education. Aééofding to this theory, there have been fewer

individuals from the 2—yeér sector involved because the chancellor of

I

the Department of Postsecondary Education is viewed (and/or views

Bim;éififés sbééking fofggliiof the 2-year schools, reducing or
éiiminé£ing'théxgeéd fofwtﬁéygvaluation committees to hear from other
répiegéﬁ%aii;eéuéfythe é;yééf séctor. While there is no documentary
evidenéé to sﬁpport or‘réfégé‘fhis theory in the case of the 1° and

Tﬁ{QE }eporté, some propénéhts of the theory hold that the first

thiee evaluations were able to collect significantly more data from
feprégén£a£ivgs of ﬁhé Z:Yea£ sector, and that the philosophy
ﬁéhéiéﬁé& above siénifiééﬁtlyifeduced the ability of the 4% and 5%
Qﬁ‘coaﬁittees‘to.ééllecé‘daté.from the 2-year sector.

Iﬁ‘fact;‘if %his wé; éyféctor (which the researcher agrees it
ﬁéogébl§‘Wasy;'éﬁéfchanééiiér may have been within his rights to make
éaéﬂigﬁiéséeréién Baseaxﬁﬁén cértain language in the Commission’s
éféfate (£hou§ﬁ one coﬁld ééfﬁainly argue that this might not have

.

been beneficial for the QE process). The Commission’s statute

. R Rt E S

includes the following provision concerning the relationship between
the chancellor of the Department of Postsecondary Education and the

Commission:

The State Board of Education and any successor board or boards
which govern the state’s public postsecondary institutions,
including senior institutions, community colleges, junior
colleges, and postsecondary technical institutes or colleges,
shall stand in the same relationship to the commission as do
university boards of:trustees. The chancellor shall stand in
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the same relationship to the commission as do presidents of the
universities. (Section 16-5-13(b), Code of Alabama)

One individual from the 2-year sector indicated that a senior
official within the 2~year sector had stood up at a meeting sometime
in the late 1970s or early 1980s and made statements to the 2-year
sector individuals present to the effect “Our job is to kill ACHE. I
don’t want anyone to talk with ACHE. If you’re going to do so, raise
your hand and resign your position.”

One evidence that supports the assertion that more information
might have been available from the 2-year sector (as opposed to
legislators) comes from the researcher’s own efforts to solicit data
for the present study. As the reader may recall from the earlier
presentation of survey data, the highest response rate of all groups
was from the 2-year sector, while legislators did not respond in
sufficient number for statistical analysis. This (combined with the
relatively negative responses from the 2-year sector) suggests the
possibility that the 2-year sector may have been underrepresented
based on the philosophy discussed above, while the decrease in
legislative input may have arisen simply from a relative lack of
interest (or lack of time to participate) on the parts of the

legislators themselves.
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‘Review of Legislation Related to

ACHE Quadrennial Committee Recommendations

As mentioned. earlier, .the indication of the 1%, 2™, and 6%

Quadrennial Evaluations as being of greater benefit is consistent

with at least one major area of objective evidence available

concerning the relative impacts of these evaluations. This area of

evidence is that .the 2" and 6 Quadrennial Evaluations preceded

Alabama legislative-acts. that primarily specifically addressed

recommendations: of the 1°%, 2™, ‘and 6 Quadrennial Evaluations.

Specifically, there .was legislation passed in 1979 (Act 79-461) that

did the following:

Gave ACHE regulatory:.authority in review of new academic
programs

Prevented . expenditure of state funds for new units/programs of
instruction without: ACHE approval

Gave ACHE regulatory authority over new and existing off-campus
programs, - centers, and branches

Gave ACHE:approval- authority over any new unit or program of
instruction

Required ACHE to provide annual rather than biennial reports
Required 'ACHE to hold quarterly meetings

Established ACHE as’Alabama’s statewide planning agency for
higher education

Increaéed‘AéHthémbéréhip from nine to twelve members
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¢ Established the Council of Presidents as the major policy

advisory group to ACHE e o
This legislative action was directly related to nine recommendations
from the 1°" Quadrennial Evaluation (McGowin et al., 1975) and four
recommendations from the 2™ Quadrennial Evaluation (Blackburn et al.,
1979). The researcher will present more specific information
concerning these recommendations in the next chapter.

In addition, the Alabama Legislature passed the following acts.
that dealt with recommendations from the 6" Quadrennial Evaluation
(Bogue et al., 1995): U T ey 0T L SRR

e Section 4(a) of Act 96-663 required Alabama”institutions‘to
charge all non-resident undergraduate students a minimum ‘6f two
times the institution’s resident tuition rate. This was in '
response to a recommendation that dealt with formula’funding

and budgeting. SR = e
e Also in 1996, thelAlabama legislaturé“édéﬁféd‘Aéf Qé?Sdé;ﬁwhich

required ACHE to develop a statewide uﬁitmfecofa défébéééfja

specific response to a recommendationﬁfrbm“thé’6“1Quadféﬁﬁial.

gt

FEvaluation addressing this issue. 777

e Act 96-487, passed in May 1996, removéd“Ehe‘fequigeﬁéﬁ£ﬁéﬁétx
the Alabama Senate reconfirm the e#ecagiﬁg'direétof'deAéﬁgl
every four years, a specific responseﬁfé?5”réc§ﬁmeédé€£oéxL
addressing ﬁhat issue.

¢ Also in May 1996, the Alabama legisl;gﬁréaﬁéséed Act 96-539.

This act required that each institution ﬁresént to AEHE a five-

L St} Co
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year master plan for facilities prior to January 1, 1997.
Again,;.this was a specific response to a recommendation

addressing this issue.

ACHE Staff Responses to the Recommendations of the

ACHE Quadrennial Evaluation Committees

With the-arguable exception of the legislation mentioned above,
the primary-available source of information concerning evidence of
implementation or non-implementation of Quadrennial Evaluation report
recommendations is a series of reports that have been created and (in
some cases)  updated by ACHE senior staff just prior to or during each
Quadrennial-Evaluation after the 1° QE, largely as a basis for study
by the upcoming:or currently meeting Quadrennial Evaluation
committee. -:On December 1, 1978, then ACHE Executive Director John F.
Porter; Jr..(Porter, 1978) provided a “STATUS REPORT To the 1978
Evaluation Committee On the Recommendations of the 1974 Evaluation
Committee” .in.memorandum format. It then appears that the status of
this report: was :updated, and a status report on each subsequent QE
was made and:subsequently updated, for reference by each subsequent
QE committee .through the committee for the 5" OE that met in 1990 and
reported :in' 1991.-:The evidence that the researcher has found for
this lies in-paper-copies of such reports provided to him by the ACHE
staff and interviews with members of the ACHE staff.

*.-For. the. most part, these status reports dealt with the

recommendations of the various committees separately, without trying
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to relate them by topic. One notable (and valuable) exception was a
two-page document titled “SUMMARY OF LEGISLATIVE AND COMMISSION
RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE THREE EVALUATION COMMITTEES OF
THE ALABAMA COMMISSION ON HIGHER EDUCATION.” (ACHE, 1990 March 14)
This document, which summarized certain recommendations of the first
three committees, was apparently originally created on May 30, 1986

4™ OE committee would have met), and was

(a few months before the
apparently updated in March of 1990. However, while the status of
the first three sets of recommendations was updated, the summary of
the 4™ QE recommendations (ACHE, 1990 August, part 4) was not added
to this summary.

This summary of the first three sets of recommendations
assessed each recommendation as receiving a positive response, a
limited response, or no action from the organization(s) to which the
committees directed them. Specifically, the report (as of March 14,
1990) indicated that 24 (80%) of the 30 recommendations of the 15 QE
committee had received positive responses, with only three (10%) each
receiving limited response or no action. For the 10 recommendations
of the 2™ QE, six (60%) received positive action and four (40%)
received limited action, while for the seven recommendations of the
3™ OF committee, six (86%) received positive action and only one
(14%) received limited action.

Another interesting aspect of this study was its conclusion
that the first three QE committees had reached basically the same

conclusions and made similar recommendations, with some variations in

scope and substance, concerning the following five broad areas:
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e The continuation of ACHE with increased authority
(recommendations 1, 2, 9, 10, 11, 13, 15, and 17 of the 1° QF

and recommendation 3 of the 2™ QE; 9 total).

e The impbrténce of long range planning and the development of a
master plan for statewide higher education (recommendations 19,
20, and 21 of the 1°% QE, recommendations 1 and 2 of the 2" QE,

and recommendation 4 of the 3™ QE; 6 total).

e Improvéd §f6cédﬁres and funding formulas for the review of
institutional budgets (recommendation 8 of the 1°® QF,
recommendation 4 of the 2™ QE, and recommendation 6 of the 3*
QE; three ‘total).

. Changéé in the composition and size of the Commission, the

1

appoinfhént of its membership, and frequency of meetings
(recommendation 25 of the 1% QE and recommendations 5, 6, and 7

of the 2™ OE; four total).

4
e

. Thé ihporﬁaﬁéémof advisory networks and the necessity for the
develéﬁmeﬁgng iﬁproved relationships with all segments of
postségondaryaéaﬁcation, state agencies, and the executive and
legiéiéti;épéféhchés of government (recommendations 7 and 23 of
the i“ QE; feéomﬁéﬁdations 9 and 10 of the 2™ QE, and
recémﬁénd;tiohs‘2’and 3 of the 3™ QE).

This‘;ﬁmﬁ;rypaétiQity was one attempt to classify the
récommendations of the various committees by single topic, which is

very difficult because of how much several of them overlap into

multiple areas. As the reader will see in the discussion chapter to
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follow, the researcher has attempted his own classification of the
recommendations of the first six QE committees that differs slightly
from the one used in the summary report described above. The summary
by the ACHE staff also wisely points out that, while there is no way
to know conclusively the degree to which the QE reports impacted
subsequent legislation or other changes, it is safe to assign at
least some influence to these reports when subsequent legislation and
ordering of Commission priorities fall in substantial line with their
recommendations.

Perhaps unfortunately, it appears that the practice of updating
status reports from the previous evaluations (other than the most
recent) ended between the 5% and 6% QE. Prior to the 6 QE, the
Commission published its “Responses to the Recommendations of the
Fifth Quadrennial Evaluation Report” in July 1994 (ACHE, 1994). This
report dealt in detail with the recommendations of the 5" QE but did
not specifically address or give updates to the status of any of the
other previous recommendations. Likewise, sometime prior to the
meeting of the 7" QFE committee in 1998, ACHE released its “Responses
to the Recommendations of the Sixth Quadrennial Evaluation Committee”
(ACHE, 1998). Again, this report dealt with the recommendations of
the 6™ QE but did not specifically address or give updates on the
status of any other previous recommendations (including those of the
5" QE).

In additional research and follow-up interviews with members of
the ACHE staff, the researcher was unable to conclude whether there

had been a specific policy decision to make this change. One staff
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member indicated. that such a decision had been made; however, several
other more :senior .staff members said that they could not remember
such a decision-having been made, and the researcher was unable to
find any documentary evidence concerning such a decision. However,
the current senior.staff believes that it is much more important to
follow-up on:the:recommendations of an immediate previous committee
than toicontinue to update the status of recommendations made by
other previous committees. In fact, most of the ACHE senior staff
members that the researcher interviewed were unaware of the existence
of the older reports until he asked them questions concerning them.

" This.issue:points out two elements that some might argue are
weaknesses or'limitations within the QE process. First, while the
ACHE staff: has:provided the reports from all previous evaluations to
the members of.each subsequent committee, there is no specific
requirement:or: mandate for these committee members to address the
continued merits of: these recommendations and/or their implementation
or non-implementation.: Secondly, to the degree that continued
concern over the recommendations of previous evaluations (and the
impacts of~their implementation or non-implementation) is lost, there
is less (if any) motivation for the ACHE Staff, ACHE Commissioners,
or other concerned parties (Governor, Legislature, etc.) to continue
to consider-these items regardless of their merits.
el However, while:these are valid concerns, there is significant
circumstantial evidence, based on the continuation of several similar
themes throughout the first six evaluations, that the subsequent

committee members were quite diligent in continuing to review the
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reports of all previous committees in order to ensure that important
issues addressed in previous recommendations were readdressed if
necessary in subsequent evaluations and recommendations. This is
apparent from the séctions in the following discussion chapter that
provide the researcher’s categorizations of the recommendations of

the various committees and ACHE’s responses thereto.
Media Articles

As one would expect, there are a significant number of media
articles from various newspapers within Alabama (as well as
occasional articles from sources outside Alabama) that address the
ACHE QE process and/or other activities relating to ACHE and Alabama
higher education. As one would also expect, the frequency of
appearance of such articles varies considerably based on media and
public interest, and the availability of such articles varies
considerably based upon how far in the past they appeared and in what
venues.

Among the media articles that deal with either preparations for
or results of the quadrennial evaluations themselves, most of these
report information provided from the reports themselves and from ACHE
officials, information that the researcher has provided from more
primary sources within this study. What is of interest in a review
of such articles is the extent to which one can find evidence of
media coverage for each of the quadrennial evaluations themselves, as

well as the trends that one can notice concerning what aspects of the
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evaluations and recommendations these articles emphasize. The
following is a summary showing the extent of media coverage for each
QE for which the researcher was able to find evidence through
thorough searches of appropriate databases and files within the
Alabama State Archives and ACHE. As appropriate, some of these
articles are discussed in the following chapter as they apply to
specific subject areas, either instead of or in addition to their
mention in this chapter.

Probably due to the age of whatever articles may have been
created, the researcher was unable to find any references to the
preparation for or results of the 1°° QE, either through database
searches or through searches of the Alabama Archives and ACHE.
Concerning the 2™ QE, there were two articles that appeared in The

Birmingham News (Harris, 1978, June 25; Harris, 1978, November 9)

discussing ACHE’s preparation for the evaluation, as well as one
article covering the results of the evaluation (Harris, 1979, March
8) where committee chairman Blackburn argued that ACHE should change
its name because of the bad public image given by calling it by its

acronym.

The Birmingham News did, however, run a positive article in

1983 concerning the report of the 3*® QE entitled “ACHE gets good
marks from visiting consultants” (Holmes, 1983, April 15). The
article pointed out that the 3™ QE committee believed that ACHE was
doing a good job and that the Governor and Legislature should rely on
the information that ACHE was providing. It also specifically

addressed the fact that the 3" QE committee had recommended against
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ACHE seeking additional authority at that time. The Birmingham-News

also ran an article on December 4, 1986 entitled “State college
presidents give ACHE an OK” that quoted 4. QE committeerohafrman Fred
Harcleroad as saying that Alabama’s college and university presidents
had given ACHE “qualified” approval during a olosed—doorfsession of

the 4™ QE committee while expressing certain problems with ACHE based

on institutional needs.

The 4 QE is the only one of the flrst six for whlch the

Ll

researcher was able to find evidence of news coverage by major staff

and wire reports (Associated Press [AP] and Unlted Press

SUE rye s b

International [UPI]). This heightened news coverage (]udglng from -

the resulting reports) was apparently based on a SpelelC press

conference concerning the release of the 4*h QE report The

e .-

A

Huntsville News gave credit to AP writer Paul Newberry for an artlcle

entitled “Report praises ACHE, but urges task force to 1mprove

ESE -
0

state’s ‘chaotic’ higher education” (Newberry, 1987 March 31). This

report quotes 4 QE Fred Harcleroad conoerﬁfhg‘thetoood»jobvthatiACHE
was doing, the relatively inexpensive oost:of the”evaluationMIVkH
(estimated at between $12,000 and $15, OOO), andﬂthe'ilmltatrons of
ACHE' s power. Of course, as indicated in the tltle, itjaisomfocus%d
on the 4*" QE committee’s call for a guberﬁatorfaivtashﬁforee}

Various versions of Newberry’s work appeared in at least nine other

neWspapers as follows:

e The Alapama Journal (Time is ripe for education reforms; .

experts want blue-ribbon task foroe; i987, Marchuéi)m’
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¢ Birmingham News (Panel asks Hunt to form educational task

force, 1987, March 31)

e Decatur:Daily (Experts urge state higher education study,

1987, March:31)

e Dothan‘Eagle’ (Report praises ACHE, 1987, March 31)

. Florencé;jAL Times Daily (Education task force proposed, 1987,
March'3l)’yb

e Gadsden Times (Experts say time is ripe for ACHE reforms,

1987, March 31)

. Jasper,kAL Daily Mountain Eagle (Report praises ACHE, but says

more can be done to improve Alabama’s higher education system,
1987, March 31)

° Opeiika—Auburn News (Report praises ACHE, more can be done,

1987, March 31)

. Selmélfimes;Joufnal (Study proposed, 1987, March 31)

In addition to these articles, Bruce Ritchie of UPI wrote a
slightly less positive article concerning the 4 QE report, which

appeared in the éifﬁingham Post-Herald, entitled “ACHE tackles

hurdles to dorahMOK job, panel says” (Ritchie, 1987, March 31). In

addition, the Tuscaloosa News ran an article entitled “Higher

education task‘fofce urged” (1987, March 31) apparently drawn from
both the AP and UPI reports.

Asvoné'ﬁighﬁiékpect, the smaller number of articles by other
Alabama authoigicdhcerning the 4" QE went into more specifics

concerning certain aspects of the evaluation:
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Amy Herring, staff writer for Montgomery’'s The Advertiser

(1987, March 31), emphasized the committee’s concerns that the
recommended gubernatorial task force needed to consider an
appropriate governance structure for higher education, since
the Legislature was in essence governing higher education based
on its budgetary control. She also pointed out the committee’s
concerns over duplication of programs and the number of Alabama
lawmakers that were on salary at a public college or
university.

Jeff Woodard, Montgomery correspondent for The Huntsville Times

(1997, March 31) quoted Harcleroad as saying that "“The
Legislature is currently a board of regents..That is what it
amounts to.”

