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Mission and Goals of the Alliance

Premise

Tt is well understood that the economy of a state and the well being of its citizens are inlerwoven
with its education system in general, and specifically with its institutions of higher education.
Discussions of affordability, accountability, and access (to name a few) cannot take place
without consideration of the state’s economic health. In parallel, a state’s business and economic
growth cannot exist without consideration of the role that education plays in terms of
opportunities and workforce.

South Carolina does not have an organization dedicated to evaluating the policies implemented
that affect education, even though almost 50 percent of the state’s annual revenues are allocated
to education, including elementary, secondary, and post-secondary education. Without an
organization devoted to the highest Jevels of academic integrity, empirical rescarch, and full
dissemination of results, the state cannot know if it is successfully achieving its goals for higher
education.

Mission

The mission of the Alliance for Research on Higher Education (the Alliance) is to serve
as a state, regional, and national resource for information on the relationship between higher
education and a state’s economy. Until formalized by the first Board meeting, the Alliance’s
goals are as follows:

e provide expertise to assist leaders in framing policy issues useful in strategic planning;
produce high quality, replicable policy analyses for publication and presentation; and,

s collaborate with other researchers and policy makers interested in applying and furthering
research in higher education.

The Alliance is dedicated to gathering, analyzing, and reporting on information relative to the
impact, economic and social, that higher education has on states and their citizens. Annual
projects will be determined through collaboration with institutional partners and by cxternal
{funding opportunities, including those from state regulatory agencies and legislative committees.
As appropriate, these projects will draw cxperts from other institutions and other states in order
to produce a more robust analysis.

The work of the Alliance will represent the best objective, empirically-based rcsearch related to

the complex issues affecting higher education.
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Initial Alliance Offerings

It would he of immediate benefit to South Carolina and to the region to support an
interdisciplinary center that merges government and public affairs data with higher education
data regarding higher education’s contributions to the public good. The Alliance will fill a gap
between rhetoric and politics and will build unique relationships among the constituent groups
affiliated with higher education, and the state and regional economies.

The opening phase of the Alliance has commenced. The initial priorities for the first six months
include:

e Meeting with institutional Teaders to generate partnerships in the Alliance and cvaluate
projects for primary consideration;

+ determining the formal mission and goals of the Alliance, along with associated
personnel;

¢ creating a web site with contact information and other public relations materials;

¢ initiating discussions with South Carolina leadership regarding potential projects and
required data; and,

e writing and preparing an initial series of reports that develop into {ull grant proposals.

In addition, one of the primary tasks of the initial phase is to discuss with various higher
education leaders the topics they consider top priority in the coming year. Through these talks,
institutions will be offered an opportunity to become a partner in the Alliance.

Partnership Structure

The Alliance is unique in its structure, allowing multiple voices to set the agenda and actively
sharing results with partners. We believe that the issues belore us warrant a collaborative
organization that benefits all of South Carolina, and that only when the constituent groups have
full access to the data as well as to the analysis will the state move past its current challenges.

The Alliance seeks to research issues of priority to public and private institutions. In order to
determine the research undertaken by the Alliance, institutions and agencies that would like to
become partners will participate on the Alliance Board. Partners in the Alliance support its
daily operations, and the return on that investment includes:

¢ Three annual studies as agreed upon by the Board as priorities;

e At Icast one presentation at the partner institution on study results;

s Access to secured web site with detailed data related to the above mentioned studies;

o [Institution-specific reports as available related to the annual studies;,

o Partncrships and infrastructure support for grants; and,

e Full access o a library of higher education research and policy papers.
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By supporting the Alliance, members will gain a powerful tool in the drive to improve South
Carolina education. Each member will have first access to rescarch on higher education policy,
participate in a unique consortium dedicated to its members, be better prepared to articulate
legislative interests, and gain a strong collaborative from which to garner external funds.

Nothing is more important to a state than the education of its citizens. Education drives
economic devclopment, income, and social progress. It is time for South Carolina to have a
group dedicated to researching the very issue that defines our future.

Thosc interested in learning more about the Alliance should contact Catherine Walt, Dircctor, at
864-656-0847 (office) or 864-903-3266 (celi).
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October 2006 Pollcy Upaates

Pohcy Paper: NC Baard of Governors
Needs Tune-up

The North Carolina Center for Public Policy
Research (www.nccppr.org} has released a new
report suggesting that the NC Board of Governors
should receive a "tune-up” in certain areas, while
continuing to endorse the governance structure
overall. The Center recommends placing an
overwhelming majerity of Board appointments in the
Governor's hands.

