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ABSTRACT

LONG-RANGE PLANNING FOR OKLAHOMA HIGHER EDUCATION:
A Policy Analysis of the 1961 to 1980 Decision Networks

BY: JANE ASHLEY SCROGGS
MAJOR PROFESSOR: HERBERT R. HENGST,; Ph.D.

l.ong-range planning for a state system of higher education involves a
complex interorganizational decision networks. Within the context of state and
federal government, the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education
organized three long-range planning cycles during the years from 1961 to 1980.
This study of that particular long-range planning effort, carried out by multisite
and multimethod research, endeavors to produce an holistic account of the
decisions which shaped policy development for the state system of higher
education.

Using a conceptual frame of reference based on the decision process
model and other theoretical concepts, specific research questions were
formulated to probe certain aspects of the long-range planning process. At the
organizational level the research considered issues related to the power to plan
for the state system; the evoiution of decision networks for long-range planning
during almost twenty years; the technology and scope of the planning process
during this time period; direction of the planning style for the interface
organization and finally the rationale for a public orgainzation to develop long-
range plans for higher education.

Out of complex decision networks, the process of developing long-
range plans brings into focus the educational and political values of a state
system of higher education. Limited by the availability of data and methods of
communication for the longitudinal research, chronological mapping of decision
networks for long-range planning for this particular state system of higher
education indicates that: (1) policy initiatives for long-range planning originated
with the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education during the first planning
cycle which began in 1961 but, the regents, had become part of a policy
responding network by the third planning cycle that was concerned with plans
for the 1980's; (2) during the three planning cycles support for the long-term
outcomes came from decision networks formulated by bargaining and coalitions
in the political milieu; (3) as the technology base fo the regents decision
network increased the organizational time horizon for long-range planning
decreased; (4 incrementalism rather than policy innovation became a factor as
richer knowledge of the state system became available; (5) organization of the
planning cycles moved through a centralization stage at the state system level
and then to a decentralization stage which stressed institutional viability and
- (6) aspects of reformism, professionalism and, to a limited extent, policy
innovation influenced the rationale for state system planning.

Long-range planning implies a special obligation to the fuiure. The
experience of the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education suggests that

long-range planning for a state system of higher education is significantly
shaped by political forces of a decision network.
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LONG-RANGE PLANNING FOR OKLAHOMA HIGHER EDUCATION:
A POLICY ANALYSIS OF THE 1961 TO 1980 DECISION NETWORKS

CHAPTER I

DEVELOPMENT OF THE STUDY

Statement of the Problem

How does a state system of higher education, within the organizational
framework of state and federal government, formulate long-range policies?
Specifically, how did the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education develop
long-range plans during the years 1961 to 19807

What is long-range planning for a state system of higher education? In
answer to this question, a decision process model of organizational choice as
the basis for long-range planning is examined in this st;udy.1 As a theoretical
orientation, the decision process model suggests that organizational decisions
are made within the framework of an organized anarchy.2 Choice in policy
matters is determined by the situation of the decision maker. The preceding
organizational processes of each event determine the opportunity for choice

which in this study is long-range planning for the Oklahoma State System of

lJeffrey Pfeffer, Power in Organizations (Marshfield, MA: Pitman,
1981), pp. 25-33.

zMichael D. Cohen, James G. March, and Johan P. Olsen, "A Garbage
Can Model of Organizational Choice," Administrative Science Quarterly 17
(March 1972), pp. 1-3.




Higher Education. Political coalitions within decision networks produce loosely
coupled planning outcomes for the state system. An organization of state
government, such as the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, is
shaped by many economic and political variables. Organizational choices are
bound together by networks of shifting decision points. Within decision
networks, different coalitions vie for desired outcomes.3 The process of long-
range planning for the state system provides a forum where the random choice
opportunities are matched with problems and available solutions. Available
choices determine preferences at any decision point. In this political context,
conflict and bargaining are accepted as normal aspects of the planning process.

Background of the Problem

Historically, a 1941 Constitutional Amendment, Article XIII-A, estab-
lished the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education and its governing board,
The Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education. Born in an era of
retrenchment in state government, the statewide coordination of all Oklahoma
institutiéns of higher education, public and private, was like the state
government itself, the product of decision networks.4

For example, Governor Cruce first proposed statewide coordination of
all higher education in Oklahoma iIn ].91]..5 Several other studies of the state

resources for higher education included: a 1922 Educational Survey

>Ibid, p. 3.

4.'James R. Scales and Danney Goble, Oklahoma Politics: A History
(Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1982), pp. 202-216.

5Gast:on Litton, History of Oklahoma at the Golden Anniversary of
Statehood vol. 2 (New York: Lewis Historical Publishing Co., 1957), p. 296.




Commission;6 a 1928 proposal to coordinate higher education as a part of the

reorganization of state government;7

passage of a 1929 bill that established a
coordinating égency that was not made operational;8 also, a 1929 voluntary
movement toward coordination.9 l_ater, an unofficial coordinating board was
appointed by Governor William S. Murray in 1931.10 Finally, a 1935 study of
state government by the Brookings Institution did not recommend coordination
of higher education in Oklahome:.ll

As briefly illustrated, the development of the Cklahoma State System
of Higher Education did not follow a simple linear pattern. False starts and
trial and error preceeded the institutionalization of statewide coordination of
Oklahoma higher education. State coordination was the precursor of long-range
planning by the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education.

In the context of statewide coordination, long-range planning for the

state system of higher education evolved over a twenty-year period. Just as

6Cl<lahoma State Educational Commission, Public Education in Okla-
homa (Washington, DC: Department of the Interior, Bureau of Education,
1922).

7Ben F. Harrison, "The Problem of State Administrative Reorganiza-
tion in Oklahoma" (Norman: Bureau of Government Research, University of
Oklahoma, January 1, 1951), pp. 1-3 (Mimeographed).

8Schiller Scroggs and Henry Garland Bennett, "The Beginnings of
Coardination of Oklahoma" (Oklahoma City: Office of the State Coordinating
Board for Higher Education, September 1, 1934), p. 5.

9Ibid., pp. 5-6.

loGem‘ge L. Cross, Professors, Presidents, and Politicians (Norman:
University of Oklahoma Press, 1981), pp. 101-105.

llThe Institute for Government Research of The Bookings Institution,
Report on a Survey of Organization and Administration of Oklahoma (Oklahoma
City: Harlow Publishing Corpaoration, 1935), pp. 43-51.




Oklahoma was an early state to adopt coordination of higher education, the
organizational experience of planning included formative efforts to define the
planning process for a state system of higher education. In anticipation of the
growth era, the first planning cycle in the form of a self-study for the
Oklahoma system was authorized in 1961. The second cycle which was
completed in 1971 focused on the "Plan for the 70's." However, a revision of
the plan was necessary by 1974 and wash completed in 1976. "Planning for the
80's", which was the product of the third cycle, extended from 1978 to 1980.
Baseline data for the policy analysis of long-range planning for
Oklahoma higher education is obtained by structurai modeling of decision
networks by chronological decision events. A decision network depicts the
complex interactions of divergent interest groups, represented by dominant
coalitions, in the political milieu of an organization. Waller suggests that
synthesis, or the process of "putting together of parts or elements so as to form
a whole" enables the researcher to construct a structural model of complex

12 Examples of decision networks are described by how

interrelationships.
organizations in Oklahoma advocated different issues related to disciplines of
study or even the location of institutions for the state system of higher
education.

Structural modeling of these decision networks illustrate a complex
set of interactions, often in conflict with each other, that influenced

reformism, professionalism, and policy innovation for the Oklahoma system. In

terms of cultural norms of the United States, progress is represented by

lzRobert J. Waller, "Knowledge for Producing Useful Knowledge and
the Importance of Synthesis," in Producing Useful Knowledge faor Organizations.
ed. Ralph H. Kilmann et al. (New York: Praeger, 1983), pp. 283-289.




innovation and change. From an organizational perspective, Daft contends that
"...the absence of innovation and change represents rigidity and stagnat‘.iu:m."13
Further, as a broad policy innovation, long-range planning for the state system
was also confronted with the obstacle of institutionalization in the decision
network for higher education.

On the one bhand, institutionalization of the long-range planning
process in the state system of higher education aroused conflict with the
accepted norms and values associated with academic freedom and individual
campus operation. While on the other hand, politics at state and federal levels
external to the state system of higher education, was a further deterrent to
institutionalization of long-range planning and policy formulation.la

Other impediments to the long-range planning process were generated
by the organizational time horizon. A trade-off between short-term crises and
long-term needs continually shaped policy development. Long-range plans
served as a form of organizational control to develop coalitions of support for
the interface organization, The Cklahoma State Regents for Higher Education.

Significance of the Study

Why study long-range planning for a state system of higher education?
The three major functions of a state coordinating board are program review,
budgeting, and planning. Planning shapes the future of the state system and
provides the general framework for the dther two coordinating functions.

Planning also spans the boundaries external to the state system

13Richard L. Daft, "Bureaucratic Versus Nonbureaucratic Structure
And The Process of Innovation and Change," in Research in The Sociology of
Organizations. ed. Samuel B. Bacharach (Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, 1982), p.
130. :

14

Pfeffer, pp. 228-229.



organization. From an organizational perspective, the planning process takes
its shape out of the milieu of the times. An analysis that excludes the impact
of the external environmental variables on the development of organizational
goals is, therefore, of limited value. The organizational context provides basic
cues to policy formulation and achievement.15

Complex organizations, such as a state system of higher education,
function under diffuse decision-making pal:t:erns.l6 Long range planning for
higher education counters the political tendency for short-term management of
organizational problems. Study of the process of decision making over a
twenty-year period is directed toward a better understanding of the need for

planning and for its long-term applications.

Conceptual Frame of Reference

Political control of American higher education dramatically increased
after World War II. '"The explosive growth of American higher education meant
that the educational system became so large, complex, and costly that some
coordination and direction at the system level seemed inevitable." Institutional
autonomy was, therefore, gradually eroded by state coordination and political
control.17 During this time, long-range planning for an entire state system of
higher education came into vogue.

QOutlined in Table | are organizational perspectives and associated

theoretical concepts used in this study to probe the decision network for long-

15 Joseph Murphy, Philip Hallinger and Alexis Mitman, "Problems with

Research on Educational Leadership: Issues To Be Addressed," Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis 5 (Fall 1983):301-302.

lsCarol H. Weiss, "Policy Research In The Context of Diffuse Decision
Making," Policy Studies Review Annual (1982):19-36.

17Howard R. Bowen, The State of The Nation and The Agenda for
Higher Education (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1982), pp. 5-6.




range planning for the Cklahoma State System for Higher Education, 196] to

1980.
Table 1
STATEWIDE PLANNING
CONCEPTUAL FRAME OF REFERENCE
Organizational Theoretical
Perspective Background

1. Type of Organization 1. Decision Process Model
(Pfeffer)
Organized Anarchgl
(Cohen and March

2. Organization of System 2. Loosely-Coupled System
(Weick)

3. Organizational Dynamics 3. Political Model
(Baldridge et al.)

4, Site of Interactions 4, Decision Networks
(Baldridge)

5. Type of Interactions 5. Bargaining and Coalitions
(Bachrach and Lawler)

6. Organizstional Outcomes 6. Planning and Innovation
(Van deVen)
(Dye)

Type of Organization

Organizational intention is a key issue that distinguishes the decision
process model. Although actions are carried out, intention as spécified by
organizational goals is not the driving force for decision making. The process
of choice is limited by available preferences rather than preferences
determining choice. No single organization possesses the resources and power
to obtain specified preferences. Organizational goals are determined by

retrospective sense making activities which according to Pfeffer "follows the



action rather than preceeds it.J8 New forms of organization were needed to
cope with the era of growth for academe in the postwar years. The
bureaucratic model no longer adequately described the complex systems of

organization. Cohen and March in Leadership and Ambiguity, developed a new

language to portray levels of decision making. Their research indicated that
American institutions of higher education exemplify a class of organizations
called organized anarchies. An organized anarchy is characterized by (1)
.problematic goals, (2)' unclear technology, and (3) fluid participation.
Organizational learning is confused. The fluid participation of decision makers
sets the stage for uncertain outcomes. Decision making, therefore, takes place
under ambiguous circumstances.lg

Further, Cohen and March identify four major categories of ambiguity.
The first is ambiguity of purpose, characterized by ill-defined goals and
inconsistent objectives. Second is ambiguity of power and formal authority
which is also paralleled by ambiguity of responsibility. Third, the ambiguity of
experience makes it problematic to deal with complex organizations. Fourth,
the ambiguity of success which makes it difficult to assess performance and
redirect energies.zcl As new organizational issues arise in higher education,
who has the right to make decisions? Who has the responsibility to enact new

policies? Who has the authority to make long range plans?

18Pfeffer, p. 25.

19Michael D. Cohen and James G. March, Leadership and Ambiguity
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1974), pp. 2-4.

201pid., pp. 195-203.



Long-range planning like many other organizational decisions
concerning colleges and universities deals with ambiguous choices. As
organizations, in addition to making decisions and solving problems, academic
institutions are also sets of procedures that require interpretation and
argumentation. Issues and feelings are waiting for decisions where they may be
aired, solutions are looking for problems to solve, and the decision makers are
looking for problems or pleasure from their participation in the organizat:ions.21

Cohen and March graphically describe the decision process under these
ambiguous conditions. "A key to understanding the processes within organiza-
tions is to view a choice opportunity as a garbage can into which various
problems and solutions are dumped by participants. The mix of garbage in a
single can depends partly on the labels attached to the alternative cans; but it
also depends on what garbage is being produced at the moment, on the mix of
cans available, and on the speed with which garbage is collected and removed
from the scene."22 Long-range planning for a state system of higher education
resembles a garbage can model of decision making in many respects.

Organization of System

According to Jacob and Vines, "...the kind and extent of education at
all levels within a state are influenced by what can be funded. Indeed because

not even the richest state has the resources to meet its educational demands,

21Mit':hael D. Cohen, James G. March and Johan P. Olsen, "People,
Problems, Solutions and the Ambiguity of Relevance" in Ambiguity and Choice
in_Organizations eds. James G. March and Johan P. Olsen (Bergen, Norway:
Universitetsforlaget, 1979), p. 25.

22

Cohen and March, p. 81.
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the gap between demands and resources everywhere is the generator of political
conflici:."23 When some form of higher education is demanded in every corner
of the state, some form of coordination at the state level is organized to
alleviate a part of the conflicting desirt—:s.'24 L.ong-range planning is a vital
function involved in the political process of state coordination.

Since power is fragmented in the American system of higher
education, quality and long-range savings are often sacrificed in deference to
political power and vested interests which favor more immediate returns.25 In
1964 James Bryant Conant suggested that it was most conspicuous that higher
education interests in many states lacked any consensus of interests. Normal
political battles involved both public and private institutions. In some cases,
political competion even took place among departments and the administration
of the same institution for state tax funds. Alumni groups backed lobbies at the
state capital. The result was state policies for higher education based on
favoritism.26

Government regulation of higher education, therefore, is a difficult
problem. Coordinating boards are created to provide some form of legislative
oversight. Educators contend that the state legislature itself lacks the
technical competence to govern the complex system of higher education. As a

requlatory agency, the coordinating board for the state system of higher

23 erbert Jacob and Kenneth N. Vines, eds., Politics in the American
States (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1976), p. 295.

2h1hid., p. 361

25Ch:-.u'l‘es Perrow, Organizational Analysis: A Sociological View
(Belmont, CA: Brooks/Cole, 1970), p. 65.

2‘SJames Bryant Conant, Shaping Educational Policy (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1964), pp. 50-51.
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education is delegated with legislative power. In a democratic system, checks
and balances must be provided on this regulatory power. As Hobbs indicates,
the institutions which are regulated must have: "(a) notice of prospective
agency action both legislative and judicial; (b) opportunity to be heard; (c)
reasonable standards with which to comply; and (d) judicial review of agency
at:t;ion."27 Planning facilitates regulation by formalizing specific goals for the
organization. Once formalized, these goals serve to drive the regulating
mechanisms of the system.

The state legislature has plenary power over all public education. The
only limitation of this absolute power must be stipulated in the state or federal

ccmst:itution.28 In The Capitol and The Campus, The Carnegie Commission on

Higher Education pointed out that "the single most significant power of the
state legislature over the state's colleges and universities is in coordination....
It is the legislature that creates the structure for coordination in the state and
it is the legislature that, in most instances, provides the impetus and
mechanisms for planning."29

Like many other issues in higher education, the value of coordination
itself has been questioned by some authorities. As early as 1959, the
Committee on Government and Higher Education at the federal level, suggested
that while the problems of decentralization of administration had been the

problem of the past, overcentralization, in the name of efficiency and economy,

27Walt:er C. Hobbs, Government Regulation of Higher Education
(Cambridge, MA: Ballinger Publishing Co., 1978), p. 4.

28Michael D. Usdan, The Political Power of Education in New York
(New York: The Institute for Administrative Research, Teachers College,
Columbia University, 1963), p. 6.

2gThe Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, The Capitol and The
Campus (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1971), p. 22.
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would be the problem of the fut:ure.30 Nearly twenty years later, The Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching expressed regrets about the
centralization of authority away from the individual campuses. "This
centralization seems to have had no measurable direct impacts on policies or on
practices. No provable case can thus be made that higher education is in
anyway better because of the centralization, except, where it has taken place,
in the one area of careful advance academic planning for higher education as a
whole."31

For most state-supported institutions, legal coordination of a state
system of higher education created a critical interface between the institu-
tional sources of revenue and the legal authority of state government. Power
shifted to a statewide focus as federal and state decisions directly affected
institutional autonomy. Responsibility at the state level carried with it
increased power for the state coordination agency and the individuals who
staffed the agency division. In effect, the process of coordination carried with
it a redistribution of |::ower.32

In a complex organization, such as a state system of higher education,
intention and action are, therefore, often divergent events. Weick contends

that some parts of educational organizations are not amenable to rational

analysis, and that "preoccupation with rationalized, tidy, efficient, coordinated

3UMalcolm Moos and Francis E. Rourke, The Campus and the State
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1959), p. 69.

31The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, The
States and Higher Education (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1976), p. 11.

32Educat:ion Commission of the States Task Force on Coordination and
Structure of Postsecondary Education, "Function and Scope of Planning,” in
Improving Statewide Planning eds. James L. Wattenbarger and Louis W. Bender
(San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1974), pp. 77-85.
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structures has blinded many practitioners, as well as researchers, to some of
the attractive and unexpected properties of less rationalized and less tightly

related clusters of events."33

Under these ambiguous conditions, as Weick
describes them, educational organizations take the form of loosely-coupled
systems.

Planned change, or leverage on the system, occurs when the points of
coupling or decoupling in the system are recognized. Weick identifies seven
functions or dysfunctions of a loosely-coupled system.

The initial advantage of loose coupling enables the organization to
persist in spite of day to day changes in the environment. However, this
mechanism also allows archaic traditions to continue along with interesting
innovations. As a second feature, loose coupling creates a sensing mechanism
for organizations to their environment. Implicit in this sensitivity is the
problem of faddish responses to external constraints.

A third advantage of a loosely-coupled system is that it is a good
system for local modification and adaptation. Standardization is the antithesis
of localized adaptation. Fourth, a loosely-coupled system, where unique
adaptations and identities are accepted, will foster more novel solutions than a
tightly-coupled system. Diffusion of a new innovation throughout the entire
system is, therefore, problematic in a loosely-coupled system.

Fifth, a breakdown in one part of a loosely-coupled system does not
cripple the entire organization. Trouble épots can be sealed off from the rest
of the organization, but this also makes repair more difficult. Sixth, in a

loosely-coupled system the ‘increased flexibility of the system allows greater

3 3Karl E. Weick, "Educational Organizations as Loosely Coupled
Systems," Administrative Science Quarterly 21 (March 1976), p. 3.
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self-determination for individuals. Situational ethics then prevail. Finally,
loosely-coupled systems are inexpensive mechanisms for coordinating educa-
tional organizations. Fewer inconsistencies and fewer conflicts arise in loosely-
coupled systems.y'

As loosely-coupled systems, educational organizations are susceptible
to crisis situations, because the communication is so flexible with the various
segments of the organization. Major change is difficult to design and difficult
to diffuse in a loosely-coupled system. However, a system that continually
updates itself through planning and research has little need for major
35

changes.

Organizational Dynamics

In an era of growth the state planning office for higher education
functions like a private foundation which accepts or rejects institutional
proposals. The process is reversed during periods of contraction. The state
planning office must assume the initiative for institutional alignment in the
system. This is politically more sensitzive.36 Competition becomes more
intense and such issues as administrative responsibility, contro! versus
autonomy, and centralization versus decentralization have to be dealt with

politically.3 7

34Ibid., pp. 5-8.

3 5lf<arl E. Weick, "Administering Education in Loosely Coupled
Schools," Phi Delta Kappan 63 (June 1982): 674.

3 6The Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education, Three
Thousand Futures (San Francisca: Jossey-Bass, 1981), p. 123.

3 7Richard M. Millard, State Boards of Higher Education (Washington,
D.C.: The American Association of Higher Education, 1976), pp. 2-3.
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Folger contends that the power to implement plans affects the type of
plan developed. Who does the planning and with what authority is a political
issue. "A state plan for higher education is an attempt to chart the path to the
state's educational goals in a manner that is (a) objective and effective and (b)
politically acceptable. The planning literature emphasizes the rational and
objective aspects of the process, but it is Llsually the political aspects that state
planners talk about informally among themselves."°

In a loosely-coupled system, the traditional chain of command
becomes lost in ambiguity. As a consequence, policy making in higher
education takes on an intensified political context. According to Baldridge et
al., the political model best explains policy making under these ambiguous
conditions.39

. « « the broad outline of the academic organization's political
system looks like this: there is a complex social structure that
generates multiple pressures, there are many sources and forms
of power and pressure that impinge on decision makers, there is
a legislative stage that translates these pressures into policy,
and there is a policy execution phase that generates feedback

and potentially new conflicts.

With the publication of Higher Education for American Democracy in

1947, recognition of contemporary goais for higher education at the national
level provided a framework for many of the federal and state policies that
followed. During the next three decades goals and policy research in higher

education elaborated on the basic needs of higher education based on

38.Ilohn K. Folger, "Three Questions About Statewide Planning,” in
Formulating Policy in Post-Secondary Education, eds. John F. Hughes and Olive
Mill (Washington, DC: American Council on Education, 1975), pp. 230-231.

39.]. Victor Baldridge et al., Policy Making and Effective Leadership
(San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1978), pp. 46-47.

40

Ibid, p. 41.
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democratic principles.al However, since World War II competition for state
funds has increased yearly from all agencies of state government as well as for
organizations concerned with higher education. Accountability has become a
necessity. Long-range planning developed as one avenue of achieving credibility
associated with responsible action for the higher education system. Policy for
higher education at state-supported institutions is the product of many interest
groups that lobby for influence and power. This power has been increasing in
state~level organizations and at the federal level.42 In earlier times, the
budget of a postsecondary institution generally answered many questions about
institutional goals and priorities. Today, however, the budget of a single state-
supported institution does not provide answers about all the sources of conflict
that have gone into the paolicy decisions.a?'

The revised political model developed by Baldridge et al. moves away
from the single decision event and takes into consideration the environmental
forces that impinge on complex, political decisions. Included in the model for
policy making and effective leadership is: "A concern for long-term decision
patterns and st:ru.n;:t:ures...."44 |

According to the Carnegie Commission, the best test of governance

41Richard E. Peterson, "“The Institutional Goals Inventory in
Contemporary Context" in Using Goals in Research and Planning ed. Robert H.
Fenske (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1978), pp. 32-37.

42Barry M. Richman and Richard N. Farmer, Leadership, Goals, and
Power in Higher Education (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1974), pp. 293-298.

43\]. Victor Baldridge,Al"Shared Governance: A Fable About the Lost
Magic Kingdom,” Academe (January-February 1982), pp. 12-15.

44Baldridge et al., p. 43.
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rests on the decisions that enhance the welfare of higher education and society
in the long-run. Another test is whether the process is respected and has a
measure of trust and legitimat‘:y.45 These issues are part of a qualitative crisis
for statewide and institutional planners. Substantive planning on the basic
purposes of higher education are required. Research on the sociology of
planning indicates that, "A major challenge to higher education is to devise a
style of planning which will allow questions of educational policy to be openly
debated and the resulting decisions facilitated, rather than inhibited by
considerations of efficiency and economy."46

This investigation will consider the effects of coordination, as the
basis for long-range planning, of higher education in Oklahoma as a process of
reformism in state government. According to Dye, reformism in politics moves
away from legislation based on political patronage toward a professional eivil
service system in an effort to bring about accountability and efficiency in a
more non-partisan atmosphere.‘ﬂ

Site of Interactions

Planning for a statewide system of higher education also represents a
complex interorganizational decision network. According to Palola, Lehman,
and Blischke, an interorganizational network for higher education consists of

the following interrelationships:

45The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, Governance of
Higher Education (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1973), p. 79.

46F_‘rnest: G. Palola, Timothy Lehmann and William R. Blischke, Higher
Education by Design: The Sociology of Planning (Berkeley: Center for
Research and Development in Higher Education, University of California, 1970),
p. 579.

47Thomas R. Dye, Policy Analysis (University, AL.: The University of
Alabama Press, 1976), p. 33.
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All public and nonpublic colleges and universities in a given
state; subnetworks of institutions which are administered as
separate organizational units; and the various members of the
governor's office, legislative committees, state agencies,
professional associations, and local community interest groups
directly involved or deeply interested in the affairs of higher
education.48

In the statewide planning model developed by Palola, Lehmann and

Blischke, the interorganizational network should facilitate:

Comprehensive planning: Broad in scope, based on priorities,
informed by research, developed - through widespread
participation, implemented according to a predetermined
timetable and general strategy, and designed to span programs

and proposals acress multiple projection periods.

Centralized Authority: A statewide agency holds final decision-
making responsibility for critical decisions about key educational
policy questions in planning--the public interest, institutional
missions and roles, and program needs--is assigned to different
levels in the network according to known competencies.

Medium of Educational Autonomy: The majority of decisions
about educational programs are made jointly by institutions and
statewide agencies, budgetary and personal support is generally
consistent with program plans although certain important
restrictions still operate, and local institutions are exposed to
some periodic review of their activities.

Type of Interactions

Authority for the statewide coordinating board for higher education is

a matter of legislation. The organi:zational charts show where the official

decision-making sites occur. However, in a complex interorganizational

network, influence in a network does not always coincide with authority

positions. In order to discover influence patterns, linkages between important

48palola, Lehmann and Blischke, p. 2.

49

Ibid., p. 569.
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interests and coalitions must be identified. By concentrating on the influence
networks rather than the authority structure, a more complete picture of
organizational politics is developed.’0
As seen above, academic organizations can be characterized as
organized anarchies held together by loosely-coupled systems. Sprouli, Weiner
and Wolf point out that:
In organized anarchies it is usually the case that if goals are
measured, they are not widely agreed to; if they are acceptable
to all parties, they are neither measurable nor operational. An
unclear technology is one in which there is only a low probability
of identifying or developing courses of action that have an
intended impact upon a previously specified problem.?1
In the development of statewide plans, goal consensus, or lack of it, is
an important predictor of organizational conflict. @ The goals on many
individuals and organizational goals must be coordinated through influence
networks. Viewed in this light, organizational effectiveness in a statewide
planning process becomes essentially a political process determined by the
influence network and the degree of goal consensus.
Bacharach and Lawler suggest that a holistic, political approach for
the study of organizations should combine the identification of coalitions within
the influence networks which exercise power in the pursuit of goal ccmsen:sus.52

Subgroups become the basic unit of interorganizational analysis. If these

networks and coalitions are ignored and conflict and tension discounted, the

50Samuel B. Bacharach and Edward J. l.awler, Power and Politics in
Organizations (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1980), pp. 204-205.

51Lee Sproull, Stephen Weiner and David Wolf, Organizing an Anarchy:
Belief, Bureaucracy, and Politics in the National Institute of Education
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978), p. 5.

52Bacharar.:h and Lawler, pp. 208-209.
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research becomes apolitical by definition. The political approach to studying
interorganizational networks characterizes organizations in the following
manner:

1. Organizations are best conceptualized as political bargaining
systems.

2. Specific decision-making spheres are the primary arenas for
bargaining and conflict in organizations.

3.  Within the decision spheres, most organizational politics involve

the efforts of actors to mobilize interest groups and coalitions
for the sake of influencing the decisions of those in authority.