Frederick Burger, State Capital Correspondent for the Anniston
Star (1987, March 31) quoted Harcleroad during a press
conference as saying that Alabama law was structured in such a
way as to make sure that it was extremely difficult for ACHE to
perform its duties, while emphasizing that the committee had
recommended against ACHE being given more power. Burger also
emphasized the issue of the number of legislators employed in
Alabama higher education.

Editorials that appeared in The Montgomery Advertiser (Good

blueprint, 1987, April 1) and the Talledega-Sycaluga-Pell City
Daily Home (ACHE needs teeth, 1987, April 9) asserted that the
4*" OF had concluded that ACHE lacked the power it needed to

effectively govern higher education in Alabama and focused on
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the call for the gubernatorial task force; both editorials

opined that the governor should appoint the recommended task

force.

The ‘press coverage of the 5% QE report was apparently much less
extensive based on.what .the researcher was able to find. It was also
less optimistic than that for the 4™ QE concerning the findings of
the committeef,pThg artiples referenced below focused on ACHE’s lack
of authority to-enforce its actions, Alabama’s overgrown system of
higher :education,  the lack of tax revenue to support this system, and
the ability and.willingness of the Alabama legislature to do whatever
it wants.to do.with Alabama higher education regardless of the costs
or conseguences.

¢ The Huntsville Times carried an article entitled "“Study says

ACHE job hampered” (Woodard, 1991, March 19) that gquoted 5% QE
chairman.John Folger as saying that Alabama had an “over-
expanded” higher education system... This article also indicated
that ACHE Executive Director Hank Hector disagreed with the
committee’ s recommendation concerning closing programs. Hector
opined- (according to-this article) that he saw ACHE’s role in

this:rarea-as advisory to the respective boards of trustees.

¢ The Birmingham News ran an article entipled “Education
evaluators hit.funding: Say lack of tax revenue curb on state’s
progress” . (Lindley, 1991, March 19) that emphasized the
committee{s;obseryations concerning Alabama’s revenue base
problems and pointeq out the propensity for the state to fund

“pet projects” and the number of educators who doubled as
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lawmakers. A later opinion piece (Return of the blob, 1991,
March 20) referred to the 5% QE report as Alabama’s “umpteenth
report on how bad off its higher education blob is from a trio
of impressive experts..Their report was authoritative, but
hardly startling..The three evaluators recommended things that

are needed and have always been needed.”

The Birmingham Post-Herald ran two news articles, entitled

“Evaluators find college system unwieldy” (Bruer, 1991, March
19) and “State wastes education money” (Bryant, 1991, April 2),
as well as an editorial (Spread too thin, 1991, March 20),
which focused on the committee’s views about Alabama’s
overexpanded higher education system, the state’s propensity
for “pet projects,” the need for the funding formula to be

revised, and ACHE's lack of power to correct the situation.

The Gadsden Times won the contest for the least optimistic

article concerning the 5% QE report with its report titled “Why
ACHE got a poor score” (1991, March 22) which went on to
outline many of the same problems mentioned above but pointed
out that “the shortcomings are not the fault of ACHE, but the

fault of the Legislature for keeping ACHE handcuffed”.

An opinion piece that appeared in the Selma Times-Journal

(Educators akin to politicians in their reports, 1991, March
22) took aim at the 5" QE committee members themselves for not
being sufficiently critical of Alabama’s higher education

problems.
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e Other opinion pieces that focused on the overgrowth of Alabama
higher education highlighted in the 5'® QE report included.those

appearing in The Alabama Journal (Too thinly spread, 1991,

April 4) and the Daily Home (Too many colleges, 1991, March
27) .
While the 6 QE did not receive a great deal of media coverage,

it arguably resulted in some of the most unique articles from among

these reports. Paul Davis, Publisher of The Auburn Bulletin/Eagle, .o

was a member of the 6" QE committee. He wrote a piece for the Lee:

County Eagle (an Auburn weekly newspaper) entitled “Let the courts do

it” (Davis, 1994, September 21) where he mentioned his participation
in the QE process. However, as the title indicates, the focus of hi;
article was on certain aspects of Alabama higher education that might
have to be resolved by court action rather than by other means.
Davis based this assessment on the historical involvement of the
courts in matters concerning Alabama higher education, especially the
then-ongoing Title VI legislation (which will be briefly mentioned in
the next chapter). This was the only article that the researcher
found written by a member of a QE committee concerning the QE process
while their committee was in the process of performing ité work:”

The other most significant article concerning the work of:the

6" QOF committee was one that appeared in The Birmingham News entitled

“Education board incensed by ACHE report” (Gordon, 1995, April 1).¢
One could argue that the title was misleading, as the State Board of:
Education was actually “incensed” (if that’s the right word) only by

a particular recommendation within the report concerning the
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governance structure of Alabama’s two-year colleges. The researcher
has provided more information concerning this issue in the section of
the following chapter dealing with the relationship between ACHE and

the two-year sector.

Summary

This chapter began with a discussion of relevant aspects of the
first six ACHE quadrennial evaluations and reports, including areas
where these evaluations and reports have been either similar or
dissimilar in certain respects, and how certain aspects of these
evaluations and reports might have impacted on their effectiveness
and benefit to ACHE and to Alabama higher education. This was
followed by a review of legislation related to ACHE QE
recommendations and of documents from ACHE concerning the
implementation or non-implementation of QE committee recommendations.
These documents provide additional evidence concerning the
effectiveness and benefits of the ACHE QE process and of the
individual quadrennial evaluations and reports. The final section of
this chapter gave information concerning the extent of print media
coverage dealing with the ACHE QE process and/or other aspects of
ACHE and/or higher education relevant to this study. This provided
evidence concerning the levels and types of publicity that the ACHE
QE process has generated at various times. In addition, this chapter
has presented some relevant observations concerning these areas

gained from selected follow-up interviews. The next chapter will
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provide a discussion of all of the evidence presented in this
chapter, as well as in the preceding chapter on survey results, as
this evidence relates to ACHE’s roles in various areas and to other

significant areas in which one or more of the QE committees have made

recommendations.
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CHAPTER VI

DISCUSSION OF EVIDENCE

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a discussion of the
evidence collected primarily from the recommendations of the
quadrennial evaluation reports themselves, legislation, ACHE
responses to the recommendations of the quadrennial evaluation
reports, and (where applicable) other sources including media
articles and comments from selected follow-up interviews, concerning
the impacts of the guadrennial evaluation report recommendations in
certain areas. This evidence will be presented in two major
categories. The first category will include the various areas that
correspond to the role areas of the Commission identified in the
survey instrument. The second category will include other areas
where one or more of the quadrennial evaluation committees have made
one or more specific recommendations.

For the first category, the researcher has arranged the areas
in the order in which the overall survey respondents indicated that
the quadrennial evaluation process had contributed to the greatest
degree to the Commission’s ability and willingness to perform its
assigned roles in that area. The exception to this is that the
researcher has combined the area of “Issues related to new campuses,

centers, and other facilities” with that of “Issues related to new
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academic programs and the prevention of unnecessary program
duplication” because of their close relationship and the fact that
many of the QE committees’ recommendations have touched both areas.
The purpose of this overall ordering is to help the researcher (and
the reader) compare the collective opinion of the survey respondents
concerning these areas to the other evidence to determine the degree
to which these are consistent.

For the second category, the researcher has arranged the areas
roughly in order of relevance based on tpe number of recommendations

involved and the importance of the issues to the current study.

Evidence Regarding ACHE’s Assigned Roles

Development of the State University and College Information System

Recommendation 3 of the first QE report indicated that ACHE was
“engaged in developing a statewide information system” and
recommended that it “be designated by proper authority as the
coordinating agency for the federally-sponsored Higher Education
General Information Survey (HEGIS).” (McGowin et al., 1975, pp. 10-
11). This recommendation was implemented on February 3, 1978 through
a Memorandum of Agreement and formal letters of notification to
appropriate individuals (ACHE, 1990 August, p. 1 of part 1).
Recommendation 20 of the 1°° QE recommended that ACHE “Continue the
development of the “State University and College Information System”

(McGowin et al., 1975, p. 16).
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> . ACHE has reported positive actions concerning this area through
the years in its status reports concerning the implementation of QE
committee recommendations. In addition, the 4 QE committee

reported:

The statewide information system and data base which have been
developed by the Commission on Higher Education are quite
r7val ‘generally regarded by the lay public, by legislators, by
executive staff, and by institutional administrators as a
successful and effective operation of the Commission. It is
generally felt that the Commission has continued to improve its
data gathering techniques and is a reliable source of necessary
data on the overall condition of higher education and its
institutions: throughout the state..the general finding is that
the Commission has been quite successful in fulfilling this
" responsibility (Harcleroad et al., 1987, p. 14).

. However, "the 6™ QE committee found that there was still more to
be: done.”  Specifically, this committee:’ :. =

ir'Was not able to discern that this element of the Commission’s
statutory role [regarding the maintenance of a state
information system] was being discharged..[and].. was not able to
discern that any state agency in Alabama was conducting an
;-audit of: campus enrollments - a government management practice
of serious neglect (Bogue et al., 1985, p. 35).
The committee recommended:
That the Commission develop the higher education information
1 system that is specified in its law so that it will have an
appropriate data base for long-range planning, for enrollment
i studies and audits, for monitoring off-campus activities, for
maintaining activity and performance intelligence on the
>.“Condition of Higher Education in Alabama,” and for conducting
other special studies that may be required within its statutes
.. {(Bogue et al., 1995, page 38).

e+ 1" ACHE interpreted this recommendation as requiring a move beyond.
its current legal authority concerning data collection. As a result,
the' recommendation influenced the Alabama legislature’s 1996 passage
of Act 96-509 . (which ACHE supported), which required ACHE to develop

a statewide unit record database. This database is under development
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and operative portions are available on ACHE’s recently developed web
site. In addition, ACHE’s new director of data systems provided a
detailed report for the 7* QE committee concerning the status of the
student database project (Sherman, 1998, April 30).

In conducting follow-up interviews while analyzing the survey
results, the researcher heard from individuals representing the 2-
year sector, 4-year sector, and ACHE staff concerning the likely
reason for the 4-year sector’s lower opinion of the QE process being
most effective in this area. All of these individuals to whom the
researcher posed a question in this area indicated that
representatives of the 4-year sector likely downgraded this area
because of their concerns over how the information (primarily
concerning faculty and workload) would be used. The basic fear is
that, since faculty workload for the 4-year sector includes research,
public service, and other scholarly activities not commonly
encountered in the 2-year sector, such data would be incorrectly
interpreted as indicating that 4-year faculty members were less
productive than their two year counterparts, thus resulting in
negative funding consequences for the 4-year colleges and
universities. In the same fashion, the two-year sector ranked this
area as the one in which the ACHE QE process had provided the
greatest contribution (despite their overall lower rankings for all
areas). Interviewees indicated that this was possibly due to a
belief among those in the two-year sector that their numbers would
compare favorably in funding decisions with those from four-year

sector institutions.
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Master Planning and Policy Issues

This is an area of major concern for ACHE, and is one in which
each of the first six QE committees made one or more specific
recommendations. The 1%t QE committee made four specific
recommendations, numbered as 19 through 22 in that report (McGowin et
al., 1975, pp. 15-16) which included recommendations for ACHE to do

the following:

e Continue the development of the statewide Master Plan
{(including the development of additional phases of the plan)*
with the full involvement of and in cooperation with all
appropriate constituents.

e Continually provide the Governor and Legislature with analyses
and recommendations concerning relevant legislation, as well as

o

priority listings of needed facilities.
e Consider the development of planning regions in Alabama where
appropriate constituents would meet on a formal, continuing‘ﬁi
basis to encourage cooperation, assist in dispute resolutioﬁ,
and assist ACHE in planning activities.
With the exception of the planning regions issue (on which ACHE
reported it took no action), ACHE indicated that it had taken
numerous positive actions concerning these recommendations betweeni
1975 and 1983 (ACHE, 1990 August, pp. 6-8 of part 1).

The 2™ QE committee made two recommendations concerning master
planning and policy issues. The first recommendation was that the

ACHE legislation be strengthened “To fix clear responsibility upon o
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the Commission for long range planning for Alabama’s system of higher
education.” (Blackburn et al., 1979, p. 2) The Legislature
accomplished this by passing Act 79-461 in 1979. The second
recommendation was directed at ACHE that “An intensive effort should
be begun at once to prepare a state-wide plan for Higher Education in
Alabama..The Alabama Commission should undertake immediately a crash
program to develop an Alabama Plan for Higher Education in the
1980’s.” (Blackburn et al., 1979, pp. 2-3, 26) ACHE reported as late
as 1990 that progress in this area had been “limited,” consisting
primarily of development of a proposal for content, procedures, and a
timetable for developing such a plan, as well as actual development
of particular structural components of the plan (ACHE, 1990 August,
p. 1 of part 2).

The 3™ QE committee recognized this incomplete progress as
well, as it recommended “The Commission should move with dispatch to
complete the development of a statewide long range plan for higher
education. Furthermore, the Commission should establish a procedure
to update the plan at least every two years.” (Norton et al., 1983,
p. iii) ACHE reported positive action on this recommendation through
its establishment of the Council of Twenty-One, the issuance of that
council’s report (Hardin et al., 1983), and the subsequent
establishment of a planning liaison group (ACHE, 1990 August, pp. 2-3
of part 3).

The 4% QE committee, however, still indicated that this basic
need had yet to be met, and recommended that ACHE “and its staff,

working in close communication with the varied institutions of higher
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education in the state of Alabama, should proceed with dispatch to
develop, finally, a strategic plan for all of higher education in the
state of Alabama’” (Harclerocad et al., 1987, p. 22), and further
indicated the specific roles that the legislature and Governor and
his staff should play in such planning. ACHE’s response to this
recommendation began by indicating that ACHE had “proceeded to
develop” such a plan during the past four years (ACHE, 1990 August,
p. 4 of part 4), although the record of ACHE’s complete response to
this recommendation is not available.

The 5 QE committee was the first that did not directly
challenge the adequacy of ACHE’s planning process to date (as others
had done, for example, by specifically recommending the completion of
an as yet incomplete plan). Instead, the 5 QE acknowledged that
ACHE “had made a start toward a planning process that can provide a
sense of direction and guidance for state higher education policy in
Alabama.” (Folger et al., 1991, p. 20) It further recommended:

Alabama needs a planning process that will raise people’s

sights and chart a path to a more effective and efficient

educational system. The Commission needs to connect its
planning process to the budget and to its program approval
process so there are more positive incentives for planning.

The planning process needs to involve business and political

leadership more, and give them a bigger stake in making plans

work (Folger et al., 1991, p. 20)

In response to this recommendation, ACHE adopted a new statewide plan
for higher education on August 30, 1991, which included four goals
(collaboration, access, guality instruction, and research and

economic deVelopment) and 26 state level objectives (ACHE, 1991).

Later that year, the ACHE staff compiled a list of potential projects
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to promote the achievement of these goals and objectives. ACHE has
indicated that many of the institutions responded positively to this
effort, but also indicated that the connection between the planning
and the budget and program approval processes was not particularly
strong (ACHE, 1994, pp. 4-5).

The 6™ QE committee made three recommendations that touched on
planning and policy issues. Two of these, which dealt primarily with
the State University and College Information System and with the
expansion of campus missions and acquisition or creation of new
campuses, are covered under other headings within this chapter. The
third recommendation was “That the state adopt legislation to promote
long range facility planning, lease, acquisition, and/or
construction.” (Bogue et al., 1995, p. 40) In response to this
recommendation, the Alabama Legislature passed Act 96-539 in May
1996. This act required each institution to provide ACHE with a
five-year master plan for facilities by January 1, 1997 (including
prioritization of capital requests and needs assessments) and to
update the plan annually thereafter. It also requires ACHE_to report
to the Legislature and institutional boards if it has concerns or
recommendations concerning these plans. ACHE reported good
responsiveness from the institutions concerning these requirements

(ACHE, 1998, pp. 11-12).
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Program Evaluation and Review and Prevention of Program Duplication

et voer

As mentioned earlier, the researcher is including in this area
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those items that would fall under both “Issues related to new
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academic programs and the prevention of unnecessary program
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duplication and “Issues related to new campuses, centers, and other
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faCllltleS" in the survey instrument for this study.
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These are among ACHE’s most important functions, and each of
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the first Slx QE committees has offered at least one recommendation

concerning one Or more of these issues. The 1St QE committee offered
By ST T B g LUx
a total of eight recommendations that dealt w1th one or more of these
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areas, identified as recommendations 9 through 13 and 15 through 17
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(McGOWin et al 1975, pp 12—~ 15) In summary, these recommendations
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asked the Legislature to do the follow1ng
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e Pass legislation to prohibit establishment of any new

institution, program, center,'or unit w1thout first having
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received a recommendation from ACHE.
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4 Give ACHE reasonable authority to require institutional

L §

acceptance of ltS recommendations by preventing expenditures

uooud R

for any programs, branches, or activities not approved by ACHE
* Require institutions to justify major equipment acquisitions in

terms of system need and use to ACHE (with right of appeal to
Legislature if ACHE disapproves the acquisition).

.® Provide statutory authority for ACHE to develop procedures for

evaluation ofvinstitutional_performanceh(in conjunction with
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other constituents) and for licensure and accreditation for all

postsecondary education including proprietary schools.

In addition, these included recommendations that ACHE establish
procedures for justification of new programs and that ACHE require
that no additional locations or centers for programs be established
without ACHE approval.

The 2™ QE committee also offered a recommendation that the
Legislature provide ACHE with final approval authority for new
programs and campuses and with review authority for existing programs
{(including the authority to recommend termination or consolidation),
subject to override by explicit legislative act (Blackburn et al.,
1979, pp. 2, 30).