The Center says the legislature is not doing its
homework to understand the gualifications of the
candidates for the Board or to find out candidates’
views on higher education policy. in addition, the
process is tainted by Board candidates making
campaign contributions to legislators. Finally, the
‘egislature is failing to meet the statutory goal of
iiversity.

Additional comments include better long-term
planning, limiting tuition increases, improved
oversight of college athletics, and keeping the
research universities from undermining the System.

i

The Alliance is pleased to present lts maugural
edition of a regular policy briefing. Ht is intended to
provide leaders with a brief review of national policy

. papers, Alliance projects, a calendar of events, and

other issues that can assist higher education
constituent leaders in decision making.

Questions and suggestions should be directed to
Alliance Director, Catherine Watt (cwatt @clemson.edu).

The Alliance made its first formal presentation

to the Commission on Higher Education October
5™, during their meeting at Clemson University. The
Institute's project leaders presented information on
current inftiatives that can contribute to discussions of SC
higher education goals. The Alliance’s potential role in
analyzing questions related to affordability, workforce
management, and enroliment modeling were introduced.

Thank you to CHE Chair Dr. Layton McCurdy and to the
other Commissioners for their interest. The meeting was
very positive, and we look forward to the Commissioners
becoming active partners in the Alliance and to
collaborating with the CHE staff.

Presentation materials are available upon request.

Promise Abandoned: How Policy Choices and lnst_i"tﬁﬁonal Practices Restrict College
Opportunities (A report by the Education Trust, August 2006)

“Today, our highest-achieving low-income students actually go directly on to college at rates about the same
as our lowest-achieving students from wealthy families.” Echoing concerns noted in South Carolina, results

! from this policy analysis strongly condemn choices made at the state and federal level to assist middle- and

| upper-class students rather than make proportional increases in need-based aid. If the goals of programs

. that exist in South Carolina and in other states are to increase the educational opportunities open to

- students, and college costs continue to increase, then need-based aid should be a priority.

~ Recommendations include the following: 1) Placing the needs of low income students first; 2) Change the

" metrics we use to determine “quality” in higher education; 3) Radically simplify the federal financial aid

© process; 4) Provide incentives in other federa! programs to increase service to low income students; and, 5)
demand that accrediting organizations consider who institutions serve and how well they serve them.

The Alliance strongly recommends this report and will expand analysis of its data for |mpllcat1ons in SC.
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| New Study Planned: A Survey of General

! MUSGC Associate Provost & Alliance Affiliated :

; needs of higher education.

. Through surveys and interviews with members who

{ insight into priorities as seen from Legislative
| perspectives. Research questions pursued in this

Congressional Notes: the Spellings Commission Report

¢ US Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings is on record stating that “time is of the essence” in carrying out

¢ recommendations from the new Commilssion on the Future of Higher Education report released in September.
. In an interview with The Chronicle, Secretary Spellings questions college costs and repeatedly states the need for
' more data about institutional expenses, efficiency, and outcomes. She suggests that institutions should be

- accountable for student learning in a manner similar to that of elementary and high schools, placing the learning

. burden on institutions rather than on students.

One of the largest changses is related to unit-record reperting of student records, a process already in place in South
Carolina, where institutions have reported student-spacific data to the SC CHE for more than a decads.

i Proponents of unit-record reporting argus that it will validate enroliment, retention and graduation rate numbers,
. while improving abilities to analyze transfer rates. Critics argue that while some data may be ussful, the massive
' infrastructure required to gather, edit, and maintain the system far outweigh limited benefits. Secretary Spsllings

refused to suggest a dollar figure that it would take to create this new reporting system or how accountability would

| be determined.

| Another anticipated aspact of the report is the call to restructure the federal financial aid process. The FAFSA has

long been recognized as cumbsrsome and intimidating, and the data gathered has lacked reliability and validity due
to confusing quastions. Finally, Commission’s report is expected to articulate calls for a federal accreditation

i process, which would be a dramatic shift away from the powerful regional accrediting agencies.