4. On the basis of collective objectives, interest groups merge into
coalitions and select tactics to achieve their common objectives.

5. The formation of coalitions and coalition alliances will depend on
the nature of the organizational structure and on the distribution
and control of organizational resources.

The interorganizational networks that struggle for goal consensus in
the form of a statewide plan for higher education can be viewed as a single
supersystem. Using Bacharach and Lawler's political approach, statewide
planning becomes a product of these interorganizational networks and political

coalitions.

Organizational Outcomes

Long-range planning for Oklahoma higher education came into formal
reality in 1961. Three statewide planning cycles had been completed by 1980
under the direction of the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education. The
first planning cycle for the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education made
projections for ten years. The cycle completed in 1980 recommended a
cooperative and continuous. planning function carried out by advisory

committees and planning c':ouncils.54

*3Ibid., p. 213.

54Oklahoma Higher Education Report, 1 October 1980, pp. 2-3.
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Nationally, a fundamental shift was made in long-range planning by
the mid-1970's as compared to the plans developed in the 1950's and 1960's. The
change represented a shift in assumptions from those which stressed
institutional purposes and missions to emphasis on assumptions that recognized
complex delivery systems and many new options for students in higher
education.”>

This shift in planning focus may reflect a better integration of the
diverse obligations of the state system of higher education. According to
Lawrence and Lorsch, complex organizations achieve successful differentiation
and, paradoxically, better integration of coordination activities. Professional
competence rather than formal position facilitates integration of activities.56

By 1973, in response to an apparent lack of the effective integration of
coordination and planning activities for many state systems of higher education,
The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education advocated a model of
governance for higher education that recognized conflict in the system;
promoted institutional independence, and better served to arbitrate internal
disputes.??

And in contrast to this appeal by the Commission, Martorana
commented in 1974, "...among the more recent statewide plans, however, only

Oklahoma's has focused on the 'role and scope' of institutions as the approach to

555. V. Martorana, "Factors Affecting Statewide Planning," in
Improving Statewide Planning eds. James L. Wattenbarger and L.ouis W. Bender
(San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1974), p. 9.

56Paul R. Lawrence and Jay W. Lorsch, "Differentiation and
Integration in Complex Organizations," Administrative Science Quarterly 12
(June 1967): 1-47.

57The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, Governance of
Higher Education (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1973), p. 78.
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planning and to helping institutions see their raison d'etre in the overall state
design. This state's approach and practice to comprehensive statewide planning
is, by the way, currently one of the best in the nation."58

This investigation traces the evolution of long-range planning for
Oklahoma higher education through an era of growth and a period of decline in
resources. Professional development during this twenty year period plays a
significant role. The evolutionary process of long-range planning for the state
system will be viewed as an increasing mark of professionalism. According to
Dye, professionalism is based on the "acceptance of professional reference
groups as sources of information, standards, and norms.” The professional is
motivated toward policy innovation by new ideas encountered in professional
journals and conferences. Professionalism in the executive and legislative
branches of state government is strongly associated with policy innc;va\ticm.59

Long-Range Planning For State System Of Higher Education

Prior to the 1960's, higher education institutions in Oklahoma were too
numerous and the students too few. This was considered a political and
educational liability. The Oklahoma Legislature in 1961 anticipated the growth
era in student enrollments and authorized funds for the .first serious long-range
planning project for the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education.50

Iannaccone suggests that periods of stress facilitate planned change in

educational organizations. Planning requires more than a common sense

58Marl:orana, p. 10.

59 Dye, pp. 43-44.

60Dan S. Hobbs, The Role and Scope of Oklahoma Higher Education
(Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, 1970), pp. 2-3.
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approach to complex organizational problems.61 Organizational priorities are
reordered and new goals established to reduce stress and to facilitate orderly
change.

The state coordination agency is charged with the responsibility of
establishing the planning function as its top priority and to recognize the
necessity of its continuous function. The two critical objectives of planning for
statewide postsecondary systems are: | (1) to determine the goals of the
institutions with reference to societal changes and (2) to strive for reasonable
consensus on these goals in the political, public, and educational arenas. As
indicated by the Education Commission of the States, "Planning and its
effective implementation is the key to effective coordination and
govex‘nance."62

- It is unfortunate that the status system in American higher education
does not lend itself to broad policy innovation. The findings of Hodgkinson
reveal that upward mobility is the pervasive goal of every segment of the
higher education system. The role model is the research-oriented multiversity.
According to the Hodgkinson research, "This calls into question the great faith
b3

we have in the pluralistic nature of American higher education.

If institutional sameness were the desired state, there would be no

61Laurence Iannaccone, Politics in Education (New York: The Center
for Applied Research in Education, Inc., 1967), p. 105.

6ZF.'cluc:aticun Commission of the States Task Force on Coordination and
Structure of Postsecondary Education, "Function and Scope of Planning," in
Improving Statewide Planning. eds. James L. Wattenbarger and lLouis W.
Bender (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1974), p. 84.

63Harold L. Hodgkinson, Institutions in Transition (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1971), pp. 45-50.
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need for long-range statewide planning. Master planning for a state system of
higher education must strive to encourage diversity and innovation to insure a
dynamic future for the students involved. To grasp the complexity of
statewide planning, Glenny et al. offer the following definition:
Master planning involves the identification of key problems, the
accumulation of accurate data about those problems, the
analysis of their interrelationships, the extrapolation of future
alternatives that might emerge out of present conditions, the
assessment of the probable consequences of introducing new
variables, the choice of the most desirable modified alternatives
as the basic goals, and a built-in feedback system for
periodically reevaluating the goals selected and the means used
to achieve them. A master plan is the cumulative integration of
the pleug?l produced from a series of special (cyclical) planning
efforts.

Bureaucratic methods designed to cope with the era of growth became
entrenched in the higher education decision netwerk. Educational innovation,
however, suffers under such inflexible procedures. Budgeting systems and
formulas are based on traditional ways of operating. Little money becomes
available for new ideas. Palola and Padgett state that, "The risk capital in
higher education is very limited and, when available, cautiously applied.
Reliance upon existing definitions and standard procedures in budgeting means
that frequently alternative lines of development are prematurely closed off."65
Therefore, statewide coordinating agencies are not designed to provide

innovative ideas for the colleges and universitives in their network. The small

staff of most coordinating agencies precludes research and development of

64Lym'c‘m A. Glenny, Robert O. Berdahl, Ernest G. Palola, James G.
Paltridge, Coordinating Higher Education: Guidelines for Statewide Systems
(Berkeley: The Center for Research and Development in Higher Education,
University of California, 1971), draft edition, p. 41.

65 Palola and Padgett, pp. 10-11.
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innovations because the ongoing operations of the system demand all of the
attent:it_an.66 |

However, coordinating agencies inevitably are the focal point of
political policy-making associated with innovation. It is important to remember
that there is an effect on politics by coordination but the converse is also true.
Therefore, "...any major change in the structure of the decision-making
apparatus is likely to affect the operation of the process itself. Less often
recognized, but equally important is that any new apparatus is affected by the
environment into which it is in’l:roduced."67 The environment of higher
education is not easily susceptible to change.

Innovation in a statewide system of higher education is a costly
process in terms of finance and political outcomes. Planning is a critical tool
for innovation and in times of stress, planning is a vital tool of policy-making.
When resources are limited, the system cannot afford the "shotgun approach" to
program innovation.68 The system must plan.

Allison developed a modei of policy outputs that is explicated by inter-
and intraorganizational politics. In terms of his model, governmental actions
are understood "...less as deliberate choices and more as outputs of large

organizations functioning according to standard patterns of ¥:>e|'|avi0r."69

66 hid.

67James L. Miller, Jr., "Evaluation and Political Reality," in
Evaluating Statewide Boards ed. Robert O. Berdahl (San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass, 1975), pp. 48-49.

68 Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Policies
for Innovation in the Service Sector (Paris, 1977), pp. 147-149.

59Graham Allison, The Essence of Decision, quoted in W. L Jenkins,
Policy Analysis: A Political and Organizational Perspective (New York: St.
Martin's Press, 1978), p. 33.




26

For a coordinating agency, innovation is then a paradox in the
administrative hierarchy. Coordination implies rules and regulations, standard
procedures. By contrast, professionals are responsible for creativity and new
knowledge. As Etzioni points out, "Only if immune from ordinary social
pressures and free to innovate, to experiment, to take risks without the usual
social reprecussions of failure can a professional carry out his work
effectively."70

For the professional, planning involves the development of innovations
and change. Clark suggests that "innovations are restricted to new forms of
knowledge that result in structural change." To be considered an innovation in
higher education both new knowledge and structural change are necessary. New
professions or intellectual disciplines are often the product of innoveﬂ:iczns.-/1

Statewide planning for higher education may also be similar to a
university in interactions. According to Lutz, "One can speculate that
universities claiming to be loosely-coupled are not loosely-coupled at all. They
may be tightly-coupled in many ways that preserve the status quo and protect
the investments of power holders. They may be coupled, however, in ways that
protect the powerful and the status quo of the organized anarchy as a whole.
This dichotomous condition niay be incorrectly described as generalized loose-

coupling."-l2

70Am1tal Etzioni, Modern Orgamzatlons (Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall, 1964), pp. 76-77.

71Terry N. Clark, "Institutionalization of Innovations in Higher
Education: Four Models," in Academic Governance ed. J. Victor Baldridge
(Berkeley, CA: McCutchan Publishing Corporation, 1971), p. 75.

72Frank W. Lutz, "Tightening Up Loose Coupling in Organizations of
Higher Education,” Administrative Science Quarterly 27 (December 1982): 667.
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Policy innovation in a statewide system of higher education is,
therefore, difficult to achieve. The pfoposed investigation analyzes the
decision network for long-range planning in terms of poiicy innovation. Dye's
position is that policy innovation is reflected in new programs and policies
adopted by state governments. His research indicates that economic resources
and urbanization are linked positively to innovation. A rural society is less
adaptive to change and less amenable to inndvation. An educated population is
also more receptive to new ideas. Therefore, policy innovation in higher
education may be more a product of education, urbanization, and wealth in the
socioeconomic environment than statewide coordination and planning.73 The
longitudinal approach of this research attempts to identify in some measure the
impact of these demographic variables on long-range planning for the Oklahoma

State System of Higher Education.

bye, pp. 41-43.



CHAPTERII

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Areas of Organizational Research: Specific Research Questions

Informed by the previously stated conceptual frame of reference, six

areas of organizational research were identified. Questions formulated to
probe selected aspects of long-range planning for the Oklahoma State System of

Higher Education, 1961-1980, follow:

l. Power to Plan: Did the long-range planning system for Oklahoma higher
education evolve from a policy initiating network in 1961 to a policy
responding netwoark in 198071

2. Decision Network: Was there a distinction in attitudes about the long-
range planning process among those in professional positions in the state
system of higher education and the leaders of the governmental and civic
coalitions involved in the network of statewide planning.

3. Technology of Planning: Did the planning network adopt a shorter time
horizon as a_result of richer knowledge and advanced technology in
management?

4. Scope of Planning: Did richer knowledge of the problems of the statewide
system of higher education create a shorter time horizon which led to
further incrementalism?

lDouglals E. Mitchell, Shaping Legislative Decisions: Education Policy
and the Social Sciences (Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 1981), p. 141.

2S:arnuel B. Bacharach and Edward J. Lawler, Power and Politics in
Organizations (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1980), p. 205.

3Karl Weick,’ "The Spines of Leaders," in Leadership: Where Else Can
We Go? eds. Morgan W. McCall, Jr. and Michael M. Lombardo (Durham, NC:
Duke University Press, 1978), p. 51.

4

Ibid.
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5. Planning Style: Did long-range planning represent a cycle of
centralization/decentralization?

6. Rationale for Planning: What aspects of reformism, professionalism, or

policy innovation were represented in the three planning cycles for the
Oklahoma State System of Higher Education: 1961-198076

Rationale

Reasearch on policy development for a state system of higher education
should have as its goal "a clearer understanding and awareness of the details of
the opposing forces that underlie the paradox of interdependence of higher
education and the state."7 In order to assess the process of change, several
methods of investigation are necessary. It has been suggested by Sparado that,
"Policy analysis, then, should not be analyzed by studying it as if it were a
constant process leading to a result but as a function of change over time, so
that to study any given point is really a 'slice' in time and action and that action
varies and covaries by sets."8 In "Public Higher Education Policy-Making in
State Government: A Case Study of the Ohio Plan," Henderson states that
policy making for higher education is a continuous process. As problems are

redefined in the political arena it is difficult to assess the magnitude

3 Andrew H. Van de Ven, "Early Planning, Implementation, and Performance
of New Organizations," in John R. Kimberly, Robert H. Miles and Assaociates,
The Organizational Life Cycle (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1981), pp. 83-134.

6Thomas R. Dye, Policy Analysis (University, AL: The University of
Alabama Press, 1976), pp. 33-43.

7Lyman A. Glenny and Frank A. Schmidtlein, "The Role of the State in the

Governance of Higher Education,” Education Evaluation and Policy Analysis 5
(Summer 1983): 133.

BRobert N. Sparado, "Public Policy and the Political Scientist: An

Overview," in The Policy Vacuum eds. Robert N. Spadaro et al. (Lexington,
MA: Lexington Books, 1975), p. 18.
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of change involved.9 Research on the decision network for Oklahoma higher
education and long-range planhing was designed to identify sets of decisions
which shaped the planning process.

Data Collection

A review of the literature on organizations and long-range planning
was the first step in this research. Coordination and planning for state systems
of higher education was the next area of study. Preliminary to further data
collection, a descriptive account of the histarical origins of the Oklahoma State
System of Higher Education was written using primary sources and historical
accounts of state government and higher education. Phase one of the research
grounded the organizational study in the Oklahoma political milieu.m

Data gathering activities included the following: nonreactive
observations about long-range planning obtained from organizational archives
and public records; information was secured from naturally occurring data
sources rather than contrived instrumentation; Chronological mapping of the
activities of decision networks served as the basis for the study of the planning
cycles organized by the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education.ll
Direct research necessary to develop the decision networks was carried out in

several organizational arr:l'lives.l2 Minutes of the state regents

9John P. Henderson, "Public Higher Education Policy-Making in State
Government: A Case Study of the Ohio Plan," (Ph.D. dissertation, The Ohio
State University, 1972), pp. 21-22,

mBarney G. Glaser and Anselm L. Strauss, The Discovery of Grounded

Theory: Strategies for Qualitative Research (Chicago: Aldine, 1967), p. 223-
250.

1l1Eugene J. Webb et al., Unobtrusive Measures: Nonreactive Research
in the Social Sciences, (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1966), pp. 53-87.

lZHenry Mintzberg, "An Emerging Strategy of 'Direct' Research,"
Administrative Science Quarterly 24 (December 1979): 582.
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for the years 1960 to 1980 provided the longitudinal baseline. Data gathering
was directed td the study of a network of organizational decisions obtained
from formal evidence provided by minutes and organizational publications, and
by the informal evidence of newspaper reports. As a method of investigation,
the policy analysis was designed to study organizational change over time for
the state system of higher educatioh as evidenced by the three formal planning
cycles, 1961 to 1980.13 The Oklahoma State Archives and other soufces provided
material on legislative actions and committee meetings. Newspaper reports
and other public documents from the twenty year period gave other indications
of public support and organizational directions. Two basic reasons guided the
research. In the first case, archival records "provide network data that would
otherwise not be obtainable because people have died, potential respondents
refuse interviews, or organizations dissolve themselves. Second, archival data
may, under the best of circumstances, span an extended period."m Data from
several sources were collected in an attempt to overcome contamination of a
single organizational viewpoint. The twenty-year time span was selected for
the research because of the long-range nature of the planning process.

Policy Analysis

Policy analysis was carried out using the specific research
questions posed in relationship to the conceptual frame of reference.

Methodological issues directed the analysis toward organizational subunits of

13Daniel Katz, Robert L. Kahn, and J. Stacy Adams, eds., The Study
of Organizations (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1982), pp. 537-542.

laDavid Knoke and James H. Kuklinski, "Network Analysis," Sage
University Series on Quantitative Applications in the Social Sciences, 07-028.
(Beverly Hills, CA: Sage 1982), p. 31.
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the state planning network. Organizational activity and not individual
personality was the primary focus. During the twenty year period, direction for
the state system of higher education came from the definition and redefinition
of the planning process.

Interviews with state policy makers followed the nonreactive phase of
data collection. Nine individuals were selected on the basis of their activity in
the decision networks. Selection was limited by personal availability. Only one
prospective respondent refused to be interviewed.

Interviews about the planning process then followed. Eight policy
makers, whase service intersected the long-range planning process in one or
more of the planning cycles, were asked the research questions that had been
used in the policy analysis of the decision network. An interview schedule was
used and the interviews were tape recorded. Two interviews were conducted by
telephone and the remaining six were on site. The interviews served as a cross
check on the decision network data and the analysis. As Clark has aptly
commented, "To ask the determinants of a particular policy, it is more
promising to go to the five persons likely to know than to fifty that do not
know." Under "Sources Consulted," the names and titles of the policy
makers are listed. An interview schedule appears in the Appendix. Interview
data were used to further reduce errors in the intrepretation of the decision
networks. The individuals and their viewpoints were selected to provide a

16

dialectic or counterpoint to the conceptual frame of reference™ and the policy

analysis.

lsBurton R. Clark, The Open Door College: A Case Study (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1960), p. 81.

16Philip Selznick, TVA and The Grass Roots: A Study in the Sociology

of Formal Organization. (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1949), pp.
249-257.
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The present study combined a theoretical conceptual framework,
historical background of the organization, nonreactive measures and interviews
as the basis for policy analysis. An integrative interpretation of the data from
the different sources was designed to indicate a contextual account of the basic
" elements of the Oklahoma experience with long-range planning for higher
education. This cross-checking of the data obtained from formal and informal
sources was intended to increase measures of realiability and internal
consistency of the policy .':'malysis.17

Conclusions about the statewide planning process during the three
planning cycles then follow. Research on a viable organization that produced
policy decisions was intended to indicate the basic factors of a complex
sociological process. As lLouis recognizes, basic to policy formulation and
strategy is an understanding of organizational constituencies and organizational
purposes.l8 Figure | traces the policy research from the "Conceptual Frame of
Reference" through the steps followed to develop the "Policy Analysis" and
reach "Conclusions" about the decision process of long-range planning for
Oklahoma higher education'during the years specified.

Limitations

Policy analysis is contingent on the availability of data frorn public

and private sources. Study of the decision network and its impact on long-range

planning for a state system of higher education is limited by methods of

17Todd D. Jick, "Mixing Qualitative and Quantitative Methods:
Triangulation in Action," Administrative Science Quarterly 24 (December 1979):
602-609.

l'QMeryl Reis Louis, "Useful Knowledge and Knowledge Use: Toward
Explicit Meanings,” in Producing Useful Knowledge for Organizations eds.,
Ralph H. Kilmann et al, (New York: Praeger, 1983), p. 35.
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communication. Archival materials and interview data may not have disclosed
all important variables. Therefore, knowledge of other factors at work in the
decision network and outside the purview of the conceptual frame of reference
have not been considered. The findings and conclusions of this research,
therefore, are circumscribed by these limitations.

The focus of this study is on organizational interactions which were
based on social descriptions obtained from archives, newspapers and interviews.
Although many personalities were involved in the different organizations, this
research is not an historical account of the actions of public figures nor of the
interpersonal dynamics used to carry out organizational decisions.

Restatement of the Problem

How does a state system of higher education, within the
organizational framework of state and federal government, formulate long-
range policies? Specifically, how did the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher

Education develop long-range plans during the years 1961 to 19807
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CHAPTER III
DECISION NETWORKS

An organization moves on decisions. The following decision network
impacted the long-range planning efforts of the Oklahoma State Regents for
Higher Education during two decades and illustrates the political forces, often
in contradiction, that limited the power to plan for a state system of higher
education. Interwoven into the decision network are shifts in the method, or
technology, of plannning. Also, evolution took place and the way to plan
changed with the planning. Idealism was faced with technological and economic
realism which altered the time horizon for pianning. Policy innovation, the
basic reason for long range planning, countered by the traditions of state
government and the regulations of the federal government, became a difficult
problem. The .chronology of the decision network, as illustrated by the
Oklahoma data, shows how the focus of the planning network changed.

During the years 1961 to 1980, the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher
Education identified three distinct planning cycles. A major revision and
update occurred during the second planning cycle. The first planning cycle was
referred to as a "self-study"; the second cycle, "The Plan for the 70's"; and the
third cycle, "Planning for the '80's." The process of long range planning during
these three cycles suggests how the state system of higher education advanced
through measures of reformism, professionalism, and policy innovation. As the
interface organization, The Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education
anchored the decision networks.
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For the first twenty years of its existence, the Oklahoma State
Regents for Higher Education did little more than issue biennial reports for
each session of the legislature and allocate the funds appropriated by the
legislature to the colleges and universities. The professional staff for most of
this time consisted of two people, the chancellor and his administrative
assistant. Planning for the state system rarely extended beyond the next
legislative session when the state’s sparse economic resources were once again
divided. After eighteen years the first chancellor retired.l His administrative
assistant continued to serve the state board for a total of thirty years.2 One of
the original regents, who had been appointed to the first Oklahoma State Board
of Regents for Higher Education in 1941 served continuously on the board until
1965.3 Long years of personal service provided the continuity and planning for
the first era of the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education.

Decision Network for L.ong-Range Planning

The First Planning Cycle

State Regents Planning Functions - 1961

The era of long-range planning began with the appointment of the
second chancellor for the state system of higher education. Prior to his coming
into office, during the 1961 session of the Oklahoma L.egislature, Section 5 of
ngg? Bill 553 appropriated $150,000 for a two year, statewide self-study to

determine the needs of the state-wide system of higher education through 1970.

lOdahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, June 14,
1961. (Typewritten.)
2Odahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, February 28,
1967.

3Cld::)homa State Regents for Higher Education, Thirteenth Biennial
Report (Oklahoma City, 1966), p. 8.
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In 1961 the state system consisted of eighteen state-supported institutions and
fifteen private and municipal colleges and universities. The enrollment crisis
was at hand. In the Oklahoma state system, enrollment for the fall semester in
1961 was up 9.26 percent over the previous year as compared with the national
average enrollment increase that year of 7.8 percent.4

Soon after the new chancellor took office, he proceeded to hire

additional staff members to carry out the self-study. First a research assistant
was hired. A coordinator of research for the self-study, who had been involved
in a similar study in Colorado, was hired ir the fall of 1961.5 Consultants from
outside the state were to come from the North Central Association and the U.S.
Office of Education.6

State Government Planning Functions-1961

The state regents for higher education had to request a supplemental
appropriation of $4,550,000 from the 1961 legislature to complete the second
year of the then current biennium ending in June 1963. Budget
recommendations were also made to the 1961 legislature for the financial needs
of the state system of higher education for the 1963-65 biennium.7

Over thirty pieces of legislation pertaining to higher education were

introduced to the 1961 legislature. For example, House Bill 829 advocated

aO&lahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, November
27, 1961.

3 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, September
25 and October 26, 1961.

6Ckl:ahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Eleventh Biennial
Report, p. 113.

Ibid., p. 80.
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establishing a school of dentistry. With reference to planning, the most
significant legislation proposed was House Joint Resolution 532 which called for
a constitutional amendment to repeal the provisions of Article XIII-A that gave
the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education authority to allocate funds to
each institution in the state system according to the institutional needs and
1’unc:tions.8 The proposed amendment did not reach the ballot.

State Regents Planning Functions-1962

Initially seven problem areas were identified as segments of the self-
study. These areas were:

l.  Functions and goals of Oklahoma higher education

2. Control and administration

3. Higher education enrollments and projections

4. Higher education appropriations and needs _

5. Selecting, retaining, and utilizing faculties and
administrative personnel

6. Physical facilities for higher education

7. Financing _current operating costs of higher education in
Oklahoma?

Report 1, the Organization and Plan for the Self-Study of Higher

Education in Oklahoma was published in January 1962. This was the first of

eight reports that were to cover the problems areas. The reports, however,
were not issued sequentially according to problem areas. A meeting was called
in February 1962, with the governing boards and the institutional presidents to
consider the statewide self-study. Subsequently, the regents approved the

proposal to conduct the self-study in two phases. The first three areas to be

B1961 Legislative Index, Oklahoma L egislative Reference Library.

9Ok1ahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Eleventh Biennial
Report, pp. 113-114.
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. . 10
covered were finances, enrollments, and faculties.

The first priority wés the compilation of data to support budget
requests for the state system of higher education for the 1963 legislature. The
second priority of the research was the remaining problem areas.11

A longitudinal study of all entering freshmen in the state system was
started in the fall of 1962. The long-term study was needed to determine the
"significant academic and socio-economic characteristics of the clientele of
individual colleges that are associated with admission, retention and graduation
from college, and to intrepret these relationships in meaningful ways for each
campus." The 1962 freshman study was also concerned with students who
dropped out of college and the reasons that students failed to continue. The
final report on the 1962 freshman students was published in 1964.12

The self-study research staff added a specialist in finances and
physical facilities during 1962. Progress reports were made on the study
related to faculties and administration, Report 2, and on the enroliments and
projections, Report 3, during the fall of 1962. Problem Area 4, "Financing
Current Operating Costs" was the topic of discussion at the October 1962, state

board of regents meeting.

mC]dahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, March 26,
1962. .

ll.'.lohn J. Coffelt, Organization and Plan for the Self-Study of Higher
Education in Oklahoma, Report 1 (Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for
Higher Education, January 1962), p. 21.

12John J. Coffelt and Dan S. Hobbs, In and Out of College: A
Longitudinal Study of the 1962 Freshman Class in Oklahoma Coleges, Report 1:
The First Year (Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education,
October 1964), p. 3.
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The chancellor and the coordinator of research met with the
consultant from the North Central Association on the development of the self-
study research. Representatives of the Southern Regional Education Board also
met with the state regents to discuss regional activities and programs.l3

Selecting, Retaining and Utilizing Higher Education Faculties in

Oklahoma, Report 2, of‘ the self-study was published in December 1962. The

report documented that average Oklahoma faculty salaries in the state system
of higher education were about $1,000 below the national average and $600
below the ten-state regional average. Top administrators in the two-and four-
year colleges were even further behind the national averages. Some Oklahoma
administrators were paid as much as $2,500 below the national figures. The
entire state system of higher edcuation was seriously undt=,-rfinant:ed.14

State Government Planning Functions-1962

In late November 1962, the Governor-elect, Henry Bellmon, met with
the state regents and assured the board of continued "fair treatment” for the
state system of higher education during his administrat‘.ion.15 Bellmon had
campaigned and had been elected on a promise to the voters of no new taxes.

This was based on the notion that Oklahoma state government needed to

BOklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, passim,

1962.

laJohn J. Coffelt, Selecting, Retaining and Utilizing Higher Education
Faculties in Oklahoma, Report 2 (Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for
Higher Education, December 1962), p. 50.

15

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, November
1962,
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eliminate waste and corruption more than the state needed to generate
additional revenues. Bellmon's inauguration in January 1963, marked the end of
an era in Oklahoma state government. He was the first Republican elected
governor in Oklahoma hisl:ory.16

By 1962, Oklahoma was referred to as "the number one welfare state
in the United States." It led all other states in per capita expenditures for
welfare. Oklahoma spent three times as much on welfare programs as it did on
higher education in 1962. It took about one-third of the state tax dollars to
support the welfare expenditures.l7

State Reqgents Planning Functions-1963

The Oklahoma State Board of Regents for Higher Education passed a
resolution in January 1963, which asserted that no new programs would be
authorized until the self-study of Oklahoma higher education had been
completed. The costs of establishing a dental school were discussed but a final
decision on the matter was de1’erred.1B

In the spring of 1963, the first phase of the self-study was nearly

completed. Report 3, on Oklahoma Higher Education Enroliments and Projec-

tions was released in February. The assumptions about future enroliments were
based on conservative figures. The report assumed that there would be no new

institutions established in the state and that the functions of the

165cales and Goble, pp. 330-331.