Most of these recommendations of the first two QE committees
were addresses by the passage of Act 79-461 in 1979. This act
specifically gave ACHE regulatory authority in review of new academic
programs and provided explicit language preventing the expenditure of
state funds on new units or programs not approved by ACHE (ACHE, 1990
August, pp. 3-7 of part 1 and pp. 1-2 of part 2). However, the
legislation did not provide ACHE with similar authority regarding
research and service units, did not require institutions to justify
major item acquisitions, and did not provide for the termination of
existing units. A 1982 introduction of legislation that would have
provided ACHE with termination authority (and would have also granted
ACHE constitutional status) was unsuccessful.

The 3@ QE committee recommended, “The Commission should

establish a process to review existing programs and report its
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findings to the institutions, the Governor and the Legislature, and
to the public.” (Norton et al.;:.1983, p. iii) "ACHE responded to this
recommendation by incorporating a five-year institutional review of
existing programs into its planning process, as well as instituting
certain statewide. generic revigws and using_external consultants to
address doctoral program proposals (ACHE, 1990 August, p. 3 of part
3).

The 4“QQE committee made two recommendations, one dealing“with
the development of a new program reyiew process and the other T
recommending\thatrthe lggislature make ACHE responsible for
“licensure,:chartering,:;eview and evaluationxof all non-resident,
and in-state proprietary, postsecondary institutions operating in
Alabama and relievg;the“ﬁtate Board of Education or other stateu
agencies of responsibility in-this area.” (Harcleroad et al., 1987,
pp. 22-24) .In response to the first of these recommendations, ACHE
revised‘itsuprogram review process in May 19897and took severalJother
related actigns. . In responserFo the sgcond,(bills that would haygr
implemented‘this were introduced mgltiple t}mes but failed to becqme.
law fo; various rea;onsm(ACHE, 1990 Augus;,lpp. 3-5 of part 4).

The 5% QOE committee méde three recommendations related to these
areas as follows:

e The Legislature should authorize the Commission to terminate
existing programs that do not meet criteria of program
viability, state need, and centrality to individual -
institutional role and mission. Institutions should continue

to have the right to appeal Commission decisions to-the ..
Legislature. (Folger et al., 1991, pp. 17-18)
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As covered elsewhere in this study, the Legislature did not
authorize this specifically but ACHE believes it has
nonetheless achieved a certain measure of success in this area

through its own efforts (ACHE, 1994, pp. 3-4).

¢ “Alabama should invest the resources necessary to develop
comparable multiple indicators of educational achievement by
each institution.” (Folger et al., 1991, pp. 22-24) ACHE
indicated that it had “not moved forward on this for a variety
of reasons’” (ACHE, 1994, p. 7), including primarily the lack of
available data and some resistance by institutions to the idea
of collection of the necessary data. It appears that this may
have been a part of the reason for the 6" QE committee’s
recommendation concerning the State College and University
Information System mentioned in more detail earlier in this
chapter.
¢ “The Commission should utilize both planning and budget in

support of state priorities for new program development, while
continuing to be responsive to institutional program requests.”
(Folger et al., 1991, pp. 24-25) ACHE indicated that it has
incorporated this recommendation into its procedures, and cited
one example concerning its 1994-95 Unified Budget
Recommendation (ACHE, 1994, pp. 7-8).
The 6 QE committee made three recommendations relating to

these areas. The first called for ACHE to revise its policy and

practices regarding the review and evaluation of off-campus programs

and courses. The second called for ACHE to work with systems and



199

campuses in studying differential admissions standards for campuses
of different missions, having campuses develop performance
indicators, and establishing statewide performance indicators. The
third recommended that ACHE establish a moratorium on expansion of
existing campus missions to new degree levels, as well as the
acduisition or creation of new campuses, until the appropriate
constituents have created a Master Plan (Bogue et al., 1995, p. 39).
ACHE responded to the first of these recommendations by
revising its off-campus guidelines in both 1995 and 1997, and
provided quite a bit of material to the 7*" QE concerning the
specifics of these revisions (ACHE, 1998, pp. 6-9). While it did not
address the recommendation concerning differential admissions
standards, it cited a 1996 Alabama Legislature joint resolution that
called for the establishment of a Higher Education Funding Advisory
Commission as an impetus in making progress on both campus and
statewide performance indicators (ACHE, 1998, pp. 9-10). 1In
responding to the third recommendation, ACHE asserted that it did not
have the authority to establish such a moratorium, but that it had
adopted the spirit of this recommendation in exercising the limited
authority it did have. ACHE also pointed out that (based at least in
part on ACHE’s actions in this area) there had been no institutional
expaﬁsion to higher degree levels and no new creation or acquisition
of campuses between the 6™ QE committee’s 1995 report and ACHE’s 1998

response (ACHE, 1998, p. 10).
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Budget and Finance Issues

This area is one of ACHE’s key responsibilities, and each of
the first six QE committees made at least one recommendation
concerning budget and finance issues.

The 1°* QE committee recommended that ACHE should do the
following regarding budget and finance issues:

e “Develop procedures for coordinating the procurement of major
instructional and research equipment, the use of which can be
shared.” (McGowin et al., 1975, p. 14)

e “Maintain medical school budgets on a separate basis rather
than adding them into university budget totals, in order to
avoid misunderstanding with respect to unit costs.” (McGowin et
al., 1975, p. 17)

¢ “Submit recommendations and propdsed legislation to the
Governor and Legislature for the establishment of a state
student financial assistance program based on need.” (McGowin
et al., 1975, pp. 17-18)

While ACHE acknowledged the potential benefits of the first of these
recommendations, it reported no action in this area. However, it
does maintain the medical school budgets on a separate basis and is
now more involved in the state student financial assistance programs.
Specifically, ACHE took responsibility for the Alabama Student
Assistance Program in 1976, began administering the Alabama Student
Grant Program in 1978, began operation of the Alabama Guaranteed

Student Loan Program in 1981, and also administers at least eight
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other student financial assistance programs (ACHE, 1990 August, pp.
5-6, 12-13 of part 1).
The 2" QE committee recommended:
The Commission should improve its procedures and funding
formulas to provide equity and adequacy in review of
institutional budgets. Close attention should be given to
formula revisions, budget calendar reconsideration, and the
establishment of a process to deal with capital and renovation
needs. (Blackburn et al., 1979, p. 3)
ACHE reported a positive response to this recommendation through
various actions from 13979 through 1986 involving the development and
review of modified funding formulas and capital budgeting proposals
to the Governor and Legislature (ACHE, 1990 August, pp. 2-3 of part
2).
The 3" QE committee recommended:
The Commission should begin immediately with staff contact and
direct meetings to seek understandings with the Governor and
legislative leaders of the kinds of budget information and
recommendations which the Commission might provide to help them
make the best decisions for Alabama. (Norton et al., 1983, p.
iv)
ACHE reported that it responded positively to this recommendation
through regular meetings between ACHE staff and members of the
Legislative Fiscal Office and Executive Budget Office concerning the
development of the unified budget, as well as additional informal
meetings with legislative leaders and these offices when possible,
especially prior to each annual budget cycle (ACHE, 1990 August, p. 4
of part 3).
The 4% QE committee recommended:
[ACHE] and its staff should take the lead in working with the

Governor and the executive staff, the Legislature and the
legislative budget staff, and the leadership of the several
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colleges and universities in the state of Alabama to develop a
new and more diverse budgeting formula, including (1)
enrollments as a beginning factor but also including (2) a
variety of performance-based measures and an analysis of the
developing economic and social needs of the state to (3)
provide for special budget allocations as needed to meet each
of these varied factors. (Harclerocad et al., 1987, p. 21)
ACHE reported a positive response to this recommendation beginning
with the 1988-89 Unified Budget Recommendation (UBR) to the Governor
and Legislature, which it said “represented an historic agreement
between the governmental and higher education communities of Alabama”
(ACHE, 1990 August, p. 2 of part 4), and continuing through changes
anticipated for the 1991-92 UBR.

The 5% QE committee made the following three recommendations in

this area with the following responses from ACHE:

¢ The Commission should seek support from educational, business,
and political leaders, first to identify those key goals and
priorities that are important to state progress. Second, that
funds be allocated specifically for achievement of the goal or
goals. Third, that the Commission provide targeted support for
institutional efforts to achieve the goal or goals. (Folger et
al., 1991, p. 22)
ACHE reported that it sought input from these leaders “in
formulating goals and objectives in the development of the
state plan” and that it had sought, with limited success, the
allocation of funds for specific goals and objectives (ACHE,
1994, pp. 5-7).

e “The Commission should seek the advantages for Alabama of a
more differentiated system of higher education by first working
with the institutions to develop unique roles, and second, to

obtain resources needed to enhance the specialty areas.”

(Folger et al., 1991, p. 26) 1In response to this
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recommendation, ACHE (after months of negotiating with the
various institutions and governing boards) established a “role
matrix” for each institution showing where the institution
either offers programs or has a role to develop programs.
However, ACHE indicates that there had been little progress in
obtaining resources needed to enhance specialty areas because
of considerable funds being drawn away due to the Title VI
litigation and other funds being committed to capital outlays

and the reform of K-12 education (ACHE, 1994, p. 8).

e There should be a more consistent tuition policy for all public
institutions, and a companion policy for increasing student aid
as the costs of college increase, so that opportunity for low
income students won’t be reduced, and so that low income
students don’t have to borrow more heavily than other students
to afford college. (Folger et al., 1991, p. 26)

In response to this recommendation, ACHE indicated that it did
not have the authority to set tuition rates at public
institutions and would have to receive such authority from the
Legislature in order to do so. ACHE also indicated that it has
consistently recommended increases in funding for the Alabama
Student Assistance and Educational Grants Programs, but has
been unable to obtain support from institutions because of
their beliefs that their own funding levels are too low (ACHE,
1994, p. 8).
The 6™ QE committee was specifically concerned about ACHE’s
failure to follow its own law in making appropriations

recommendations for each campus, as shown by its recommendation in

this area:
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That the Commission revise its approach to formula funding and
budgeting so that the policy and process {a) moves each campus
in the state toward the same percentage of equity funding on
SREB standards, (b) includes budget recommendations for each
institution in the state in the unified budget recommendation -
including each two-year institution as specified and required
in the law establishing the Commission, and (c) arranges for an
equitable consideration of both instate and out-of-state fee
structures for each institution. (Bogue et al., 1995, p. 38)
ACHE responded to this recommendation by (a) establishing a provision
for recommending “special equity allowances” to the Legislature for
institutions which would otherwise fall short of calculated
standards, {(b) including a specific lined recommendation for each
two-year institution starting with the 1997-1998 Unified Budget
Recommendation (UBR), and {(c) supporting the Legislature’s passage of
Act 96-663 which required all institutions to charge all out-of-state
undergraduate students a minimum of two times the undergraduate
resident rate charged by the institution. However, ACHE indicates
that Legislative action still causes some institutions to fall below
the calculated standards and that the governing boards of

institutions still have final say concerning the actual amounts

institutions charge for tuition (ACHE, 1998, p. 5)

Evidence Regarding Other Areas

The Existence, Authority, and Role of ACHE

It is widely held among most who are familiar with ACHE that
the various recommendations of the 1°%* and 2™ QE committees

concerning the strengthening of ACHE's authority were instrumental in
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the Alabama Legislature’s passage of Act 79-461, which implemented
the following items that were related to nine of the recommendations
of the 1°® QE and four of the recommendations of the 2" QE:
¢ Gave ACHE regulatory authority in review of new academic
programs
e Prevented expenditure of state funds for new units/programs of
instruction without ACHE approval
e Gave ACHE regulatory authority over new and existing off-campus
programs, centers, and branches
e Gave ACHE approval authority over any new unit or program of
instruction
e Required ACHE to provide annual rather than biennial reports
e Required ACHE to hold quarterly meetings
e Established ACHE as Alabama’s statewide planning agency for
higher education
¢ Increased ACHE membership from nine to twelve members
e Established the Council of Presidents as the major policy
advisory group to ACHE
More specifically, the 1°* QE had recommended (among other things
implemented above) that “ACHE should be continued, with additional
responsibilities mandated by statute by the Legislature and provided
with the assistance and authority necessary to carry out those
responsibilities” (McGowin et al., 1975, p. 9), while the 2™ OF
Committee [was] unanimous in its basic finding in favor of
effective coordination for Alabama through a strengthened

commission..having authority and responsibility for at least the
following: Long Range Planning, Program Approval and Review,
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Budget Review and Recommendation, and Data Collection and
Dissemination. (Blackburn et al., 1979, p. 1).

Although the legislature provided most of the strengthening of
ACHE recommended by the first two QE committees, it was not without
significant argument from other quarters concerning whether ACHE
should be strengthened even more, on the one hand, or abolished, on
the other. Several media reports during this timeframe {(Friedman,
1978, June 4; Harris, 1978, June 4; Harris, 1979, February 22) show
that individuals including ACHE executive director Dr. John Porter
and outgoing ACHE vice chairman Senator Sid McDonald were arguing for
ACHE to be strengthened even further by giving it state
constitutional status, while other individuals including Senator
Richard Shelby argued that ACHE was a failure and suggested
abolishing ACHE and starting over.

A 1981 bill that would have given ACHE more power was defeated
by the Alabama Legislature, apparently based on the lobbying of the
two-year sector (Harris, 1981, May 9). Specifically, this bill would
have taken the two-year colleges from the State Board of Education
and put them under a separate appointed board, and would have
restructured the two-year sector into regions combining some
administrations. On August 11, 1982, roughly midway bgtween the 2™
and 3™ QF reports, a bill to strengthen ACHE further passed by a vote
of 73-13 in the Alabama House (Holmes and Fox, 1982, August 11),
however, the bill was unsuccessful in the Alabama Senate (ACHE, 1990,
pp. 3-4 of part 2). Specifically, this bill would have changed the

name of ACHE to the Alabama Higher Education Commission (AHEC), would
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have given it the power to prevent duplication of programs and
services in all Alabama higher education, and would have increased
the membership of the commission from 12 to 15 members as had been
recommended by the 2" QE committee (Blackburn et al., 1979, pp. 2,
33). 1In addition, a companion measure to give ACHE constitutional
status failed to win sufficient votes in the Alabama House based on
cpposition primarily from the Auburn University and University of
Alabama systems (Holmes and Fox, 1981, May 5). (In follow-up
interviews with the researcher, multiple senior staff members of ACHE
opined that the political fallout from these attempts to increase
ACHE’s authority, particularly the attempt to create a separate board
for the two-year colleges, came very close to motivating state
lawmakers to abolish ACHE altogether.)

Interestingly, the 3" and 4 QE committees recommended against
ACHE'’s receiving more authority (at least in the near term) beyond
what it had received as a result of the 1979 legislation mentioned
above. The 3@ QE committee found “that the Commission, strengthened
as it was by the 1979 Legislature, has ample legal authority to
fulfill its assigned role, but it has not exercised fully the
authority it has.” (Nortonvet al., 1983, p. 1) Despite acknowledging
that there were many calls for ACHE to have more power, this
committee “reviewed the authorizing legislation and believes the
Commission has ample legal authority to fulfill the assigned role,”
further opined that “Until the Commission has exercised its powers,
further discussion of expanding its authority is diversionary,” and

specifically recommended that “The issue of more authority for the
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Alabama Commission on Higher Education be set aside for now, and
attention focused on achieving the best performance of the tasks
assigned.” (Norton et al., 1983, p. 7).

The 4" QE committee, indicating that it was repeating “the
recommendation of the Third Evaluation Committee,” likewise
recommended that

The Commission on Higher Education and its staff should set

aside the issue of more authority, continue to establish clear

priorities regarding its many legally assigned
responsibilities, publicize these clearly, and achieve the best
possible performance on the highest priority duties.

({Harcleroad et al., 1987, p. 20)

ACHE Staff status reports assert that ACHE followed these
recommendations by not seeking more authority, even though the
“Council of Twenty-One” (Hardin, 1983) opined that ACHE still did not
have sufficient authority and specifically recommended that the
Legislature give ACHE more authority (ACHE, 1990 August, p.l of part
3 and p.1 of part 4).

However, despite the ACHE staff’s internal assertion that it
was not seeking more power during this time, there is evidence that
some individuals might have disputed such an assertion had it been
made publicly. An article entitled “ACHE director says legislative
attacks just show his agency is doing its job well” (Jennings, 1987,
July 1), asserts that then ACHE Executive Director Joseph Sutton
believed that efforts during this time to eliminate ACHE or to change
it or negate its decisions actually served as evidence that ACHE was

doing its job well despite its limited power. This article also, of

course, highlighted some of these efforts themselves, including bills
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introduced by former Speaker of the Alabama House Representative Tom
Drake that would have abolished ACHE and authorized a specific
program that ACHE had opposed, as well as another bill introduced
that would have reduced ACHE from 12 back to its original 9 members
and required that all the members be appointed anew. Later that
summer, ACHE considered new policy guidelines that many educators
believed would have, if implemented, caused ACHE to function more as
a governing body rather than a coordinating one. The impetus for
this was a recent report by the Southern Regional Education Board
that had criticized ACHE’s lack of authority over Alabama higher
education (Harvey, 1987, August 21; Jennings, 1987, July 1).

The 5% QE committee, while acknowledging that the 3@ and 4" QE
committees had considered and rejected the issue of increased
authority for ACHE, concluded that it should have increased authority
in at least one particular area and recommended that

The Legislature should authorize the Commission to terminate

existing programs that do not meet criteria of program

viability, state need, and centrality to individual
institutional role and mission. Institutions should continue
to have the right to appeal Commission decisions to the

Legislature. (Folger et al., 1991, p. 18)

However, according to one news report covering the release of the 5th
QE report (Woodard, 1991, March 19), ACHE Executive Director Hank
Hector disagreed with this recommendation. Hector opined (according
to this article) that he saw ACHE’s role in this area as advisory to
the respective boards of trustees. In its report on responses to

this recommendation, ACHE indicated that the Legislature did not

authorize this, but that ACHE’s own results in this area had been
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comparable to those of some state coordinating boards that did have
similar authority (ACHE, 1994, pp. 3-4).