Assembly Members’ Perceptions of 5C

submits to Department of Education to
Higher Education

study Cosis, Subsidies, & Outcomes

H

The unigue confluence of higher education activities in
SC is the subject of a proposai submitted to the US
Department of Education by the Alliance. The two-
year, $450,000 proposal seeks to study the
relationships among the Lottery Scholarships, tuition

i increases, state appropriations and student outcomes.

Scholar Dr. Tom Higerd has proposed a new study to |
assess the perceived strengths, weaknesses, and |

sit on several committess, the Alliance hopes to gain

i Questions related to the study seek to analyze the

' subsidy structure of higher education, both from the
state and returned to it. Also, long term benefits to
students are questioned in terms of actual fees paid

!
case study will focus on perceptions of planning, ;
£
|
Surveys conducted in 2006 will serve as a baseline i compared with “sticker price.”
i
;
!
:

growth, and economic development.

that coincides with the Governor's Higher Education
Task Force Report. As implementation of the i The SC CHE will be a significant partner in providing
report's recommendations commences, follow-up ¢ | the data for the project; institutions wishing to
interviews related to progress made will be I | participate should contact the Alliance office.
conducted. P
. t

G}'ant Proposél in Preparation: Alliance

H
H
:

The Alliance for Research on Higher Education is a newly formed and unique organization
dedicated to research on higher education and its relationship with the economy. South
Carclina institutions of higher education, state agencies, and other non-profit organizations are
eligible to be members or partners in the Alliance.

Partners in the Alliance will receive detailed policy papers, such as the Closer Look series,
panticipate in Alliance Board activities, and have access to additional higher education policy
research.
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Building a Statewide Enrollment Model Fall 2006

One of the primary questions asked by SC Commissioners, legislators, and the Governor’s Higher
Education Task Force is how much capacity must higher education plan for in the coming years? 1t
is important to plan infrastructure needs, as well as potential workforce demand.

The methodology of this model is to gather enrollment plans from cach four-year and two-year
institution; there is no intent to tell the institutions how large they should be. Data from the
institutions will be used as the planning peints, with data from CHE, the SREB, and the State
Department of Education used 10 assess higher educatlon $ capacny to adapt to predicted changes in
enroliment demand. ;

The focus of this report is on undergraduate enrollment only. Graduate and first professional degree
program capacity, as well as needs, will be analy7ed in a future repott.

One of the most practical outcomes of this proj ect is to creatc a statewide enrollment model that can
be placx,d on the Alliance wcb site and downloaded so that interested parties can test different
scenarios. :

Need for an Enrollment Model

o A new report from the N ation'aI'Cenlcr for Education Statistics (NCES) predicts that K-12
enrollment will increase 4.9 percent in South Carolina over the next decade, Neighboring states
will increasc as well (GA 19% NC 14.7%).

o  While hi gh school gradu atlc_m rates still hover around 50 percent, and last in the country, even if
they remain the same, first-time freshmen enrollment will increase

o Currently, 64 1o 66 _p(:rcc'nt.of those who do graduate from high school continue on in somce form
of post-secondary education.

o Over the past ten years, two- and four-year enrollment combined has incrcased 38.9 percent,
approximately the SREB average. Most of this growth has been at the two-year institutions; the
four-year institutions have remained relatively constant.

In 2003-04 there were 36,112 high school gradnates. Given the prediction that enrollment will
increase 4.9 percent, it follows that even if high school graduation rates remain constant, there will
be an increase of approximately 1100 graduatcs. Historically, more than 64 percent of SC high
school graduates pursue some post-secondary education, which means higher education must plan,
at the minimum, for 693 new seals in a college classroom over the next 10 ycars.
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The above-mentioned NCES report also predicts that South Carolina will see a 6.9 percent increase
in high school graduates, which at the current post-sccondary altendance rate ol 64 percent, pushes
the need for new seats up to approximately 1500.

If high school graduation rates increased 10 percentage points to begin approaching the national
average of 67 percent, South Carolina would need to plan for approximately 3,000 new seats in
higher education.

The tables below are from the new NCES report, showing how South Carolina’s predicted growth
compares with other states.