17Wayn(-;' Fisher Young, "Oklahoma Politics: With Special Reference
To The Election of Oklahoma's First Republican Governor" (Norman: Ph.D.
Dissertation, University of Oklahoma, 1964), pp. 67-69.

18Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, January 14,

1963.
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institutions in the Oklahoma system would remain essentially unchanged for the
next thirteen years.19

The economic realities of Financing Current Operating costs of Higher

Education in Oklahoma were revealed in Report 4 which was issued in March

1963. Using guidelines established by John Dale Russell for the analysis of
institutional budgets, the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education was
graphically analyzed in terms of expendii:ures.20 The report revealed that
educational and general expenditures had increased about 500 percent while
enrollmehts had increased over 100 percent during the twenty years from 1941-
42 to 1961-62.21 While advocating budget-building procedures, the report on
financing costs described the tendency to make funding for new programs
difficult to justify under such procedures. Perceptibly, this same report
suggested that formula budgeting based on past averages and experiences
tended "to be insensitive to new developments and new needs."22

Underfinancing during the previous decade was recognized as the
cause of serious deficiencies in the state system. When compared with colleges
and universities in a ten-state region for the 1961-62 fiscal year, Oklahoma

ranked last in the amount appropriated for educational and general income per

full-time student. The municipal junior colleges in the state also suffered from

19Dan S. Hobbs and John J. Coffelt, Oklahoma Higher Education
Enrollments and Projections, Report 3 (Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State
Regents for Higher Education, February 1963), p. 64.

20Charles R. Walker and John J. Coffelt, Financing Current Operating
Costs of Higher Education in Oklahoma, Report 4 (Oklahoma City: Oklahoma
State Regents for Higher Education, March 1963), pp. 17-19.

21

Ibid., p. 40.

22114d., p. 53.
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underfunding and the report recommended that these small colleges be phased
out or adequately financed.23 Report 4, on financing operating costs for the
state system, also called for a more uniform reporting form for financial data
so that up-to-date information would be available to support continuous, long-
range plannirlg.24

An editorial in The Daily Oklahoman on May 5, 1963, commended the

state regents for higher education on the first phase of the well-researched
self-study. The research had been designed to get the attention of the
Oklahoma legislature on the critical issues facing the Oklahoma State System

of Higher Education. The editorial challenged other state agencies to do as

well.2?

In the spring of 1963 the regents, the planning staff, and the Advisory
Steering Committee of the self-study met with three outside consultants from
the U. S. Office of Education, the North Central Association, and the Southern
Regional Education Board to discuss the reports completed during the first
phase of the research.26 At a later meeting, the regents and staff met with the
governing boards of the state institutions, institutional presidents, and their
staff to give a progress report on the self-study and to discuss highlights of the
published reports. The second phase of the self-study was to be completed prior

to the 1965 session of the Oklahoma legislature.27

231hid., pp. 86-87.

Z41hid., pp. 87-90.

2>The Daily Oklahoman, 7 May 1963.

26Oklahorna State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, April 22,

1963.

27Ofdahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, July 22,

1963.
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In May 1963, it was reported that the eighteen state-supported
colleges and universities had divided $33.3 million for institutional operations
for the next year. At the University of Oklahoma, this meant that there would
be no salary raises for the next academic yer;n-.28 At a later date it was pointed
out that faculty salaries constituted the most ser_ious lag for the state system
of higher education. According to the chancellor and the coordinator of
research for the system self-study, enrollments were expected to double during
the next decade.29

In the entire state system, there was a ten percent increase in summer
school enrollment in 1963. As a corollary to the self-study, the Oklahoma
Employment Security Commission agreed to conduct a state-wide survey of

future manpower needs for the C)klahom:a.3 0

As the year ended, the urgent
need to proceed on the plans for the medical center was recognized by the
regents' planning staff. Capital improvements for the medical center were
deferred until the self-study results were available. The governor met with the
regents to discuss the newly-enacted federal legislation referred to as the
Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963.31

State Government Planning Functions-1963

In compliance with a request from the previous legislature, the
Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education submitted "An Estimate of the

Cost of Establishing A School of Dentistry in Oklahama,“ to the 1963 session of

281e Daily Oklahoman, 23 June 1963.

291he Daily Oklahoman, 23 July 1963.
30

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, August 26,
1963.

31
18, 1963.

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, December
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the legislature. The estimate was clearly marked as not an endorsement of the
school. The regents suggested a delay in establishing a dentistry school pending
the outcome of the self-study.32 However, a bill was introduced in the
legislature to construct a dental schoo! and to fund the first year of operation.
Two other bills that were introduced in the 1963 session called for an interim
study of the governance and control of the state institutions of higher
education.

Another piece of legislation, Senate Joint Resolution No. 26,
established a study commission to assess the needs for vocational and technical
education in Oklahoma at the high school and postsecondary levels.33 In
October 1963, the Special Commission on Education, created by SIJR No. 26,
met. The State Supefintendent of Public Instruction was elected chairman of
the committee. The chancellor of the state system of higher education, two
faculty members, two representatives, and two senators were also on the
commission. It was required that the commission complete its assignment
34

before the legislature again convened in 1965.

Federal Government Planning Functions-1963

The long debate over the type of federal assistance to higher
education came to an end in 1963 when President Kennedy signed into law the
Higher Education Facilities Act. President Eisenhower had first recommended
some form of construction assistance for badly needed academic facilites. A

national crisis was at hand with regard to facilities to handle the dramatic

32y jahoma State Archives, (Typewritten).

331963 Legislative Index, Oklahoma Legislative Reference Library.

340<1ahoma State Legislative Council, Minutes, October 7, 1963.
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increases in enrollment that were expected. Institutions in Oklahoma enrolled
63,697 students in the fall of 1962 and the federal projected enrollments for
1965 were 79,642 students and for 1970, Oklahoma institutions possibly would

enroll 106,173 students. These projections were based on the assumption that

the enrollments in the state would be in the same proportions as in 1962.35

State Regents Planning Functions-1964 \

New responsibilities were delegated to the Oklahoma State Regents
for Higher Education in January 1964, when the governor named that body to
act as the state commission to administer the Oklahoma portion of the federal
Higher Education Facilities Act.

At the same January meeting, a plan was approved to include the
problems of the medical center as part of the self-study. Approval was also
granted to publish an official newsletter for the state regent's office to
communicate the progress of the self;study of Oklahoma higher education to
the presidents and staff of all institutions in the state, the members of the
governing boards, the state legislators, and other interested part:ies.36

By the February meeting of the state regents, the reports indicated
that enrollments in the state system were up eight percent over the previous
year. A project to establish a state code for higher education had been
approved by the Legislative Council and it was reported that the chancellor and

staff had started preliminary research on the code. It was also projected that

the self-study would be completed in one year.37

35Higher Education Facilites Act of 1963, P.L.. 88-204, p. 4.

36Oklahc:rna State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, January 27,
1964.
37

24, 1964.

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Eduecation, Minutes, February
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When the Twelfth Biennial Report of the Oklahoma State Regents for

Higher Education was published in June 1964, the governor's message stated
that for the first time all institutions in the state-supported system were now
accredited by the North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary
Scht::ols.3 8 This same biennial report also noted the need for matching funds so
that Oklahoma could receive the state's share of the federal funds under the

Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963.°7

Enrollment figures for the
University of Oklahoma testified to the need for expanded facilities. From
1960 to 1963, main campus enrollment increased 26.5 percent.40

Report 5 on Physical Facilites for Higher Education in Oklahoma was

approved for printing in December 1964 by the state regents. © The report
reiterated the need for a bond issue to finance construction costs for campus
facilities and further, that by 1967 the college construction should be financed
on a "pay-as-you-go" basis. In 1964, the state system needed $26,283,166 to
finance maintenance, repair, and new construction of campus buildings.
Individual institutional master plans for facilities were strongly advocated.a'1
The self-study Report 5 called for more leadership and coordination at the state
level on facilities planning. A lack of coordination at the state level on issues

related to campus design and facilities hampered the development of long-range

capital funding policies. As a result, the state regents were seriously

38C]<lahorna State Regents for Higher Education, Twelfth Biennial
Report, p. 3.
39

Ibid., p. 84.

40ppid., p. 21.

41Charles R. Walker and John J. Coffelt, Physical Facilities for
Higher Education in Oklahoma: Self-Study of Higher Education in Oklahoma-
Report 5 (Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education,
December 1964), pp. 79-80.
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handicapped in trying to make equitable allocations of state and Federal funds
for capital const:ruct:ion.42

State Government Planning Functions-1964

The Higher Education Committee of the Legislative Council was
confronted with the problems of percentages in March 1964. There was an 8.3
percent increase in enrollment over the spring of 1963. For the spring semester
of 1964, there were 50,513 students enrolled in the state system of higher
education.43

Final reapportionment of the state legislature took place under federal
court order and the elections of September 1964 brought about "a massive
turnover" in the Oklahoma legislature. The economy of Oklahoma had matured
and diversified considerably after 1950. The rural flavor of state politics was
exchanged for more urban representation. The farm population and state
income from agriculture were in sharp decline. Income from oil production was
down alsn. However, the state was experiencing a turn around on population
with a small net inmigration to Oklahoma.aa

The Special Commission on Education established by the legislature in
1963, met in November 1964 to hear a report on dropouts in Oklahoma
education. The study illustrated the special implications for dropouts and

vocational and technical education.“5

4235,

43Higher Education Committee, Oklahoma Legislative Council,
Minutes, March 9, 1964.

445cales and Goble, pp. 337-340.

ASSpecial Commission on Education, Oklahoma Legislative Council,
Minutes, November 9, 1964.
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Federal Government Planning Functions-1964

President Johnson's Task Force on Education reported in November
1964. Among the conclusions reached by the task force were that there was a
need for increased and improved technical and vocational education and that
"Improvements and innovation in education are at least as important as national
dtafense."46

State Regents Planning Functions-1965

The self-study report on the University of Oklahoma Medical Center
was approved by the state regents in June 1965. With reference to the physical
plant for medical school and the health-related disciplines, the report stated
that "the Medical Center has expanded in a piecemeal fashion and that most of
the existing structures are ill-suited for both educational purposes and modern
patient care."47 The lack of a written policy regarding the functions of the
medical center and its programs was indentified as a handicap for state-level
coordination and planning.48

While it had been agreed that no new programs were to be instituted
until the self-study was completed, in July 1965 the state board of regents
approved a request to change the functions of the Oklahoma College for Women
to an innovative, coeducational, four-year liberal arts school beginning in the
fall of 1965. Decline in enrollment and underutilization of campus resources

49

led to the change in functions and purposes for the college. It was also in

46Rexf0rd G. Moon, Jr., National Planning for Education (New York:
Academy for Educational Development, 1970), p. A-32.

47 ok1ahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Medical Education in
Oklahoma, Report 6, p. 56.

48

Ibid. p. 67.

“9O<lahboma State Regents for Higher Education, Thirteenth Biennial
Report., pp. 38-40.
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July 1965 that the last of the original regents, appointed in 1941, retired from
the board after twenty-four years of service.5 0

The dean of the medical school appeared before the state regents in
September 1965 to discuss the possibility of tying the long-range plans for

capital improvements at the medical center to an urban renewal project.

At the same September meeting, Report 7, Higher Education Oppor-

tunities and Needs in Oklahoma was approved by the regents. This report

identified three basic gaps in educational opportunity. In 1965, the lower-
division gap was "complicated by the fact that most of its two-year colleges are
located in geographically remote and sparsely populated areas, while the great
majority of its high school graduates are coming out of the urban high schools."
Two other serious gaps were in vocational-technical areas and in professional
and graduate programs.51 Report 7 also recognized that the lack of written
criteria for new programs was a major problem at the state level. One measure
of reform to reduce the duplication of programs was to consider institutional
requests for additional courses only twice a year rather than at every meeting
of the state board of regents.52

The report on "Opportunities and Needs" recognized that by 1975
nearly double the number of students would be enrolled in Oklahoma higher

education but that a double amount of libraries and campus facilities would not

be available. ~“Innovation was needed on every hand to carry out the state's

3 0Cl(lahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, July 7 and
26, .‘L965.51 ,
Dan S. Hobbs, Higher Education Opportunities and Needs in
Oklahoma, Report 7 (Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for Higher
Education, September 1965), pp. 66-68.

21hid., p. 69.
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responsibility for higher education opportunities. Metropolitan junior colleges
and a dental school were recommended to further enhance student opportun-
ities.53

The state regents' office itself was the site of innovation and change
in September, 1965, when the first operating policies of the chancellor's office
were made official. Functional lines of responsibility for the chancellor and his
staff were delineated.54

More federal responsibilities were added to the state regent's office in
the fall of 1965. The regents were to coordinate the state programs under Title
I of the Higher Education Act of 1965 for Community Service and Continuing
Education and Title IV which provided financial assistance for undergraduate
instruction. The regents' office was responsible for infarming institutions in the
state system about all the federal aid programs.55

Later that year, the regents adopted guidelines for long-range capital
improvements for the state system of higher education. The state bond issue
was passed in mid-December and it was noted that those policies and
procedures would be needed to administer between $16 and $20 million before
June 30, 1967.°6

The final phase of the self-study was underway. Target date for

completion was December 1966. It was also recommended that agricultural

2Ibid., pp. 70-72.

54

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, September
13, 1965. .

55 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, October 25,
1965. '

56(Jdahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, November
22 and December 20, 1965.
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agencies be included in the self-study process.

State Government Planning Functions-1965

The Oklahoma State Legislature met in its usual biennial session in
1965. Reapportionment of the legislature had finally been accomplished. Over
twenty bills were introduced in the session that were related to higher
education. Among these bills was a proposed constitutional amendment, House
Joint Resolution No. 525, to provide for an Oklahoma State Educational System
to be under an Education Commissioner. The system would have three
subdivisions, one for common education, a second for technical and vocational
education and a third division for higher education. This proposal failed to win
voter approval. Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 7 proposed making Cameron
State Agricultural College, in the state's third metropolitan area, a four year
inst:it:ution.57

The Thirteenth Legislature enacted the first Oklahoma Higher Educa-
tion Code. This made it the first state in the nation to establish a cnde.58 The
reform was stimulated by the chancellor and the self-study research staff. The
code further clarified the legal status of the Oklahoma State Board of Regents
for Higher Education and the State System of Higher Education. The 1965
session of the legislature appropriated a 26 percent increase for higher
education. Additional state funds had been generated by an increase in general
59

state tax revenues and a one-cent increase in the cigarette tax.

State Question 433 was submitted to the people in December 1965.

571965 LegislatiVe Index, Oklahoma Legislative Reference Library.

58Arrell Morgan Gibson, Oklahoma: A History of Five Centuries, 2nd
ed. (Norman: The University of Oklahoma Press, 1981), pp. 256-257.

*?Ibid., pp.256-257.
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This particular question was to turn "ballots into bricks" through a state bond
issue. The share for capital improvements for higher education was $38.5
millicm.60 The total bond issue for $54,750,000 passed on the promise of no new
taxes for the péople of Oklahoma.

It was suggested to the State Legislative Council in December 1965,
that the proposed Area Vocational-Technical Centers be allowed to develop into
61

Community Colleges as héd been the case in North Carolina.

Federal Government Planning Functions-1965

The White House Conference on Education held in 1965 reached many
interesting conclusions. Among them were the conclusions that "Very few
innovations -have moved into the mainstream of American education” and that
"Negro education is grossly inferior to white education'." The Conference also
recognized the problem of federal policy residing in many divergent programs
rather than a coherent whole.62

The provisions of the federal 1965 Higher Education Act were warmly
welcomed in Oklahoma. The provisions for financial aid to students, teacher
education programs, and assistance for institutional libraries offered the

administration of such schools as Oklahoma State University, for example,

interesting possibilities.63

60state Question 433, "Help Build Oklahoma!" Flyer, 1965, Oklahoma
State Archives. ‘

61Lel:t:er from State Coordinator of Area Vocational-Technical
Schools, December 6, 1965, Oklahoma State Archives.

62Moon, pp.y A-35-36.

63"Oklahoma State University Officals Study Federal Higher
Education Act's Impact," Oklahoma City Times, 25 November 1965.
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State Regents Planning Functions-1966

In January the state regents adopted a formal policy for the allocation
of the $38.5 million from the state bond issue to the colleges and universities.
Campus master plans were being developed by each institution for the regents'
consideration. For the spring semester of 1966 enrollment was up 11 percent
over the previous year in the state system of higher education.

According to a survey conducted by the office of the state regents,
those students in Oklahoma universities were paying higher tuition and fees
than students in Arkansas and Texas but were paying lower rates than students
in six other states in the region. At the four-year colleges in Oklahoma,
students were paying the lowest tuition of all comparable institutions in the
ten-state region.64 The governor designated the regents to supervise the
student loan program of the federal Higher Education Act of 1965.

As a result of the research conducted for the self-study, new criteria
for institutional budget requests were adopted by the regents in July 1966. The
criteria recognized the differences in costs of programs by individual insti-
65

tution.

Goals for Oklahoma Higher Education, Report 8 in the self-study

research was published in September 1966. The report represented the
involvement of numerous Oklahoma citizens as well as the administration,
faculty, and students from colleges and universities in the state. These goals

were to be used as a yardstick to measure the progress of higher education in

64Edward J. Coyle, "A Comparison of Student Costs in State-
Supported Institutions of Higher Education in Ten Mid-Western States,"
(Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, April 1966).
65Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, July 25,
1966.
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the state. Basic functions of each of the three types of institutions in the state
- system of higher education were outlined in the report. The report called for
written policy statements for each institution to serve as guidelines for future
decisions on specific functions of the state colleges and universities.

Among the other recommendations that the report identified were the
increased need for vocational-technical education at the two-year college level,
preservation of Langston, formerly the black institution, and upgrading
Cameron State Agricultural College to include a four-year liberal arts and
sciences prograrn.66 The eighth report in the self-study also called for enabling
legislation regarding the establishment of junior colleges and suggested that
organized research and graduate instruction should be limited primarily to the
67

two comprehensive state universities.

State Government Planning Functions-1966

A constitutional amendment that permitted annual sessions of the
legislature was approved by the people in 1966. According to Scales and Goble,
as a group, members of the legislature were becoming better educated. The
Oklahoma legislature was also becoming more professional with a broader
perspective about state lawrhaking.68 The rural influence in the legislature was
less apparent.

Inflation became a serious problem for state government. In 1966 the

people of Oklahoma elected another governor who promised no new taxes.69

66.Zlohn J. Coffelt and Dan S. Hobbs, Goals far Oklahoma Higher
Education, Report 8 (Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for Higher
Education, September 1966), pp. 27-34.

67The Daily Oklahoman, 27 September 1966.

685cales and Goble, pp. 344-345.

69 Gibson, pp. 258-259.
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The chancellor reported to the Higher Education Committee of the State
Legislative Council that 65 percent of the Oklahoma high school graduates went
on to college and that there was a critical need for junior colleges in the two
major metropolitan areas.70

National Policy Event-1966

The Education Commission of the States (ECS) was established in
1966. The goals of ECS included "strengthening education in the states, and
making sure that the states' point of view received reasonable consideration on
the national level."n The list of ECS policy issues included higher education
relationships at the institutional, state and federal levels.

State Regents Planning Functions-1967

The State Regents issued no major planning documents during 1967. A
grant received in 1967 under the Higher Education Act of 1965 enabled the
regents' staff to move toward a facilities inventory, including private and
municipal colleges, and "...the development of a computer-based comprehensive
data system as the basis for long-range pl:smning."72

In February 1967, the regents received a progress report on a ten year
building plan that covered the years 1965-1975. The needs of the second phase
(1970 to 1975) were estimated.””

The regents approved the establishment of a School of Health Related

70Higher Education Committee, State Legislative Council, Minutes,
Report of Chancellor E. T. Dunlap, November 16, 1966.

71Richax‘d M. Millard, State Boards of Higher Education (Bethesda,
MD: ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 129, 196, 1976), p. 32.

72Cldahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Fourteenth Biennial
Report, (June 1968), p. 153.

73
28, 1967.

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, February
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Professions at the University of Oklahoma Medical Center in May 1967. Before
the year was out, the Oklahoma Osteopathic Association made an inquiry about
the feasibility of establishing an Osteopathic College in Oklaht::ma.74

The junior college movement in Oklahoma was evident on several
fronts. The State Legislative Council requested information on future capital
needs for the state system of higher education, including estimates for a junior
college in Oklahoma City and one in Tulsa. A delegation from Tulsa Civic
groups appeared before the state regents to request a junior college for that
city. An out-of-state consultant was engaged to study the junior college needs
for Tulsa and Midwest City. The consultant's report stated that elections on
establishing the junior colleges would soon be necess:ary..75

A committee was named by the state regents in September 1967 to
prepare the final self-study report which was to be published in 1968.76 The
Oklahoma State System of Higher Education received a federal grant in the
summer of 1967 to establish The Oklahoma Consortium on Research
Development to encourage the planning and submission of research and grant
proposals. The establishment of institutional research offices, on all campuses

was also encouraged.77

Institutional Planning Functions-1967

The University of Oklahoma and Oklahoma State University published

MOklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, May 23 and
September 19, 1967.

> Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, September
19, October 25 and 26 and November 28, 1967.

76 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, September
19, 1967.

77 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Fourteenth Biennial
Report, pp. 166-167.
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a booklet in 1967 entitled, "An Investment in Oklahoma's Future: The Need for
Greater Support of Higher Education in Oklahoma with Emphasis on the
Universities' Role in Economic Development." The booklet graphically ill-
ustrated that the percentage of enrollment had exceeded state appropriations
since 1963-64. The economic plight of the comprehensive institutions was
emphasiied using data provided by Chambers which stated that Oklahoma's gain
in state appropriations was the fourth lowest in the nation during 1960-66.
During that same period the 50-state gain in state tax appropriations for higher
education had more than doubled (1.5 million to 3.5 million).78

State Government Planning Functions - 1967

The Oklahoma Legislature met in its first annual session in 1967.
Thirty-six bills that were related to higher education were introduced during
the session. These bills included a call for university extension courses in the
Tulsa metropolitan area and a medical school or dental school for that city. A
proposed constitutional amendment would have included additional ex officio
members to the Board of Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education. There
was a bill to create a state law center to replace the law school at the
University of Oklahoma. Several bills were related to the establishment and
operation of junior colleges in the state. The State Board of Vocational
Education was authorized to grant Associate of Applied Science Degrees and
coordinate activities with Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Educat'u:m.-,9

The Higher Education Committee of the State Legislative Council met

78uan Investment in Oklahoma's Future: The Need for Greater
Support," Compiled and published by The University of Oklahoma and Oklahoma
State University, 1967. '

79

1967 Legislative Index, Oklahoma L egislative Reference L.ibrary.
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in October and November 1967 to consider the Governor's request "to study the
advisability of changing our present structure of management and control of our
colleges and universities, the financial needs of higher education in Oklahoma,
and to recommend ways and means of satisfying those needs." Dissatisfaction
with the system was noted by professors leaving the state for better paying
positions and a student march on the State Capitol asking for financial support
80

for Oklahoma colleges and universities.

State Regents Planning Functions-1968

The President Pro Tempore and Chairman of the Legislative Council's
Committee on Education met with the regents in February 1968 to request that
steps be taken to: (1) reduce duplication of programs; (2) increase efficiency
and effectiveness in the state system of higher education; (3) move toward
year-round operations; and (4) encourage more effective utilization of
resources. The legislators suggested that the forthcoming self-study should
take note of the above suggestions.

At that same February state regent's meeting, three state represen-
tatives appeared to discuss House Concurrent Resolution 557 which proposed to
establish a state law center as a separate budget agency in the state system of
higher educaticm..81 Similar legislation had been proposed in 1967. Thereafter,
by legislative mandate, a law center was established as a separate budget
function in the state system of higher education to be administered by the

University of Oklahoma. Several years of debate had preceded this decision.82

80gtate Legislative Council, Committee on Higher Education, Minutes,
October 6, 1967.

81CJklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, February

27, 1968.

T BZ20klahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, May 17,
1968.
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In March 1968, the increased work load of the state regents office was
noted because of (1) the annual sessions of the legislature, (2) administering the
Guaranteed Student Loan Program, (3) planning and administering the Higher
Education Facilities Act, (4) the emerging junior college movement, and (5)
leadership demands to improve and expand the Oklahoma State System of
Higher Education. At that same meeting the regents heard a request for a
feasibility study submitted by petition for a junior college in Fairview and a
request for a change in function for the Oklahoma Military Academy.

In 1968, the Vice-Chancellor for Research and Planning, the original
coordinator of research for the self-study, resigned to accept an academic
position in another state. He had served six and one-half years on the self-
study of the Oklahoma State System of Higher Educ.:-li:ion.83

At the April monthly meeting a special committee was established to
study the need for a medical center in Tulsa. The regents also considered
House Concurrent Resolution 625 that called for the creation of a junior college
in the Capital Hill area of Oklahoma City and House Concurrent Resolution 637
that would require the regents to convert the Oklahoma Military Academy to a
co-educational four-year institution.

For the first time, direct payments by the regents were made to state
students who were in dental schools outside the state rather than channeling the
funds through the Southern Regional Education Board.

The interest in junior colleges. continued unabated in the spring of

1968. Tulsa and Midwest City junior colleges advanced to the planning stages

after successful elections. The Fairview community junior college study was

83C)klahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, March 26,

1968.
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denied and a study for a Woodward County junior college was initiated.

The Vo-Tech movement continued to gain strength and the regents
called for more coordination between the Vo-Tech Board and the Oklahoma
State Regents for Higher Education.34

The first planning cycle was completed in May 1968 when The Status

and Direction of Oklahoma Higher Education: Guidelines for Policy Decisions

was published by the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education. Further
need for state-level planning was indicated on an enrollment explosion, an
information explosion, and the need for an educated manpower. It was
estimated that the state would enroll 120,000 students by 1975 as compared
with approximately 75,000 students in 1967. New technologies demanded new
programs of study and the state's economic future was tied to the need for an
educated manpower to encourage industry and business.BS

"The Status and Direction" report not only delineated the progress
made in the seven original problem areas but also evaluated the problems of
long-range planning. The projected two year self-study had taken almost seven
years to complete. The administration of the Higher Education Facilities Act
of 1963 and the issues related to the capital budgeting necessitated delays in
the self-study. The report also recognized the stress created in the state
system when self-study recommendations were implemented. The planning

efforts were also delayed by the changes in personnel on the research staff and

in legislative and institutional positions.86

84Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, April 29,
May 17 and May 27 and June 17, 1968.

85.]t:’hn J. Coffelt, The Status and Direction of Oklahoma Higher
Education (Oklahoma City: Okiahoma State Regents for Higher Education, May
1968), pp. 2-4.

86

Ibid., pp. 13-14.
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Of the original seven, one major problem area, the evaluation of the
state regents' operation and control of the state system of higher education,
had not been addressed. A ten-member legislative committee was appointed to
study the governing of the colleges and universitiés and to report to the next
session of the legislature.87

The report listed the self-study recommendations under the seven
major problem areas and the status of their implementation.B8  The
incompatibility of state-level planning and the allocation of federal programs
was noted as a real problem. If long-range plans at the state level were to be
realized, then federally-sponsored institutional programs needed to mesh with
the state system goals.89

"The Status and Direction” report once again outlined the State
Regents' goals for Oklahoma higher education in terms of individual needs,
social needs, the nature of the system of higher education, and goals related to
effecti-veness|and support of that system.% The report also recognized the
continuous nature of long-range planning in achieving future directions. Goal
statements regarding the future, "Standards of Education," "Institutional
Functions and Programs," and the "Financing of Higher Education" were
purposed in the conclusions of the report-gl The next cycle of long-range
planning had begun.

In the fall of 1968, Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education gave

87Ibid., ppo 14-15.

881bid., pp. 19-33.

B tbid., pp. 34-35.

P0mhid., pp. 42-43.

I ipid., pp. 44-50.
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notice to the Southern Regional Education Board of Oklahoma's withdrawal
from that organization by the end of fiscal year 1970. Such action would not
affect the cooperative agreements for the School of Veterinary Medicine at
Oklahoma State University which would continue to accept out-of-state
students from the Southern Region.92

State Government Planning Functions-1968

The 1968 session of the legislature struggled under a difficult handicap
because inflation was seriously affecting all state programs in Oklahoma. A
further limitation on resources was imposed by the governor's insistence on no
new taxes.