The 6 QE committee indicated that ACHE should be more
aggressive in executing its existing authority regarding information
system and budget issues, but did not specifically include any

recommendations concerning whether ACHE needed more authority.

Relationships Between ACHE and the 2-Year Sector

One of the most pervasive themes encompassing Alabama higher
education is the often-tumultuous relationship between ACHE and
Alabama’s 2-year college sector. As mentioned earlier in this study,
the fruits of the late Governor George Wallace’s efforts to establish
a significant number of 2-year schools in Alabama have been a source
of pride for many Alabamians and contention for many others. These
tensions have brewed for many years because of widely differing views
concerning whether there are too many of these schools, whether they
have had (or currently have) sufficient (or excessive) governmental
oversight, and whether they are too politically active. A thorough
exploration of all of the aspects of this relationship and of its
impacts on Alabama higher education would be worthy of its own
separate study. The following recommendations of the evaluation
committees relate to this issue:

¢ The 1% QFE committee recommended that:
The State Board of Education and State Superintendent of

Education encourage and require the full participation of the
postsecondary institutions under their control in the
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activities of ACHE. The current arrangement of having the
State Superintendent of Education, or one of his staff, act
alone to represent these institutions in dealing with ACHE
{(instead of having the institutions participate directly in
these activities and relationships), necessarily detracts from
the institutions’ potential contributions and limits their
commitment to the statewide goals and objectives established
for the system. (McGowin et al., 1975, p. 11)

¢ The 2™ QE committee recommended that:
The state-wide plan should give particular attention to the
role and governance of two-year institutions. The State Board
of Education serves as a board of trustees for the two-year
schools. Inadequate recognition of this fact has contributed
to confusion as to roles between the Commission and its staff
and the Board and its staff. Clarification of roles is
essential to the resolution of conflict and the maintenance of
a cooperative working relationship..The development of a
successful system and the implementation of the state plan
requires cooperation between the Commission and the
institutions, including the two-year ones.. (Blackburn et al.,
1979, p. 3)
e The 6% QE committee recommended: “That the governance of the
two-year college system in Alabama be invested in a newly
created Board for Two-year Colleges, with appointment of board
members by the Governor.” (Bogue et al., 1995, p. 40)
In addition to these recommendations dealing specifically with the
two-year sector, others dealing with other functional areas {covered
in other porticns of this chapter) have arguably been crafted, at
least in part, because of perceived problems with the way the two-
year sector handled those particular issues and/or perceived
disparities concerning how they impacted the different sectors of
Alabama higher education.

Some of the QF committees have given particular attention to

two-year sector problems within their reports. The 15t QE committee

included a four-page special section within its report (McGowin et
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al., 1975, pp. 45-48), while the 2" QE committee dedicated over eight
pages to these issues between the main text and a special section
(Blackburn et al., 1979, pp. 21-24, 63-67). The 6™ QE committee also
included specific commentary on the relationships within the two-year
college system and between it and other constituencies (Bogue et al.,
1985, pages 26-28).

The 1°° QE committee specifically stated, “The Commission’s
relationship with two-year institutions is less than adequate.”
(McGowin et al., 1975, p. 45) It went on to point out that it was
clear (at least in the QE committee’s opinion) that the legislative
intent and legal mandate for cooperation between ACHE and public
institutions of higher education included the two-year sector, while
pointing out that the two-year sector’s cooperation had been little
more than lip service and that ACHE was also at fault for not
nurturing the relationship as well as it could have. The 2™ QE
committee basically acknowledged the recommendations of the earlier
committee and indicated that improvements had occurred but that many
more still needed to occur. The comments of the 6™ QE committee
focused on the marked differences of opinions between the two-year
and other sectors (a phenomenon seen clearly in the survey results
for the present study as well) and the importance of all institutions
within Alabama’s higher education system.

There are two significant observations that one can make here
regarding the specific attention paid to the two-year sector
mentioned above. First, it is important to note that the 1°%, 2nd,

and 6 QE committees, which were the only ones of the first six that
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used a combination of out of state higher education professionals and
in state lay leaders, had the most specific commentaries concerning
the relationships between Alabama’s two-year college system and its
other constituencies. (The reader will remember that there is other
evidence indicating that these may have been the most beneficial of
the first six evaluations as well.)

The other significant observation involves the issue of
governance of Alabama’s two-year college system. Both the 1% and 2™
QE committees specifically addressed the issue of whether the
governance structure for Alabama’s two-year college system should be
changed, and both specifically concluded that such a recommendation
was outside the scope of their responsibilities, although the 2™ QE
committee did opine that Alabama should specifically study this
possibility further. (McGowin et al., 1975, p. 47; Blackburn et al.,
1979, p. 24) However, the 6™ QE committee, as the reader can see
above, did not hesitate to recommend a specific change in governance
structure, although it also acknowledged that many other options were
possible (Bogue et al., 1995, p. 28).

The response to this recommendation of the 6™ QE committee was
another evidence of the tumultuous relationship between ACHE and the
two-year sector and the interesting types of actions that those
concerned take from time to time because of the tumult. It was also
a prime example of several reasons that recommendations from the QE
committees are sometimes not acted upon.

In an article titled “Education board incensed by ACHE report”

(Gordon, 1995 April 1), The Birmingham News reported that the members
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of the State Board of Education were strongly opposed to the 6% QE
recommendation concerning the change in governance structure of the
two-year colleges. Further, the report also indicated that Hank
Hector, the executive director of ACHE, had publicly stated that he
had “put that one at the bottom of the pile” and was “not pushing
that one at all.” (Dr. Hector had also indicated the same in a
personal conversatioﬁ with the researcher in early 1996.) This is
perhaps the most public example of a very significant reason that
certain recommendations of the QE committees may not be implemented.
Since there is only a requirement for evaluation, and no requirement
for ACHE (or any other body) to address whether or why
recommendations are or are not followed, it is relatively easy for a
key individual to simply decide against supporting the implementation
of a recommendation (especially if the recommendation is not likely
to enjoy support froh other influential individuals). Indeed, in its
official response to the recommendation, ACHE cited the following

barriers to implementation of this recommendation:

¢ Many two-year college officials prefer there be no change in
governance for a variety of reasons.

e Many legislators and/or their spouses are employed at the two-
year colleges; and there is little legislative support for
making such a change.

e Making such a change has yet to be a high priority with the
Governor of the State who serves as Chairperson of the State
Board of Education. (ACHE, 1998, page 11)

In follow-up interviews with the researcher, multiple members
of ACHE's senior staff opined that the appearance of the
recommendation concerning the governance of the two-year colleges

within the 6" QE report had caused considerable consternation in
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ACHE's efforts to implement other recommendations within the report.
These individuals indicated that, while (in their opinions) the
recommendation itself had considerable merit, there was absolutely no
way that it would have ever been favorably received or implemented
due to the political climate in Alabama. In fact, these individuals
stated that those in Alabama who were opposed to the recommendation
had accused the ACHE staff of giving the 6" QE committee the idea to
make the recommendation, because these individuals refused to believe
that the committee would have made this recommendation on its own
without such influence by the ACHE staff, although the individuals
asserted that (to the best of their knowledge and belief) no one on
the ACHE staff had or would have done such a thing.

These ACHE staff members also indicated that the process of
individual interviews used by the 6" QE committee might have
contributed to the committee making such a recommendation by serving
to mask the fact that, while the recommendation was inherently
logical, it was politically unfeasible. According to this argument,
there may have been a significant number of individuals interviewed
by the committee who would have privately asserted that such a
recommendation was a good idea, though they would have never done so
publicly knowing not only that it would never be seriously
entertained in Alabama’s political environment, but that it would
damage the political fortunes of anyone who dared to publicly make
such a recommendation. These ACHE staff members indicated that this
concern was a primary motivator in ACHE staff discussions with the

members of the 7" QE committee, who decided to use focus groups
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rather than individual interviews so that individuals would not make

assertions that they could not or were not willing to defend before

their peers.

Also in follow-up interviews with the researcher,

representatives of the 2-year and 4-year sectors and ACHE staff were

consistent in their responses concerning why the 2-year sector had

proportionately less input (relative to the 4-year sector) in the QE

process and why the 2-year sector had (on average) less favorable

opinions concerning the benefits of the process.

All of the individuals to whom the researcher posed questions

concerning the participation of the 2-year sector in the QE process

indicated that there had been specific actions by senior leaders

within the 2-year system that had the effect of lessening

participation of 2-year advocates in the QE process. Here are some

specific examples:

A former academic dean of a 2-year college said that when the
individual asked that college’s president how the college would
interact with ACHE (when ACHE had been newly created in 1969),
the president replied “Hopefully not at all.” When the former
dean asked the president what to do if the college received any
mail from ACHE, the president replied “Throw it in the trash
can and ignore it unless or until we hear otherwise [from the
State Board of Education].” This same individual opined that
the prevailing attitude from senior leaders in the two-year
sector over the years had been that if the two-year sector

didn’t talk to ACHE much, it might go away. The individual
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also opined that the relationship between ACHE and the two-year
sector had improved somewhat, but that ACHE had compromised
more than had the two-year sector in order to improve the

relationship.

A 2-year college president indicated that in the late 1970s or
early 1980s a senior leader within Alabama’s 2-year system
(which the individual would not identify by name) stood up
during a meeting involving 2-year colleges and publicly stated
words to the effect of “Our job is to kill ACHE. I don’t want
anyone to talk with ACHE. If you’re going to talk with ACHE,

raise your hand and resign your position.”

Representatives of both the 4-year sector and the ACHE staff
indicated that there have been periods (coinciding roughly with
the QE reports which had the lowest proportion of 2-year vs. 4-
year participation) where the 2~-year system essentially
“boycotted” ACHE due to turf battles (as put by one 4-year
representative) or were not interested in being governed by
ACHE (as put by a senior ACHE staff member). One senior ACHE
staff member also indicated that the 2-year sector had sued
ACHE three times over the years but that no institution from
the 4-year sector had ever sued ACHE.

An individual from the 4-year sector indicated that many 2-year
sector individuals probably don’t participate in ACHE issues
because they feel that the Chancellor of the Alabama Department
of Postsecondary Education speaks for the entire 2-year system.

This individual also indicated that the chancellor had in fact
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indicated that this is the case, and this assertion by the
chancellor is also alluded to in various ACHE reports involving

contact with members of the 2-year sector.

¢ An individual from the 4-year sector indicated that the lack of
proportional participation by the 2-year sector might be in
part a practical matter stemming from the fact that there are
so many institutions and that many of them (such as the
technical colleges) simply may not see participation in the QE
process as relevant.

For the most part, these individuals indicated that the more
negative opinions by members of the 2-year sector concerning the
benefit of the QE process were a natural by-product of the issues
that contributed to lower participation in the process:

¢ Multiple senior ACHE staff members emphasized that each
institution of higher education in Alabama {(including each of
the 2-year colleges) has always been invited to provide input
into the QE process, but opined that those who are less likely
to participate would also be less likely to consider the
process beneficial.

e A member of the 4-year sector indicated that the relationship
between ACHE and the 2-year sector has always been “fairly
contentious” and that this individual wouldn’t expect members
of the 2-year sector “to respond favorably to much of anything
regarding ACHE.”

e A member of the 2-year sector indicated that the entire

“policy, philosophy, tone, and tenor” of ACHE has been
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consistently negative towards the 2-year sector, and that
discussions during commission meetings made 2-year advocates
“want to scream.’” This individual claimed that commissioners
were either uninformed or misinformed concerning 2-year
colleges and that 2-year colleges were “at the mercy of ACHE”
because university presidents have used political clout with
ACHE “to keep policies in place that make no sense for
community celleges.” This individual also indicated that a
chair of a previous QE committee (the individual would not
specify further) said to the individual that “You’ve got a bad
egg here” referring to ACHE’s predisposition against the 2-year
sector.

One ACHE senior staff member opined that the 2-year sector’s
relatively negative view of the benefits of the QE process
might stem from the fact that the QE reports had generally been
positive towards ACHE. According to this logic, to the degree
the 2-year sector has a more negative opinion of ACHE, they
would also have a more negative opinion of a process that they
believed painted ACHE in a positive light. More specifically,
this individual opined that 2-year sector individuals felt that
ACHE had used QE results over the years to bolster its

authority at the expense of the 2-year sector.
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Public Relations, Reports, and Meetings

The 1°* QE committee made three recommendations in this area:

e [The Legislature should] “Invite the Commission to present its
conclusions and recommendations on budgetary and other matters
to major legislative committees prior to hearings on individual
institutions.” (McGowin et al., 1975, p. 12)

e “ACHE should develop and publish an annual rather than a
biennial report as now required by statute, highlighting the
conditions of postsecondary education in Alabama, current and
emerging problems, recommendations for improvement and required
levels of support.” (McGowin et al., 1975, pp. 16-17)

e [ACHE should] “Hold at least ten (10) regular public meetings
per year, with half of them on campuses around the state.”
(McGowin et al., 1975, p. 17)

ACHE reported that the legislature responded positively to the first
of these recommendations, in that the “Commission’s budget
recommendation as adopted is taken to legislative committees prior to
institutional hearings before the Joint Finance Committees of House
and Senate.” (ACHE, 1990 August, p. 3 of part 1) The 1979 passage of
Act 79-461 addressed the other two recommendations by requiring the
recommended annual reports and by requiring the Commission to meet at
least gquarterly. While the Commission has occasionally met more
frequently, it has apparently never met ten or more times in a single

year (ACHE, 1990 August, p. 11-12 of part 1).
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The 2™ QE committee made the following recommendations in this

area:

¢ Meetings of the Commission. The Commission should meet more
frequently and use sub-committees to provide in-depth
consideration of particular matters..The Commission should hold
more frequent meetings per year, and should appoint working
committees in areas of its major functions. (Blackburn et al.,
1979, pp. 3, 34)

e Relations with State Government. The Commission should
recognize the necessity for improving its relationship with the
Executive Office, the Legislature and state agencies..The
Commission should establish as a high priority the improvement
of its communications with the Executive Office, the
legislative and state agencies. (Blackburn et al., 1879, pp. 3,
38)
As mentioned above, ACHE cited the legislative response of Act 79-461
that increased required Commission meetings to quarterly from semi-
annually, as well as the fact that the Commission had met even more
frequently in certain years and that standing committees had been
established within the Commission. ACHE also cited a positive
response to the recommendation concerning its relations with state
government (ACHE, 1990 August, pp. 4-5, 7 of part 2).

The 3™ QE committee made the following recommendations:

e “Meetings between the Commission and leaders of the
Legislature, and the Commission and the Governor, should be
arranged regularly to discuss issues on which Commission advise
might be useful.” (Norton et al., 1983, p. ii)

e “The Commission should provide annual reports in a timely

fashion and in a form designed to reach the several clientele

groups which ACHE serves.” (Norton et al., 1983, p. iv)
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ACHE reported positive actions concerning both of these

recommendations (ACHE, 1990 August, pp. 2, 4 of part 3).

The 5'" QE committee recommended,

The Commission should use its already effective public
information program to increase public awareness of important
policy issues, so that they can be dealt with in the public
interest. The Commission should involve community,
professional, and business leaders in this process, to increase
the likelihood of their resolution. The long-~term goal of this
effort should be to raise the aspirations of Alabamians for
their higher education institutions. (Folger et al., 1991, p.
28)

ACHE reported numerous positive actions concerning this

recommendation (ACHE, 1994, pp. 8-10).

area:

Boards, Memberships, and Staffing

The 1°° QE committee made these four recommendations in this

[The committee recommended that ACHE] Obtain additional staff
with competencies in the areas of two-year colleges, urban
programs and institutions, allied health, computer services,
and legislative liaison. The Commission also should be
empowered, by statute, to solicit professional assistance from
the system as needed and as agreed to by the institutions.
(McGowin et al., 1975, p. 15)

“The Legislature should provide separate boards of trustees for
Alabama State University and Alabama A&M to parallel the
independent governing board structure enjoyed by Alabama’s
other public senior institutions.” (McGowin et al., 1975, p.
18)

Appointing authorities, as they consider initial or replacement

appointments to the governing boards in the state system of
higher education and to the Alabama Commission on Higher
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Education, seek nominations from the widest possible sources
and select individuals whose merits and experience will
unquestionably insure their contribution to the deliberations
of the body. (McGowin et al., 1975, p. 18)

¢ The membership of future Evaluating Committees be appointed as
follows: One Alabama citizen who does not presently have any
direct relationship with postsecondary education in Alabama
should be appointed by the Governor, one by the presiding
officer in each house of the Legislature, and one by ACHE.
These four in-state members then would select three out-of-
state professionals in the field of postsecondary education who
would comprise, with the Alabama members, a committee of seven.
(McGowin et al., 1975, p. 19)

ACHE reported positive actions concerning each of the first three
recommendations above, specifically including the fact that the
legislature provided for the separate boards in a 1975 enactment, but
ACHE took no action concerning the other recommendation (ACHE, 1990
August, pp. 7-8, 13-14 of part 1).