RbeZ. Frojeded percand dhrangse 1 ihe nunber of publk
high choot gradustes, by stata: 2002-0% through
2510
Blake Fercarm Incremse  Biato Poicort dacronse
Arizons AR ARArANs 0.1
Novads S7.5  wasnington <.
Florida 2.1 Noa' Mo ko 0.4
Georghs 204  Midhigan -1.8
Mo Carcira 1&.4 Massachwmats 2.0
Nk’ Jor ooy 18.0 Karbuacky =20
Takns 15.5 Missouri By )
Criorada 2.0 Cho 2.8
Tebks A, Projectsd parcent ncreqasess in public slementary ancl U:tah'"m. :g; Alacama jg
- l"

g?"’" schocl srreliment, by state: 2003 through Virgiria e Crogee .Mmh S
Idaho 27  mMisabvippl 5.1
Btats Parant ing rase State Parcant increase indana 7.8 Okahoma F.T |
Nevada 35.7 Alaska 48 Bosh Carolira 4] MHaa Yok A5
Arizong 3.8 Nabraska 41 Colrsane 51 Hazaall -T..‘I
Taxas 226 Omgon a0 thirrots 4.8  Alzkn a7
Georgia 19.0 California 26 Tannatead a.4 Mobraska 22
Idaho 17. Minnasots 27 Connecticut a1 Maa’ Hampahing 2.5
Utah 174  Okkhome 27 ::E;':":m a f; K"““" A5
Florida 169 Kentucky 28 -8 Whoonan -10.4
Morth Garoling 147 Indiare 23 loas 108
Colorade 127 Missouri 23 ;‘:"“": ':?g
Delaware 110 New Jersey 21 “mw‘m i
Hawaii 106 Mississippi 1.2 i i
Virginia 88  lowae 1.2 ““_:1 o Cousrbi ::;é
Ternageas &A1 Lovisiars 1.0 South Dekola T
Arkansas 6.4 llincie 0.3 Mborkana _21' &
Moy lsrd 53  Washington 02 Py— -2‘.1-D
South Caroling 4.9 Kansas # wyoming 2nd
R - ot Horth Dakoia <0,

SOURCE L5, Dwpt, of Education NCES, The crman S ore ata |
: SOMRACE: U S, sFEdusanon, NCES . The MCES Comvrion Cos of Date
:::m N:HS:; Public Elermentary and Secandary Enralment Model, (See d = kb= Hight Schist Graat {eria [nn s

TencH ' 5.

Methodology for Enrollment Model

Data from fall enrollment files for fall 2000 through fall 2005 will he used to create the model. This
powerful source of information includes the primary breaks of interest — residency, gender, and
academic class. The CHEMIS files offer the greatest reliability and validity, along with placing the
smallest burden on individual institutions.
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Institutions will be asked to provide their undergraduate enrollment plans, and interviews with
appropriatc personnel will be conducted where the plans are not available. Experienced data
specialists from across the state will be asked to collaborate in order to improve the data gathered,
verily the methodology, and test the model.

Institutional models traditionally consider enrollment down to the college or program area. The
statewide model would focus on at the institution lovel down o the academic cluss. Analysis using
the CHEMIS files will reveal retention rates by class by institution, which will also be used in the
model. For cxample, an instifution that brings in large numbers of freshmen but then loses 30
percent of them after the first year will have calculations different from an institution with high
retention rates but lower initial enrollment, :

Issues of race and major will be maintained in the database for analy%m but will not be part of the
overall model. :

One limitation of this enrollment model is that it does notaccount for the non-traditional students
who will enter SC’s institutions. Additional research is needed to determme trends by age and by
corollment status for students over 25 years of age. ' -
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Sample Enrollment Model (Excel version can be modified as needed)

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

el ok e ik ok kek o dekede ke okeolok ok ok ok kool kA kk kb hdd ok hkdkdk bbb bbbk sl A ok ok ko o e o e e

ALL STUDENTS (NEW + CONTINUING)

Freshmen . 3s26 3334 3328 338 3328 3328
Sophomores 3399 3487 3384 3375 3374 3373
Jusiors 3366 3606 3697 3628 3611 3609
Senios 3554 3580 3727 3820 3786 3765

13,845 13,977 14,136 14,151 14,009 14,075

TOTAL STUDENTS 2005 2006 2007 2008 . 2009 2010

Degree UG 13845 18977 14186 14151 14089 14075
Non-Degree UG 147 148 150 150 149 149
TotalUG 18992 14125 . 14286 14301 14248 142024
Graduate 3058 332 3 3547 359 3625

Grad. Non-Degree 367 366 366 366 366 366

Totals 17,417 17.803 - 18112 18214 18,210 18,215

2006 2008 2009 2010
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A Closer Look: State Governance Models Summer 2006

Introduction:

Governor Sanford advocates for the reorganization of higher education governance, asking the
General Assembly to replace the current regulatory coordinating board with a consolidated
governing board. Thosc with a vested interest in higher education should be informed of the
significant changes this could require for the institutions as well as for the State.