The legislature passed Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 37 that
"...called for a review of the areas of institutional functions and courses of
study, standards of education, procedures for allocation of resources, physical
plant utilization, and institutional business operations, pointing toward the
elimination of unnecessary duplication of functions and courses of study,
overlapping of institutional efforts, obsolete course offerings, and a low
utilization of physical facilities at the various campuses."93

However, not only finances were being curbed in Oklahoma in 1968.
The Governor, fearing campus unrest, established the Office of Inter-Agency
Coordination to investigate suspected radicals and inform law enforcement

agencies of their activities. A bill was passed in the 1968 legislature that

9ZCklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, September
17, 1968.

93 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, "The Role and Scope
of Higher Education in Oklahoma: A Plan for a State-Wide Study," (Oklahoma
Citys Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, July 1969), pp. 1-2.
(Typewritten.)
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banned controversial speakers from the college campuses in Oklahoma.94

Federal Government Planning Functions-1968

At the federal level during the late 1960's student assistance, espe-
cially to promote equality of opportunity, gradually supplanted direct aid to
insl:i’l:ul:ions.95

- —The Second Planning Cycle

State Regents Planning Functions-1969

Much activity surrounded the founding of the Tulsa Junior College. A
collection of nine consultants' papers on the planning and establishing of a new
urban junior college was issued in January 1969 by the regents. The consultants
offered a wide range of advice and represented many different facets of the
junior college experience nationally.96

Also, early in 1969, the regents accepted the report of a private
consulting firm, Booz-Allen & Hamilton, on the need for a medical school in
Tulsa. . The report recommended that a new school not be established, that
enrollment at the present medical school be increased, and that some
reorganization of the clinical years be done so that some students could
complete their third and fourth years of medical training in existing facilities in
Tulsr;\\.97

Oklahoma formally withdrew from the Southern Regional Education

94Gibsorl, pp. 259-260.

9500ngressional Budget Office, Federal Assistance for Postsecondary
Education: Options for Fiscal Year 1979, p. 10.

9% Dan S. Hobbs, ed., The :Tulsa Junior College (Oklahoma City:
Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, January 1969), passim.

97
25, 1969.

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, February
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Board under Senate Bill 34 of the 1969 session of the legislature.98

By mid-
year the increased pressure by communities and the legislature for branch
campuses of the universities and for junior colleges resulted in two new
planning efforts by the regents' staff. Two out-of-state consultants were
appointed to study the statewide needs for junior college education and to help
develop guidelines for the establishment of new facilities. As a companion to
the lower-division junior college study, an upper-division and graduate level
study was outlined to cover the "role and scope" of all institutions in the state.
Student enrollments had already exceeded the projections for 1975. Enrollment
trends needed to be restudied and new estimates made to facilitate planning to
the year 1980. An inventory of existing programs was also needed for the
planning pmcess.99

In July 1969, the vice-president for Continental Oil Company proposed
a closed circuit television network to provide advanced higher education for the
employees of Oklahoma industry. A similar network was in operation in the
Dallas-Ft. Worth area.100

Federal grants were received and approved by the regents to complete
the comprehensive facilities planning. These grants included $40,000 to study

the state junior college needs and funds to complete the Tulsa Junior College

facilities planning; another was to carry out planning for an Academy of

98 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, March 25,
1969,

99Oklahoma State Regehts for Higher Education, "The Role and Scope
of Higher Education in Oklahoma: A Plan for A State-Wide Study," p. 9
(Typewritten.)
lODCklahorna State Regenté for Higher Education, Minutes, July 22,
1969.
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Minority Groups Capitalism accompanied by a statewide talent search program
and a grant to continue support for the Oklahoma Consortium on Research
Development.wl

The problem of access was addressed by Regents' Resolution 566 in
September 1969 which stated that admission to all institutions in the Oklahoma
State System of Higher Education was open to any and all qualified students
regardless of race, color, sex, creed or national corigin.102 The resolution
encouraged all qualified students, white or black, also to apply to the state's
predominately Negro college.

However, the next month the regents' expressed concern that "high
risk" freshmen had been admitted to the University of Oklahoma contrary to
the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education Policy on Admission and
Retention. It was recommended that this comprehensive university stress

103

graduate education.

Institutional Master Planning-1969

All institutions in the state system of higher education were required
by a 1968 law to submit long-range master plans. Seminole and El Reno Junior
Colleges submitted their plans in October 1969.104

The University of Oklahoma initiated a comprehensive planning effort

with the inauguration of a new president. The first recommendation of that

lm’lbid.

102
23, 1969.

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, September

105 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, October
20 and 21, 1969.

10%4pid.
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study was:

In a world of change and uncertainty, the University of Oklahoma
should shape its goals in terms of human values by a continuous and
impartial process for planning and restating its purposes through
concrete action. Every major position taken in this report should be
reviewed at least every five years.

State Government Planning Functions-1969

The governor's budget proposal for the next fiscal year carried an
increase of $5.7 million dollars for higher education. Additional funds the
previous year were used to increase faculty salaries on the average about

$1,003.106

The state's economic resources were improving and by July the
governor announced that the state would have from 14 to 17 million in surplus
funds for fiscal year 1971 to use in additional funding for education. The
governor also stressed the need to emphasize vocational-technical educa-
tion.107

During the 1969 Oklahoma legislative session, bills were introduced to
limit enrollment in the state system of higher education to 75,000 students until
adequate funds were appropriated to facilitate increased enrollment. Another
piece of legislation prohibited members of the Oklahoma State Board of
Regents from soliciting or receiving political contributions, or serving on the
committees of political parties, or actively taking part in political campaigns
except as private citizens. There was also a proposal to -create another

Oklahoma Commission on Education. One other bill proposed a citizen-

legislator committee to study the state system of-higher education. The

105The Executive Planning Committee of the University of Oklahoma,
Gordon A. Christenson, ed., The Future of the University (Norman: University
of Oklahoma Press, 1969), p. 13.

106

Oklahoma L egislative Reporter, 7 January 1969, p. 4.

107 Oklahoma Legislative Reporter, 15 July 1969, pp. 4-5.
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committee was to be composed of six legislators, six citizens, ar;d the governor.
The final appropriations in 1969 for higher education included bills for $100,000
to plan and establish the Tulsa Junior College and $200,000 for a televised
instruction system.me

The debate to change the functions of the Oklahoma Military Academy
to a coeducational institution continued.109 The efforts were deterred by a
state senator from Tulsa who saw a change in the Claremare school as possibly
detrimental to both the private university in Tulsa and the new, state-financed
110

Tulsa Junior College.

In August 1969, a series of articles appeared in The Daily Oklahoman

on college finances. The articles criticized the process of allocating funds to
institutions by the Oklahoma State Regents. The continual underfinancing of
higher education encouraged institutions to "hide" money in the budgeting
process. The paper criticized the state regents' funding formula because it
penalized honest reporting from the colleges and universities. Unclear state
regents' guidelines for budgeting contribute to fiscal confusion and taxpayer
111

mistrust.

State Regents Planning Function-1970

The new decade began with planning for a new dental school. A dean

1081969 Legislative Index, Oklahoma Legislative Reference Library.

lDS"'OMA Future Seen As Coed College," The Oklahoma Journal, 29
August 1969, p. 4.

1m"Proposal for OMA Change is Blocked," Oklahoma City Times, 10
November 1969,

lllBob Ruggles, "College Finances," The Daily Oklahoman 10, 14, 16
August 1969. ‘
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for the school was hired and the state program for dental education was

underway.112 The Role and Scope of Oklahoma Higher Education and its

companion study Junior College Education in Oklahoma were made public in

February 1970. The junior college study was directed by Wattenbarger ‘and
Martorana, both nationally recognized scholars in the junior college movement.
Their recommendations included the administration, organization, and finance
of the lower-division colleges. The authorities surveyed the communities that
wanted to establish junior colleges. On the basis of established standards and
113

criteria, they evaluated the probable locations for new institutions.

The Role and Scope of Oklahoma Higher Education was prepared with

the assistance of seven nationally-recognized consultants who had worked with
other state systems of higher education. The study reiterated the 1966 Goals

for Oklahoma Higher Education and the conclusions and recommendations

suggested "possible building blocks out of which a plan for 1980 might be
cc:lnstructed."ll 4

Among the eighteen recommendations for the "role and scope" was the
suggestion for governmental reorganization of the state system of higher

education to achieve a "consistent pattern of institutional governance."

Another recommendation was to enhance the role of Langston University, the

1l"ZC]dahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, January
27, 1970.

W Gerald F. Williams and Dan S. Hobbs, Junior College Education in
Oklahoma (Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education,
February 1970), pp. 67-76.

J‘laDan S. Hobbs, The Role and Scope of Oklahoma Higher Education
(Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, February
1970), po 840 ' .
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predominantly Negro institution, so that Langston could better serve students
of all racial and cultural backgrounds.n5 The state regents accepted an
invitation to participate in a project sponsored by the Western Interstate
Commission on Higher Education to develop a management information system
for the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education. Funding came from the
U.S. Office of Educa’l:ion.]'16

The Acting Director of the Regional Office of Civil Rights of the U. S.
Office of Education notified the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education
in March 1970 that Oklahoma was operating a racially segregated system of
higher education and requested a state plan for civil rights compliance. The
regents took the notice under advisement.ll-i The following month the regents
replied that the state did have a racially intergrated system of higher education
and that the allegations were not. justi‘Fied.118

That year several regional forums were scheduled by the regents to
communicate to the public the needs of higher education as explicated in the
"Role and Scope" and "“Junior College Education" reports. In recognition of
diminished local financial resources, state aid was authorized for four

community junior colleges. Pursuant to this, the Altus Junior College was

officially designated a state-supported institution under the authority of Senate

4., pp. 91-92.

lléOdahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, February
24, 1970.

ll7(]<lahoma'5tate Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, March 24,
1970.

118

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, April 21,
1970.
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Bill 104 of the 1969 Oklahoma Legislature.1’

The state regents conducted a seminar for members of institutional
boards of regents in the State System of Higher Education in the summer of
1970. The state regents established a newsletter to disseminate regents'
policies and activities to the other boards of regents, the administrations of the
state system institutions, the faculties, and others that might be interested.
For the first time, a notice of the upcoming agendas for the state regents'
20

meetings would be sent to the chairmen of all institutional governing bc:ards.l

State Government Planning Functions-1970

The Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education voted to challenge
in the Oklahoma Supreme Court the special interest appropriations established
by legislative intent. This was a form of special earmarking carried out by
legislators to support favorite local causes.lZl Two million dollars out of the
$10 million in new funds for higher education appropriated in 1970 was
earmarked by "“intents" legislation for suéh projects as tick research and
aviation t:raining.122

With the passage of Senate Joint Resolution 45, the state regents were
required to complete a study of medical education needs in Oklahoma and to

report to the legislature in January 1971. A graduate nursing education

program was established at the Health Sciences Center. Other legislation

ll9C]<1:=1horna State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, April 21,
May 12, and June 16, 1970.

120
1970.
121

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, July 28,

1 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, May 12,
970.

122716 Daily Oklahoman, 13 May 1970.




73

required the regents to adopt a uniform accounting and reporting system for all
institutions in the state s;ystem.123 Scales and Goble report that the Oklahoma
Legislature was becoming more professional as the result of the 1966
constitutional amendment which authorized annual sessions and the 1968
constitutional amendment which allowed legislators more professional salaries.
The legislative council had developed a research capability to facilitate
lawmaking. The Citizens' Conference Committee on State Legislatures ranked
Oklahoma fourteenth of the fifty states in terms of modern practices in the
early l970's.124

The Committee on Education of the State Legislative Council heard a
report from the Oklahoma Commission on Education which questioned whether
the state could afford to offer vocational-technical training in 35 different
institutions. Colleges and universities were included with the area vocational-

technical schools in that figure.l25

State Regents Planning Functions-1971

The "Plan for the 70's" was offically accepted by the state regents in

April 1971.126

Guidelines for the development of institutional master plans
were enumerated under the categori'es of: (1) Institutional Functions and
Programs, (2) Institutional Size and Composition, (3) Organization and

Structure, (4) Finance and Facilities, and (5) the final category of Special

Problems. The special problems included the lack of formal transfer policies

123, 4.

12l‘Scales and Goble, pp. 344-345.

125, jinutes, November 12, 1970.

J‘26Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, April 5,

1971.
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between two-year and four-year institutions; the future of the Negro
institution, Langston University; need for increased cooperation between public
and private higher education in the state; the need for increased health
professionals particularly in medicine, dentistry and nursing; a more effective
system of extension classes throughout the state; the importance of increasing
the enrollments of minority and disadvantaged students in the state system of
higher education; the evaluation of the televised instruction system established

to provide continuing and graduate education to business and industry; a caution

to all institutions regarding "self-liquidating" bond projects in the 70's which
relied on student revenues for retirement.127

The "Plan for the '70's" was formally presented to the Education
Committee of the Legislative Council on October 11, 1971. One point that was
stressed was the reorganization of the state system of higher education so that
each institution could have its own board of regents. Another point stressed
that Oklahoma was fortunate to have a sufficient number of institutions to
handle the estimated 50,000 additional students who would be enrolled in the
state system by 1980. The geographical distribution of institutions in the state
enabled students in all areas of the state to easily avail themselves to higher

128 At that time there were 20 state-supported institutions, 14

129

education.
private institutions, and 5 municipal junior colieges.

Each institution in the state system was required to make either a

12—IDan S. Hobbs, Oklahoma Higher Education: A State Plan for the

1970's (Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, July
1971), pp. 4-30.

128

Oklahoma L.egislative Reporter, 13 October 1971, p. 4.

lngklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Sixteenth Biennial
Report, June 30, 1971, p. 1.
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formal presentation to the regents or submit a written master plan consistent
with "The Plan for the '70%s" guidelines by June 30, 1972.1°0
An osteopathy education program that enabled Oklahoma students to
attend out-of-state schools was established by the state regents in the summer
of 1971 as stipulated by House Bill 1340 of the Oklahoma L.egislature.
Precedence for the osteopathy program was the dental education progfam, as
originally organized under the Southern Regional Education Board, prior to the
establishment of the University of Oklahoma College of Denistry.ln
Successful elections were held in Seminole, E1 Reno, and Poteau to
facilitate the establishment of junior colleges in those communities. The
functions of Murray State College of Agriculture and Applied Science were
changed in favor of a more technological orientation.132
For the first time during 1971-72 the facilities planning of the entire
state system, including the municipal junior colleges and private institutions,
was assisted by a computerized data base system.133
The state regents also observed the tenth anniversary of second

chancellor of the Oklahoma State System of Higher Educatic:n134

State Government Planning Functions-197!1

A new governor took office in Oklahoma in January 1971. The crisis in

13
20, 1971.

0C)klahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, December

1310klahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, June 22,

HzG(lahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Sixteenth Biennial
Report-Part II, pp. 98-101.

1971.

1331id., pp. 95-96.

134C1<lahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, July 26,

1971.
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state government faced by the new administration called for greatly increased
revenues. The new governor made several suggestions for tax increases and
proposed a $20 million increase for higher education. The legislature passed
revenue bills that produced an increase of $43 million. The "big three," public
schools, higher education, and highways, absorbed most of the new revenue.
The new governor also kept a campaign promise to abolish the Office of Inter-
Agency Coordination set up by the previous administration to investigate
radicals and keep them off the Cklahoma r:ampuses.135

The Executive Corr;mittee of the Legislative Council approved a
feasibility study for a medical school and a college of osteopathic medicine for

the Tulsa area.l36

The Oklahoma Commission on Education was directed by Senate
Concurrent Resolution 50 of the 1971 Legislature to study the state system of
higher education with an emphasis on accountability in certain areas. The state
137

regents were directed to facilitate the study.

Federal Government Planning Functions-1971

In an address at the annual meeting of the Education Commission of
the States, the new governor of Oklahoma criticized President Nixon's proposed
education budget as a "tragic regression" from the goal of a better educated

138

public. This also denoted a shift in philosophy and funding at the federal

level regarding higher education.

135Gibson, pp. 260-261.

136 Oklahoma Legislative Reporter, 16 July 1971, p. 2.

1371971 Oklahoma Legislative Index. Oklahoma l.egislative Reference

Library.

138CJklahoma Legislative Reporter, 9 July 1971, p. 1.
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State Regents Planning Functions-1972

Progress reports from state institutions were reviewed by the Okla-
homa State Regents for Higher Education in early 1972. Most of the college
presidents gave their reports on the campus evaluation and planning activities
related to the "Plan for the ‘70‘5."]'39 The education of health professionals in
Oklahoma took a promising turn in 1972. "“Start-up" funding for the College of
Dentistry and the graduate nursing programs at the University of Oklahoma
Health Sciences Center in Oklahoma City were allocated by the state regents.
On that same April day, the feasibility study for a College of Osteopathic
Medicine in Tulsa was authorized. Tulsa also received a branch of the
University of Oklahoma Medical School which was funded with the
understanding that only the third and fourth years of medical education would
take place in existing Tulsa clinical facilities.lw

The functions of Eastern Oklahoma State College of Agriculture and
Applied Science were changed to a more technological orientation in

141

accordance with a bill passed by the Oklahoma Legislature.

State Government Planning Functions-1972

In the governor's message to the Oklahoma Legislature in January
1972, he proposed:

"Enrollment at our public universities must be limited to 22,000
students. This will add to the responsibility of other campuses,

139C]dahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, February
28 and March 27, 1972. .
lM]Odahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, April 20,
1972.

141 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Sixteenth Biennial
Report, Part II, pp. 106-107.
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strengthen smaller colleges and diversify higher educational facil-
ities."142

There was growing recognition of the problem of financing vocational-
technical education in the state. The state director of vocational-technical-
education offered to cooperate with the high schools and institutions of higher
education. The Subcommittee on Vocational Technical Schools of the Oklahoma
Education Commission recognized that duplication of programs was an
emerging state problem.143

A report issued by the Oklahoma Higher Education Alumni Counecil
noted that the state ranked 44th of the fifty states in per capita expenditures
for higher education. During 1972 the state dropped from the 43rd position due
to the lag in appropriations per total population. Oklahoma ranked 49th of the
states in support per student. Enrollment had doubled in the preceding ten
years and more than 100,000 students were then enrolled in the state

144

system.

Federal Government Planning Functions-1972

At the federal level in 1972, long-range planning took a decided turn
away from institutional aid and toward increased aid for students based on the
"market model" of support for higher education. The Higher Education
Amendments of 1972 under Section 1202 required each state to establish a
planning commission for all postsecondary education including voecational
schools, technical institutes and proprietary schools. These commissions were

to encourage diversity and avoid duplication in each state. This was supposed

142 Oklahoma L egislative Reporter,‘l& January 1972, p. 5.

143
1972, p. 2.

Oklahoma Legislative Reporter, 1 June 1972, p. 4; 10 November

144The Daily Qklahoman, 24 November 1972,




79

to strengthen each state's offerings in postsecondary education. This 1202
Section implied that the financing ofl postsecondary education should
increasingly be more the responsibility of the states and not the federal
government.ll“5

The new term, postsecondary, created new problems about who should
participate in state-level planning and the need for more information systems.
The "market model" of student assistance further altered the state's
assumptions about planning and budgeting with the assistance of federal
146

funds.

State Regents Planning Funections-1973

Early in 1973, the state regents adopted a policy of not considering
new educational programs apart from the comprehensive plans that were being
developed by the institutions in the state system. A comprehensive review of
all educational programs for all colleges and universities was a part of the "Plan
for the '70's" review. A few unique programs were excepted from this
policy.M7 Several meetings of the state regents were devoted to an institu-
148

tional roll call for a review of the comprehensive planning for each campus.

Three junior colleges, Seminole, Carl Albert, and Oscar Rose, became

msClifton Conrad and Joseph Cosand, The Implications of Federal
Education Policy, ERIC/Higher Education Research Report No. 1 (Washington,
D.C.: The American Association for Higher Education, 1976) p. 10.

146Lcuuis W. Bender, Federal Regulation and Higher Education,
ERIC/Higher Education Research Report No. 1 (Washington, D.C.: The
American Association of Higher Education, 1977), pp. 63-64.

147 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, February
26, 1973.

148Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, March,
April, May, June and July 1973.
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official parts of the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education when the land
and pfoperty owned by each college were donated to the State of Oklahoma.lag

During fiscal 1973 a new level of data management permitted the
adoption of program budgeting so that the allocation of funds could be made on
the basis of educational programs at each institution. Comparisons of program
costs were also possible with the new budgeting pmcedures.150

Budgeting had been a factor in creating a separate agency for the

University of Oklahoma College of Law in 1968. However, by January 1973 The

Daily Oklahoman reported that the Law Center faculty was devastated due to a

lack of adequate funding. The newspaper article also stated that the general
faculty morale at the University of Oklahoma was very low. There had been no
pay increases on that campus for two years. Some faculty members on the
university campus believed that they were too far removed from planning
activities and decision making.151

Serious problems were encountered at the four-year state colleges
during 1973. Enrollments were down at several institutions due to the growth
of the junior college movement and increased enrollment at the state
universitiies.lsz Particularly troublesome was the probationary status given by
the North Central Association of Colleges to the innovative Oklahoma College

of Liberal Arts. The lack of a uniform tenure policy for the state system, and

at the liberal arts college in particular, led to a bitter controversy about roles

149C]<lahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Seventeenth
Biennial Report-Part II, pp. 101-103.

150

Ibid., p. 3.

1511he Daily Oklahoman, 23 January 1973.

152Oklahoma Legislative Reporter, 26 October 1973, p. 2.
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and responsibilities for institutions and for the state regents.lf’3

Activities for the year 1973 by the state regents included a state
conference on issues for American higher education in the '70's. Invitations
were extended to institutional governing boards, administrators, faculty,
students, businesé and professional leaders, and legislative and governmental
officials. Speakers for the conference inciluded Clark Kerr, Chairman of the
Carnegie commission on Higher Education who was the chief consultant and
analyst of the issues of the conference. Other consultants were: Joseph
Cosand, Deputy U. S. Commissioner of Education; Fred Harcelroad, President
of ACT; Richard Millard, Director of Higher Education Services of the
Education Commission of the State; and George Hann, Regional Commissioner
of the U. S. Office of Education, Region VII, Dallas, TX.

Civil rights compliance again became a problem for the state regents
in February 1973. The state was given 120 days to come into compliance with
federal regulations. An Oklahoma plan was filed and subsequently rejected.
The two basic issues were that Langston was still a.predominately black
institution and that not enough black faculty had been hired by all institutions
in the state system. A revised state plan was required.154

State Government Planning Functions-1973

Education for the health professions continued to receive a good deal
of attention by state government. A task force was appointed by the governor
to study the problems of the financially troubled Health Sciences Center in

Oklahoma City. The University Hospital was given a separate board of trustees

153Glenn Snider, "Higher Education's Status Real Problem in State,"
The Sunday Oklahoman, 14 October 1973, pp. 21-23.

154

Oklahoma Legislative Reporter, 27 November 1973, p. 3.
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155

as directed by the 1973 legislature. A subcommittee of the Committee on

Education of the Legislative Council proposed a school of optometry for the
state.1?6

Federal Government Planning Functions-1973

The Second Newman Report in 1973 reiterated the concept of the
portability of student aid as did the earlier 1971 Newman Report. Direct
support to institutions was not recommended. The rationale was: "Providing
funding through grants accompanying students (portable grants) has the
advantage of encourging a sense of competition and willingness to change as
society changes among the instit:uticms."]'57

State Regents Planning Functions-1974

The "Plan for the '70'%" called for an evaluation of the enrollments of
all junior colleges in 1975. The state regents pushed that evaluation forward a

158

year and called for new data in January 1974. Later that year the

University of Oklahoma requested that the "Plan for the '70's" be reevaluated
since the lower-division enrollment had already exceeded the limits estéblished
in the plan. The state regents agreed to reevaluate the plén in terms of
institutional functions at all levels.159 At the December meeting, the regents

approved an outline for the review and evaluation of the "Plan for the '70'3;"160

155 Oklahoma Legislative Reporter, 25 June 1973, p. 3.
156

Ibid., 17 September 1973.
157U. S. Office of Education 1971, p. 74, in Conrad and Cosand, pp.
46-47. '

158
28, 1974.

159

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, January

Oklahoma Legislative Reporter, 18 November 1974, pp.2-3.

16
16, 1974.

UOklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, December
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The governor designated the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher
Education as the state commission for postsecondary planning in accordance
with Sections 1202-1203 of P.L. 92-138. Demographic trends and projected
enrollments were the subjects covered in a presentation made to the state
regents by Lyman Glenny, a nationally recognized researcher in higher educa-
161

tion.

State Government Planning Functions-1974

By legislative mandate, the name of the Oklahoma College of Liberal
Arts was changed to the University of Science and Arts of Oklahema on August
16, 1974. Full accreditation to the former college for women, which had become

coeducational in 1965, was restored by the North Central Association in the

62

previous month.l The legislature appropriated $1,700,000 from Federal

Revenue Sharing Funds to construct instructional facilities for the Oklahoma
College of Osteopathic Medicine in Tulsa.163

State Regents Planning Functions-1975

Early in 1975, groundwork was laid for the comprehensive review of
the "Plan for the '70's" and staff roles for the process were established. A "Blue
Ribbon" advisory Council of fifty state leaders was named to review the goals
for Oklahoma higher education. The new governor who had taken office in
January was named honorary chairman. In the months that followed the

committee met with John Folger, former Chancellor of the Tennessee

lélOAlahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, May 29,

1974.

1620klahoma State Régents for Higher Education, Seventeenth
Biennial Report, Part I, pp. 36-37.

163

1974 Legislative Index, S.B. 431, Oklahoma Legislative Reference
Library.
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Board of Higher Education and at that time a staff member of the Education
Commission of the States; Lyman Glenny; Clark Kerr; S. V. Martorana from
the Center fof the Study of Higher Education at the Pennsylvania State
University; and Richard Millard, Director of Higher Education Services for the
Education Commission of the States. Public Hearings were held so that the
college and university presidents could present their views on critical issues. A
joint committee of the American Association of University Professors and the
Oklahoma Education Association requested more faculty participation in the
planning review.lm The Citizen's Advisory Council conducted a survey of
7,000 individuals and received 2,374 replies. The majority of the respondents
favored practical research; 69.6 percent of those surveyed felt some colleges
should be considered for closing and 53.6 percent felt Oklahoma had too many
inst:itul:ions.]'65

The viability of the four year institutions, formerly the teachers'
colleges, was questioned on several fronts. The Oklahoma City Chamber of
Commerce reported to the state regents that modernized transportation made
the validity of the four-year colleges questionable. The Chamber called for
modernization and better coordination of the four-year schools with the state
sysi:em.]'66 The State Advisory Council on Vocational-Technical Education felt
that changing the functions of a state college to a residential vo-tech school

would have less impact politically.167

164Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, 1975.

165The Daily Oklahoman, 10 September 1975.

16614id., 11 September 1975.

167 1id., 14 September 1975.
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The escalating dispute over vocational-technical education funds was
carried to the State Supreme Court by the State Regents for Higher Education.
The Oklahoma Attorney General ruled that the State Board of Vocational-
Technical Education was eligible for the receipt of all federal funds.‘m8

A bill submitted in the 1975 session of the legislature called on the
state regents "to investigate the quality and the expense of educational services
and admissions of all state universities in Group II to ascertain whether said
institutions are 'educationally viable."'169

An innovative new program was approved by the state regents in July
1975. Called the Scholar-Leadership Enrichment Program, it established a
network of institutions in the state system of higher education which nominated
outstanding upper-division and graduate students to participate in seminars with
nationally recognized scholars from many different academic disciplines.lm
The "Talkback TV" system was to be used to bring some lectures given in the
171

seminars to campuses throughout the state.