The 2" QE committee made the following two recommendations:

¢ To expand membership on the Commission from nine to fifteen
members. This will make possible more and effective use of
committees as well as provide for broader representation..The
membership of the Alabama Commission should be enlarged from
nine to fifteen members, with eight chosen from old
Congressional districts as at present and seven appointed at
large. The enlarged Board should act also as the state 1202
Commission without further augmentation. Terms should be for
five years, with three members appointed each year, and
reappointment possible. (Blackburn et al., 1979, pp. 2, 33)

¢ The State also should make available adeguate resources to
attract and hold the number and quality of staff needed to
perform the legally assigned functions. Experienced,
competent, senior-level persons are absolutely essential in
such areas as Planning, Academic Affairs, Budget and Finance,
and Systems Information..The Commission should be funded at a
level which will permit it to be able to attract and retain as
staff highly experienced administrators from universities and
colleges. (Blackburn et al., 1979, pp. 2, 35)

ACHE reported limited results concerning both of these

recommendations. The 1979 passage of Act 79-461 increased the size
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of the Commission from 9 to 12 members, but legislation introduced in
1981 and 1982 that would have increased the size of the Commission to
15 members was unsuccessful. ACHE also reported limited progress in
obtaining adequate resources for hiring appropriate staff based on
variations in funding from year to year beginning in fiscal year
1975-76 (although funding had increased from 1969 through 1975).
(ACHE, 1990 August, pp. 3-6 of part 2)

After the 2™ QE, the only other recommendation in this area
made by the first 6 QE committees was the 6™ QE recommendation
concerning a new board for two-year colleges. The researcher has
chosen to cover the particulars concerning this recommendation under
the area concerning the relationships between the two-year sector and

ACHE.

Employment Status of the ACHE Executive Officer

This issue is a simple but good example of how the persistence
of similar recommendations made by multiple QE committees can
eventually be of benefit even when the earlier recommendations are
not successfully acted upon.

The statutory requirement that the Alabama Senate reconfirm the
appointment of the ACHE executive director every four years was never
a popular one with those favorably disposed towards ACHE. Former
DACHE executive director Dr. John Porter resigned from the position
effective October 1, 1981, in part because he did not want an

expected fight over his reconfirmation in the Senate to interfere
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with the consideration of certain 1981-1982 legislative initiatives
regarding ACHE (which still failed). 1In explaining his decision, he
was quoted regarding the reconfirmation requirement as saying
“There’'s no way a director can do the job that he should for the
commission that hires him under those circumstances.” (Harris, 1981,
March 2)

The 4™ QE committee recommended that the Legislature

Delete from Section 4 of the law relating to the Commission on

Higher Education the two sentences in Paragraph 4 relating to

the appointment of the Executive Officer of the Commission on

Higher Education and the requirement that this appointment be

reconfirmed by the Senate each four years beginning with the

regular session of 1981. A new contract every four years,
determined by the Commission on Higher Education, should
provide for adequate review and is a normal method of
appointment of senior officers of this caliber and type.

(Harcleroad et al., 1987, p. 23)

A bill to do this was introduced in the 1990 Regular Session with
full support of Alabama’s higher education institutions and
legislative leaders. It passed Senate Committee but never reached
the floor for debate (ACHE, 1990 August, p. 5 of part 4).

However, the 6" QE committee returned this issue to the
forefront by recommending, “That the current statutory requirement
mandating Senate confirmation of the Executive Director of the
Alabama Commission on Higher Education be eliminated.” (Bogue et al.,
1995, p. 40) This time, the recommendation was successfully
implemented through the May 1996 passage of HB 542 (now Act 96-487)

that eliminated the Senate re-confirmation requirement. In addition,

ACHE (at the request of members of the House Education Committee)
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voluntarily developed and issued a four-year contract, exactly as the

4th

QE committee had recommended in 1987 (ACHE, 1998, p. 11).

Resolution of the Title VI Litigation

The 4™ QE made two references to the Title VI litigation within

its recommendations:

“Governor Hunt might appoint a task force, with a relatively
short calendar for reporting, to address such matters as..(5)
recommend ways to achieve an equitable and early out-of-court
resolution to the debilitating desegregation litigation.”
(Harcleroad et al., 1987, p. 3) Governor Hunt never appointed
this recommended task force.

“It is strongly recoﬁmended that all relevant parties move as
expeditiously as possible to bring to resolution the many and
complex issues involved in Title VI litigation.” (Harcleroad et
al., 1987, p. 24) in the text prior to this recommendation,
the 4*® QE commented that they had received many comments
concerning this issue during their evaluation, and that the
environment was such that many individuals appeared to be
exercising caution in their public comments based on concern
that these comments might end up in court. The committee
further indicated that "“Strategic and long-range planning is
made difficult, if not impossible, because of the uncertainties
associated with the outcome of this suit.” (Harcleroad et al.,

1987, p. 24)
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The 6 QE committee recommended:

That the Governor of the State take leadership in working with

legislative and educational leaders in fashioning a resolution

of the Title VI suit and submitting a proposed resolution to

the court that will be endorsed by the Alabama Commission and

all of higher education in the state. (Bogue et al., 1995, p.

40)
In addition to its specific recommendation, the 6™ QE committee also
included, as an appendix to its report, a detailed chronology of the
Knight vs. Alabama case, from its origination in 1978 from a Title VI
compliance investigation by the Office of Civil Rights of the (then)
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare through to the fact
that a re-hearing of the case had begun on January 30, 1985 (Bogue et
al., 1985, pp. 57-66)

The Court issued an Order and Remedial Decree concerning the
case on August 1, 1985. ACHE’s response to the 6" QE recommendation
included the highlights of the remedial decree and a chronology of

the implementation measures taken by the Governor, State attorney,

and ACHE (ACHE, 1998, p. 12 and Tab 4).

Summary

This chapter has provided an account of the evidence collected
during this study concerning the ACHE QE process as it relates to
each of ACHE’s mission role areas as well as to other significant
areas in which one or more of the ACHE QE committees has cffered
recommendations. This evidence included the QE report

recommendations themselves, legislation, ACHE staff responses to QE
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report recommendations, and other sources including media articles
and comments from selected follow-up interviews. The evidence showed
many areas in which the ACHE QE process appears to have influenced
meaningful change, as well as providing explanations concerning why
other recommendations have not been implemented or have only been
partially implemented.

The next and final chapter of this study will provide the
researcher’s conclusions, based on the evidence presented above and
in the previous chapters of this study, concerning the contributions
and benefits of the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process to the
Commission and to Alabama higher education. It will also include
recommendations for potential improvements to the ACHE quadrennial

evaluation process.
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CHAPTER VII

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to provide the researcher’s
conclusions concerning the contributions and benefits of the
guadrennial evaluation (QE) process of the Alabama Commission on
Higher Education (ACHE), to provide recommendations that might
contribute to the improvement of this process, and to suggest some

opportunities for further research concerning related topics.

Synopsis of Previous Chapters

Chapter I of this study provided an introduction to include the
rationale and theoretical base for the study. Chapter II was
presented in two sections. The first section provided a review of
related literature, while the second section presented a preliminary
study that the researcher conducted concerning the evaluation of
statewide boards of higher education. The results of this
preliminary study confirmed that the ACHE QE process is the most
thorough and frequent of any similar process conducted by or upon any
similar body nationwide, hence providing an additional basis for the

conduct and importance of the present study.
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Chapter III covered the methods of the study, including the use

of a survey instrument, follow-up interviews, and documentary
research to assess the contribution and benefits of the ACHE QE
process to ACHE and to Alabama higher education. Chapter IV
presented the guantitative and gualitative survey results, while
Chapter V provided an introduction to the other evidence used.

Chapter VI provided a detailed discussion of the evidence. This

chapter was organized around a review of QE committee recommendations

by category, along with evidence that addressed the degree to which

these recommendations were or were not implemented.

Objective of the Study

The objective of this study was to establish as clearly as

feasible the degree to which the ACHE guadrennial evaluation process

has been of benefit to Alabama higher education, and to consider the

following guestions:

e Have the quadrennial evaluations provided important and useful

information or guidance for policies and practice?
e Has such routine review of Alabama higher education and the

state’s role in it been beneficial or not?

e What liabilities and impedances may assoclate with this review

and evaluation?

e What are the impacts and implications of such regular review?
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® What are the lessons for other states that might be derived

from a close look at Alabama’s quadrennial evaluation process?

Consideration of the Evidence

Quantitative Survey Results

The quantitative survey data from the results chapter, if it
were to stand alone, might paint in some minds a fairly disappointing
picture concerning the effectiveness of the QE process, as it
generally reflected {(on average) moderate to moderately low opinions
concerning both the degrees to which the QE process had contributed
to the Commission’s ability and willingness to perform its assigned
roles in various areas, and the degrees to which each of the
evaluations themselves have been of benefit to the Commission and to
Alabama higher education.

Of course, the quantitative analysis and follow-up research
showed two significant areas where the quantitative data méy have
been skewed by specific negative attitudes of two sectors concerning
either ACHE or a particular activity of ACHE. These areas were the
two-year sector’s generally negative attitude towards ACHE and the
four-year sector’s generally negative attitude towards the
implementation of a database that some four-year individuals believe
could be interpreted negatively against the interests of their

institutions.
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If one were to factor out these responses (as the researcher
did as part of his quantitative analysis in Chapter VI), the
resulting numbers would reflect moderate degrees of contribution by
the ACHE QE process to each of ACHE’s assigned role areas, as well as
moderate degrees of benefit to ACHE and Alabama higher education by
each of the quadrennial evaluations themselves (and approaching
gth

moderately high degrees of benefit for the 1°%, 2", and

quadrennial evaluations).

Qualitative and Documentary Evidence

In addition, much of the qualitative data from surveys and
interviews, as well as the other documentary evidence available
concerning the QE process and evaluations, presents a positive
picture to all but the most hardened skeptic. There has clearly been
significant progress, much of which can logically be attributed to
the evaluations themselvesﬁ as well as the work of the Commission and
its constituencies based on QE recommendations, in the following
areas:

e Establishment of appropriate roles and levels of authority

and accountability for ACHE.

e Helping ACHE to remain focused on its primary mission.

e Increased public awareness of the problems facing Alabama

higher education and the actions that various constituencies

have taken and continue to take to address these problems.
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e Improvements in relationships between the Commission and
many of its constituencies, including the Alabama

Legislature.

e Helping ACHE to prevent an even greater proliferation of

unnecessary and duplicative academic programs.

Specifically, a review of the narratives in Chapter VI
regarding the recommendations of the QE committees and the evidence
of actions taken concerning these recommendations shows that ACHE has
almost always responded positively to each recommendation and has
made progress in the areas identified by these recommendations.
Regarding the few cases where ACHE has neglected (either
intentionally or not) to follow through on a recommendation, there is
evidence that (in at least some of these cases) the political
environment external to ACHE was such that ACHE’s pursuing these
recommendations could have actually done more harm than good.

Concerning the State University and College Information System,
ACHE responded positively to the two recommendations of the 1°% QE
committee, was praised by the 4 QE committee, and promptly responded
to the criticisms and recommendation of the 6™ QE by pursuing
legislation that clarified ACHE’s authority in this area and making
progress in establishing the student and faculty unit record
databases. The progress ACHE has been able to make in this area is
particularly impressive when considering the complexity of the
systems involved and the opposition of individuals within the four-

year sector.
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Based on recommendations concerning master planning and policy
issues, it 1s clear that ACHE has made slow but steady progress over
the years in improving its planning, study, analysis, and evaluation
functions. One could easily argue that the consistent interest in
this area by successive QE committees contributed significantly to
this continued progress. Significant ACHE response actions over the
years include supporting of successful relevant legislation in 1979
and 1996, establishing the Council of Twenty-One and a planning
liaison group, and the development of the 1991 plan. The only
recommendation on which it took no action was a recommendation of the
1°* QE committee concerning the establishment of planning regions in
the state. However, there is some circumstantial evidence that
similar efforts at other times had not been politically feasible, and
this may have been the reason for not attempting such action at that
time.

In the area of program evaluation and review and prevention of
program duplication, ACHE has attempted to implement virtually all of
the QE committee recommendations and has been successful in
implementing the majority. Significant actions in this regard
include the successful support of legislation in 1979 (although not
all recommendations were implemented), as well as multiple
unsuccessful legislative attempts concerning certain other
recommendations. ACHE has, however, been effective in some areas
based on its own efforts even when the Alabama Legislature would not
give it the authority that a QE committee recommended it should give

to ACHE.



235

Regarding finance and budget issues, ACHE has taken or
attempted positive action concerning all of the recommendations of
the QE committee except one recommendation of the 1°* QE concerning
procurement and sharing of major instructional and research equipment
among institutions. However, ACHE has been limited concerning
several of these recommendations either by not having the authority
to implement them or by their recommendations not being accepted by
the Legislature.

The other evidence in the previous chapter regarding
recommendations not specifically tied to ACHE role areas, when
combined with the evidence concerning the role areas, clearly shows
that ACHE has become (at least for the time being) as powerful a
coordinating body for higher education in the state of Alabama as has
been possible through the years given the prevailing political

climate.

Value of External Evaluation

The greatest single beneficial aspect of the quadrennial
evaluation process is probably the fact that it involves higher
education experts from outside the state of Alabama. It may be clear
to the reader by now (and has been clear to the researcher and many
other observers for some time) that Alabama has one of the most
highly politicized climates regarding higher education of any state
in the nation. Perhaps one of the clearest evidences of this is the

fact that the employment of Alabama state legislators and their
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families in Alabama higher education positions (especially in the 2-
year sector) is considered commonplace and rarely seriously
questioned (see, for example, Parks, 1989, January 23; Continuing
conflict, 1989, January 25; Anderson and Peck, 1994, September 18;
Peck and Anderson, 1994, September 19; Colleges: all in the family,
1994, September 21), while in many other states in our nation it is
specifically identified as either an unethical conflict of interest
and/or illegal. As many survey respondents and interviewees have
confirmed, an external evaluation by those who are not viewed as
having a political stake in the outcome is the only type of
evaluation that could have sufficient credibility for meaningful

action in the Alabama political environment.

Internal Attitude Towards the QE Process

An additional argument for the benefit of this review that was
not specifically preéented in previous chapters is the attitude of
ACHE itself towards the requirement for the review. During follow-up
interviews with the researcher (as well as during earlier informal
conversations), ACHE senior staff members have repeatedly indicated
that they believe the original intent of the legislative requirement
for the quadrennial evaluation was to “punish” or hinder ACHE in
certain ways. According to this logic, the legislators who included
this requirement believed that the evaluations would be likely to

consistently paint ACHE in a negative light, thus keeping it from
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gaining too much power or being any more effective than these
legislators desired.

However, despite this perception of an original negative
purpose for the evaluation requirement, the majority of the ACHE
senior staff itself (as well as of those ACHE commissioners who
responded to the survey) appears to believe that the process is of
sufficient value to warrant its continuation. All of the individuals
with whom the researcher conducted follow-up interviews (including
multiple members of the ACHE senior staff) believe that the process
should continue., Further, a review of the gualitative survey
responses reveals not more than one ACHE staff member and one ACHE
commissioner who may believe that the process should not continue,
while many more in each category appear to believe (based on both
numerical scores and comments) that the process should continue.

When one considers the opinions of the ACHE senior staff concerning
the original intent of the Legislature, as well as the considerable
time, effort, and expense involved in planning, conducting, and
responding to these evaluations, the fact that many ACHE senior staff
members and ACHE commissioners appear to believe the process should
continue is itself one .of the strongest arguments for its
continuation. Of course, as one ACHE senior staff member correctly
pointed out, it would take an act of the Legislature to eliminate or
substantially change the requirement, and such an action would not be

likely even if ACHE were to recommend it.



238

Potential Shortcomings in QE Process

Of course, the evidence presented in the previous chapters also

pointed out some potential shortcomings in the process that need to

be addressed:

Several respondents identified a need for greater
specificity concerning the types of individuals that should
be appointed to QE committees. Specifically, some argued
that individuals who were more closely associated with ACHE
or with Alabama higher education (2-year and 4-year sectors)
should be involved, while others argued for increasing the
number of higher education professionals (again, from both
the 2-year and 4-year sectors) from outside Alabama on the
committees.

There were recommendations that the Governor or Legislature
should appoint the consultants, as well as recommendations
that there needed to be more input in the evaluations from
the Governor and certain legislative committees, and that
there needed to be a more effective way of communicating the
QFE results to the Governor, legislature, and public. This
concern multiplies when one considers the dramatic reduction
in legislative involvement during the past few quadrennial
evaluations as well as the researcher’s own experience in
receiving virtually no usable input from legislators or lay

individuals who had been involved in the QE process.
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¢ Other recommendations indicated that the QE committees
needed to be more concerned with the relationships of the 2-
year sector in general, as well as with the State Board of

Education and boards of the various universities.

¢ The comparison and contrast of the first six QE reports
presented in Chapter V, when considered along with the other
evidence presented in this study, strongly suggested that
some of the more beneficial evaluations have had certain
characteristics that have not been present in the less
beneficial evaluations. Specifically, the evaluations that
the other evidence suggest were more beneficial have
involved a higher total number of consultants, Alabama lay
leaders in addition to higher education professionals,
specific representation from the 2-year sector among the
higher education professionals, and more balanced receipt of
information from representatives of the 4-year and 2-year
sectors. In addition, the more effective evaluations appear
to have been more thorough as measured by their length in

number of pages.

Conclusion

It is clear from the evidence presented in this study that the
quadrennial evaluation process of the Alabama Commission on Higher
Education, on the whole, has provided important information and

guidance for policy and practice. It is also clear that this routine
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review of Alabama higher education and the state’s role in it has
been beneficial to the Commission and to Alabama higher education in
certain particulars. Specific evidences of this include the role of
the 1°%, 2™, and 6" evaluations in providing support for important
legislative changes that provided ACHE with appropriate authority
based on its role and that improved its operating environment. These
evidences also include the many actions and adjustments that ACHE has
made based on the recommendations of the various QE committees.

The impacts and implications of this regular review include the
following:

¢ The regular review of ACHE by a panel composed largely or
primarily of higher education professionals from outside
Alabama provides a benchmark that is far more likely both to
be, and to be perceived as, objective and unbiased than any
procedure that might be conducted by a similar panel composed
exclusively by in state individuals. This would likely be true
for any state, but is especially true for Alabama based on its
highly politicized environment.

e A regular review that takes into account the recommendations of
previous committees, as well as the previous actions (or lack
thereof) by ACHE and other relevant constituents concerning
these previous recommendations, serves a vital purpose in
keeping appropriate issues in the public eye and/or in
determining that the priorities of certain issues may have
changed regardless of whether the relevant parties have taken

appropriate action.
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The lessons that other states might derive from a close look at
Alabama’s QE process include the following:

¢ The potential value of an external review in providing a
less-biased observation of strengths and weaknesses.,

¢ The importance of using a combination of out-of-state higher
education professionals and in state lay leaders in
conducting such an evaluation.