Each state has a mechanism through which its system of higher education receives state money,
proposes programs, and reports to the legislature. These systems range along a continuum from
decentralized planning agencies where institutions receive money directly from the state
government, to coordinating boards that may have varying regulatory authority, to consolidated
governing boards wherc a single board manages multiple institutions at both the two- and four-
year levels. Researchers and institutional administrators have stated the continuum as one of
institutional autonomy versus state authority, with some arguing that only through strong
individual lay boards can institutions be insulated from potlitical intrusion and inappropriate
budgetary fluctuations.

This Closer Look report, presented by the Alliance, offers more detailed information on different
governance models and how some states have fared under them, It is very important to note that
few states have changed their management systems since they were first created, and
modifications to systems are often not captured in official legislation but in the daily workings of
the organization. This paper is meant as an overview of the different types of systems, the statcs
that utilize them, and briefly how their institutions have fared in the state budget picture.

System Structures:

Governance systems of higher education gained substantial national attention in the mid 1950’s
as burgeoning enrollments and expanded degree offerings caused states to question not only the
level of appropriations but institutional misstons, and how to best oversee this newly expanding
enterprise. By the end of the decade, almost all states had a set governance structure in place that
has not changed since then. These structures fall within three categorics: planning agencics;
coordinating boards; and consolidated governing boards.

To those unfamiliar with the myriad duties that may (or may not) fall under state governing
responsibilities, much of the work is completed without headlines or legislative mandates.
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However, the question arises in discussions in South Carolina as to the role of the state’s
governance structure in managing the performance of individual institutions and in furthering
higher education’s contributions to economic development.

Higher education researchers agree that while no single structure is best under all circumstances,
governance is important. Leadership cannot survive in an environment that inhibits institutional
collaboration and statewide synergy.

The key issue in governance is not whether colleges and
universities are accountable, nor is it whether they can in some
mystical fushion be autonomous. Rather the issue is where the line
should be drawn between the campus and the state; and, most
especially, how can we separate out trivial interference with
essential confmnmtion.l

Even the best system structure cannot compensate for badly designed systems or a mismatched
policy environment. Collaboration between the institutions and their legislatures is imperative
for any state wishing Lo progress and utilize their public institutions as economic development

engines.

Higher cducation research points to three primary system types, noting that each state modifies
the general categories to suit its specific needs:

Planning Agencies — Only Michigan and Delaware have planning agencies. These
agencies have no organizational authority beyond voluntary planning. Michigan is
unique in that the institutions have constitutional status and their governance contained
therein, which would require a full constitutional amendment to alter.

Coordinating Boards — This category, currently used in South Carolina, has the most
variation within the three categories, This structure vtilizes a single government agency
for some or all of the nine basic functions of oversight (planning, policy leadership,
policy analysis, mission definition, academic program review, budgetary processes,
student financial assistance, accountability systems and institutional authorization). One
of the strengths of such boards is their ability Lo relate 10 many segments (institutional
categories) of higher education. Another interesting strength noted in the literature is that
their position between state government and the institutions allows them to identify with
slale government nceds while removing them from campus politics.

As of 2006, 25 states have some form of coordinating board to manage higher education.
Of these, 22 have regulatory authority (including South Carolina, llinois, Texas, and
New York), while the remainder (including California) have only advisory authority.
Florida’s recent structure change is included in the former category (they changed from a
consolidated governing board to a coordinating board with regulatory authority).
Communily colleges may operate under the statewide board or may have an independent

Boyer, Ernest L. (1982). Control of the Campus: Dssay on Governance. AGH Reports 24(6): pp. 4- 1.
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state agency. States with coordinaling boards arc more likely to include private
institutions in their planning and reporting processes. Beyond this, however, there are
differences, Coordinating boards may oversee subsystems of similar institutions or
multi-campus systems of heterogeneous institutions. There is no single rule for either
their scope or their membership.