State Government Planning Function-1975

The new governor vetoed the creation of a higher education center in
the Idabel-Broken Bow area and the House of Representatives sustained the
veto. During each session of the legislature attempts were still being made to

insert special interest items in the higher education appropriation bill. It was

168 Oklahoma Leagislative Reporter, 28 October 1975, p. 3.

169

1975 Legislative Index, HR 1024, Oklahoma Ll egislative Reference
Library.

170Cl<lahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, July 28,

1975,
171 . .
Oklahoma Legislative Reporter, 28 July 1975, p. 3.
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recognized that the $128.5 million appropriated in 1975 would not fully fund the
Oklahoma State System of Higher Educat:ion.172

The new governor also gave top priority to the reorganization of state
government which included higher education and appointed a commission to
make recommendations.1 7>

The State of Oklahoma had been steadily losing ground in fiscal
matters. In 1960 the state ranked twenty-eighth nationally on measures of tax

effort but when the same measures were calculated for 1971 and 1975,
Oklahoma ranked last in the nation. The impact of inflation was not difficult to
grasp. As reported by Scales and Goble, "In constant dollars, the state spent 10
percent less for higher education in 1975 than it had in 1968.“174

Editorials reflected different attitudes about higher education. Qual-
ity rather than geographic availability of institutions in the state system of
higher education was stressed. The general malaise of the times was reflected
in education. A recession had seriously reduced employment opportunities for
college graduates. There was a general disenchantment with a four-year
175

college education.

State Regents Planning Functions-1976

The state regents met in special session on April 16, 1976, to review
and approve the "Revised Plan for the '70's." In addition to the out-of-state

consultants and the Blue Ribbon Advisory Council, eleven task force commit-

Y727pe Daily Oklahoman, 5 May and 7 May 1975.

173114, 29 3uly 1975, pp. 1-2.

lmScales and Goble, p. 348.

175 "Editorial," The Daily Oklahoman, 15 September and 23 November

1975.
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tees from public and private institutions took part in the rt—zvisions.176

' The revised plan presented thirty-eight recommendations that were to
be used with the 1971 "Plan for the '70's" guidelines which were still in force.
The Blue Ribbon Advisory Council developed thirty-one goals to focus on the
future efforts about the long-range planning for Oklahoma higher education.l77

The revised plan addressed the decline in enrollments expected for the
1980's and urged institutions to give serious consideration to reduced income

178

and resources. Oklahoma was still behind the regional averages on the

allocation of tax funds "appropriated to public institutions per full-time-

equivalent student enrolled, according to recent national data."l79 Faculty

salaries were also below the regional averages. At the comprehensive
universities, the Oklahoma faculties were paid about $1,070 less than the
regional averages at comparable inst:il:ui:ions.l8c|

Low tuition for students was partly to blame for the economic
problems of the state system of higher education. The revised plan recom-
mended that students should share in the costs of their education and pay

tuition that equaled one-fourth to one-third of the costs.181

176 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes.

177Dan S. Hobbs, Oklahoma Higher Education: A State Plan for the
1970's: Revision and Supplement (Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for
Higher Education, April 1976), pp. 198-199.

178

Ibid., pp. 215-217.

Bpid., p. 223.

180y,;4., p. 220.

181y,14., p. 224.
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The brightest spot in postsecondary education in Oklahoma was the
rapid growth of technical-occupational education. From 1965 to 1975, the
enrollment had increased four times from 4,038 to 16,564 students enrolled for

182

courses in technical education in the state system colleges. Over the

decade the technical-occupational education had increased from 75 programs to

183

398 programs offered at 27 colieges and universities. The Federal Voca-

tional Education Act of 1976 required the state to file both a one~year plan and

a five-year plan for postsecondary vo-tech education.184

Another area of predicted growth was the extension and public service
offerings. State-level policies and procedures were needed to guide institutions
in future development in that field.185

The effect of federal policies on student aid became apparent during
the revision study. Private higher education had experienced increased
enrollments by 1975 after almost twenty years of rather stable activity.186 The
comprehensive graduate universities in the state system exceeded their lower
division enrollments as projected in the 1971 "Plan." Upper division enroliments
did not develop as projected. Partial explanation for these unplanned problems

suggested that "...recent national policies on student aid, which for the most

part have limited student assistance funds to those at the freshman and

182y 5d., p. 217.

183 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, October
25, 1976'184
Ibid., December 20, 1976.
185Hobbs, Plan for 1970's: Revision and Supplement, p. 219.

186

Ibid., p. 2.
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sophomore levels."187

Immediately after publication of the "Revision and Supplement,” new
implementation procedures for the policy statements were being develcoped.188
The new plan was intended to guide the state system of higher education
through the next ten yezars.189

During the 1976 legislative session, the state regents received notice
of the lobbying activities of the administration at the Oklahoma Health
Sciences Center for funds in excess of the amounts presented in the 1976 state

regents' budget.190

Problems of this nature may have been stimulus for
discussion at the regional seminar, held in Oklahoma City, which was sponsored
by the Education Commission of the States. At this December 1976 seminar,
new state system board members and the staff of state coordinating boards
considered "The Relationship of the State Coordinating Agency with the
Executive and Legislative Divisians of the State Government in Meeting Budget

Needs for Higher Education S':yst:ems."l91

The state plan for civil rights
compliance had been approved in June 1974 by the Office of Civil Rights.

During the 1976 fall semester it was felt that racial parity had been achieved

187} 1., p. 68.

lBBOxlahoma State Regent for Higher Education, Minutes, May 24,
1976.

189O<lahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Eighteenth Biennial
Report-Part II (Oklahoma City: June 30, 1976), p. 1.

19

UCklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, April 26,
1976. -

191

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, October
25, 1976. '
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for black freshmen students in Oklahoma.192

State Government Planning Functions-1976

The Oklahoma Commission on Education, created in 1969, made its
final report to the governor and legislative leaders in June 1976. The
commission recommended a single system for all public education from
kindergarten through college. As it was, the State Department of Education,
the State Department of Vocational-Technical Education, and the State
Regents for Higher Education provided services that were hampered by
excessive costs and duplication of programs. The commission also
recommended no new institutions of higher education be established "until all
are more fully populated and are adequately financed." Separate boards of
regents for the College of Osteopathy, Langsten University, for all four year
colleges, and each of the comprehensive graduate universities were also
recommended.193

The legislature failed to approve the new governor's proposals for the
reorganization of state government. The governor's plan to restructure the
state's authority in education and transportation was approved with some
mc:dification.l94 In July 1976, the governor established a mini-cabinet system
of coordination of executive policies with the different areas of state govern-
ment. The Oklahoma Education Council was established by statute as a mini-

cabinet and had members of the legislature as well as the agency heads from

the three divisions of state-supported education and three lay citizens who were

1920<lahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Nineteenth Biennial
Report-Part I (Oklahoma City: June 30, 1977), p. 5.

193.Jerry Scarbrough, "OEA Wants All Education Put Under One
Agency," The Saturday Oklahoman and Times, 19 June 1976, p. 16.

l%Odahoma Leqislative Reporter, 30 June 1976, p. 3.
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appointed by the governor.195

The Oklahoma Educaticn Council was given the
responsibility "to review and evaluate planning activities of the various state
agencies of education and advise, counsel, and make recommendations as
appropriate, especially in the area of needs evaluation, goal-setting and
performance measurement." Coordination and cooperation between the three
state levels of education and the overlapping and duplication of services were

also goals of the new Education Council.196

An editorial in The Daily Oklahoman suggested some reasons for the

problems of Oklahoma education. Modern research had produced many new
technological innovations that were not well understood by technologically
illiterate politicians. The result was aobsolete edur:ation.197

Oklahoma still lagged behind the 10 state region in student fees. The
tuition increase of 1976 was the first since 1969. The increase was accom-
panied by a graduated increase in fees for upper-division and professional
fielt:IS-lg8 This increase in fees was immediately challenged in the District
Court of Oklahoma County in December 1976. The judge ruled that the

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education could not collect any fees in

excess of $500 for any student during an ordinary school year.w9 The appeal in

l95Wayne J. Donica, "Oklahoma" in "State Administrative
Developments," Bernard D. Kolasa, ed., Midwest Review of Public
Administration 11 (September 1977): 242-244.

l%"Oklahoma Education Council," Enrolled Senate Bill, No. 577,
Effective July 1, 1976. (Typewritten.)

197 1he Daily Oklahoman, 5 April 1976.

1981,id., 10 June 1976.

199.'.loe Cannon, Judge of the District Court of Oklahoma County, No.
CD-77-1119, December 17, 1976.
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the Supreme Court subsequently "...clarified the responsibilities of both the
State Regents and the Legislature in the matter of determining the fees and
tuition charged students in the State Systzem."200

Fiscal policy was a matter of great concern for many institutions in
the state system in late 1976. Some administrators accused the Oklahoma
State Regents for Higher Education of making budget proposals that were too
low for the 1977 legislative session. Several institutions forecast grave budget
problems. During the 1976 session, the legislature appropriated only 65

201

percent of the amount requested by the state regents.

State Regents Planning Functions-1977

Representatives of private higher education institutions appeared
before the state regents to complain about the increased competition for
private funds from Oklahoma foundations, corporations, and individual donors
by the public institutions in the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education.
There was a 2.5 percent decrease in enrollment at the private institutions.
During that same 1976 fall, public institutions also experienced a slight
decrease in full-time equivalent students but there was a 2 percent increase in
head ct::unt.zu2

The state regents served a notice of protest with the U. S. Office of

Education opposing the State Board of Vocational-Technical Education's five-

year plan. The regents did not believe the funds involved were allocated on an

200CJklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Nineteenth Biennial
Report-Part I, June 30, 1977, p. 1.

201

Thev Daily'Oklahornén, 6 December 1976.

202Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, January 31
and February 28, 1977.
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equitable basis. A Special Committee on Technical Education was established
by the state regents to carry out the protest. An inventory of technical-
occupational programs in 1977 revealed 403 programs at twenty-six institutions.
About 28,000 students were enrolled in courses.203

An informal group called the State Health Manpower Task Force was
formed to study the manpower requirements and the planning of educational
programs required to meet Oklahoma's future health needs. In compliance with
a bill passed in the 1977 legislative session, the state regents set up a
Chiropractic Student Assistance Plan. This plan was similar to the earlier
dental and osteopathic programs that had provided assistance for out-of-state
tuition and fees.m4

The state regents convened a seminar on "Great Issues in Higher
Education" in February 1977. Participating were 203 people who were
governing board members, institutional administrators, faculty, legislators, and
students.205 The revised "Plan for the 70's" was found lacking in some areas.
Already some revisions were called for in the guidelines for extension and
public service to meet the requirements of the Title I Community Service
Program of the Federal 1976 Education Amendments. The state plan was

required to include a program for implementation of services approved a year in

advance by the state regem:s.20

203 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, June 29
and September 26, 1977.

204Gdr-.lhoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, April 25
and June 29, 1977.

205
28, 1977.

206

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, February

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, July 25,
1977.
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State Government Planning Functions-1977

According to the governor's 1977 budget message to the legislature,
Oklahoma ranked fourth in the nation for the previous two years in the
percentage of increases for higher education. This amounted to a 24 percent
real increase after adjustment for inflation and enrollment. The governor
supported a legislative bill to ratify the tuition and fees increases outlined by
the state regents in 1976. The increases were necessary to keep up with
inflation and to maintain a fair balance with the student's share of their
educational costs. "Our educational system must offer an opportunity and
challenge to all of our young people. Innovative programs as well as dollars are
needed," the governor warned the legislature.zm

At the request of the governor, the five-year goals of Oklahoma higher
education were presented to the Oklahoma Education Council. The council
discussed the problem of proliferation of the vocational-technical courses
throughout the postsecondary system. Requests for academic credit in higher
education for post-high school courses was another problem. There was some
demand for secondary vocational-technical schocls to become junior col-
leges.208

The Special Committee of the Legislature Council on Langston Uni-
versity held 15 meetings with all interested parties which included the Board of

Regents for A & M Colleges and the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher

Education. Plantiffs of the 1973 Adams Case, which brought the civil rights

207Govern0r David L. Boren, "Budget Message to 1977 Legislature"

State Capitol, cited in Oklahoma Legislative Reporter, 4 January 1977, p.
Supplement 1-B. '

208Cl<lahnma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, March 28
and April 25, 1977.
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complaints against the state system of higher education, sought further relief in
1977. The court ruled that the 1974 plans did not meet specific criteria for
desegregation of the higher education system. Six states, Oklahoma included,
were given 90 days to prepare a revised desegregation plan. The unique role of
black colleges had to be considered in the statewide approach to new guidelines.
Goals and timetables were required to address: ™(1) disestablishment of the
structure of the dual system; (2) desegregation of student enrollment; (3)
desegregation of faculty, administrative staffs, nonacademic personnel and
governing boards." The Legiélative Council's Special Committee on Langston,
the former all-black university, supported establishing a branch campus of the
rural institution in the metropolitan area of Tulsa.209

The Special Committee on Vocational-Technical Education of the
State Legislative Council accepted a joint resolution of agreement on the
authority and financing of vo-tech education in Oklahoma on October 14, 1977.
The special committee had been instituted to determine the amount of overlap
between the two areas and to prevent unnecessary duplication of courses and
services. Financing for quality programs was critical according to the
committee rt’-:port.210

The future course of Oklahoma higher education was questioned in a
December 1977 newspaper article. The structural role of the Cklahoma State

Regents for Higher Education as the policy and planning agency was not

disputed. The article expressed interest in qualitative growth and questioned

2095tate l_egislative Council, 1977 Interim, Special Committee on
Langston University, Final Report, December 5, 1977. Oklahoma State
Archives.

ZIDIbid., Special Committee on Vocational-Technical Education,
Minutes, Second Meeting, October 14, 1977.
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what type of higher education the state could afford in the future.Zll

Planning foi‘ the 80's started in the fall of 1977. Enrollments for
spring 1977 in the state system increased 2.4 percent over the previous yezar.212
A policy statement on guidelines for planning for the next decade was adopted
by the state regents. Three major problem areas were the forecast decline in
state enrollments, expected budgetary problems, and the need for a high degree
of planning and coordination to avoid duplication of programs and services.213

The Third Planning Cycle

State Regents Planning Functions-1978

Task force committees were established and staff roles assigned to the
preliminary activities on planning for the 1980's. Institutions started their part
of the cycle by July 1978 and were expected to have completed the long-range
planning process for each campus in one year.

To facilitate policy and reporting requirements, a unitized data system
of reporting for all institutions in the state system was being developed by the
staff of the state regents in 1978.

A seminar for the regents on the governing boards of the colleges and
universities was again offered by the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher
Education in February 1978. The state regents adopted a resolution asking all
state institutions to emphasize quality of instruction. Special attention was to
be given to libraries. In addition, all schools were to strive to pay faculty

salaries equal to the averages of the ten- state regional institutions. In an

211The Daily Oklahoman, 2 December 1977.
212

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, July 25,
1977.

213 lahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, October
14, 1977.
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effort to get the budget requirements for the state system across, conferences
were scheduled to brief new legislators, leading citizens of the college and
university communities, and the news media.

A unitized budget for the state system of higher education was still a
problem for the state regents. For exampie, the legislature in Senate Bill No.
451 funded directly the Archeological Survey for $10[l,l30[).214

The legislature was also accused of surreptitiously creating two new
institutions for an already overcrowded state system of higher education. Some
were of the opinion that the "higher education centers" at Idabel and Ardmore
were a first step toward junior colleges. The centers had been established
through legislative maneuvering despite another legislative resolution
prohibiting any new colleges in the state system.z15

Newspaper criticism of the legislature and the state system of higher
education ecentered around several issues. Politically it was not the time to talk
of closing campuses but increased costs in such mundane things as utilities
forced the issue. Faculty salaries were still low at all schools. Enrollments for
216

the spring 1978 semester were down 1.1 percent to 120,812 students.

State Government Planning Functions-1978

The Oklahoma Education Council published its "Goals of Public Educa-
tion in Oklahoma" in June 1978.2'17 The four minimum goals for Oklahoma

public education were defined as: (1) fundamental skills of reading, writing,

214

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, 1978.
215 ‘

The Daily Oklahoman, 21 March 1978.

21611:4., 20 March 1978.

217(St:ai:e Capitol, June 1978), passim.
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computing, speaking, listening and thinking; (2) a general education basic to
citizenship in a democratic society; (3) occupational competency; and (4) the
need for organized research.

House Bill No. 1666 of the 1978 legislature gave the state several new
universities. The former teacher's colleges under the supervision of the Board
of Regents of Oklahoma Colleges had their titles changed from state colleges
to state universi!:ies.ZJ'8

Medical education in Tulsa was once again expanded. Legislative

approval permitted the establishment of a private teaching facility called the
"City of Faith Medical Research Center" at Oral Roberts University.219

Funding was still a basic problem of the state system of higher
education. Resolution No. 1584, passed by the state regents on May 9, 1978,
recognized the shortage of funds and specified levels of operations for existing
programs and also for some new programs that had been conditionally approved
in 1977.22[l One state newspaper publicly recognized that "The quality of the
education Oklahoma's college and university students receive is tied directly to
the amount of funds available for higher education and the students are getting
221

short-changed."

Federal Government Planning Functions-1978

The state regents' office was designated as the Oklahoma agency

responsible for developing Educational Information Centers throughout the

2]‘81978 l.egislative Index, Odahoma Legislative Reference Library.

2191pid.

22OCl(l::xI'toma State Regents for Higher Education, Nineteenth Biennial
Report-Part II, p. 110,

221The Norman Transcript, 2 March 1978, p. 8.
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state in 1978. These centers had been provided for in the U. S. Education
Amendments of 1976.222 An Educational Information Office at participating
public and private institutions was to make information, counseling and referral
services on educational programs available to students. This was an attempt to
223

increase access to postsecondary education for students of all ages.

State Regents Planning Functions-1979

The Plan for the 1980's was being developed during 1979 on the basis

of three different planning assumptions. One assumption of the planning was
based on a 20 percent growth in enrollment; the second was predicated on a
steady state for the system; the third dealt with a 20 percent decline in the
student body. Each type of plan was requested to consider the campus-wide
effects on faculty, operating budgets, and educational programs. Each type of
growth was to be addressed by the institutions as well as by the state-level
pl:anners.224 Guidelines for planning were distributed to all institutions and the
information-gathering process at the campus level was in progress. A
completion target for the state system schools of January 1980 was set.

Spring sémester enrollment figures for 1979 were down 2.3 percent.
However, the trend was almost reversed for fall semester when the full-time
equivalent enrollment was up 1.8 percent.

The unitized data system was in place for the state system by May

1979. Comprehensive reporting from all campuses was available for budget

222Cldahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, February
27, 1978.

223Cldahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Twentieth Biennial
Report-Part II, June 30, 1980, p. 6.

224

Ibid., p. 1.
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225 The Chairman of the State

building, federal reporting, and planning.
Regénts described the 1980-81 budget request that would be submitted to the
1980 legislature as the "most comprehensive and best-documented higher
education budget in the nation." The budget request was for $345.5 million for
the state system of higher education. In the fall of 1979, enrcllment for all
public and private institutions in Oklahoma reached 157,290 students. Public
institutions enrolled about 85.5 percent of the students.226

The 1979 Oklahoma Legislature passed Senate Joint Resolution No. 27
which appropriated $200,DDD to fund and establish "The Carl Albert Congress-
ional Research and Studies Center." The new facility would be located on the
campus of the University of Oklahoma.227

For the first time since statehood in 1907, the possibility of too many
physicans being trained in Oklahoma was raised. A resolution calling for an
update on medical education in Oklahoma was called for by the state regents on

January 22, 1979. Baseline data for the new study had been developed by the

Medical School Feasibility Study of 1969 by Booz-Allen & Hamilton, Inc. and
228

the 1971 study by the state regents' staff. The 1979 research revealed that
the University of Oklahoma's branch at the Tulsa Medical College had grown
beyond its original stated functions. Plans were revealed for new clinical

teaching facilities in an unsolicited request for capital funding to the state

225 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, 1979.

226The Norman Transcript, 28 November 1979, pp. 1 and 3.

227Cklah0m:-3 State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, June 8,
1979.

228 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, The Status of
Medical Education in Oklahoma, February 1980, pp, 1-3.
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regents by the Tulsa group. The state regents' study questioned whether the
state could afford two medical schools in Tulsa in addition to the original
teaching facility in Oklahoma City.229

State Government Planning Functions-1979

A new governor took office in 1979 in Oklahoma. During the process
of organizing his administration, several legislators persuaded the new governor
to abolish the Oklahoma Education Council. This had been the previous
governor's attempt to reorganize all of the state supported education under one
agt-:ncy.230

Further, in a move to alleviate severe financial problems, the teaching
hospital at the University of Oklahoma Medical School in Oklahoma City was
transferred to the state welfare department. House Bill 1713 of the 1979
legisiative session gave the welfare department fiscal responsibility for the
hospital and changed its name to the Oklahoma Memorial Hospital.231

Langston University administration was severely criticized for not
implementing several recommendations made by a special legislative investi-
gating committee. Essentially, this committee recommended that only the
main campus be revitalized. The leadership in the Oklahoma Senate overrode
the committee recommendations and included appropriations for branch

campuses of Langston in Tulsa and Oklahoma City.232 The Committee on

Higher Education of the State Legislative Council heard a report on Langston

2291bid., pp. 87-97..

2301he Daily Oklahoman, 5 April 1979, p. 13.

231

1979 Legislative Index, Oklahoma L_egislative Reference Library.

2327pe Daily Oklahoman, 14 August 1979, p. 1.
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University in the fall of 1979. Although black student enrollments were
declining nationally, Langston was at or near the enrollment goals. In the area
of equal employment for the state system of higher education, little progress
had been made. The goal of hiring 3.6 percent doctoral level minority
professors had fallen far short since only 0.6 percent had been hired. The best
progress had been made in the area of structural dualism. Contributing to this
achievement were accomplished with a special enrichment fund, $1 million in
capital improvements, and the new urban outreach centers for the Tulsa and
Oklahoma City branches of Langston which had formerly been rural and all
black.233

The state regents had been prevented from setting higher student fees
by a State Supreme Court ruling four years earlier. A tuition fee increase of up
to 25 percent of the actual cost of educating a student was proposed to the
1980 legislaturt.a.234

The governor recommended to the 1980 legislature that the 35
colleges, universities and constituent agencies that were publicly financed by
the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education receive $262.3 million, ex-
cluding student fees and tuition. The governor also recommended an expanded
budget for vocational-technical education to "further strengthen economic
development programs throughout the state."” The 1981 budget recommended a
14.3 percent increase for the more than 150 vo-tech programs at all levels of

education sl:al:e.23 5

233State Legislative Council, Committee on Higher Education,
Minutes, October 9, 1979.

234()<lahoma Legislative Reporter, 20 December 1979, p. 4.
235

Ibid., 19 December 1979, p. 5 and 20 December 1979, p. 3.
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Federal Government Planning Functions-1979

After years of debate in the U. S. Congress, on October 17, 1979, the
President signed into law the bill that created the U. S. Department of
Education. The Chancellor of the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education
was present for the signing.236

State Regents Planning Functions-1980

The third planning cycle and the work on the Plan for the 80's drew to

a close in the spring of 1980. The eleven task forces, composed of institutional
representatives and the state regents' staff, completed their deliberations.
Last minute input was solicited from the state system of higher education.
Nationally recognized authorities on higher education planning were invited to
make presentations to the biennial "Great Issues" seminar held by the state
regents. The importance of good research and sound planning by statewide
cooordinating boards was stressed by out-of-state consultants from the
Education Commission of the States and by the Commissioner of Higher
237

Education for Louisiana at the June state regents' meeting.

Planning for the 1980's was approved for printing and distribution after

the state regents reviewed the completed document in July 1980. The new
document stated, "The Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education are
committed to a positive planning process which seeks to anticipate the

problems and opportunities of the future, rather than one which waits for

23
29, 1979.

237Cl<lahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, through
July 23, 1980.

6Odahcoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, October
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events to happen before reacting to t'.hem."23 8

The new plan recommended that
a series of planning councils and ad hoc advisory committees engage in a
continuous planning process for the state system. This concept recognized that
"If statewide higher education is to produce sound public policy which can be
implemented effectively at the campus level, it cannot be developed at the
state level without systematic and continuops consultation and advice from the
leadership of Oklahoma higher education."2>?

A four-year optometry program was authorized for Northeastern State

University in conjunction with a new Indian Health Service hospital by the state
regents. At that same July meeting, the regents were apprised of 568 off-
campus classes for the fall semester that would be offered by 18 institutions in
the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education at 137 locations throughout the

state, nation, and the world.zm

State Government Planning Functions-1980

The decade 1970-1980 was an era of growth for the state's economy.
New industries were built and the oil industry once again became a powerful
economic force. The population of the state increased more than at any other

time since statehood. The 1980 census revealed that 3,025,266 residents lived

in Oklahoma,zal The Oklahoma legislature appropriated a $1 billion budget in

23 8Dan S. Hobbs, Oklahoma Higher Education: Planning for the 1980's
(Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, July 1980), p.
5.

239ppid., p. 67.
24["’Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Minutes, July 23,
1980. '

2410(1ah0ma Employment Security Commission, Research and
Planning Division, "Oklahoma Population Reports: Special Studies, April 1,
1930 -April 1, 1980 Census Enumerations" (Oklahoma City, July 1981), p. 1.
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1980. However, the costs for state government in the 1980's had been fueled by

both growth and inflat:ion.za'2

242G5ps0n, p. 264.



CHAPTER IV
POLICY ANALYSIS OF THE DECISION NETWORKS

Policy making, such as long range planning for a state system of higher
education, entaiig a complex set of interactions. Analysis of the Oklahoma
decision networks for long range planning, therefore, is partially designed to
counter the administrative problem expressed by Barbara Tuchman, "...policy is
formed by preconceptions, by long-implanted biases. When information is
relayed to policy-makers, they respond in terms of what is already inside their
heads and consequently make policy less to fit the facts than to fit the notions
and intentions formed out of the mental baggage that has accumulated in their
minds since childhood."l

Analysis of the long-range planning process which follows is based on
the organizational relationships suggested by the decision network as specified
in Chapter 3. These organizational interactions lend themselves to naturalistic
generalizations about the Oklahoma experience.Z2 This research is not designed
to display rigid patterns because politics is structured on a shifting base of
consensus; rather the research is designed to illuminate explanations of how

decisions were made and how organizations interacted within the decision

1Barbara W. Tuchman, Practicing History (New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1981), p. 289. :

2Robert: E. Stake, "The Case Study Method in Social Inquiry,"
Educational Researcher 7 (February 1978), p. 6.
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networks.>  Multisite and multimethod research endeavors to produce an
holistic account of the planning process and the forces which shaped
organizational outcomes.4 Both the nonreactive research methods used to
describe the decision network and interviews with policy makers of this era lend
themselves to an integrative analysis of the data as delineated under
Conclusions in Chapter 5. Analysis of the research into Oklahoma higher
education recognizes the historical uniqueness of this particular state system of
higher education and simultanecusly considers theoretical similarities to the
conceptual frame of reference.

Power to Plan:

Did the long-range planning system for Oklahoma higher education evolve from
a policy initiating network in 1961 to a policy responding network in 19807
(Research Question 1)

Policy Analysis

Policy Initiating Network

During the 1940' and 1950's, the Oklahoma State System of Higher
Education had few formal policies and procedures. The Biennial Reports of
this era indicate many institutional activities but little centralized planning for
an entire state system. Two employees were retained to carry out the
administrative duties and the state coordinating board governed as a benign,
loosely-coupled system. Legislative allocations held the system together.

However, signals that change was at hand came from the legislature and from

3Michael Scriven, "Self-referent Research," Educational Researcher 9
(June 1980), p. 17.

4Karen Seashore Louis, "Multisite/Multimethod Studies," American
Behavioral Scientist 26 (September/October 1982), p. 9.

5 Eugene J. Webb, "Unconventionality, Triangulation, and Inference," in
Sociological Methods: A Source Book ed. Norman K. Denzin (Chicago: Aldine,
1970), pp. 449-457.
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some efforts by civic groups. A new form of administration for the state
system of higher education began when the second chancellor took office in
1961. A context for significant organizational change was set in motion.

Political traditions in Oklahoma favored the institutional rather than
the state system model of organization for higher education.6 A legislator was
inclined to get more credit for financing a building or program if it came into
reality on campus in his district. Allocations to a state system were not as
politically beneficial. Many legislative proposals were earmarked for specific
institutions and programs.7 To counter these negative forces, some of the state
leadership realized that a stronger state system of higher education was a
necessity if Oklahoma's economic base was ta be enhanced and the migration of
young people reduced.8

Each of the seven problem areas identified by the original self-study
brought with it a particular garbage can of problems and solutions. The long-
range planning efforts brought the issues before the state from a new vantage
point. The crisis of the expected increased enrollments coupled with limited
state resources presented no easy answers. Also, the change in administration,
ushered in with the second chancellor, offered an opportunity for systemic
change. The initial funding for the self-study presented the state regents with
the financial resources to bring about significant changes in the image of the

statewide system.9

6F ootnotes for the policy analysis sections of this chapter refer to the

planning functions as described chronologically by the decision network in
Chapter IV unless otherwise indicated.