¢ The importance of having a sufficient number of evaluators
and other sufficient resources to conduct a thorough and
beneficial review.

e The importance of soliciting, collecting, and analyzing data
from a balanced representation of all of the relevant

constituencies.

Recommendations

Concerning the Continuation of the ACHE QE Process

Based upon the observations and analysis above, the researcher
recommends that the Alabama Commission on Higher Education continue
with its quadrennial evaluations. While the exact timing of some of
the data collection may need to be adjusted (see one of the
researcher’s recommendations below concerning this), the timing of
the quadrennial evaluation to coincide with the final year of each

gubernatorial term should continue to provide the appropriate
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frequency and timing of review necessary for these evaluations to be

as effective and beneficial as possible.

Concerning Potential Improvements to the ACHE QE Process

However, the researcher further recommends that, either via
legislation and/or other appropriate means, Alabama make the
following changes to the quadrennial evaluation process. In making
these recommendations, the researcher realizes that ACHE may already
be doing some of them to certain degrees as a matter of internal
policy, but believes that they need to be formalized to ensure

consistency.

Responsibility for Selection/Approval of QE Committee Members

The selection cof committee members should either be performed
by, or at least approved by, the governor and/or legislature in such
a manner as they may prescribe. ACHE commissioners and/or staff
members could continue to recommend appropriate individuals to the
legislature based on their current processes of soliciting
recommendations from other constituencies. However, ACHE should not
be the final authority in their selecticn.

The making of this recommendation should not be construed as a
charge by the researcher in any way that ACHE has not performed its
duties appropriately in this regard in the past, nor is it based on

an intent to make the process more difficult or cumbersome.
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However, the change recommended above would serve two very important
purposes. First, it would serve to mitigate any accusations by
other constituents (including especially those that may be
unfavorably disposed towards ACHE) that ACHE might select
individuals overly sympathetic to its positions as opposed to those
of the governor, legislature, or other constituents. Secondly, it
would provide an impetus for the governor and legislature to be more

involved in the QE process.

Parameters for Selection of QE Committee Members

The parameters for selecting committee members should be

expanded in several particulars.

Number of committee members.

The researcher recommends that the appropriate individuals give
serious consideration to increasing the number of committee members
for future evaluations to increase the likelihood of more thorough
and more beneficial evaluations. There are at least two possible
approaches to implementing this recommendation. One would be to
change the legislation to increase the minimum number of committee
members required from three to some higher number (the researcher
would suggest that, if this option is taken, the minimum number of
committee members should increase from three to at least five).

Another approach (and one far easier to implement) would be to
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establish and follow guidance with emphasis on the fact that, while
there must be at least three committee members, there can and should
be as many as the appropriate constituents feel are necessary to
conduct a particular evaluation based on the particulars of a

current situation.

Composition of committee.

The researcher recommends that the appropriate individuals
implement more specific requirements concerning the composition of
future QE committees to increase the likelihood of more beneficial
evaluations through more specific focus on the various
constituencies. There should be specific instructions concerning
committee selection that there must be at least one individual on
each committee in each of the following categories:

¢ One higher education professional from outside Alabama whose
primary professional emphasis is the 2-year sector.

e One higher education professional from outside Alabama whose
primary professional emphasis is in an area of higher
education other than the 2-year sector.

e One civic, business, or media leader from Alabama who does not
have any substantial professional ties to higher education

within Alabama.
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Instructions to the committee.

Within the instructions to the committee, there should be
specific directions that the committee should strive to base its
judgments on as balanced a review as possible among the various
constituents of Alabama higher education. These instructions should
advise the committee specifically concerning a balance of
representation between the views of the 4-year and 2-year sectors,
as well as the need to solicit and receive as much information from
the governor and legislature and their staffs as possible. One
possible scheduling consideration here concerns the receipt of
information from the legislature. One ACHE senior staff member
indicated during a follow-up interview that the reason for the drop
in legislative participation in the QE process was likely the fact
that the legislature is not in session during the times that the QE
committees have usually done their interviews. The ACHE staff
should consider making adjustments to the scheduling to improve the

likelihood of QE input from legislators.

Updating of status reports.

The ACHE staff should continue its practice of providing a
detailed update concerning the status of the recommendations of the
previous QE committee to the subsequent committee. In addition, the
ACHE staff should update the status reports cited earlier for all of

the previocus QE recommendations, arranged topically in a fashion
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similar to that used in this study. The staff should provide each
committee with any information it considers relevant concerning
these older reports, and should inform each committee that the other
information is available and provide it upon request. Each
committee should receive specific guidance that the committee
members should consider such information concerning previous
conclusions and recommendations, but should not feel bound by it in

forming their own conclusions and recommendations.

Reports to the Governor, Legislature, and Public

There should be a formal requirement and mechanism for each QE
committee’s report and recommendations to be presented to the
governor and legislature in a formal and public manner. Ideally,
this would occur by the chair of each QE committee appearing
personally and publicly before the governor and at least a portion
of the legislature. In addition, ACHE should provide, in a similar
formal and public manner, its status reports concerning actions
regarding the recommendations of previous QE committees to the
governor and legislature. These actions would be additional ways to
provide an impetus to the governor and legislature for increased
ownership of the process and attention to the results and
recommendations of the evaluations. In addition, the ACHE staff
should ensure that the releases of these reports receive the maximum
possible publicity through the appropriate use of press releases and

news conferences. Making the report available on the ACHE web site
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(already done for the 7t QE report) should be a matter of course as

well.

Opportunities for Further Study

This study was admittedly quite broad in its time scope,
covering the QE process over a twenty-five year period. Accordingly,
in order to keep the study manageable, the researcher had to focus
guite narrowly on those evidences that were both reasonably available
and related most directly to the contribution and benefits of the QE
process to ACHE and to Alabama higher education. In narrowing this
focus, he identified the following areas that might provide valuable
opportunities for other researchers:

e While there is a significant amount of information provided
within this study concerning the relationship between ACHE and
the 2-year sector, there was much more that the researcher
collected but chose not to use because it did not bear as
directly on the issue of the contribution and benefits of the
QE process as the information included herein.. There are
several possibilities for future study of Alabama higher
education issues based on this relationship. One specific
possibility in this area involves what is known as the “off-
campus controversy” that ensued between 1993 and 1997, where
the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on
Colleges ultimately requested that Alabama Governor Fob James

clarify that the Alabama State Board of Education was the
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ultimate governing authority for Alabama’s 2-year sector based
on certain problems where ACHE and the State Board of Education

were at odds concerning off-campus offerings.

While the Title VI legislation was of concern to multiple QE
committees, in the final analysis there was relatively little
measurable interaction between the results of the QE process
and the resolution of the Knight v. Alabama case. There is, of
course, much more opportunity for the study of this case and
its impact on Alabama higher education over the past twenty
plus years.

Other researchers either now or (more likely) in the future may
be able to further the utility of the present study through
greater success in receiving input from legislators and/or lay
citizens within Alabama concerning the contribution and
benefits of the QE process.

Because of the timing of this study, the researcher was unable
to adequately address the issue of whether the 7t QF
committee’s choice of: focus groups rather than individual
interviews may prove to be more or less effective in soliciting
appropriate input from various constituencies. Any future
studies of the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process should

certainly consider this issue.
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Appendix A

Classification Of State Higher Education
Coordinating And Governing Boards

The following is an attempt to classify the various state higher
education coordinating and governing boards. The classification
shown below was believed to be accurate as of the date of the
preliminary research described in Chapter II of the present study
(Summer 1995). This classification places each coordinating or
governing board into one of five categories based upon the following
definitions.

Single Statewide Goverhing Boards

These are boards that govern all or virtually all of the institutions
of higher education within a given state where no statewide
coordinating board (see below) exists. Exceptions to overall
governance are as noted.

Statewide Coordinating Boards

These are boards that coordinate higher education activities in
states with one or more other governing boards. Certain of these
boards also have governing powers over certain institutions as
indicated. Where multiple entities are listed for a single state,
these organizations share coordinating responsibility and/or
authority. These boards are further classified as either regulatory
boards (with program approval authority), advisory boards (with
program review/recommendation authority only), or planning agencies.

NOTE: The senior executives of the boards in the two categories
listed above are members of the State Higher Education Executive
Officers (SHEEO) except where noted.

Multiple Campus College and/or University Governing Boards

These are boards that govern "multi-campus systems,"” i.e., multiple
campuses of what is presented as the same overall institution. 1In
these cases, the names of most (if not all) campuses within a system
clearly indicate that these campuses are parts of the system. If
such a system contains all of the higher education institutions in a
given state, it is listed in the "Single Statewide Governing Boards"
category above rather than here.
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Community, Vocational, Technical, and/or
Junior College Boards

These are boards that coordinate and/or govern all or virtually all
of the institutions of higher education in a given state (or region)
which do not offer a baccalaureate or higher degree, and which deal
primarily with only such institutions. These include multiple
independent boards that exist in certain states, but do not include
subordinate boards.

Multiple College and/or University Governing Boards

These are boards that govern multiple colleges or universities within
a state that do not fall more logically into any of the above-listed
categories. These include entities which identify themselves as
"systems" but which do not present the majority of the campuses
within the system as elements of the same institution.

Sources:

McGuinness, A. C., Jr., Epper, R. M., & Arredondo, S. (1994).
State postsecondary education structures handbook 1994. Denver, CO:
Education Commission of the States.

Wade, W. A. (Ed.). (1993). 1992-93 accredited institutions of
postsecondary education. Washington, DC: American Council on
Education.

The editors of The Chronicle of Higher Education. (1935). The
almanac of higher education 1995. Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press.
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Single Statewide Governing Boards

Arizona Board of Regents (separate board governs community
colleges)

Board of Regents of the University System of Georgia (separate
board governs technical institutes)

Board of Regents of the University of Hawaii

State Board of Education and Board of Regents of the University Of
Idaho .

Jowa State Board of Regents (separate board governs community
colleges)

Kansas Board of Regents (separate board governs community
colleges)

The Board of Trustees of the University of Maine System

Mississippi Board of Trustees of State Institutions of Higher
Learning (separate board governs community/junior colleges)

Board of Regents for Higher Education/The Montana University
System

The Board of Regents of the University and Community College
System of Nevada .

The Board of Governors of the University of North Carolina
(separate, subordinate board governs community colleges)

The State Board of Higher Education/The North Dakota Unive}sity
System

Qregon State System/Board of Higher Education (separate board
governs community colleges)

State of Rhode Island Board of Governors for Higher Education

Scuth Dakota Board of Regents

Utah State Board of Regents

The Board of Regents of The University of Wisconsin System
(separate board governs community colleges)



Statewide Coordinating Boards

Regulatory Boards (with program approval authority)

Alabama Commission on Higher Education

Arkansas Department/State Board of Higher Education

Colorado Commissionion Higher Education

State of Connecticué Board of Governors for Higher Education
Illinois Board of Higher Education |

Indiana Commission for Higher Education

Kentucky Council on- Higher Education

Louisiana Board of Regents

Marvland Higher Education Commission

The Commonwealth of{Massachusetts Higher Education Coordinating
Council (governing except for the University of Massachusetts)

Missouri Coordinating Board for Higher Education
Nebraska Coordinating Commission for Postsecondary Education

State of New Jersey Commission on Higher Education

The Board of Regents of The University of the State of New York

Ohio Board of Regents
Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education

Puerto Rico Council.on Higher Education (public and private)

South Carolina Commission on Higher Education
Tennessee Higher Education Commission
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board

Commonwealth of Virginia Council of Higher Education

284
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Statewide Coordinating Boards (continued)
Washington Higher Education Coordinating Board

Advisory Boards (program review/recommendation authority only)

Alaska Commission on Postsecondary Education

California Postsecondary Education Commission

Florida State Board of Educatlon/Postsecondary Education Planning
Commission : :

Minnesota Higher'Education Coordinating Board
New Mexico Commission of Higher Education

Pennsylvania State Board of Education Council on Higher
Education/Board of Governors, State System of Higher Education

Wyoming Postsecondary Education Planning and Coordinating Council
(not a SHEEO member)

Planning Agencies

Delaware Higher Education Commission

District of Columbla Office of Postsecondary Education, Research,
and Assistance

State of Michigan Department/Board of Education

New Hampshire Postsecondary Education Commission

Oregon Office of Educational Policy and Planning (not a SHEEO
member)

Vermont Higher Education Council (voluntary body) (not a SHEEO
member) : Nt
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Multiple Campus College and/or University Governing Boards

Auburn University Board of Trustees (Alabama)
The Troy State University System Governing Board (Alabama)
The University of Alabama System Board of Trustees

University of Alaska System Board of Regents (statewide) (SHEEO
member)

Arkansas State University System Board

University of Arkansas System Board

Southern Arkansas University Board

The California State University and Colleges System Board of
Trustees

University of California Board of Regents

University of Colorado Regents

Board of Trustees of the University of Connecticut

Board of Trustees of the University of Illinois
Board of Trustees of the Southern Illinois University System

Indiana University System
Purdue University System {(Indiana)

Board of Supervisors of the Louisiana State University and
Agricultural and Mechanical College System

Board of Supervisors of the Southern University and Agricultural
and Mechanical College System (Louisiana)

Montgomery College Central Administration (Maryland)

The Board of Trustees of the University of Massachusetts

Board of Regents of The University of Michigan System

Board of Regents of the University of Minnesota System

Board of Curators of the University of Missouri

Board of Regents of the University of Nebraska

Board of Trustees of the University System of New Hampshire
(statewide; separate board governs technical institutes) (SHEEO

member)
Multiple Campus College and/or University Governing Boards (cont.)
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Board of Governors of Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey
Board of Trustees of the University of Medicine and Dentistry of

New Jersey

Constitutional Regents of the New Mexico State University System

The Board of Trustees of The City University of New York
The Board of Trustees of the State University of New York

Board of Regents for the Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical
Colleges
Board of Regents of the University of Oklahoma

The Board of Trustees of Pennsylvania State University
The Board of Governors of the University of Puerto Rico

Board of Trustees of the University of South Carolina

The Board of Trustees of The University of Tennessee System

Lamar University System Board (Texas)
The University of Texas System Board

The Board of Visitors of the University of Virginia

The Board of Trustees of the University System of West Virginia
(statewide) (SHEEO member)

Community, Vocational; Technical, and/or Junior College Boards

State of Alabama Department of Postsecondary Education
State Board of Directors for Community Colleges of Arizona

Arkansas Division of Vocatlonal and Technical Education/State
Board of Education

California Community College Board of Governors

Colorado Community College and Occupational Education System
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State of Connecticut Board of Trustees of the Community-Technical
Colleges

Board of Trustees of Delaware Technical & Community College
Florida State Board of Community Colleges

Georgia State Board of Technical and Adult Education
Illinois Community College Board

Indiana Vocational Technical College Board of Trustees
Iowa Board of Education Division of Community Colleges
Kansas State Board of Education

Kentucky Tech Regions (North Central, Northeast, Northwest,
Southeast, Southern, West)

Board of Trustees of the Maine Vocational/Technical Institutions
The Community College Board of Michigan (advisory)
Mississippi State Board for Community and Junior Colleges

New Hampshire State Board of Vocational-Technical Education

State University of New York Office of Community Collegeé

North Carolina Department/State Board of Community Colleges

Oregon State Board of Education Office of Community College
Services

South Carolina State Board for Technical and Comprehensive
Education

Texas State Technical College System Board

Virginia State Board for Community Colleges

Washington State Board for Community and Technical Colleges
Wisconsin Technical College System Bogrd

Wyoming Community College Commission
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Multiple College and/or University Governing Boards
Colorado Board of Agriculture
Trustees of The State Colleges in Colorado

Board of Trustees of Connecticut State University

Board of Regents of the State University System of Florida
(separate board governs community colleges)

Illinois Board of Governors of State Universities
Regency Universities System Board of Regents (Illinois)

Board of Trustees of the University of Kentucky (includes
community colleges)

State of Louisiana Board of Trustees for the State Colleges and
Universities

The Board of Regents of the University of Marvland System
Board of Trustees of Nebraska State Colleges
Board of Regents of Oklahoma Colleges

Tennessee Board of Regents of the State University and Community
College System

The Texas A&M University System Board
The Texas State University System Board
Board of Trustees of the Vermont State Colleges (SHEEO member)

The Board of Directors of the State College System of West
Virginia (SHEEO member) :
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Appendix B: State Survey Instrument (Template)

Survey of Formal Evaluations of
Statewide Coordinating and Governing Boards

This survey is intended for completion by the senior executive (or
his or her designee) of selected primary statewide coordinating
and/or governing boards in each state. ‘The following information is
necessary so that we may correctly analyze the responses.

Name of board:

Name and title of
person completing survey:

Office address:

City, State, Zip Code:

Telephone number:

FAX number:

Please answer the following questions concerning the board named
above as completely as possible. Please feel free to use any format
you wish (including additional pages) which provides at least the
requested information, and to include any additional information
which you believe may be relevant for the purpose of studying the
effectiveness of formal evaluations of coordinating and governing
boards.

Has the board named above gone through one or more formal evaluations
in the past ten years? '

YES, the board has been evaluated in the last ten years.
(Please answer the following questions for EACH evaluation.
Feel free to use additional pages if necessary. Please explain
the answer to any question as fully as possible if necessary.)

The board has been evaluated in the past, but not in the past
ten years. (Please give the date(s) of the most recent
evaluation(s)and as much information as is available on those
evaluations.)

NO, the board has NEVER received a formal evaluation.