In Maryland, tor example, higher education was reorganized in 1988 when the Gencral
Assembly felt that the state’s institutions werc too unorganized with regard to both
mission and accountability. The configuration that resulted from the legislation included
a merged University of Maryland System (now University System of Maryland) that
consisted of five former University campuses and six former state college campuses. It
also included a separate St. Mary’s College (the public liberal arts college) with its own
Board of Trustees, a separate Morgan State University (an HBCU) with its own
governing board, a system of 17 community colleges, each with its own govcerning board,
and a large private sector, all presided over by a revamped state coordinating board, re-
invented in a much stronger role than the previous State Board of Higher Education.”
Problems still exist however, with individual institutions lobbying the legislature with
specific regional needs. There are also arguments over the status of the University of
Maryland College Park as the state’s flagship institution, wherc it is eligible for
additional funding.

In South Carolina, the Commission on Higher Education has regnlatory oversight for one
system (USC, which while evolving, still recognizes one senior institution with branch
campuses), one academic health center, one land-grant university, seven comptehensive
universities, each with its own board, and 16 technical colleges that report to a single
board. The individualization has served the state well in certain aspccts, with access to
post-secondary education within reasonable driving distance across the state. The
Commission has substantial regulatory authority through various legislative mandatcs,
including specific accountability measures, funding parameters, approving tuition, and
setting construction priorities. It is the competing power of the General Assembly, with
individual institutions lobbying their specific agendas, that adds to the governance
challenges in the state.

Consolidated Governing Boards — Twenty-three states have consolidated governing
boards that have legal management and control responsibilities for all public four-ycar
institutions. Nine of these states (such as South Dakota and Utah) also place community
and technical collcges under the same hoard. Georgia’s Board of Regents, for example,
has full authority over 34 four-year and lwo-year institutions, The other 14 states have
separate statewide boards for community colleges. A consolidated governing board’s
dutics may include all or some of the following:

g Berdahl, Robert Q. (1996). The quasi-privatization of a public honors college: A case study of St. Mary’s

College of Maryland. Paper presented at the national conference for the Association of the Study of Higher
Education,

The Alfiance * Strom Thurmond Institute ® Silas Pearman Bivd. « Clemson, 5C 29634-0125
Ph: (864) B56-0847 » Fax: (864} 656-4780
Page 3of 6




[a—

Directs a single entity that encompasses all institutions within the system,

2. Carries out coordinating responsibilities (such as program approval or mission
changes) in addition to its responsibilities for governing institutions under its
jurisdiction,

Has authority both to develop and to implement policy,

Advocates needs of the institutions (o the legislature and governor,

Appoints, sets compensation for, and evaluates chief executives (Presidents or
Chancellors),

6. Sets faculty personnel policics and usuvally approves tenure, and

7. Has authority to allocate and reallocate resources between and among the
institutions within its jurisdiction.’

kW

‘There are difficulties with the governing board system as well. In the instances where
individual institutional boards remain, those individual boards may be reduced (o serving
more as private institution boards do, as fund raisers and advocates for their specific
school without any real anthority. A state system of multiple board layers can create
additional bureancracy and makes it more difficult to implement change at the institution
level. Statewide governing boards are often removed from the concerns of individual
campuses, and it could be easy to assume that they become political advocates for a
specific governor’s policies. However, higher education research considers governing
boards more closely aligned with institutions rather than state politics.

States and Their Systems:

As stated previously, most states have not changed their type of state governance since its
inception. When pursing a possible change in governance, the question arises as to which
system is more successful, but what is defined as “success” in one state may not be the same for
another, given varying population needs and demands placed on institutions. In addition, success
of a governance type cannot be easily ascertained because of the unique political structure of
each state, including but not limited to 1) level of Governor’s authority; 2) level of Legislative
authority; 3) method utilized for appropriate money to higher education; 4) role of private higher
education in state politics; and, 5) type and size of public institutions. Careful reading of
legislative mandates and annual reports cannot fully disclose the working relationships that
contribute to successful processes.