7state Government Planning Functions-196l, p. 38-39.

8John J. Coffelt, _Q_;ganization and Plan for the Self-Study of Higher
Education in Oklahoma. pp. 17-24.

9State Regents Planning Functions-196], p. 37.
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The initiatives of the self-study demanded that new coalitions for the
support of the long-range planning efforts be forged. In 1961, it was proposed
that the entire self-study be completed by 1963. By 1962, circumstances
determined that the project be divided into two phases and that the project
would take much longer. Finances, enrollments, and faculties were to be
covered first.10

However, the top priority of the state regents' staff was the budget
for the state system for the next session of the legislature. The two- year
funding cycle kept operational realities close at hand. Therefore, it was
important to protect the power of the budget for survival of the state regents'
proegrams. An attempt to repeal the regents' constitutional control over
budgets was made during the 1961 legislative session.11

It was evident that the state system of higher education was taking on
a new form in the early 1960's. Long-range planning for the Oklahoma higher
education system became the magnet for policy initiatives. The first self-study
took an introspective look at the existing state policies and articulated a new
way of lboking at the system. The organization of the state system itself was
changed by the self-study efforts. Commoﬁ definitions and methods of
reporting facilitated the system development. The initiatives for the planning
effort came primarily from the state regents' office. Resistance from internal
forces at the institutional levels and from external forces in the legislature, the
governor's office, and civic groups were encountered. The self-study was used

to initiate policy changes to increase the state regents' influence in these

10state Regents Planning Functions-1962, pp. 39-41.

11state Government Planning Functions-1961, pp. 38-39.
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patterns of political dynamics.12

Money is equated with power in governmental circles. A new source
of power for the state regents came in 1963 with the passage of the Higher
Education Facilities Act by the federal government. In Oklahoma, the state
regents' office was designated to handle the federal allocations for #'. state
institutions of higher education. In order to participate in the federal funding,
compliance with the state regents' self-study efforts was implied. Federal
funding also gave the regents' office a measure of independence from the power
structure of the state legislature.l For the first time, the state regents had
control of funds that were not directly tied to the Oklahoma political process.

The state code for higher education further clarified the rules and
relationships for the state system of higher education. These legal responsibi-
lities were validated when the legislature passed the Higher Education Code in
1965.14

During the years of the self-study from 1961 to 1968, the growth era
demanded yearly changes in the core technologies of management for the state
system. Change was .also accompanied by inflation. Short-term planning
became more critical with the annual sessions of the legislature beginning in
1967.15 Federal legislation not only brought money into the state system but it
also brought federal guidelines that had to be met. As reported in "The Status

and Direction of Oklahoma Higher Education," it was difficult for one staff to

125tate Regents Planning Functions-1963, p. 423 1965, pp. 50-53.

13Federal Government Planning Functions-1963, pp. 46-47.

14State Government Planning Functions-1965, p. 53.

15State Regents Planning Functions-1968, p. 60; State Government
Planning Functions-1966, p. 56.
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keep the state system operational and devglop long-range plans at the same
time.16

By the late 1960's the building boom produced by the Higher Education
Facilities Act was beginning to wane. The junior college movement replaced
the institutional facilities as a new power lever. For the first time in many
years it was possible to talk about an entirely new campus in the state system.
Just as in early statehood when the other campuses in the state system were
established, a new campus was a political prize to bring home to the
community. The metropolitan areas of Tulsa and Oklahoma City had grown 20
percent in population between 1960 and 1970.17  The legislature had been
reapportioned and the political power realigned accordingly. A different
network of support for higher education, urban leadership, needed to be
developed. A new junior college was a progressive sign of growth and
development in the urban areas. The urban legislators used each institution as a
symbol of success. This also spelled support for other programs developed by
the state regents in the legislature.18

By 1968, much had been learned about statewide coordination and
long-range planning through the trial and error of the enactment process.
Curing the early phases of the self-study many alternatives were tried by the
reality. Those facets of the self-study which were not acceptable in the
Oklahoma State System of Higher Education were discarded in favor of a more

realistic approach. The feedback on proposed changes often came in the

16pp, 12-14.
175cales and Goble, p. 338.

18state Regents Planning Functions-1967, p. 57.
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political arena where dominant coalitions of institutional presidents, local
politicians, and civic leaders had other measures of performance for the state
regents' organization.1?

The self-study cast the state regents' organization as a proactive
organization that attempted to set the course for a statewide system within the
political context. Organizational learning produced network support within that
political context. References to the self-study, as a planning document,
justified decisions by the state regents regarding institutions and programs.
The self-study that was completed in 1968 was tempered by reality.20

The same staff that was involved in planning was also involved in the
enactment process as plans were set in motion. If the self-study had been
completed in two years, as first projected, the plans possibly would have been
utilized in the same fashioin as the earlier reports of the Educational Survey
Commission of 1922 and the Brookings Institution Report of 1935 and had little
impact. Experience reduced ambiguities about the benefits of planning for a
state system. In addition the issue of accreditation forced institutions in the
state system to gain experience in compiling their own self-studies.21

The power of the state regents to make long-range plans for the
Oklahoma State System of Higher Education was further reinforced by the
withdrawal from the Southern Regional Education Board in 1969. Confidence in
the higher educational resources for the state was further enhanced by the

establishment of the dental school and the growth of other professional

195tate Regents Planning Functions-1968, p. 60.

201bid., p. 63.
215tate Regents Planning Functions-1964, pp. 47-49.
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programs.22

Watershed results of the state regents' policy initiation network came
with the publication of the criteria for the establishment of the "role and
scope" definitions for all other institutions in the state system in 1970. The
long-range functions for undergraduate and graduate education were laid out as
guidelines for future institutional development.23 The state legislature facili-
tated the expansion of the higher education’system by creating the new urban
junior colleges and taking existing municipal junior colleges into the system.24
Policy Responding Network

Conflict is a normal part of the political process. Conflict over the
state regents' policies on institutional funding formulas, civil rights policies,
and vocational-technical education were examples cited in the decision network
of public debate on issues that had long-range planning implications. Reactions
by the state regents to these issues became part of the policy-responding cycle.
Political pressures of the state's first two republican governors, who cultivated
the ideas of waste and corruption in state government, affected planning. The
state system of higher education was not exempt from scrutiny on allegations
of similar waste and corruption. In addition, "No New Taxes" could be equated
with no new programs for higher education.25 Therefore, the domain of the
state system was carved out in response to conflict, politics, finances, and

public criticism as well as by the initiation of the self-study.

225tate Regents Planning Functions-1968, pp. 63-64.

23Dan S. Hobbs, The Role and Scope of Oklahoma Higher Education:
Guidelines for Planning in the Decade of the 1970's. pp. 83-93.

245t ate Regents Planning Functions-1968, p. 61; -1969, p. 66, ~1970, p.
71.

25State Government Planning Functions-1962, p. 41; -1966, pp. 56-57.
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The federal government's role on the civil rights issues eventually
forced the state regents to respbnd to the issues of access for minority and
disadvantaged students. Compliance with federal regulations incurred long-
range funding commitments to Langston, the state's formerly segregated
college for blacks. By inference, this diverted funds from other parts of the
system to meet these special requirements.26 |

Policy-responding efforts were made by the state regents to reduce
the public effectiveness of the Oklahoma Education Commission during the
years 1963-1976. In 1976, the Oklahoma Education Council was created in an
effort to change the pattern of policy development for all of public education in
the state. The traditional segmental approach to education had well-
established networks of political support. Neither the Oklahoma Education
Commission nor the Oklahoma Educational Council proved to be very effective
in initiating long-range policy changes.27

Annual sessions of the legislature and the increased research capa-
bility of the legislative council also meant that long-range proposals by the
regents were no longer accepted without question by the legislature. For
example, for several years political power by a Tulsa legislator was used to
block changes in institutional functions at the Oklahoma Military Academy.28

Other forms of pressure brought changes in the "role and scope" of

26State Regents Planning Functions-1969, p. 67; -1970, pp. 70-71; -1973,
p. 81; -1976, p. 89. State Government Planning Functions-1977, pp. 94-95; -1979,
p. 102-103.

275tate Government Planning Functions-1963, pp. 45-46;5 <1964, p. 49;
-1965, p. 53; -1967, p. 59-60; -1968, p. 64; -1971, p. 75-76; -1976, p. 92; -1978, p.
97-98; -1979, p. 101.

285tate Government Planning Functions-1969, p. 69.
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institutions located in rural areas such as at Eastern Oklahoma A & M and
Murray State. Technical education programs were emphasized in an effort to
increase enrollment figures.29

"The Plan for the 70's" and its revision four years later were policy
responses to changes in the state's economic resources. Shifts in the institu-
tional enrollment patterns away from the traditional, four-year. state colleges
in rural areas and toward the urban areas had taken place. The decision

network demonstrates that the growth of vocational technical education in the

state fostered conflict over the long-range control of policies and federal
assistance to these programs.30

Long-range planning for the 1980's employed an overt contingency
model. Institutions were requested to forecast their organizational needs on
three levels in terms of increased resources, a steady state in income, or a
decreased economy. By establishing planning councils to cope with the rapidly
changing political and economic factors at the state and federal levels, the
Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education acknowledged the need for
continuous feedback on policy initiatives for the state system.>1 The policy
network for long-range planning became more sensitive to the policy-responding
requirements for a large, complex organization. Policy initiatives had to be
based on programatic changes for existing institutions. In an era of declining

enrollments, there were no new campuses to build. Renovation and

295tate Regents Planning Functions-1971, p. 75; -1972, p. 77.

30state Regents Planning Functions-1975, p. 84-85; -1976, p. 88; -1977,
p. 92-93. State Government Planning Functions-1972, pp. 77-78; -1977, p. 94-96.

3lgtate Regents Planning Functions-1978, p. 96; -1979, pp. 99-100; -
1980, ppa 103-104.
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maintenance were less attractive for political support of the state regents'
programs in 1980. Cycle III in the long-range planning effort brought the
planners at the campus level increased power in the planning network. This
recognized that more options had to be identified at the local level before
planning at the system level could proceed.32

A different set of long-range priorities, for each of the three planning
cycles, determined the power to plan for the state board of regents and its
staff. During the first cycle, federal funding for institutional facilities was an
important lever for planning. The pattern of direct institutional aid changed to
the "market model" of direct student aid during the second planning cycle.
Planning then was driven by programs to attract students. Technical education
is but one example of the issues generated by the market model. By the third
planning cycle the state regents were forced to recognize the era of the
forthcoming decline in student enrollments and economic resources. Each of
the choice opportunities for planning was context dependent. As Cohen, March
and Olsen suggest the power to plan for the state system of higher education
was "... the almost fortuitous result of the intermeshing of loosely-coupled
prc:ce'e.ses.“33

Interview Data

Most of the policy makers believed that the original support for the

first self-study came from the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education.

One person pointed out that the history of statewide coordination in Oklahoma

321pid.

33Michael D. then, James G. March and John P. Olsen, "People,
Problems, Solutions and the Ambiguity of Relevance” in Ambiquity and Choice
in Organizations, pp. 24-26.
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played a significant part in the first self-study. Some felt that the self-study
was politically oriented. The smaller institutions in the Oklahoma state system
had not fared as well as the two comprehensive universities in state appropria-
tions during the period from 1941 to 1961. The driving forces then for the self-
study were to improve the offerings in higher education and at the same time to
prevent waste. Master planning was also a popular "thing to do" at the time.
Studies had been completed in several other states. The practice was to call in
the experts, like John Dale Russell, to develop a state plan. The difference for
Oklahoma was that the state regents' staff became the planning experts and
were involved in the implementation process as well. The change in leadership,
at the time of the appointment of the second chancellor, provided the focus to
change the management style of the state board of regents. This change was to
a proactive stance that was congruent with ideas stated in the self-study and
long-range planning. In that context, planning represented progress.

Almost all of the interviewed policy makers agreed that the Oklahoma
State Regents for Higher Education carried most of the policy initiatives in
1961. By 1980, the state regents had become more of a policy-responding
board. Some policy makers felt that by the third planning cycle, the planning
efforts were mired in too many specific problems to produce a good overall plan

for the state system.

Decision Network:

Was there a distinction in attitudes about the long-range planning process
among those in professional pasitions in the state system of higher education
and the leaders of the governmental and civic coalitions involved in the network
of statewide planning? (Research Question 2)

Policy Analysis

Academic organizations are dominated by professionals who are pri-
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marily interested in the transmission of knowledge in their own specialized
fields. Professional values bias their modes of formal decision-making. The
"academic marketplace" which emphasizes professional values across organiza-
tional boundaries, limits the impact of decision-making for the state system as
a whole. For example, at the departrﬁent level it is more important to have a
strong English department than a strong college. It is equally more important
to have a good college or university than a strong state system of higher
education.

In this context, prior to 1961 there was not much interest in long-
range planning for the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education.>4 Several
Oklahoma colleges were not fully accredited until 1964. Planning for a state
system for those unaccredited institutions was of secondary importance.>>
However, in the "academic marketplace" of the nation, several states had
already developed long-range plans. Other outside reference groups for the
Oklahoma self-study were the North Central Association, which was
particularly interested in institutional accreditation, and the U. S. Office of
Education. During the 1960's, Oklahoma was also a member of Southern
Regiohal Education Board. Therefore, in the Oklahoma State System of Higher
Education, the state regents' staff had to build a body of knowledge, an area of
expertise, on the needs of the system and the importance of long-range
planning.35 Expertise on the system's resources and future requirements

fostered professional influence and political power for the state regents. Like a

34state Regents Planning Functions-1962, p. 40.
35state Regents Planning Functions-1964, p. 48.

36State Regents Planning Functions-1965, p.5l. State Government
Planning Functions-1965, p. 53.
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university where departments exist on expertise, the state regents cultivated
areas of expertise related to budgets, facilities planning, and program
requirements in order to demonstrate professional influence and authority to
other organizations in the decision network.37

Configuration of the decision networks changed in relationship to the
following variables: For the first twenty years of its existence, the Oklahoma
State System of Higher Education was a dependent organization in state
government. The legislature controlled the economic resources necessary to
make the planning goals a reality.8 After the federal government became
another source of financial support, the balance of power for the state regents
began to change.39 As Bacharach and Lawler indicate, "The power of an
organization vis-a-vis other organizations in its environment becomes a
question of how key actors and groups within each organization compete for
scarce resources."40

Plans for a state system of higher education were also dependent on
the individual colleges and universities for actualization. During the first
planning cycle, the regents encountered resistances from the institutions, the
governors, and the legislature. These separate organizational agenda were

drawn together by the planning prcn‘:ess.“1

37state Regents Planning Functions-1966, p. 55.

380klahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Eleventh Biennial
Re Ol‘t, pp- 77‘79.

39Federal Government Planning Functions-1963, pp. 46-47; -1965, p.
54; -1968, p. 65 -1971, p. 76; ~1972, p. 78; -1973, p. 82.

40Bacharach and Lawler, p. 18.

4lstate Government Planning Functions-1967, p. 59.
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Part of the power for control of the state regents came from the use
of the planning effort as a symbol of the right to make decisions for a state
system. Status also was conferred by the right to participate.42 Why were the
planning documents so quickly modified or revised? How did the planning
cycles impact the state system?43 Coalitions of support for statewide, long-
range planning developed around the power of the state regents to distribute
financial resources. As the primary source of funding changed, new planning
cycles were triggered to locate coalitions of support for the state syst:em.""‘

The majority of persons engaged in the long-range planning process
were part-time participants. Some of these decision-makers were interested in
short-term rewards for their organizations in order to enhance their own
careers. Legislators were eager to champion successful causes; college and
university presidents could point with pride to new buildings and programs, and
civic groups wanted to bring a new, clean industry like higher education to their
community.45 Long-range outcomes were not the primary focus of these
participants. The responsibility for gathering information on the issues and
analyzing the impact on the system on a long term basis was left to the state
regents.46 Only a few individuals, therefore, could invest the time to assess
the information on the statewide system in terms of long-range planning

outcomes.

42state Regents Planning Functions-1968, p. 60.

43state Government Planning Functions-1970, p. 72.
44State Regents Planning Functions-1973, p. 80.

45state Regents Planning Functions-1972, pp. 77-78.

465tate Regents Planning Functions-1978, p. 96.
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As indicated by the decision networks, the restricted power of the
state regents to plan for the system can be seen in relationship to strategic
decisions such as the control of vocational-technical education,47 the location
of several institutions in Tulsa,#8 and the higher education centers at Ardmore
and Idabel.49 For example, the eventual concentration of medical education in
Tulsa left the planned Health Sciences Center in Oklahoma City with severe
financial problems.?0 The consequences of growth of the vocational-technical
education throughout the system led to unplanned expansion and conflicts over
control of programs. As suggested by the organized anarchy metaphor,
resources were allocated within the political framework without consideration
. of long-range planning goals. During the era of growth or Cycle I, the state
regents controlled most of the available knowledge about the state system and
had considerable influence in the legislature.

Sustaining support for long-range planning through the‘years was a key
issue. Was it a useful type of research? A number of professional coalitions
supported conflicting plans for their own self interest. Could Oklahoma afford
separate schools of dentistry, osteopathy, and medicine? The network of other

governmental agencies for education planning such as the Oklahoma Education

47state Regents Planning Functions-1968, p. 62; -1975, p. 85; -1976, p.
88; -1977, p. 92-93; State Government Planning Functions-1963, p. 46; -1965, p.
54; -1967, p. 59; -1969, p. 68; -1970, p. 72; -1972, p. 77-78; ~1976, p. 90; -1977, p.
95; -1979, p. 102.

48State Regents Planning F'unctions-l%?, p. 57; -1968, p. 60; -1969, p.
65; -1972, p. 77; -1979, p. 100. State Government Planning Functions-1966, p. 57;
-1978, p. 98; -1979, p. 102, ’

49State Regents Planning Functions -1978, p. 97. State Government
Planning Functions - 1975, p. 85.

50State Government Planning Functions-1979, p. 101.
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Commission and the Oklahoma Education Council in each of the cyeles served
to counterpoint the long-range plans of the state regents. Also, there was no
time to build trust, establish common goals for planners from the different
academic institutions, or develop commitment to the statewide plans. During
each Oklahoma planning cycle, the decision network for each statewide plan,
was primarily built on research and data linkages. Political decisions often

determined planning outcomes.

Interview Data

Inertia was the main problem to overcome during the self-study years.
The policy makers felt that the institutions were not sure how things would turn
out, so progress was slow. Planning was not a high priority issue for the
universities. The legislature had promised support for the planning effort by
funding the self-study but was not too interested in the outcomes. There was
very little involvement of the governor's office in the planning process during
the first cycle.

Ideas for the first planning cycle came primarily from the state
regents' staff and a small coalition of interest groups representing institutions.
The President’s Council (composed of institutional presidents) was influential
to some extent. The federal government had some influence but the state
issues were more difficult to solve. There had been very little evidence of
interinstitutional planning prior to 1961 even with a state system of higher
education.

Support for long-range planning was then caught in a dilemma. The
civic groups pressured for mofé-. institutions, the professional planners could
identify weak institutions that needed to be eliminated, and the politicians

voted on the basis of voter support. Therefore, the elimination of so-called
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weak institutions was never seriously considered. The professionals in the
statewide planning effort were aware of a more ideal framework but the
politicians came and went with no consistent goal for the next five or ten years.

During the second planning cycle, Oklahoma experienced a prelude to
the years of prosperity. Development of state resources followed the begin-
nings of industrial development. The increased state revenues encouraged
expenditures for higher education. The junior college movement took hold in
Oklahoma at a time when state revenues were growing. The late 1960's and
early 1970's was a time of many aggressive movements in higher education
nationally. These movements had their effect on Oklahoma. Many aspects of
academic life were liberalized during that time and the state plans had to be
revised in the mid-seventies to meet those needs for a more liberalized system.

One policy maker suggested that the continuous or rolling planning
instituted in Cycle III acknowledged the fact that there were no absolutes in the
planning for higher education and the needs of a technological society
demanded a continuous up-date. Several decision makers were not sure how
long range plans could be developed out of the continuous planning efforts.
They feared that parochial interests would take over.

Most policy makers felt there was very little interest in long-range
planning by civic groups in the state. Planning was noticed only on rare
occasions in the press.

Not too many people in Oklahoma, who were not directly involved in
the planning cycles, knew much about the long-range goals for the system. The
Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education was a remote agency that
received little interest o'utéide of higher education circles. One policy maker
reported the public peréeived planning more as a sedative than a cure for

problems.
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Technology of Planning:
Did the planning network adopt a shorter time horizon as a result of richer
knowledge and advanced technology in management? (Research Question 3)

Policy Analysis

When the first long-range planning cycle began, in 1961, the data base
on the Oklahoma state system of higher education was limited to facts about
the number of institutions and enrollment totals for each college or university.
Each biennial report had been a reason for data gathering. An indication of the
technology in management for the state system was reflected in the way the
minutes of the state regents were preserved on purple ditto masters. Statistics
for the system were produced on desk calculators. Data processing itself was
slow and actual presentation of the data was laborious.

The direction of the interface organization of the decision networks
for long-range planning rested on needed information about the state system.
Somehow this information had to be communicated to the significant interest1
The concept of long-range planning had to be developed by a "helping network"
that linked the coordination of the state system of higher education to future
operations. This network of influence called attention to specific problems and
ignored or denied other proble.ms.52 Some problems were not identified
because there were no acceptable solutions. Sometimes the forum of choice

identified complex problems but did not yield simple solutions.?

51State Regents Planning Functions-1963, p. 42-44; -1966, p. 55-56; -
1973, p. 8l.

52State Regents Planning Functions-1963, p. 43; -1965, p. 50; -1968, p.
60-63; -1969, p. 65; -1971, pp. 73-74. State Government Planning Functions-1963,
p. 463 -1965, p. 53-54; -1966, pp. 56-57; -1967, pp. 59-60; -1968, p. 643 -1969, p.
68; -1970, p. 72. Federal Government Planning Functions-1972, p. 79.

53state Regents Planning Functions-1975, p. 84.
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As an example, civil rights planning for the Oklahoma state system of
higher education became tied to a viable solution for Langston, the rural black
institution.?4  Planning choices on such an ideological issue were difficult to
identify. Solutions that favored Langston created other problems for the state
system. Institutional viability was tied to enrollment figures. If the compre-
hensive universities stressed upper division and graduate enrollment, the
proportion of minority enroliment would have been unacceptable for a civil
rights perspective.

Solutions on one long-range planning issue created problems on other
fronts. The Oklahoma State System of Higher Education was in a difficult
position to deal with high level adversity.55 Decisions by flight and oversight
produced the conflicts that troubled the decision network during each of the
planning cycles. Something' had to be decided and there was no one "right"
answer. The higher education centers, at Ardmore and Idabel are examples.26

Technological advances in data management were made with each
planning cycle. The information and pride in the amount of data produced
represented progress for the state system as a whole.>7  During Cycle III, the
amount of information on each program offered at every college or university
seemed to insure that long-range planning for the state system was a viable
alternative to crisis management. The quality of information held the planning

network together.58 Computers and management information systems were

54State Regents Planning Functions-1973, p. 8L
55State Government Planning Functions-1973, p. 81-82.
565tate Regents Planning Functions-1978, p. 97.
>7sState Regents Planning Functions-1979, p. 100.
58state Regents Planning Functions-1979, p. 100.
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programmed to assess institutional strengths and weaknesses. The ideology of
long-range planning suggested that strengths of the state system could be
rapidly identified. Weaknesses in the system just needed better planning. This
study indicates that the planning cycles were produced in relationship to the
idea that "planning is a good thing" even if the outcomes were ambiguous.

The power of the purse was translated into educational policy for the
state. Therefore, long-range planning for the Oklahoma State System was
predicated on what the legislature would "buy" instead of academic institutional
strengths.59 As in the revision of Cycle II, momentum for each planning cycle
came from a different set of objectives. Cycle I was driven by the image of
system growth and building campus facilities in all corners of the state. Cycle
II dealt with the junior college movement and the increased diversity of
professional education. Politically, Cycle III was not as attractive as the first
two cycles because the prospects were of decline in enrollments and of
shrinking federal resources.

Planning offered a middle ground where the "winners" and "losers"
could work toward reasonable levels of consensus.60 The decline in resources
of Cycle Il pulled the attention away from the state system and back to making
each campus viable. The coalition for statewide planning was the interface
organization that carried out boundary spanning functions between the
legislators, who were looking for political objectives, and the institutions who

were looking for programs to insure institutional survival .61

59State Regents Planning Functions-1976, p. 89. State Government
Planning Functions-1976, p. 92.

60state Regents Planning Functions-1980, p. 104.

6lgtate Regents Planning Functions-1979, pp. 99-10L
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Providing a forum for the discussion of critical problems projected for
thé state system on the basis of data helped work out long-range planning
alternatives that were acceptable to most parties involved.62 In effect, this
avoided conflict over the dysfunctional implementation of policy guidelines
after decisions were aired in the political area.63 The selection of locations for
junior colleges is one example. Long-range planning was used to justify
decisions and to neutralize the political liabilities of the state regents.

Long-range planning articulated the interdependencies of all the
campuses in the competition with other major state level agencies. The
unitized data systems of the third planning cycle presented impressive, detailed
knowledge about programs and enrollments. The shorter time span of Cycle III
recognized by continuous, rather than periodic planning, could be used as
symbol of efficient management of the state system. Accountibility is
predicated on efficiency in business management. Statewide planning could be.

used as a measure of accountability.

Interview Data
All the policy makers recognized the need for continuous planning as
recommended in Cycle IIl. They also reflected that planning is never really
completed and that periodically all long-range plans must be updated.
It was suggested by one policy maker that people who followed
developments in higher education realized that by 1980 things had to be done

more quickly. The time span for planning was shortened because the advanced

62State Regents Planning Functions-1980, p. 103.

63state Regents Planning Functions-1972, pp. 73-75; -1979, pp. 99-101.
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computerized technology in management made mistakes more likely. Because
of the error factor, organizations became unsure about planning too far in the
future.

Most of the policy makers agreed that there was little understanding
of the continuous planning process or the need for data management outside the
state regents' staff. Institutional complaints were frequently heard; not even
the faculty on the campuses understood the planning process. Institutional
managers were thought to be in the best position to appreciate the intricate
problems of the planning process. Ultimately, the students have benefitted
from the continuous updating, but have little involvement in planning.

Scope of Planning:

Did richer knowledge of the problems of the statewide system of higher
education create a shorter time horizon which lead to further incrementalism?
(Research Question 4)

Policy Analysis

In 1962, the "Organization and Plan for the Self-Study of Higher
Education in Oklahoma" delineated a set of eleven specific objectives for the
study of the eighteen state colleges and universities and other constituent
agencies of the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education. At that time
there were fifteen private or municipal institutions in the state and they all
agreed to take part in the study.64 The first objective was "to formulate a

statement of goals for Oklahoma higher education."” But it was the second

64.]0hn J. Coffelt, Organization and Plan for the Self-Study of Higher
Education in Oklahoma (Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for Higher
Education, January 1962), pp. 5-8.
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objective that revealed the knowledge base needed to plan for a state system of
higher education. This objective was "To develop uniform inter-institutional
definitions and reporting procedures in order that comparable data on enroll-
ments, programs, finances, facilities, and other aspects of higher education can
be obtained which are basic to state-wide analysis and planning."6>

Since there was no common terminology, knowlege about the state
system was, therefore, limited during Cyele I. During Cycle II, in 1971-72, a
computerized data base was developed for facilities planning.66 A unitized
data base about the Oklahoma state system was not in place until May 1979
which was well into planning Cycle nL67 With each planning cycle a shorter
time period was covered by long-range planning even though the formal data
base about the system was greatly enriched.

Long-term decision mechanisms that governed the state system and
the individual institutions could not be changed without conflict.68 The first
stage of the planning process had to deal with the lack of a common language.
Definitions for institutional operations were needed before agreement on
procedures could be developed.5? For example, who could be classified as full-
time students?