(Please return the survey. The questions listed below will not
apply; however, you are encouraged to provide any other
information which you feel may assist us in our study.)

(This survey continues on the reverse of this page.) (over, please)
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Coordinating/Governing Board Survey 2

When was the evaluation conducted? Please be as specific as possible
concerning the duration of the evaluation, beginning and ending
dates, and when the final report or other final product was prepared.

Was the evaluation required by policy or law? If so, please identify
the source of the policy or law as specifically as possible.

Why was the evaluation conducted? Please be as specific as necessary
concerning the purposes and goals of the evaluation, as well as how
those purposes and goals were determined.

(This survey continues on a second sheet.) (next page, please)
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Coordinating/Governing Board Survey 3
Please identify and describe as fully as possible the evaluator(s)
involved in each evaluation {(more than one of the below-listed

answers may apply; please check as many as apply and
identify/describe below).

Current members and/or employees of the board itself
Other state employees

One or more external teams, firms, and/or consultants

Please describe as fully as possible the process used to select the
evaluator({s) (if not included in earlier responses).

(This survey concludes on the reverse of this page.) (over, please)
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Coordinating/Governing Board Survey 4

Please indicate what reports or other products exist as a result of
each evaluation.

Please provide copies of any such products which you may legally
provide based upon this request without charge. If there is a charge
for these products and/or if another form of request is required,
please provide information on which products are available at what
price and how we may order these products.

Please return this survey in the enclosed, postage-paid envelope or
FAX it to (615) 974~6146. Please provide copies of any products
requested above to the following address:

Maurice A. Ottinger, Graduate Assistant
Leadership Studies in Education Unit
The University of Tennessee

245 Claxton Addition Building
Knoxville, TN 37996-3400

Telephone: (615) 974-2216

Thank you for your assistance in this project.
Maurice A. Ottinger Graduate Assistant

E. Grady Bogue -
Professor and Director of
Dissertation Research
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Appendix C: State Survey Cover Letter (Template)

(Letterhead and address)

Dear (title and name):

I am conducting a study in the field of higher education governance;
more specifically, an exploratory study on the evaluation of
coordinating and governing boards. I am expecting this exploratory
study to lay the foundation for dissertation research. In order to
complete this study, I need your help.

As an important part of this research, I am asking you (or an
appropriate individual in your organization) to complete the enclosed
survey concerning formal evaluations which your organization has gone
through in the last ten years.

Completion of this survey should take no more than thirty to- forty
minutes of your time.* If you wish, you may call me at (615) 974-2216
and give your answers to the survey by phone. I know that you are
very busy, but I hope that you will support this project. I will see
that you get a summary of the results of this study which I believe
will be of interest to you.

Because I am anxious to move ahead, I would appreciate your response
to the enclosed survey by June 1, 1995. I have enclosed a postage-
paid envelope for your use or, if you wish, you may FAX the survey to
me at (615) 974-6146. If you have any questions or need additional
guidance in completing the survey, please call me at (615) 874-2216.
I greatly appreciate your help in this project and look forward to
your response.

Sincerely,
Maurice A. Ottinger E. Grady Bogue
Graduate Assistant Professor and Director of

Dissertation Research

* As an option to detailed completion of the survey, if the answers
to various survey questions appear in a report or other product of
which you can provide a copy, please feel free to simply provide this
document and reference it in response to the survey gquestion.
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Appendix D: State-by-State Responses to Survey on Formal Evaluation of

Coordinating and Governing Boards

The following is a state-by—state listing of detailed survey
information. In most cases, it is a near-verbatim transcription of the
written survey response. In cases where no written survey response was
provided, it is a researcher summary of the relevance of other
documents provided. To ensure ease of reading, no attempt has been
made to distinguish between exact verbatim transcription and
paraphrasing.v The researcher has (and will retain indefinitely) all
documents from which the following information has been transcribed,

and will provide any needed clarification upon request.

Alabama

A senior staff member of the Alabama Commission on Higher

Education (ACHE) reported the following:

The Alabama Commissién on Higher Education has had six
quadrennial evaluations since its inception. The last three
evaluations (conducted within the last ten years) have resulted in
formal reports in March 1987, March 1991, and March 1995. 1In each
case, the eﬁaiuation usually began in July or August (not including the
time spent inuputting the team together) and concluded in time to issue
a report in Maréh éf the following year. The process generally

involves several team visits to the state for interview purposes.
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These quadrennial evaluations are required by state law (Act 74-
461, Section 16, Code of Alabama). The statute simply states that the
purpose of the evaluation is "to evaluate the effectiveness of the work
of the Commission and to recommend changes as needed." In effect, the
evaluations also gauge the effectiveness of the higher education system
as a whole, and recommendations relate to ACHE, state government, and
the institutions. The evaluations have been extremely helpful.

ACHE tries to get out-of-state consultants who are (or have been)
significantly inveolved in higher education. ACHE seeks to finq well
known & highly respected persons, and has been extremely successful in
doing so. Typically, ACHE uses former or current college/university
presidents, coordinating board executive officers, system chancellors,
and well~known higher education consultants, researchers and writers.
ACHE likes to include at least one member to represent the two-year
sector. [RESEARCER’S NOTE: As shown in the present study, ACHE has
arguably not always been successful in having at least one member to
represent the two-year sector on each evaluation committee.] ACHE is
also mindful of the need for racial and gender diversity. Along with'
the external consultants, ACHE usually includes in-state leader-type
laypersons.

In the case of each quadrennial review, ACHE seeks nominations
for both in-state and out-of-state individuals to serve of the
evaluation team. The in-state persons are usually prominent citizen-
leaders, while the out-of-state consultants are professional educators.
Nominations are sought from Commission members and staff, institutions

of higher education, legislators, and government and business leaders.
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From among the nominees, contacts are made to determine which ones are
available and interested. The staff then recommends the persons it
feels would make a good team to the Commission for final selection.
Alaska

An executive assistant with the Alaska Commission on
Postsecondary Education reported that the commission has never received
a formal evaluation.

A representative of the University of Alaska reported that the
University Qf Alaska Board of Regents has never received a formal
evaluation.

Arizona

A staff representative of the Arizona Board of Regents reported
the‘follpwing;

\t_The board was audited once during the last ten years. The 1990-
1991;audit was authorized June 14, 1989. It was conducted from August
14, 1990 to_September 1991. The final report number 91-9 was issued by
the Auditor General.

| The evaluation was required by law: Arizona Revised Statutes 41-
235} through 41—2379.,”Arizona has a Sunset Review Statute and the
Board of Regents came up for review in the normal course of reviewing
all state agencies. A performance audit was conducted that focused
upon the Board of Regents system-wide oversight and accountability
responsibilitiest The audit focused on the role of the Board and the
responsibilities and operations of the central office. The report

includes findings addressing the following areas:
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e The Board's role and the need to increase the time the Board

spends on significant policy and system-wide issues;

¢ The effectiveness and efficiency of the Board's current
efforts to provide system-wide fiscal and academic.oversight
and accountability;

®¢ The need to clarify and formally articulate the governaﬁce
role of the central office, the Council of Presidents, and the

universities; and

¢ The need for the Board to ensure full compliance with
Arizona's Open Meeting Law.

The evaluation was conducted by the State of Arizona Auditor
General's Office. The performance audit was conducted as part of an
Arizona Sunset Review Law. The Joint Legislative Audit Oversighfrv
Committee requested that the Auditor General perform the audit. fﬁé
Auditor General issued a report in 1991 and the Board of Regents
responded to that report in September 1991.

Arkansas

A senior staff representative of the Arkansas State Board of
Higher Education reported that the board has never received a formél
evaluation.

California

A programs analyst for the California Postsecondary Education
Commission reported the following:

The California Postsecondary Education Commission is the

coordinating and planning board for higher education for the State of

California. The agency has never gone through a formal evaluation.
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Its role has been discussed in conjunction with a review of
California's Master Plan for Higher Education, as was the role of all
of the governing boards of each of the systems of public higher
education in California. This was not a formal evaluation of the
functions we perform or our effectiveness, but rather addressed the
broader policy issues such as how California ocught to structure its
higher education system and which agencies should be responsible for
meeting the various needs of the state.
Colorado

A senior staff official of the Colorado Commission on Higher
Education provided a copy of a June 1982 Sunset Review Committee
Report, which represents the most recent evaluation of the commission.
The transmittal letter of this report indicates that the commission
appointed a sunset review committee in December, 1981 "to hold public
hearings and receive testimony relative to the performance of the
Colorado Commission on Higher Education” and to critique the
commission's executive director's own sunset report. The committee
report's introduction indicates that the Colorado General Assembly
amended the commission's statute in 1977 to include a provision which
would have terminated the commission on July 1, 1983 unless continued
by the General Assembly, and which directed the process outlined above
for sunset review.
Connecticut

A senior staff member specifically declined (in writing) to
respond to the survey on behalf of the Connecticut Board of Governors

for Higher Education.
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Delaware
A senior staff member of the Delaware Higher Education Commission
reported that the commission has never received a formal evaluaticn.

District of Columbia

A senior official of the D.C. Office of Postsecondafy Education,
Research, and Assistance reported that the agency has never received a
formal evaluation.

Florida

A senior official of the Florida Postsecondary Education Planning
Commission provided copies of both a Sundown Act Review by the State
Senate Committee on Education (January, 1990) and a Sundown Report by
the State House of Representatives Committee on Regulatory Reform
(February, 1991).

As indicated in the introductions to both reports, the Florida
Legislature adopted the Sundown Act of 1978 as a supplementﬁto the
Regulatory Sunset Act (formerly the Regulatory Reform Act) of 1976 to
provide systematic review of the need for and benefits derived from
entities such as the Postsecondary Education Planning Commission.
These laws require the Legislature to review such entities to determine
which, if any, should be reestablished in the public interest; and
provide that no ‘such entity may be established or created for more than
ten years. The commission, which had been scheduled for sundown repeal
on October 1, .1991, was reestablished following these reviews.
Georgia

A senior official of the Georgia Board of Regents reported that

the board has never received a formal evaluation.
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Hawaii Col

An administrative officer to the Hawaii Board of Regents reported
the following:

The board has conducted self-evaluations twice in the last ten
years, in 1986 and 1992, These evaluations are not required by any
policy or law. The evaluations were conducted based upon the desires
of the chairpersons of the board (in each case, shortly after assuming
duties as. chairperson). The questions used in the self-evaluation were
devised in both cases by the chairperson and secretary of the board;
Association of Governing Boards self-evaluation materials were used as
a guide for one of these evaluations. The process in both cases was
limited to current members and/or employees of the board itself, with
no external or:legislative involvement whatsoever. The results of
these self-evaluations were discussed at board retreats but are not
available to the public.

Idaho
A senior.staff official with the Idaho Board of Regents reported
the following:

The board conducted a self-evaluation in May 1994. This
evaluation was facilitated by an external consultant using the
Association of Governing Boards' self-evaluation materials, and was
conducted in conjunction with work and planning sessions for the
upcoming year.

This official also provided a copy of a document that provides
summaries of four higher education governance studies conducted in

Idaho between 1983 and 1985. These include a study commissioned and
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financed by the Idaho Association of Commerce and Industry ("IACI
Report" issued November 1983), a study compiled by Governor John Evans'
Task Force on Education ("Governor's Report" also issued November

1983), The Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges' (NASC)

Evaluation Committee Report on the Idaho State Board of Education

("NASC Report" issued October 1984), and The Proceedings of the Idaho

Legislature's Ad Hoc Committee on Higher Education ("Legislature's

Report" including material gathered in hearings from June through
December 1985). , ' .
Illinois

A senior staff official of the Illinois Board of Higher Education
reported that the board had never received a formal evaluation (at
least not in the last fifteen years).
Indiana

A senior official of the Indiana Commission for Higher Education
provided a document prepared by the state's Legislative Services
Agency, which conducts "sunset" audits of each state agency. The
official indicated that this report represented the last formal
evaluation of the Commission. While the report itself is undated, the
material indicates that it must have been prepared in the mid-1980s,
probably in either 1985 or 1986.
Iowa

A senior staff official of the Iowa State Board of Regents
reported the following:

The Board of Regents (and its institutions)'received an

organizational audit from KPMG Peat Marwick Main & Co. of New York.
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This audit began in 1987, and resulted in a formal report from Peat
Marwick dated November 7, 1989. Subsequent Board of Regents reports
dated September 11, 1990 and March 12, 1991 deal with the status of
actions that the board and its institutions took as a result of the
audit. This evaluation was not required by policy or law, but was
conducted at the request of the Board of Regents.

The purposes of this audit (from the Board's perspective) were
fourfold: to develop a strategic planning process for the Board and its
institutions, to evaluate the Board's organizational structure, to
review the methods by which the Board deals with changes to
institutional programs, and to examine areas of potential program
duplication.

Kansas

A senior staff official with the Kansas Board of Regents reported
that the board has never received a formal evaluation.
Kentucky

A senior staff official of the Kentucky Council on Higher
Education reported that the council has never received a formal
evaluation.

Louisiana

A senior staff official of the Louisiana Board of Regents
reported that the board has never received a formal evaluation.
Maine

An administrative assistant to the Board of Trustees of the..
University of Maine System reported that the board has never received a

formal evaluation.
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Maryland ™

A senior staff official with the Maryland Higher Education
Commission- reported the following:

The current Maryland Higher Education Commission (started in
1988) has never received a formal evaluation. The former Board of
Higher Education (which existed from 1976 until 1988) received a formal
evaluation around 1980-81. This official’s secretary promised to send
a copy of.the report from this evaluation if one still existed; but the
researcher never received a copy of the report.

Massachusetts

A senior official of the Massachusetts Higher Education
Coordinating Council reported that the Council has never received a
formal evaluation.

Michigan -

A senior official with the Michigan State Board of Education
indicated .that the board has never received a formal evaluation.
Minnesota:

A senior staff member of the Minnesota Higher Education
Coordinating Board (MHECB) provided copies of two reports based upon
formal board evaluations. The M & H Group Study Team (an external
consulting firm) conducted an "Agency Performance Audit" on the MHECB
between May and September 1986, in response to the board's request. In
addition, the board conducted a self-study {(with external assistance)
between May 1994 and January 1995, in response to a state legislative

directive:issued in 1994,
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Mississippi

A representative of the Mississippi Board of Trustees of State
Institutions of Higher Learning reported that the board has never
received a formal evaluation.

Missouri

A senior official of the Missouri Coordinating Board for Higher
Education reported that the board has never received a formal
evaluation.

Montana

A senior official of the Montana Board of Regents of Higher
Education reported that the board had never received a formal
evaluation.

Nebraska

A communications coordinator for the Nebraska Coordinating
Commission for Postsecondary Education reported that the commission has
never received a formal evaluation. (It had only been in existence for
three years as of June 1995.)

Nevada

A senior official of the University and Community College System
of Nevada reported the following:

The Board of Regents commissioned a self-study conducted by
outside consultants in 1992. This study remained in-house and did not
result in any written products available to the public. The primary
purpose of this study was to assess and redefine the role of the
Chancellor; more specifically, the study concluded that the

Chancellor's role should become one of governance (similar to that of a
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CEQ) relative to the system's institutions rather than one primarily
based in coordination efforts.

In June 1995, the Nevada Legislature directed that the State
Department of Audit conduct a performance audit of.the Board of Regents
and the system administration. This audit (for which the Legislature
has budgeted $70,000) is concerned primarily with budget and
expenditures in the wake of the negative political fallout over unusual
events in college athletics within the state (e.g., the $1.8 million
buyout of the UNLV basketball coach in October 1994 and the allegations
that this was done without proper authority). ‘The official does not
believe that this audit will be the beginning of any form of regular,
formal evaluation.

New Hampshire

A senior staff official with the New Hampshire Postsecondary
Education Commission reported that the commission has never received a
formal evaluation.

New Jersey

A senior staff official with the New Jersey Commission on Higher
Education reported the following:

The current commission (created in 1994) has never received a
formal evaluation. The former Board and Department of Higher Education
(replaced by the commission and a Presidents' Council under
reorganization) had not received a formal evaluation at least since

1988 (extent of current institutional knowledge).
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New Mexico

A senior staff official with the New Mexico Commission on Higher
Education reported the following:

The last formal evaluation of the commission was in the very
early 1980s,. conducted by staff of the state's executive finance and
administration agency. This evaluation was conducted based upon an
administrative decision and not based upon any formal law or policy.
The ‘evaluation resulted in a brief written report that no current staff
member-was able to locate. (None of the current commission staff were
with the commission at the time of the report.)

New York.

“."An official with the New York State Education Department reported
that.the Board of Regents of The University of the State of New York
has never received a comprehensive formal evaluation. (The official
explained that because of the size and complexity of the board's
operations, many smaller scope evaluations occur on a regular basis.)

North Carolina - T

+An administrative staff member at the University of North
Carolina reported that the University of North Carolina Board of
Governors has never received a formal evaluation.
North Dakota
. v [No response.]
Ohio
2 A senior-staff official with the Ohio Board of Regents reported

that the board had never received a formal evaluation.
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Oklahoma

A senior official with the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher
Education reported the following:

The State Regents conducted a self-evaluation with the assistance
of an AGB mento: in March 1994. Tailored AGB questionnaires were sent
in advance of a Regents meeting. Responses were tabulated, summarized,
and reviewed by the mentor and Regents prior to a four-hour Regents
meeting. This evaluation was not mandated by policy or law, but was
done in response to a recommendation, contained in a legislatively
mandated study of higher education governance, for the State Regents
and all other state higher education boards to conduct self-evaluation.
The AGB mentor used to facilitate the evaluation, Harold Enarson, was
selected due to his familiarity with Oklahoma higher education. -
(Enarson was the lead consultant in Oklahoma's governance study.)
[RESEARCHER'S NOTE: Enarson was also a member of the ACHE Fifth
Quadrennial Evaluation Committee.] This self-evaluation resulted in a’
summary of survey results and minutes of an evaluation session, neither
of which are available to the public.