To demonstrate the variety of systems and relative “success,” defined by changes in state
appropriations, the following chart of select state system information was compiled from the
2005-06 Almanac edition of The Chronicle of Higher Education and Grapevine
(http://coe.ilsti.edu/grapevine/SUstate. htm):

*McGuinness, Jr., Aims C. {1999). The states and higher education. In P.G. Altbach, R.O. Berdahl, & P.I.
Gumport (iids.), American Higher Education in the Twenty-first Century: Social, Polirical, and Economic
Challenges {pp. 183-215). The Johns Hopkins University Press: Baltimore, MD.
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FY 2006 Higher
Education S-year
# Four-Year  Appropriations of Percent
Public State Tax Funds for ~ Change in
State System Structure Institutions Operating Expenses __Allocations
Alabama Coordmatmg Board 18 - L.39 billion 277%
rizona Consolidate Gov Board 5 974 ll’lllllOIl 9. 1%
alifornia (‘oordmatmg Board 32 _ 9 63 bl]llOﬂ_ ?9% o
olorado Coordinating 1 Board 14 ) 595 million -20 3%
onnecticut Coordmatmg Board ' 7 __82? million S 17.1%
elaware Planning Agency '_ 2 - 216 m11110n o 16 3%
lorida - Coordinating Board : i 33 bllhon o _19 ’%%
eorgia Consolidated Gov. Board 220 21 b1111011_ L 13% .
Hinois _ Coordinating Board 12 26bilion  38%
ansas _ Consolidated Gov. Board 9 755 million 10.5%
entucky ~ Coordinating Board ... &  L2lbillien - 20. 5% .
aryland ~ ‘Coordinating Board y D S A 25 billion 6 7% o
Michigan Planmng Agency 15 _____20b111‘0“ o ._‘9 2% .
Minnesota _ Consolidated Gov. Board 11 137billion . 12%
Missouri  CoordinatingBoard 13 ' 856million . -108%
NEW Jerqey _Coordinating Board 14 203 b11]10n____________§'___ 217 7%
New Mexico  CoordinatingBoard = 6 71&million  263%
New York  CoordinatingBoard 47 . 436billion . 254%
North Carolina Consolidated Gov. Board - 16~ 29billion =~ 22%
Oklahoma  Consolidated Gov.Board © 14 836million . 59%
South Carolina Coordinating Board 12 767million  -12.8%
ennessee  CoordinatingBoard 10 L12billion 74%
exas ~  Coordinating Board - =~ 41 ~ S2billion - 162%
irginia Coordinating Board 5 15 1.59 billion  22%

After reviewing the data in the above chart, it is difficult to determine a correlation between the
system structure, the size of the state system, and the appropriation trends. Those appropriations
are primarily dependent on legislators and the state’s priorities, including movements to decrease
or change tax rules.

The excellence of an institution does not appear to be dependent on the state; rather it is a
reputation built over decades combined with historical access to significant federal dollars.
Those institutions repeatedly recognized by groups such as U.S. News & World Report built their
research base during the Cold War, when federal research meant university research. Today,
even though large universities arc called upon to serve as economic engines for their states, there
is only increasing competition for limited research funds. The federal government is no longer
willing to build complex research [acilities, leaving states and their institutions to determine the
balance between state investiment, institutional goals, and public interest.
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Conclusion:

Higher education represents one of the most complex enterprise areas for state government. The
institutions face many challenges in the coming years, including statc appropriations, tuition
levels, workforce training, increasing deferred maintenance levels, and building a more seamless
K-16 education culture.

In order to be effective, state systems of higher education must be structured to be compatible
with the state’s priorities and the environment in which they tunction. In South Carolina, for
example, the variance in educational demands across the state has been well served by individual
boards able to focus on specific needs. The regionalism in South Carolina is vital in a state
where access to higher education should be a state priority, not just an institutional issue. Issues
and confrontations related to funding would not be resolved with a structural change; low state
funding and increasing tuitions arc a result of systemic state government issues. The policy
cnvironment in South Carolina presents challenges in balancing future needs and established
priorities.

Human beings often triumph over poor policies and bad structures.
This human element can and does sometimes transcend seemingly
impossible constraints of policy and structure as personal ability
and person relations make a system work better than seems
possible.*

! Kerr, Clark (1988). A critical age in the university world: Accumulated heritage versus modern

imperatives. European Journal of Education, 22(2), p. 185,
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