As power was further centralized in the state system of higher

education, the long-range planning cycles changed in emphasis. The range of

651bid., p.7.

66state Regents Planning Functions-1971, p. 75.
67state Regents Planning Functions-1979, p. 99-101.
68state Regents Planning Functions-1964, p. 48.

695tate Regents Planning Functions-1966, p. 55.
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alternatives for the Oklahoma system was also tempered with economic
realities. Basic issues, such as the number of state insfifutions, changed in
relationship to what the state could finance at the time. In 1963, it was agreed
that the state could not afford any new institutions but that assessment
changed by 1966 when the junior college guidelines were developed.

Incrementalism played a part in the increased number of institutions
funded by the state system. Although future growth could be predicted in 1961
when there were eighteen state supported institutions’0 nowhere was it
envisioned that by 1980 the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education would
have twenty-seven colleges and universities.”! Nor could long-range planning
be used to anticipate the establishment and funding of programs and centers by
the Oklahoma legislature. The Carl Albert Congressional Research and Studies
Center is but one e><ample.72

Changes in federal policy for higher education influenced the range of
possibilities for the state plans. After 1963 the stress was on capital
imprcnvement;s.73 But as federal policy switched to the "market model" of
student aid, a new type of planning was necessary to capture the students'
financial resources.”? As planning decisions were optimized for the state

system on the basis of many local constraints, decisions had to be

70state Regents Planning Functions-196l, p. 38.

71Dan S. Hobbs, Oklahoma Higher Education: Planning for the 1980's
(Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, July 1980), p.
16.

72Zstate Regents Planning Functions-1979, p. 100.
73state Regents Planning Functions-1965, p. 52.

74F ederal Government Planning Functions-1973, p. 82. State Regents
Planning Functions-1976, p. 88-89.
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made to meet federal guidelines and to mediate demands from state civic
groups and professional organizations.

Improbable solutions were sometimes presented as planning
alternatives. It is doubtful that planners would have envisioned tying the
development of the Health Sciences Center in Oklahoma City to urban
renewal’? or building the College of Osteopathy facilities in Tulsa with Federal
Revenue Sharing funds.76

Some controversies seemed to have no end for the planners. Faculty
salaries was a continuing issue that caused more controversy on the campuses
than at the state capitol. At the close of the third planning cycle in 1980,
Oklahoma salaries were "below the regional average for senior colleges by some
$600, and below the regional two-~year averéée by about $300."77 These figures
were not too different in 1962 when the lag of university salaries was "about
$600 behind the regional average and more than $1,000 behind the national
average.“-/8 Attracting and retaining faculty members when these low salaries
were offered was a quality issue that almost twenty years of long-range
planning had not successfully addressed.

Attempts to apply statistical treatments to organizational problems

for the state system sometimes met with public controversies. Limiting

75State Regents Planning Funetions-1965, p. 51.

76State Government Planning Functions-1974, p. 83.

77Dan S. Hobbs, Oklahoma Higher Education: Planning for the 1980's,
(Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, July 1980), p.
47, o

7830hn J. Coffelt,Selecting, Retaining and Utilizing Higher Education
Faculties in Oklahoma (Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State Regents for Higher
Education, December 1962), pp 39-42.
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enrollment in the state universities to primarily upper division and graduate
teaching did not meet with public or institutional apprcwal.79 Ambiguity of
decision making in the changing state environment left statewide planners
caught between what should have been and what could be accomplished.
Rational models of planning were used to develop the Oklahoma data bank.
Participation in the development of the Western Interstate Commission on
Higher Education's project to develop the management information system in
1966 gave the state planners other guidelines external to the Oklahoma
system.80

As knowledge of the complex problems of the state system was
developed, simple solutions no longer could be applied to the long-range
planning process. Planning for the state system, like other problems in
educational research, was determined by the methods available and not the
other way around. The focus was on what could be measured and short-run
outcomes.

For the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education the coalition of
support for long-range planning was built on the definition of political success
that equated physical growth with innovation. When there were no new
campuses to propose and when resources to fund existing programs became
scarce, planning definitions of the past were poor guidelines for the future.
Data systems and increased knowledge of the variables in state system
management tend to reinforce stereotyped responses to organizational

problems. Solutions are sometimes programmed by data before policy innova~

79state Regents Planning Functions-1974, p. 82.

80state Regents Planning Functions-1970, pp. 69-71.
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tions can be offered.

There were few policy innovations for the state system in terms of
new learning styles. The innovative liberal arts college suffered extreme
reverses.Bl The Talkback TV System was undermined by lowered enrollments
and enlarged numbers of faculty on campus. One system-wide policy innovation
was the Scholar-Leadership Enrichment Program which brought students from
many institutions together for intensive seminars with outstanding lecturers.
For the most part, policy innovation on educational issues was lost in
indifference, inertia, and conflict that reinforced organizational stereotypes.
Academic decisions are issues of low saliency. Consensus governance when
coupled with policy gradualism favors incrementalism. This favors peace in the
system at the price of long-range planning. Retention of poor programs and
weak institutions in the state system are but two examples.82 March and Olsen
have indicated that, "Consensus rules lead to incrementalism, which reinforces
low saliency."82

The planning styles of Cycles I and II were based on the linear concept
of progress equated with growth. Cycle III, which moved toward continuous
planning, moved implementation closer to a circular process that recognized
that change in the state system and state government is tied to many external
variables such as the national economy, or an energy crisis, or the inflation
rate.

Long-range planning for the state system of higher education de-

manded a shorter time horizon in Cycle III because the need for re-education on

81State Regents Planning Functions-1973, p. 80,

82March and Olsen, p. 271,
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system goals involved changes in the accepted and politically viable definitions
of success.83 The whole system, and not just the segments, had to be dealt
- with, Policy innovation had to be developed out of new definitions of a state

system of higher education.

Interview Data

Most of the policy makers felt that long-range planning as it had
evolved during Cycle III was committed to policy innovation rather than just
doing "more of the same." The techniques of gathering information, digesting
it, and setting policy were the same for each cycle but the issues were
constantly changing.

An era of retrenchment or economic stringency was not considered
unhealthy for the state system. During the time of reduced financial support,
administrators were forced to rethink priorities and set more realistic goals.
New ideas for the state system should be solicited from the educators who are
already in the Oklahoma system. Other states' policies should be used for
reference points but the amount of public money available to higher education
in Oklahoma had to be taken into consideration. However, there is a constant
need for new people and new ideas in the state system to encourage innovation.

Several of the policy makers were concerned about the state system's
involvement with high technology. One viewed it as a fad. The state system
needed to stress the liberal arts and the values of those women and men who

would use the technological advances. Oklahoma higher education was not

B3state .Regents Pianning Functions-1971, p. 74. State Regents
Planning Functions-1978, p. 96-97.
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geared to compete with the major high technology research areas in the other
areas of the nation.

One policy maker disagreed with the idea that Oklahoma had become
an urban state. Although the Oklahoma City and Tulsa areas were growing, the
majority of the population was still located in relatively rural areas. This idea
was supportive of the continued role of the regional universities, the former
teachers' colleges, in the state system. Oklahoma still is primarily a public
institution state for higher education. For that reason, excessive student
vacancies do not exist in the state as long as a high proportion of the high
school graduates go on to college.

Long-range planning should be used to limit the functions of the junior
colleges and area vocational technical schools so that further duplication does
not become a serious problem. The two major research universities should
continue to stress their own unique research areas in the state.

It was suggested that after three planning cycles, the state regents
had discovered that long-range planning has no set time span to cover. Ten
year plans or five year plans were unrealistic. Planning had to be continuous to
meet the changing demands of the times. Incrementalism in planning was a real
possibility with continuous planning because the focus tended to be on politi-
cally viable alternatives. Building on past records rather than identifying the
cutting edge in higher education was a major difficulty. Policy innovation in
higher education has to be tempered with the reality of the politics of the
times. Innovation, therefore, demands dynamic leadership.

Planning Style

Did long-range planning represent a cycle of centraliza-
tion/decentralization? (Research Question 5)
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Policy Analysis

The most powerful aspect of the planning efforts in Oklahoma rested
on the constitutional status of the Oklahoma State Board of Regents for Higher
Education. Article XII-A is quoted in every planning document. As a
coordinating board of control the state regents' could assert that planning was a
part its responsibilities. Duties of the board were described as follows: 1) "It
shall prescribe standards of higher education applicable to each institution; 2) It
shall determine the functions and courses of study at each of the institutions to
conform to the standards prescribed...." However, it was the Constitutional
phrase about the regents' responsibility to allocate funds to each institution
"according to its needs and functions" from a lump sum legislative appropriation
that gave the long-range planning process its strength in the interorganizational
network.84

The decision network demonstrates that the Oklahoma Legislature
remained unconvinced of the state regents' exclusive power to plan for the
state system. Repeatedly legislation was introduced to create institutions in
new localities and to develob new courses of study. Attempts were also made
to change the authority of the state magents.85 Although not successful
because of the constitutional status, these "political brushfires" demanded time
and agency resources until they were extinguished. Special interest legislation
financed politically attractive programs. If a program was funded, the state

regents were obligated to find a home for it in the state system.B86

84Article XIII-A, Sectiqn,Z, Constitution of Oklahoma.

85State Government Planning Functions-1961, p. 38-39; -1965, p. 53; -
1967, pp. 59-60;-1969, p. 68; -1971, p. 75-76; -1976, pp. 90-92.

86State Government Planning Functions-1970, p. 72-73.
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The long-range planning cycles were used to demonstrate that the
state regents were in control of the increasing complexity of the Oklahoma
State System of Higher Education. Planning further established the regents'
authority to speak on all issues related to higher education in Oklahoma. There
was a "plan." Deriving the plan out of the decision hetwork of colleges,
universities and interest groups involved an intricate process of coalition
building. Payoffs to the centralized planning were in the form of support for
the state éystem of higher education. Weaker institutions supported the plan in
order to maintain their status and the stronger universities were compelled to
acquiesce in order to gain financial and planning support for struggling
programs.37

The planning style of Cycle I was modeled on rational, bureaucratic
notions which tried to address the accountability and the implementation
problems of the state system from a business management perspective.
However, these issues were not as critical to the state regents when the
"student revolt" began to form in the late 1960's. Glenny and Weathersby,
writing in 1971, identified the problem, "...the failure of planning agencies to
relate the goals of institutions to the needs and characteristics of their current
student bodies and their future needs is still a major factor of the 'qualitative'
crisis in postsecondary education 1:oday."BB

At the federal level in 1972, the support for higher education changed

to direct student financial aid, the "market model" of higher education.

87 State Regents Planning Functions-1973, p. 80; -1975, p. 84.

88Lyman A. Glenny and George B. Weathersby, eds., Statewide
Planning for Postsecondary Education: Issues and Design (Boulder, CO:
National Center for Higher Education Management Systems, 1971), p. 9.
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Institutional viability then became a matter of offering programs that attracted
students. Making those programs attractive and consistent with statewide
planning forced a revision by 1974 in the Oklahoma "Plan for the 70's" that had
been adopted in 1971. The development of the junior college system alleviated
some of the quantitative crisis about program availability for students. Voca-
tional-technical training became a part of twenty-five state institutions.8? But
the quality issues remained unidentified.

Policy is also a time-dependent process. The tax base for the support
of all Oklahoma state agencies was never great. Inflation took its toll on the
scarce resources. Recession left college graduates looking for jobs which
further reduced the appeal for a college education. During Cycle II, there was
a need to generate support for the planning process in the face of malaise and
disillusionment in the state with respect to higher education. A Blue Ribbon
Citizens Advisory Council, several nationally prominent authorities on state-
wide planning, and seven thousand opinionnaires distributed over the state in
1975 were part of the revision process of the 1970's planning.90

Cycle IIl moved long-range planning for the state system away from
the idea of a grand design for a decade to come and toward decentralization.
The experience of almost twenty years of statewide planning had cleared away
some of the ambiguity about the planning process. As Hobbs indicates, "It is
now apparent that plans can no longer be made for periods és long as a decade
ahead, or even five years into the future. At the beginning of the 19807, it is

no longer possible to project enrollments and budget needs of institutions for

89 Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education, Twentieth Biennial
Report-Part II, June 30, 1980, p. 6.

90state Regents Planning Functions-1973, p. 80; -1975, pp.82-83.
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even two years in advance."?1

This particular cycle of growth in Oklahoma higher education was
over. Ambiquity of purpose further troubled the planning efforts for a
statewide system when confronted with an era of decline. Success in the
American culture, and particularly in a young state like Oklahoma, is equated
with growth. Successful decline is an anomaly. Planners are trapped by the
tendency to believe that organizational growth reflects youth and vitality and
organizational decline with old age and incompetence.?2

To diffuse responsibility for future cutbacks and state system re-
trenchment, is was politically advantageous for the state regents to have long-
range planning identified with the local institutions. In this manner, as part of
a loosely-coupled system, it will be possible to seal off the apparent problems
of particular colleges and universities from the successful functioning of other
elements of the state system of higher education. Therefore, by the end of the
third planning cycle experience dictated that:

The State Regents should adopt the concept that the function of
statewide planning is a cooperative and continuous process under the
leadership of the coordinating board and involving the_leadership of
institutions and agencies in Oklahoma higher education.

Success for statewide planning in the decade to come would be based

on the idea that, new ideas are facilitated in a loosely-coupled, decentralized

system. However, for implementation purposes it is advantageous to foster a

91Dan S. Hobbs, Oklahoma Higher Education: Planning for the 1980's,

p. 66.

92David A. Whetten, "Sources, Resources, and Effects of
Organizational Decline" in The Organizational Life Cycle, p. 342-354.

93"Planning for the 80'," p. 66.
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tightly-coupled system.94
Interview Data

All of the policy makers felt that the long-range planning process had
moved through a cycle of centralization in the early 1960's from the institutions
to the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education and to the Chancellor,
himself. Later a cycle of decentralization began in the late 1970's. Campus-
based planning, as indicated by the decentralization process was not just a
simple change in planning style. Political dynamics were also involved. As one
policy maker conceptualized the process, "The regents carried the ball in the
1960's and early 1970's but certain forces began to pass the ball back to the
campuses by the 1980's."

Several policy makers indicated that funding cycles for higher educa-
tion, from a legislative viewpoint, were tied to the status quo. Budget requests
traditionally toock on exaggerated proportions because the institutions knew
they would be cut. As planning moved into Cycle Il in the late 1970's, it was
felt that there was more honesty between the institutions and the regents in the
budgeting process. The centralized budget approach reduced overt institutional
competition for legislative favars.

However, legislators still advocate the point of view of the college or
university administration of their home district and not the state system of
higher education. For this reason, Oklahoma will keep the present number of
institutions for higher education. Every member of the legislature has a veto
over the closing of a college. The policy role for long-range planning must

remain a étrong part of the state regents' responsibility. In this manner, some

94Jack W. Brittain and John H. Freemen, "Organizational Proliferation
and Density Dependent Selection" in The Organizational Life Cycle, p. 318.




141

measure of compatibility between state system planning and Oklahoma
economic resources can be obtained.

Tax payer support for higher education is still haunted by the "waste
and corruption" ideas of the past. There is no widely perceived madel of
efficient use of public funds for higher education. One policy maker suggested
that the system needs to be opened up more to gain public support. As a first
step, it was suggested, that the different institutional boards needed to rﬁeet
with each other and work to understand their common ground as well as their
diversity. The problems of higher education have been made so complex that
public understanding has been closed out. There are only so many dollars in the
state tax system and higher education can claim only a small portion of those
funds. For this reason it is necessary to generate increased support of people
who believe in the system and are willing to express public support for higher
education.

The cycle of centralization and decentralization of long-range plan-
ning for Oklahoma higher education struggled with the problem of tribalism
between the various segments of higher education in the state, according to one
distinguished polit:)" maker. The decentralized planning recommended by Cycle
Il may enable the state regents to enrich the concept of a state system of
higher education and overcome some of the tribalism associated with the

segmental philosophies for each institution.

Rationale for Planning:

What aspects of reformism, professionalism, or policy innovation were
represented in the three planning cycles for the Oklahoma State System of
Higher Education: 1961-19807 (Research Question 6)

Policy Analysis

The Oklahoma State Board of Regents for Higher Education, prior to
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1961, may have been a solution waiting for problems to solve. Some form of
change was needed to manage the system during the approaching era of growth.
The "baby boom" was a matter of record as the students moved through
elementary and secondary schools. Oklahoma had a strong tradition of sending
high school graduates to college and the cultural norms indicated that that
tradition would continue. To bring about the change, reform in state system
operations was needed. These were the assumptions of the first planning cycle.

Reformism in state government is a part of the American political
tradition. According to Dye, "The reform style of politics emphasizes, among
other things, the replacement of political patronage practices with a
professional civil service system; the professionalism of government services,
the reorganization of government to promote efficiency and accountability; and
a preference for a non-partisan atmasphere in government."?>
Reformism

In Oklahoma, the question was not whether to have a state system of
higher education or not because Article XIII-A had settled that question. The
question was what to do with the system in order to cope with the imperative
need for change. A redefinition of higher education as an elitist function of
state government would have been politically unacceptable. In 1961, the
Republican party was laying the groundwork for the successful campaign to
elect the first Republican governor in state history in 1962.76 The Democratic
majority of the state legislature was looking for issues of broad appeal.

Appropriating money to conduct a self-study was concrete evidence of the

95Dye, p. 33.
965cales and Goble, pp. 329-330.
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legislature's understanding of the need for reform in higher education. The
opportunity for every high school graduate to pursue upward economic and
soéial mobility would be assured if = better state system of higher education
could be developed. Support for thé state system could be translated into
votes.

Counter to those ideas was the unsuccessful attempt to take the
function of budget allocations away from the state board of regents by
constitutional amendment in 1961.97 Institutional presidents and alumni would
then have been free to lobby for their individual causes before the legislature in
the pre-1941 st;yle. To some extent this would have increased the legislative
power over higher education.

The function of the first long-range planning cycle was to enlarge the
"perspective of educational practitioners” in terms of what could be changed in
Oklahoma higher education and to identify the alternatives.”8 Long-range
planning during the self-study years followed Max Weber's bureaucratic theory
of complex organizations. As Baldridge et al. suggest, "bureaucracies are
networks of social groups dedicated to limited goals and organized for
maximum efficiency."??  Statewide planning had a "legal-rationality"
predicated on the idea that the system was bound to improve if the right things
were planned.

As the planners had discovered by 1968, the bureaucratic-rational

ideas were not very effective in de'.aling with the effects of change

97State Government Planning Functions-1961, pp. 38-39.

98state Regents Planning Functions-1962, p. 39-4l; -1963, p. 42-45;
1964, p. 47-49; -1965, p. 50-53; -1966, p. 55-56; -1967, p. 57-58; -1968, pp. 60-64.

99Baldridge et al., p. 28.
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over time. Like other attempts at reform in American culture, the reformers
for the state system of higher education had to develop a strategy of change
that would gain acceptance by the decision network in preference to the status
quo.100

In the early stages of the planning process the relative autonomy of
each institution in the state system was a "problem" that needed to be
overcome b'y better planning and coordination. The loosely-coupled system was,
during Cycle I, evidence of administrative failure to the statewide planners.
Decision making, in the form of planning for the state system, would give the
state regents some measure of control over the loosely-coupled system.101 The
mutual power dependencies between the state system and the colleges and
universities had to be worked out through bargaining and coalitions.102 The
prevalent model of a state system at that time was one of regulation and
control.

In the 1960's, during the era of growth, reform in the state system of
higher education could also be used by politicians to promote their own
causes.102 Higher education was a popular issue. There was money in it.
However, as in many other earlier reform efforts in Oklahoma, the reforms in

higher education fell shart of the stated aims.104

100state Government Planning Functions-1967, pp. 59-60.
101state Regents Planning Functions-1963, p. 44.
1021nstitutional Planning Functions-1967, pp. 58-59.
103state Regents Planning Functions-1968, p. 60.
104Scales and Goble, pp. 47-56.
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Professionalism
By the late 1960's, statewide coordination and planning had been tried

in twenty-three states and a body of professional writings and research began to

emerge on these issues.105 The Education Commission of the States was
established in 1966. Research on coordination and statewide planning produced
national conferences. Organizations such as the Center for Research and
Development in Higher Education at the University of California, Berkeley,
studied statewide coordination and planning.106

Statewide administration of higher education was becoming a profes-
sional field. Professionalism in state government, according to Dye, is based on
"acceptance of professional reference groups as sources of information,
standards, and norms. The professional bureaucrat attends national
conferences, reads national journals, and perhaps aspires to build a professional
reputation that extends beyond the boundaries of his own state."107

The product of the second Oklahoma long-range planning cycle,"A
State Plan for the 70's," was developed on the basis of this growing body of
professional research. The parade of consultants who came to Oklahoma
included many nationally recognized leaders in the field. Statewide planning
was being defined in terms of data management and methodologies developed

externally to the Oklahoma state system. Professionalism for the state regents

105The International Encyclopedia of Higher Education, s. v. "State
Planning in United States Higher Education,"” by Robert O. Bendahl and Ami
Zusman.

106Ernest G. Palola, Timothy Lehmann and William R. Blischke,
Higher Education by Design: The Sociology of Planning (1970), and Lyman A.
Glenny et al.,, Coordinating Higher Education: Guidelines for Statewide
Systems, (1971).

107Dye, p. 43.
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was exemplified by the development of operating procedures and the
identification of lines of responsibility for the regents' professional staff.108
After 1966, the Oklahoma legislature also became more professional.l09 The
annual legislative sessions demanded a yearly assessment of higher education
fiscal requirements. The growing educational resources in Oklahoma justified
the withdrawal of the Oklahoma participation from the deliberations of the
Southern Regional Education Board.

During the era of the second planning cycle, the functions of higher
education itself were redefined. According to Katz and Kahn, "Before 1970
colleges and universities in the United States were mainly concerned with the
production and opportunity functions."!10 [In the 1970'%s, however, higher
education was also becoming a "consumption good" that emphasized the self-
actualizing functions of higher education. As statewide planners attempted to
identify the important variables of a state system, the definition of the end
product itself changed.

As planning moved in a more professional direction, academic values
of change, growth and new knowledge conflicted with the state system's
administrative status quo. The primary goals of the colleges and universities

became growth and institutional survival.lll These goals superceded the state

1085tate Regents Planning Functions-1965, p. 52; -1968, p. 60; -1969, p.
65; -1970, pp. 69-71; 1973, p. 81; -1975, pp. 83-84; -1976, pp. 86-88; -1980, p. 103.

National Policy Event-1966, p. 57. Federal Government Planning Functions-
1978, pp' 98-990

109Scales and Goble, pp. 344-349.

110paniel Katz and Robert L. Kahn, The Social Psychology of Organi-
zations 2 ed. (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1978), p. 162.

‘ 111state Regents Planning Functions-1965, pp. 50-51; -1966, p. 55; -
1969, p. 67; -1970, p. 71; -1971, p. 75; -1972, p. 77; -1973, pp. 79-80; -1974, p. 82; -
1975, p. B4; -1976, p. 88; -1977, p. 92; -1978, p. 97; -1979, p. 99.
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plan's original ambition of Goal 9 that, "Higher Education in Oklahoma should
constantly strive to achieve the highest possible levels of e:xcellem..:e.“l:L2

In a similar fashion, the long-range planners were concerned with the
normative goals for a state system. By contrast, the state regents were
concerned with legislative support every year. Consensus building has its price
in conflict. Points of consensus within the planning process were then tempered
with "what would pass." Like other organizational functions, there was little
reward for being wrong. Statewide planning had to take responsibility for
changes that might not be workable. Professionals who planned ceased to
search for the "Master Plan." Planning became a dynamic process of problem
identification.
Policy Innovation

Patricia Albjerg Graham, former Director of the National Institute of
Education, has indicated, "Policy making is principally concerned with two
questions: What is right? and What will work?"113 During the first two
planning cycles for the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education, these
simple questions had brought about complex and changing answers. The third
planning cycle, which began in 1977, was tempered with both organizational
realities and planning experience.

Policy innovation in state government, according to Dye, is reflected
in new programs and policies adopted by state agencies. Urbanization and
economic resources are also positively linked to policy innovation. A rural

society is less adaptive to change and less amenable to innovation. An educated

112Dan S. Hobbs, "A State Plan for the 1970's", p. 48.

113patricia Albjerg Graham, "Historians as Policy Makers,"
Educational Researcher 9 (December 1980), p. 21. .
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population is also more receptive to new ideas. Therefore, policy innovation for
higher education may be more a product of education, urbanization, and wealth
in the socioeconomic environment.114

The most significant source of policy innovation for the Oklahoma
State System of Higher Education during the years 1961 to 1980 came from the
development of the long range planning process itself. Planning, based on
research, served to counterbalance political causes advocated for higher
education in the state legislature.l15 In addition, adaptation to federal policies
during the twenty-year period required the Oklahoma state system to re-
evaluate its planning goals in terms of federal guidelines and Oklahoma
resourses.

During Cycle I, the state system produced a series of self-study
documents as part of the long-range planning process that identified, for the
first time, the parameters of higher education in Oklahoma. As a result new
educational programs and facilities could be identified on the basis of future
need and not political advocacy. These long range planning goals were not
always realized as demonstrated,' however, by the decision network. These
goals remained, however, a constant with which to measure organizational
progress.

Policy innovations, during Cycles II and IlI, were increasingly based on
professional standards and reference points external to the Oklahoma State

System of Higher Education. For example, decisions about the junior college

114pye, pp. 41-43.

1155tate Government Planning Functions-1961, p. 38-39; -1963, pp. 45-
463 -1965, p. 53; -1967, pp. 59-60; -1968, p. 64; -1969, pp. 68-69; -1970, pp. 72-73;
-1971, pp. 75-76; -1972, pp. 77-78; -1975, pp. 85-86; -1976, p. 90; -1977, p. 94; -
1978, pp. 98-99; -1979, p. 101-102.
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movement during Cycle II were based more on professional planning than local
political activity. This is in contrast to the vocational-technical proliferation
in the state.

The demand for higher education in every corner of the state, as the
result of planning, could be assessed in relationship to the availability to
existing programs and facilities. This type of professional evaluation resulted
in the establishment of the higher education centers, not new institutions, and
was facilitated by the planning guidelines.116

Policy innovations for a state system of higher education are seldom
heroic in proportion and the Oklahoma decision network for higher education
illustrates this point. In Oklahoma, as in many other states, higher education
has not been accorded a high priority in the state's value system. Under these
circumstances, policy innovations such as the Scholar-Leadership Enrichment
Program, which involves many state institutions in an educational enterprise at
the system level, have been rarely attempted. Policy innovation, as the
ultimate rationale for long-range planning is, therefore, delimited by the
political forces of a decision network represented by institutional and civic

interests as well as state and federal government politics.

Interview Data
Most policy makers concurred that long-range planning was used as the
vehicle to bring about a statewide system of higher education. In addition, it
was suggested that statewide planning helped to make the Oklahoma State
Regents for Higher Education a functioning coordinating board. One policy

maker was not even aware of the existence of a state board for higher

116state Regents Planning Functions-1978, p. 97-98.
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education prior Lo 1961. Planning changed the intent of the coordinating board
but it did not change the political style of obtaining resources. The institutions
presented their case to the state board of regents but lobbying for the
institutional causes still took place in the legislature. Capital appropriations
were a powerful lever for organizational change during Cycle I for the state
regents. Even during Cycle III, programs were located at certain institutions
partially on the basis of powerful representation in the legislature of that
particular institution, and its district.

The interviews also revealed that gradually during the 1961-1980
period, statewide planning gained more acceptance by the state system.
Accountability became more of an issue with regard to all Oklahoma tax
dollars. Higher education had to demonstrate that state expenditures for the
state system were being spent as wisely as the funds for highways and welfare.
The increased use of data bases encouraged more honesty in the budget-building
process. Changes in administration af: the institutional level over that period of
time enabled the state regents to socialize new presidents into the state system
role. Sources of support of the long-range plans then developed at the
institutional level. The research universities were not as committed to the
state system planning process because it was felt that it "leveled out the
system." Some policy makers felt that the state system idea prevented the
University of Oklahoma and Oklahoma State University from obtaining
adequate research funds and faculty salaries. Issues of this sort stymied the
planning process on many occasions.