Oregon

A secretary for the Oregon State Board of Higher Education
reported that the board had never received a formal evaluation.
Pennsylvania - |

A representative with the State System of Higher Education
reported that the Board of Governors had received a formal review in
late 1992 in accofdance with the state's sunset law. The researcher

requested but never received a copy of that report.
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Puerto Rico

A secretary to the Puerto Rico Council on Higher Education
reported the following:

The Council has never received a formal evaluation. The Council
was created by law as a coordinating higher education board in June
1993. Formerly it was the governing body of the public university
system; it has the additional function of overseeing (licensing)
private higher education institutions in Puerto Rico. The new law
assigned to the Council licensing, accrediting, and planning functions,
as well as supervisory responsibilities for the state student
assistance funds available.

Rhode Island

A senior official with the Rhode Island Board of Governors for
Higher Education reported the following:

The board has an on-going process of self-evaluation, the most
recent phase of which was done in Spring 1995. This self-evaluation
process is not reguired by policy or law; its purpose is to help the
board conduct business more effectively and efficiently. Evaluators
include one or more external teams, firms, and/or consultants plus the
members of the board and the senior staff of the office. Selection of
evaluators is based on good references and good past experience. This
evaluation process does not result in formal reports, but it does
generate a list of priority areas which needs attention. Products from
the evaluation process are mainly house working documents not available

to the public.
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South Carolina

A senior official with the South Carolina Commission on Higher
Education provided executive summaries of two formal evaluations
conducted within the past ten years. The earlier study is entitled

Higher Education in South Carolina: An Agenda for the Future. An

external consulting firm (Augenblick, Van de Water & Associates [AVA]

of Denver, Colorado) conducted this study at the Commission's request.
The state legislature funded the study through a state bidding process
and review of proposals by the Commission. The purposes of the study

were:

a. to examine overall status and structure of higher education in
South Carolina and to recommend how it could be improved; and,

b. to examine the Commission on Higher Education and recommend
how it could be improved.-

The AVA study began in July 1985 and ended in January 1986; the report
is dated February 1986.

The more recent study was based on an internally-developed survey
instrument which the Commission administered to other state employees,
legislators, institutional personnel, and other categories of
individuals who were expected to have fairly strong familiarity with
the work of the Commission. The Commission developed this survey in
response to a plan to examine, on a regular basis, how well the
Commission on Higher Education was perceived to be fulfilling its
mission in terms of specific goals and functions. This effort was
scheduled as part of a total process for regular eQaluation approved

January 1990 but not fully implemented due to lack of funds. The
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survey was conducted in June 1992 and reported to the Commission in
August or September of 1992.
South Dakota

A senior staff member of the South Dakota Board of Regents
reported that the board has never received a formal evaluation.
Tennessee

An executive assistant to the commissioner of the Tennessee
Higher Education Commission (THEC) provided a copy of a state
compliance audit performed on THEC by the comptroller of the state
treasury for the years ended June 30, 1994 and June 30, 1993. The
comptroller transmitted the final report of this audit to the governor,
members of the General Assembly, and the Executive Director of THEC on
July 5, 1995.

The audit was conducted pursuant to Sections 4-3-304 and 8-4-109,

Tennessee Code Annotated, which give the Comptroller of the Treasury

broad powers to conduct such audits on all agencies of state government
at any time s/he feels is necessary or appropriate. The objectives of
this audit were to consider the Commission's internal control
structure; to test compliance with certain laws, regulations,
contracts, or grants; and to recommend appropriate actions to correct
any deficiencies. State employees of the Department of Audit and
Division of State Audit conducted the audit.
Texas

A senior official for media and governmental relations and public
information of the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board reported

the following:
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Texas has a sunset review statute (Texas Government Code, Chapter
325, "Sunset Law") that requires evaluations of state agencies once
every twelve years. The review of the Coordinating Board covered a
two-year period between legislative sessions in 1987 and 1989. The
review was conducted by a Sunset Commission (a state agency) with
Coordinating Board employees providing statistics and other information
regarding the board's operations and activities. The Sunset Commission
can recommend, after its review, changes in or termination of state
agencies that no longer serve a purpose. The Legislature must enact
the recommendations, however. The Texas Legislature reauthorized the
Coordinating Board in 1989.-

:In addition to the sunset review process, there have been several
other less comprehensive evaluations from time to time. For example,
the State Auditor's Office periodically conducts audits of Coordinating
Board operations. Some of those touch on larger policy issues about
how the Board operates. Still another evaluation that sometimes
touches on the Coordinating Board's programs and activities is the
biennial Texas Performance Review (TPR). The TPR, conducted by the
Comptroller of Public Accounts, reviews all of state government and
makes recommendations for changes in state programs to make them more
efficient and/or effective.: The Texas Legislature considers these
recommendations as it meets every other year.

Utah

A senior official with the Utah System of Higher Education State

Board of Regents reported the following:
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The board has never received a formal evaluation, although there
has been some recent discussion about doing so. The board does review
its process and functions every few years. A recent review resulted in
Policy R220, Delegation of Responsibilities to the President and Board
of Trustees. In addition, Policy R209, Appraisai of Chief Executive
Officers, also established a process by which the Commissioner is
evaluated. (The official enclosed copies of both of these policies
with her response.)

Vermont

A member of the institutional studies staff of the University of
Vermont reported that Vermont has no statewide coordinating and/or
governing board. Each:of the three Vermont public higher education
entities (The University of Vermont, the Vermont State Colleges, and
The Vermont Student Assistance Corporation) has its own separate board
of trustees, and these 'boards are independent of each other.

Virginia

A senior representative of the State Council of Higher Education
for Virginia reported the following {(and provided a copy of the final
draft report from the review described below):

The most recent evaluation of the Council was conducted between
January 1994 and December 1994. The Council received an exposure draft
of the final report-in November 1994. The final draft was completed
and presented to the Governor and General Aésembly in December 1994.

The Code of Virginia provides for periodic evaluation of state

agencies like the Council of Higher Education in Section 30-58.1. The

Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission (JLARC) establishes the
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timing of such evaluations. JLARC sets goals for the evaluation in
keeping with the Council's statutory responsibilities and established
policies, evaluafing the Council's efficiency and effectiveness in
carrying out these responsibilities. The JLARC staff is comprised of
state émployees and is overseen by a legislative commission.
Washington

. A senior staff official with the Washington State Higher
Education Coordinating Board reported that the board has never received
a formal evaluation.

West Virginia

A senior official of the University System of West Virginia
reported the following:

The Board of Trustees of the University System of West Virginia
has never been formally evaluated. Its predecessor,”fhe Board of
Regents of West Virginia that embraced all the institutioné, was never
formally evaluated. However, the Board of Regents, the one central
governing board, was abolished in 1989 and two boards created; one
board overseeing the state colleges and one overseeing the
universities. This statewide look at higher education and legislative
action focused on how higher education should be governed rather than
specifically on the Board of Regents. However, a major motivating
factor in the creation of two boards was the displeasure with the
operation of the existing Board of Regénts.

Wisconsin

[No respcnse.]
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Wyoming

A policy advisor for the Wyoming Postsecondary Education Planning
and Coordinating Council (PEPCC) reported the following:

PEPCC i$ aﬁ"advisory body that both meets and serves at the
pleasure of thé vaernor, rather than as a coordinating or governing
board in the tfadifionél sense. PEPCC has existed since 1991 and has
never received a formal évaluation, although the state legislature has

directed its continued existence as a result of a recent sunset review.
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Appendix F: Dissertation Survey Instrument
SURVEY ON ACHE QUADRENNIAL EVALUATION PROCESS ID#

The purpose of this survey is to solicit your views concerning the degree to which the quadrennial
evaluation process of the Alabama Commission on Higher Education (ACHE) has resulted in
meaningful change within the Comrmission and within Alabama higher education. For each question
requesting a numerical response, a “1” indicates a high degree and a “5” indicates a low degree.
Please circle the appropriate number or “N/A” if you have no opinion or no basis to judge the
issue.

To what degree has the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process contributed to the Commission’s
ability and willingness to perform its assigned roles in each of the following areas?

1. Master planning and policy issues (state-wide long-range planning; study, analysis, and
evaluation of present and future higher education needs):

1 2 3 4 5 N/A
High degree Moderate degree Low degree No opinion or
No basis to judge

2. Finance and budget issues:

1 2 3 4 5 N/A
High degree Moderate degree Low degree No opinion or
No basis to judge
3. Issues related to new academic programs and the prevention of unnecessary program
duplication:
1 2 3 4 5 N/A
High degree 7 Moderate degree Low degree No opinion or
: No basis to judge
4. Issues related to new campuses, centers, and other facilities:
1 | 2 3 4 .5 N/A
High degree Moderate degree Low degree No opinion or
No basis to judge

5. Issues related to the development of a State University and College Information System to
track the activities and performance of institutions:

1 2 3 4 5 N/A
High degree "" Moderate degree Low degree No opinion or
No basis to judge

PLEASE CONTINUE WITH THE QUESTIONS ON THE REVERSE OF THIS PAGE
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The next two questions ask you to describe benefits of the process and changes needed. Please provide
as much information as you feel is necessary to answer these two questions from your perspective. Feel
free to attach one or more additional pages if necessary.

6. Please identify and describe the greatest benefit(s) that you believe the ACHE quadrennial
evaluation process has provided to the Commission and/or to Alabama higher education.

7. Please identify and describe the change(s) that you believe are most needed to the ACHE
quadrennial evaluation process in order to improve its value to the Commission and to
Alabama higher education.

8. The next set of items asks you to indicate the degree to which each of the six quadrennial
evaluations has been of benefit to the Commission and to Alabama higher education. Please
provide responses only for those you feel you have a basis to judge, and feel free to answer
some, all, or none of them based upon your knowledge of each one:

High degree Moderate degree Low degree No opinion or

No basis to judge

1* Quadrennial Evaluation (Report dated 1975):

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

2nd Quadrennial Evaluation (Report dated 1979):

1 o2 3 4 s N/A

3rd Quadrennial Evaluation (Report dated 1983):

1 2 3 4 ‘ C 5 N/A

4th Quadrennial Evaluation (Report dated 1987):

1 2 3 A N/A

5th Quadrennial Evaluation (Report dated 1991):

1 2 3 ‘ 4 5 N/A

6th Quhdrennial Evaluation (Report dated 1995):

1T 2 3 4 5 N/A

PLEASE CONTINUE TO THE FINAL SECTION ON THE NEXT PAGE AND REMEMBER
TO INCLUDE BOTH PAGES IN YOUR RETURN ENVELOPE
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SURVEY ON ACHE QUADRENNIAL EVALUATION PROCESS - DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

This final section is your opportunity to indicate whether and to what degree you would be willing to
participate further in this study, and to give us some data so that we may correctly analyze your
responses. Please indicate by checking the appropriate lines whether you would be willing to
participate further in this study through any of the following activities:

YES NO

1. Completion of one or more additional surveys,

2. Participation in a telephone interview.

3. Participation in a personal (face-to-face) interview.

If you are willing to participate further in this study in any of the ways described above, we will need
the following information in order to contact you. Please use office and/or home address and telephone
number, specify which is which, and let us know your preference in how to contact you if you provide
both. Please be assured that we will not publicly identify your individual responses to this survey
based upon this information. This page will be removed from the rest of the survey upon receipt, and

only its coded identification number will identify the survey when the responses are analyzed.

Name and title(s):

Address(es):

City/state/zip code(s):

Telephone number(s):

~ Regardless of whether you are willing to participate further in this study, we will need the following
information concemning your present and any former position(s) in Alabama higher education and/or
public life to correctly analyze your responses. Please mark all categories that apply with a “C” (for
current status) and/or an “F” (for former status):

Member of Alabama Commission Member of ACHE Staff
on Higher Education
Member of an ACHE Quadrennial Faculty/administrator in 4-year
Evaluation Committee ‘ college or university
Faculty/administrator in 2-year college Member of campus or system
board of trustees
Member of Alabama State Legislature Other state government official
Civic, média, or business leader Other (please specify)

Please return both pages of this survey in the self-addressed, stamped envelope provided. If this
envelope is not available, you may mail the survey to Maurice A. Ottinger, 118 East Woodbine
Avenue, Condominium E, Kirkwood, MO 63122-6139. Thank you for your participation in this
study.
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Appendix G: Dissertation Survey Cover Letter (Template)

MAURICE ARMAND OTTINGER
118 EAST WOODBINE AVENUE
CONDOMINIUM E
KIRKWOOD, MISSOURI 63122-6139

{Date)

(Name [and title where applicable])
(Organization)

(Address)

(City, state, and ZIP code)

Dear (appropriate salutation):

I am conducting a study on the benefits of the Alabama Commission on Higher Education (ACHE)
quadrennial evaluation process to higher education in Alabama. Specifically, I am attempting to
determine to what extent the quadrennial evaluation process of the Commission has resulted in
meaningful change in Alabama higher education. In order to complete this study, I need your help.

As an important part of this research, I am asking you to complete the enclosed survey. I have designed
this survey to provide maximum opportunity for you to express your views concerning the value of the
ACHE quadrennial evaluation process to Alabama higher education. I am requesting your participation
in this research because I believe that your views will make a significant contribution to the quality and
utility of this study.

Completion of this survey should take no more than fifteen to twenty minutes of your time. I know that
you are very busy, but I hope that you will support this project. In addition to fulfilling the
requirements for my doctoral degree, I am planning to share the results of this study with appropriate
individuals in Alabama and other states so that they may be used to improve the impact of evaluations
'of ACHE and other statewide boards of higher education.

The confidentiality of information about you will be maintained by the use of code numbers on all
materials. The data gathered will be reported in summary form with no reference to you personally.
Individual data and participant identities will not be shared with anyone. Return of the completed
survey constitutes your consent to participate in this study. Participation in this study is voluntary with
the right to refuse to participate or withdraw from participation at any time without penalty.

Because I am anxious to move ahead, I would appreciate your response to the enclosed survey by
(date). Ihave enclosed a postage-paid envelope for your use. If you have any questions or need
additional guidance in completing the survey, please call me at (314) 592-0000 extension 4265 (office)
or (314) 909-0302 (home), or e-mail me at OTTINGERMA@aol com. I greatly appreciate your help in
this project and look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

Maurice A. Ottinger
Ph.D. Candidate, The University of Tennesscc, Knoxville
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Appendix H: Informed Consent Statement

INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT
.Title of Project: The Value of the Quadrennial Evaluation Process of the
Alabama Commission on Higher Education (ACHE)

You are invited to participate in a research study. The purpose of this study is to determine the value of
the Quadrennial Evaluation Process of the Alabama Commission on Higher Education to the
Commission and to Alabama higher education.

INFORMATION

1.

RISKS

The procedures involved in this study include surveys and interviews. As you know, you were
asked to participate in this study initially when you received a survey to complete with a cover
letter explaining the study. When you completed that survey, you indicated an initial
willingness to participate in one or more interviews. The purpose of this form is to give you
further information concerning this process, to ensure that you still consent to being
interviewed, and to record that consent.

It is anticipated that this initial interview will take no more than fifteen to twenty minutes of
your time. While the need for one or more additional interviews is not anticipated, it is
possible that you may be contacted for clarification of statements made during the interview or
to be asked if you would participate in an additional interview. If you are asked to participate
in an additional interview, you will receive another statement similar to this one to ensure that
you consent to that interview.

Approximately 225 adults have been given the opportunity to participate in this research.
Although this many individuals have been asked to participate, it is anticipated that
significantly fewer will actually respond to the survey, and that even fewer will be interviewed.

The researcher may ask if you are willing to have the interview tape-recorded. Your interview
will only be tape-recorded if the interviewer requests you to allow it and you specifically
consent to this request. (You will be asked for your consent as part of the taped conversation.)
If this happens, the tape will be used only to ensure that an accurate written transcript of the
interview is available for analysis. It will be held in locked storage and will be erased as soon -
as an accurate written transcript of the recorded interview is produced or confirmed.

This study holds no foreseeable physical, psychological, social, legal, or other risks to any persons.

BENEFITS

It is anticipated that this research will be of benefit in increasing the body of knowledge concerning the
value of the ACHE quadrennial evaluation process to ACHE and to Alabama higher education.

Participant's initials



326

CONFIDENTIALITY

The information in the study records will be kept confidential. Data will be stored securely and will be
made available only to persons conducting the study unless you specifically give permission in writing
to do otherwise. No reference will be made in oral or written reports which could link you to the study.

CONTACT
If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact the researcher,
Maurice Armand Ottinger, at 7300 Cedarpost Road, Apartment H-10, Liverpool, New York, 13088-

3825, phone (315) 453-9921. If you have questions about your rights as a participant, contact the
Compliance Section of the University of Tennessee, Knoxville Office of Research at (423) 974-3466.

PARTICIPATION

Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty. If you
decide to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. If you withdraw
from the study before data collection is completed, your data will be returned to you or destroyed.

CONSENT

I have read and understand the above information. I have received a copy of this form. I agree to
participate in this study.

Participant's signature Date

Investigator's signature Date
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Captain in the U.S. Army Reserve) as the Administrative Officer for
the 3292d U.S. Army Reserve Forces School (located on the UTK
campus) .

Following his resident studies, he returned to active duty. He
was promoted to major in May 1996, and served for four years as a
systems automation officer in the St. Louis (1996-1998) and
Washington, D.C. (1998-2000) areas. Since June 2000, he has been a
student and military liaison (senior military officer) in the Army
Comptrollership Program Class of 2001 at Syracuse University. This
highly selective, MBA-producing program prepares military officers
and government civilians for service as the Army’s premier resource
managers. He i1s scheduled to graduate from that program in August
2001. He has been married for over fifteen years to the former Lorie
Lee Spin of Huntsville, Alabama; and they have two children, Emily
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