Regional comparisons of other state systems were used as a political
reference point for state-fuﬁding purposes. But the legislature soon recognized

that the shifts from the "Bbig Eight" to the ten-state region were made to make
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the system look better or worse depending on the cause that was being pled.
During the early 1960's, Oklahomans, and their legislators, were very provincial
people on issues reiated to higher education. At that time nationally,
communications on what other states were doing about coordination and
planning were juét being developed.

Almost all the policy makers felt that new styles of learning and
academic innovations had to be developed at the campus level. Policy
innovations on course content needed to "filter up" to the state system from the
campuses. New faculty and faculty development were the critical sources of
academic change that were cited most.

Some policy makers considered the develbpment of the higher educa-
tion centers as an administrative innovation for the state system. However,
one individual felt that the centers were the result of the Oklahoma "half-a-
loaf theory of politics." According to this theory new institutions could not be
constructed but demands for higher education could be temporarily satisfied by
the higher education centers.

| When asked about policy innovations for the state system during the
three planning cycles, the policy makers recalled: chénges in curriculum and
articulation; state meetings for institutional board development; policy changes
related to institutional missions_ and functions, and program budgeting.

When asked to assess measures of reformism during the long-range
planning process, several policy makers felt that there had not been much
change from the old style of politicking. The focus had just changed. However,
it was recognized by some that the fairness and competence of the state
regents' planning staff signaled a move toward a more professional approach to

state system management. Planning helped to take the "personalities" out of
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the system management.

Faith in the professional approach to planning grew over the twenty
year period. The rise of a more professional legislature contributed some to
this accept‘anc'e. National conferences such as the oﬁes sponsored by the
Education Commission of the States and the National Governor's Conference,
and attended by the Oklahoma legislators, facilitated a better understanding of
the statewide planning efforts. Federal guidelines were another source of
professional demands. Projected state expenditures had to be stated in planning
terms in order to meet federal standards.

During the first planning cycle, policy innovations for the state system
of higher education were often met with suspicion by the institutions and the
legislature. By the third planning cycle both the institutions and the legislature
were more receptive to policy innovations for the entire system. The
mechanisms of program review and legislative oversight provided something of
an administrative balance for the state sytem of higher education.

This study appears to indicate that out of complex decision networks,
the process of developing long-range plans brings into focus the educational and
political values of a state system of higher education. Chronological mapping of
decision networks for long-range planning for this particular state system of
higher education indicates that: (1) policy initiatives for long-range planning
originated with the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education during the
first planning cycle which begain in 1961 but, the regents organization had
become part of a policy responding network b); the third planning cycle that was
concerned with plans for the 1980's; (2) during the three planning cycles support
for the long-term outcofne_s came from decision networks formulated by

bargainig and coalitions in the political milieu; (3) as the technology base for
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the regents decision network increased the organizational time horizon for long-
range planning decreased; (4) incrementalism rather than policy innovation
became a factor as richer knowledge of the state system became available; (5)
organization of the planning cycles moved through a centralization stage which
stressed institutional viability and (6) aspects of reformism, professionalism
and, to a limited extent, policy innovation influenced the rationale for state

system planing.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Out of complex decision networks, the process ﬁf long-range planning
brings into focus the educational and political values of a state system of higher
education. This research has examined the long-range planning efforts, at the
organizational level, of the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education during
almost a twenty year period from 1961 to 1980. Chronological mapping of that
time period in the form of organizational decision networks provides the
baseline data. Palicy analysis of the data served as a counterpoint to personal
interviews with individuals who were involved in policy making for some
segment of a decision network during this particular era.

Conclusions reached in this chapter are based on an integrative
interpretation of all data sources as measured against the conceptual frame of
reference. Limitations on these findings are also bound to the amount of
available data and the specific research questions.

Summary

A constitutional amendment passed on March 1l, 194], established
statewide coordination for the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education.
For the next twenty years the state system of higher education was more a
concept than a reality. However, in 1961 the second chancellor for the state
system was appointed and the Oklahoma legislature authorized $150,000 for a
two year self-study of the state's resources for higher education. This first

self-study, as an exercise in long-range planning, was completed in 1968. Rapid
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changes in the state and in higher education triggered the second planning cycle
in 1969. The product of the second planning cycle, the "Plan for the 70's" was
approved by the state regents in 1971, A shift in federal funding and increased
state resources forced an update of the second planning cycle by 1974. This
revision was published in 1976. Research for the third planning cycle started in
1978 and was approved by the state board of regents in 1980. During the years
when the statewide planning concepts were being developed, the state lost
much of its rural flavor. There remained, however, a prioneer distrust of state
government and its use of tax dollars. Consisten with Brubacher's observation,
many Oklahomans tended to believe that higher education was more of a state
expense than an investment for the future.l
Conclusions

With reference to the power to plan (Research Question 1), long-range
planning for the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education evolved from a
policy initiating network for the state regents in 1961 to chiefly a policy
responding network in 1980. Based on a decision process model of
organizational choice, the situation determines which choice is made and,
further, the preceding interorganizational processes determine the opportunity
for choice. Consistent with the garbage can model of organizational choice,
long-range planning for the state system of higher education is more a process
than a product of the eéucational and political decision networks.2

For policy initiators, Mitchell suggests that the important policy

variables -for--policy development are coalition building, politicking and

13ohn S. Brubacher, On The Philosophy of Higher Education (San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1977), p. 30.

2pteffer, p. 25-27.
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searching for sources of influence. The process of influence is stressed in
policy formulation.? During the first Oklahoma planning cycle support for the
concept of a state system of higher education was forged with the colleges and
universities in one part of the network and with the state and federal
government in another part of the decision network.

Increased acceptance of planning goals for the over-all state system
and a growing professional reference group began to develop during the second
planning cycle which focused on the issues of the 1970's. By the third planning
cycle, the long-range planners tended to respond more to organizational
pressures to analyze and solve problems associated with existing programs or to
focus more on the content of planning issues. They functioned to policy
responders. This tends to agree with Mitchell's findings.4

Interview data on the "power to plan" indicates that earning the right
to plan for the state system of higher education combined political and
professional maneuvering. Originally most of the initiatives came from the
Office of the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education. With planning
cycle three and the 1980's, the issues faced by the system were overtly
contingent on the decision processes of several networks.

Convergence of all data sources suggest that for a state system of
higher education with no experience in long-range planning, policy initiatives
were mast important during the first planning cycle. Until an organization sets
precedence for policy decisions, initiatives on every front of a decision network

are required. As the data base for the state system was developed and

3Mitchell, p. 141.
41bid.
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the process issues were resolved, policy responses to content matters were
facilitated by the third planning cycle.

Power to make long-range plans for the state system was not an
privilege of the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education in 196]. The data
reveal many indications that change in the policy formulation process did not
come easily. Conflict over interests and goals is a narmal part of the decision
process model and of the political process. Organizational preferences are the
grist for debate in the long-range planning efforts. The policy initiatives during
the first two planning cycles offered several attractive opportunities for the
decision network. The forecast decline of the 1980's presented less attractive
decision opportunities to the coalitions of support for higher education
experienced during the third planning cycle.

Like the power to plan, the regents' decision networks for long-range
planning (Research Question 2) developed as the influence of the state system
from the political and educational segments of the decision network made
viable the planning process. As Bacharach and Lawler indicate in the political
model the influence network of organizational support is built on interest
groups and coalitions. Support for organizational goals must be coordinated
within the decision networks. Goals consensus increases when the influence
network and organizational authority coincide.”

Support for long-range planning for the state system of higher
education was minimal in 1?61. Professional reference points external to
Ok[ahorﬁa, such as the Education Commission of the States, developed during

the first and second planning cycles. The influence of federal guidelines on the

5Bacharach and Lawler, pp. 203-209.
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Oklahoma system was also an impetus for change. Planning served as the
symbolic right to make decisions for the state system closer to the office of the
Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education. The constitutional authority for
the state system moved closer to the power of the decision networks.

When interviewed, the policy makers suggested that inertia and the
low priority of planning were significant problems in developing support in the
decision networks. Configuration of the decision networks then produced a
dilemma. Demands for higher education came from civic groups and legislators
representing every corner of the state but the professional planners identified
with specific institutional strengths and weaknesses and with limited state
resources for higher education. Political support for the state system was
based on voter support and the general public had little interest or knowledge of
the goals of the state system.

The data indicates that the value of long-range planning for an entire
state system of higher education was not well understood within the decision
networks. When state government economic resources increased in Oklahoma,
the future of the state system was bright. Planning was a "nice" idea. The
professional approach to knowledge generation about the system was accepted
more as an ideal than a realistic approach to policy development. Planning, as
a process of developing knowledge for the state system, was also "political"” in
nature. Efforts to develop professional approaches to planning for the state
system of higher education were a continuing challenge for the research staff
of the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education during the twenty year
period. Counter to this approach, the political approach made and realized
many demands on the state-system.

As the technology of planning for the state system of higher education
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increased (Research Question 3), the organizational time horizon decreased.
Richer knowledge about the state system and computerized data management
focused leadership by the state regents on more immediate targets of success.

According to Weick a shorter time horizon is adopted by the
organization because of the tendency to concentrate on issues where effects of
actions can be more easily ascertained. Immediate targets of opportunity are
based on more complete knowledge of the environment. The organizational
time horizon grows longer as the amount of knowledge about the system
decreases.®

How long is long-range planning? The unsophisticated approach to
state system planning of the 1960's suggested that organizational guidelines
could be formulated for as long as ten years in advance. Each of the two
following planning cycles were better informed by a complex, systematized
data base and as a result, the organizational time horizon for the planning
efforts grew shorter.

Policy makers when questioned about the organizational time horizon
were not sure about the meaning of continuods pianiiing and its relationship to
long-range goals. They recognized that short-term goals were easier to
forecast.

Convergence of the data sources tends to support Weick's contention
that as the knowledge base of an organization is increased, the time horizon for
planning is shortened. Long-range planning was perceived by some policy
makers as an idealistic exercise for the state regents' staff. By the third

planning cycle, the state system data was so complex that it was primarily

6Weick, "The Spines of Leaders," p. 5.
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understood only by the professional staff. Several policy makers expressed
concern about getting so bogged down in the present problems that there was
little energy or time left for concerns about the future.

The data further suggest that as the organizational time ‘horizon
decreases, the risk capital for state system policy innovation is also reduced.
Computerized data bases and formula budgets involve the organization in near-
term management problems. The future can wait.

As richer knowledge of the state system became a part of the decision
networks the scope of planning alternatives (Research Question 4) was altered.
The incremental approach to policy formulation centered on the technological
approach to éystematic problems. Weick indicates that if time is perceived to
pass too quickly for an organization the range of planning alternatives will be
much shallower and less probable choices will be made from this reduced set of
alternatives.’

The full range of implications for statewide coordination of higher
education were more fully realized by the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher
Education with the beginning of the self-study of the state system in 196l.
Development of system goals rather than institutional goals laid the groundwork
for bargaining and coalition formation of the decision networks in support of
planning objectives. Economic and demographic variables had a profound
influence on the scope of planning activities in the second and third planning
cycles. Changes in federal aid to higher education engendered different sets of
planning alternatives and strengthened private higher education in the state.

Vocational-technical education and civil rights planning were issues that

TWeick, '.'The Spines of Leaders," pp. 51-52.
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persisted in the decision network for many years. Planning alternatives on
these issues apparently generated other sources of conflict in the state system.

The majority of Oklahoma policy makers interviewed indicated that
long-range planning for the system of higher education seemed to be committed
to policy innovation. Some individuals expressed concern about the fads of
higher education, such as high technology, and about the amount of state
resources committed to these areas. Incrementalism by contrast was a real
threat to the vitality of the system. The need for policy innovation was
recognized as a realistic necessity of the state system.

Data sources indicate that Oklahoma policy makers during the twenty
year period were confronted with ill defined, ambiguous and opague planning
problems. According to Scott and Shore these same problems are found in many
other areas of public policy.8 Some of the Oklahoma policy makers were of the
opinion that long-term issues were not being adequately addressed by planning
for higher education.

The scope of planning alternatives addressed by the decision networks
for the state system of higher education was limited by political factors as well
as economic issues. These findings are consistent with Millett's inference that
educational issues cannot be separated from the state's political process.?

In the faée of political adversity and changing organizational demands,
the planning style (Research Question 5) for the Okahoma State System of

Higher Education changed in orientation. Planning, as an organizational

8Robert A. Scott and Arnold R. Shore, Why Sociology Does Not Apply:
A Study of the Use of Sociology in Public Policy (New York: Elsevier 1979), p.
136.

9John D. Millett, "The States and Governance in Higher Education,” in

Changing Patters of Governance in Higher Education, by John J. Corson et al.
(Tucson, AZ: Higher Education Program, University of Arizona, 1976), p. 12.
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exercise, is concerned with activities and decisions which are intended to
produce innovation. As a new form of organizational activity, the early
planning phase for the state system was a network building strategy that
facilitated the diffusion and implementation of new ideas throughout the state
system of higher education.10

Master planning for the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education,
as exemplified by the self-study initiated in 1961, took nearly seven years to
complete. Organizational stress was a significant factor in the amount of time
spent on the planning project. In the research literature it is reported that
most unsuccessful organizational innovations are attempted on a global basis
rather than on smaller, trial initiatives.1l As the state system developed policy
guidelines, the implementation phase required that the institutions on the one
hand and the politicians on the other be co-opted into the decision network in
favor of the long-range planning objectives.]-2

The experience of planning for the Oklahoma system during the first
planning cycle was altered to include other sources of organizational support in
each of the two following planning cycles. After developing a centralized
concept of a functioning state system of higher education, the planning
rationale moved out through the other segments of the higher education
network. In each cycle the problem of socialization of new personnel and
institutions into the system presented signficant obstacles to planning for the
entire system. The decentralized, loosely-coupled units of the decision

networks favored localized adaptation and limited perspectives.

10van de Ven, pp. 88 and 131.
llipid., p. 121.
121bid., p. 111.
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All of the Oklahoma policy makers were of the opinion that long-range
planning had moved through an organizational cycle of centralization of policy
at the state level in the 1960's and back toward decentralization in the 1970's.
Information about the system and improved budgeting procedures tended to
promote support for the state system as well as for the concepts of long-range
planning.

In Corson's view master planning was a part of the centralized
governance that denied colleges and universities their investments in
institutional character and uniqueness. Higher education has become a public
utility which, like other utilities, is subject to heavy handed regulation. Corson
further suggests, "That heavy hand may be simply persisting demands for
detailed information which gradually draws the regulatory agency into internal
decision making."13 In a similar vein in relation to the Oklahoma experience,
Hobbs refers to the problem as the difference between thinking about higher
education as a state system and as a cottage industry. Centralization of power
in the state system and at the federal level in the Department of Education is
in contrast to the need for campus based innovations.14

During the twenty year period covered by this research noticeable
shifts in planning style for the state system took place. As the concept of
statewide coordination developed, the style of planning moved from the system
level and toward increasing institutional vitality. Attempts to ease tension in
the decision networks followed the coalition-bargaining model described as a

method of choice for an organized anarchy. Choice is then predicated on

1330hn J. Corson, The Governance of Colleges and Universities (New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1975), p. 59-6l.

14pan S. Hobbs, "Declining Enrollments," address delivered at the

Governor's Statewide Conference on Education, Oklahoma City, 14 September
1979. '
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coalition formation and the division of resources. Change in the long-range
planning style by the state regents results in the matrix described in Table 2.

TABLE 2

Long Range Planning

Level
Planning of
Style Conflict Support
Planning for High Weak
(centralized) Conflict Coalitions
Planning with Lower Stronger
(Decentralized) Conflict Coalitions

Why plan for a state system of higher education? The rationale for
long-range planning (Research Question 6) for a public organization, according
to Dye is driven by different aspects of reformism, professionalism and policy
innovation.1?

Foreshadowing the first planning cycle was an era of impending growth
in higher education enrollments in Oklahoma. Reform in the management of
the state system was necessary to strengthen the process of statewide
coordination which had been almost dormant for the previous twenty years. In
1961, based on the experience of the elementary and secondary schools, the
apparent need for a different approach to statewide coordination of higher
education suggested to educational and political leaders the need for some form
of long-range planning for the Oklahoma system. Nationally, as other states
experienced the growth era in higher education, a group of professionals
involved in state coordination and planning began to write about their
experiences and to exchange ideas at professional meetings. Long-range

planning, as basic policy innovation, fostered the development of accountability

15pye, pp. 33-43
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measures to cope with a forecast era of decline in resources for the state and
for higher education in the 1980's.

When interviewed about the aspects of reformism, professionalism and
policy innovation that they had experienced in relationship to the state sytem
of higher education, most Oklahoma policy makers indicated that long-range
planning helped to make the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education a
functioning coordination body. In turn, coordination vitalized the concept of a
state system of higher education that was planned. Although professional
approaches to planning were recognized, they were often countered by political
forces which were in conflict with system goals.

Drawing on all data sources it would seem that reformism for the
Oklahoma State System of Higher Education was driven by the long-range
planning process. The interview data illustrates the policy maker's skepticism
of the reform measures. Guba and Lincoln suggest that "virtually all decisions
made in public policy arenas result from the interplay of both facts and
values."l6 Reform decisions were ultimately based on the facts generated by
the planning process and the value commitments expressed througﬁ
organizations in the various decision networks.

Acceptance of the professional role in long-range planning developed
slowly over the twenty-year period. Staff roles were particularly important.
The research of Glenny and others indicate "that in most states, state agency
staffs involved with higher education have far more direct influence on policy

and specific courses of action than do governors and legislators."17 Economies

16Egon G. Guba and Yvaonna S. Lincoln, "The Place of Values in Needs

Assessment," Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis 4 (Fall 1982), pp. 318-
319.

17Glenny and Schmidtlein, p. 134.
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identified by professional planning in Oklahoma were difficult to realize
because accountability for the state system conflicted with political forces
involved. Several Oklahoma illustrations from the decision networks suggest
that state legislators were responsible for many inefficient practices in the
state system due to their own political self-interest.

Policy innovation is the result of organizational adjustments over
time. Over nearly twenty years, 1961 to 1980, the organization of long-range
planning for Oklahoma higher education experienced many shifts in direction.
Network data and the interview data suggests that the concept of long-range
planning for the state system of higher education gradually evolved to meet the
crises times of the first and second planning cycles. Institutionalization of long
range planning for the state system during the third cycle suggests that the
technical expertise consisting of computerized data systems must now be
meshed with quality issues developed out of the political and cultural milieu of
the Oklahoma decision networks.

As basic policy innovation, long-range planning moved coordination of
the state system of higher education away from primarily a political activity
toward a more professional approach to system development.

This research suggests that long-range planning for the Oklahoma
state system of higher education acted as a synthesis process of obtaining
useful knowledge for shaping the organizafional deéign. Planning is an iterative
process of searching for ameliorative solutions. As Waller indicates, "Most
significant organizational problems do not really get solved with any sense of

finality: they just get amel,icn'a'te'd."l8 Statewide planning helped the system

J‘BRobert J. Waller, "Knowledge for Producing Useful Knowledge and
the Importance of Synthesis," in Producing Useful Knowledge for Organizations,
pp. 281-311.
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deal with ambiguities and provided a portrait of the organizational complexity.
Solutions and problems are linked together by a decision network representing
many organizations. Long-range planning for a complex state system of higher
education in the future should be directed more toward problem identifying
than solution finding. Qualitative objectives then will become imperative for
the state system as long-range planning objectives.

Berdahl and Glenny suggest that in the future statewide boards give
optimum priority to long-range planning and program review rather than
budgetary controls. These distinguished researchers bin the field of higher
education believe that growth in state government budget abilities, through
computers and data systems, will force state coordinating boards to deempha-
size budgetary control of the academic institutions. From a professional -
vantage point, the focus on qualitative outcomes will require new levels of

15 These

cooperation and understanding by the colleges and universities.
qualitative issues will force a reconsideration of the value of a state system of
higher education.

How does a state system of higher education, within the organizational
framework of state and federal government, forumlate long-range policies?
Specifically, how did the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education develop
long-range plans during the years 1961 to 19807 This research tends to indicate

that long-range planning is the result of complex interorganizational decision

networks. Further research is suggested to address other organizational

19Robert O. Berdahl, "Secondary and Postsecondary Education: The
Politics of Accomodation," in The Changing Politics of Education: Prospects
for the 1980's eds. Edith K. Mosher and Jennings L. Wagoner, Jr. (Berkeley,
CA: McCutchan, 1978), pp. 237-252.
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variables which were not a part of this particular study that may have
influenced the planning process. Long-range planning implies a special
obligation to the future. The experience of the Oklahoma State Regents for
Higher Education suggests that long-range planning for a state system of higher
education is significantly shaped by political forces of intereacting decision

networks.
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CENTER FOR STUDIES October 28, 1983
iN HIGHER EDUCATION

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

630 Parrington Oval, Room §58

Norman, Oklahorna 73019

(405) 325-2633

Dr. E. T. Dunlap

Chancellor Emeritus

P. 0. Box 54530

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73154

Dear Dr. Dunlap:

The Center for Studies in Higher Education at the University of Oklahoma
offers graduate students the opportunity to conduct dissertation research on
many phases of higher education. The enclosed letter from Jane Ashley Scroggs
explains her research on an aspect of policy development for Oklahoma higher
education. - Your participation in this research will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely yours, -

Il

Herbert R. Hengst
Professor and Director
HRH:rh

Enclosure
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; ‘_ Tﬁe
Unzverszgf of Oklahoma

CENTER FOR STUDIES

IN HIGHER EDUCATION
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
630 Parrington Oval, Room 558
Norman, Oklahoma 73019
(405) 325-2633

October 28, 1983

Senator Henry Bellmon
Department of Political Science
Central State University
Edmond, Oklahoma 73034

Dear Senator Bellmon:

Statew1de p1ann1ng for Oklahoma higher education began officially in 1961. Oklahoma
was one of the earlier states in the nation to initiate a long-range planning process.
for its state system of higher education. By 1980 the Oklahoma State Regents for
Higher Education had comp]eted three major planning cycles. For the last several
months, I have been engaged in dissertation research on this process of policy devel-
opment for the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education for the years 1961-1980.

My research indicates that at some point during those years you were personally in-
volved in policy development for Oklahoma higher education. In order to complete my
research, I would Tlike to request a short interview with you. ‘Within the next few
days I will contact you by telephone to arrange for an interview time at your earli-
est convenience. Your assistance, which will require no longer than one hour, will
‘be greatly appreciated. v

Sincerely yours,

JanT)Ashley Scroggs
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Uverszgy of Oklahoma

CENTER FOR STUDIES
IN HIGHER EDUCATION
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
630 Parrington Oval, Room 558
Norman, Oklahoma 73019

' (405) 325-2633

November 21, 1983

Senator Henry Bellmon
Department of Political Science
Central State University
Edmond, Oklahoma 73034

Dear Senator Bellmon:

Thank you for participating in my dissertation research.
Enclosed is a copy of the interview schedule that I have
used with all the policymakers who have been interviewed.
If you have no opinion about a particular question, feel
free to say so and we will proceed..

I will call your office at Central State University at
3:30 p.m. on November 30. At that time I will read the
questions on the interview schedule and allow time for
your answers. All the interviews have been tape recorded.
I will also record your interview so that I can analyze
your responses at a later time in a more thoqu}ful manner.
Once again, thank you.

Sincerely yours,

J Ashley Scroggs
Graduate Student

Enclosure
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Interview Schedule

For my dissertation research, I have been studying the problem
of pglicy formulation for a statewide system of higher education.
Specifically, my analysis covers the process of developing long-range
plans for the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education. During the
years }961-1980, the Oklahoma State Board of Regents for Higher
Education authorized three different planning cycles. A case study
of the decision network for the planning cycles has been written.
Archival materials from several organizations were used. The case
study has been analyzed using a conceptual frame of reference. This
interview is one of several to help me clarify certain issues in my
research. I am trying to understand the context of the planning
process for the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education for the
last two decades.
Question 1
In the early 1960's the idea of long-range planning for higher educa-
tion was a rather new phenomenon. Where do you think the original
support for the first Self-Study &f the Oklahoma State System of
Higher Education came from? Did the long-range planning system for
Oklahoma higher education evolve from a policy initiating network
in 1961, where the main initiatives came from the Regents office,
to a policy responding network in 1980 that responded more to

environmental and political pressures?

Question 2

The 1961 Legislature appropriated $150,000 for a two year state-wide
self-study to determine higher education needs for Oklahoma through
1970. The self-study was not completed until 1968 with the publica-
tion of "The Status and Direction of Oklahoma Higher Education:
Guidelines for Policy Dicisions." Why do you think it took suchla
long time to complefe the self-study? Where did most of the ideas
come from that were covered by the first planning effort? Civic
groups? Institutions? Legislature? State Regents Office? The
Federal Government? Or was it.a coalition of interests from these

different groups? Do you think there was a difference in attitudes
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Interview page 2

about the long-range planning process amoﬁg those in professional
positions in the state system of higher education and the leaders
of the governmental and civic coalitions who advocated the planning
ideas?

The first completed Self-Study of Oklahoma Higher Education of 1968

was updated during the years 1969~1971 and the Plan for the 70's

was published in 1971. By 1975 the State Regents called for another

update on the Plan for the 70's. How had the state system changed

in four years?

By contrast, the_Plan for the 80's called for continuous or rolling

planning. Why was this necessary? How do we get long-range plans
out of this type of arrangement?

Actually, long-range planning for a state system involves a network
of decision making. Was there much interest in creating a long-
range plan for higher education in the legislature? Among civic
groups over the staté? How did these two groups view the work of
the State Regents planning staff?

Question 3

We had a great deal more information about the state system of hiéher
education in 1980 than we did in 1961. A uniform, computerized data
system for the Oklahoma State System pf Higher Education has been
developed. Yet, rather than plan for 10 years or even 5 years,

the Plan for the 80's calls for continuous planning. Why do you

think this is? Has the planning network adopted new techniques
in planning and covers a shorter time span as a result of more
in depth knowledge of the system? And has it also been a result
of advanced technology in management such as data systems and
computers? Do you thiﬁk people outside the Regents planning

staff understand this process?
187
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Question 4

Even with computers and all the latest information, some say that
long-range planning in the 1980's is concerned with just doing
more of the same. How do you react to this? How do we get new
ideas, policy innovations, into the state system in an era of
retrenchment? With the Sun Belt growth, Oklahomé has become an
urban state. Should higher education also become high technology?
How does this affect Oklahoma's regional universities? The

junior colleges? Area vocational-technical schools? And the two
research universities? Has the increased knowledge of the problems
of the statewide system of higher education created a shorter time
span to be covered by the planning effort? Does this also lead

to further incrementalism in planning? Do the plans become focused
on the possible and not the probable? Does this preclude policy
innovation?

Question 5

Some say that in 1961 the driving force for long-range planning

for the state system of higher education came from the Regents'

office down to the campuseé. Now some say that in the Plan for the

1980's, planning seems to be more campus based with the creation
of the advisory councils and ad hoc groups. Do you think this is
the case? Do you think this represents a cycle of centralization
and decentralization from the State Regents' office down to the
campuses? Where does this leave the funding cycle and the
legislative viewpoint? How do we get the tax payers' support

for higher education? Is the planning process too decentralized?
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Interview page 4

Question 6

During the 20 year time period that I have been studying, it appears
that the three planning cycles that took place in the 1960's, 1970's
and the 1980's were used to identify problem areas (like increasing
and decreasing enrollments, need for technical-occupational education,
health professions, etc.) and to encourage some positive changes in
the state system. As you have experienced it, was the long-range
planning effort used to bring about a type of reform in the state
system of higher education, away from the old style of politicking?
Do you think that people in the state have become more accustomed to
the idea of planning and expect a more professional approach to
planning by the Regents'! staff? How important is research on the
needs of the state system compared to other states in this region?
Renewal or stayiﬁg up-to-date is a problem for most organizations,
Can we plan for new styles of learning in the present planning
system? How do we bring these new styles, .innovations in learning,
to the traditional campusés? What policy innovations do you recall
from your policy making experiences for Oklahoma higher education?
In summary, do you recall some aspects of reformism, or the replacing
of o0ld style political practices with a more professional approach
to planning for the state system? Do you feel there is a more
professional approach to planning for the state system? What is
your attitude towards policy innovations?

Question 7

From your own experience, how did the long-range planning efforts

affect the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education?
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