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In response to the request of the Senate Steering Committee, the Academic Planning
Committee has discussed recommendations 2, 4, 5, and 7 from the Welfare Committee Report.
Before stating our conclusions, we feel it important to point out that the Academic Planning
Committee is an advisory committee to the President, with System-wide representation. Our
conclusions are as follows:
·

Rtt0mmmdation 2 Keep tire a.rpimtions of the four-year and two-year campuses witlrin their supposed
limitations. 17re four-year colleges desill! to add graduate programs, the two-year campuses wish to gl'Ow i1110
three- and fow~year colleges, a11d tlrey clrafe under tire imposed limits. But can the state, can tire University,
afford tlris kind of empire building?

The assumption made here is that there are "supposed limitations" set on campuses within
the USC System. The position of the University on this is contained in A Statement of Common
Purpose (Office of Institutional Planning, June 1989). Each of the campuses, including the
Columbia campus, has a role to play and a mission to fulfil within the System. Of particular note
is the statement in that document that the senior system campuses "play an expanding role in the
University's graduate mission" as community needs demand and faculty quality allows. It is also
worth considering here that from the standpoint of the State and the System it is not necessarily
always inefficient to decentralize the offering of programs.
This Committee feels, however, that the future growth of the University System as a whole,
and the relationships among the nine campuses in particular, need to be carefully re-examined, with
an eye toward fostering more comprehensive and integrated planning. It would seem also that this
period of self-study would be an ideal time to begin this re-examination.
As far as aspirations are concerned, it seems proper and desirable in an academic
community to foster these, rather than to limit them. We do agree, however, that aspirations
should be cognizant of fiscal realities and fiscal responsibility.

The University of South Carolina : USC Aiken; USC Salkehatchie. Allendale; USC Beaufort; USC Columbia ; Coastal
Carolina College, Conway; USC Lancaster; USC Spartanburg; USC Sumter; USC Union; and the Military Campus.
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R~ 4.
Impose an immediate thru-year momtorium on all new programs that will opemte
at a deficit. Departments and colle~s follow the impemtive of v:pansion, and it is naturol for them to wish
to broaden their offerings. Almost invariably, ho~r, no allowanCt! is made for opemtional costs and a
department's or college's pie is sliud into ever smaller slices. Re-examine the situation in thrt!e years. If the
univenity's financial health has improved, lift the momtorium; if it hasn't, leave it in plaa.

The Welfare Committee's call for a moratorium on all new programs that "operate at a
deficit" seems to this Committee unwise. While all proposed programs must, under existing
University procedures, identify projected costs, we are not at all sure how one would measure or
gauge the likelihood of any future program generating a "deficit" (or a "profit"). If, as often
happens, the State agrees to fund the new costs, does that mean that no deficit is conceivable? If
fewer students than expected are served by the program, does that mean there is a deficit? If
money is shifted from one unit to another to cover costs, does this mean there is a hidden deficit?
Such questions illustrate, we believe, the difficulty of measuring or identifying a deficit in this
context. A university's investing in a new academic program is not directly analogous to a business
firm's investing in a new product line.
While we certainly agree with the Welfare Committee that costs are an important criterion
for evaluating any proposal for a new program, we object to the implication that it should be the
sole criterion. A program intended to serve community needs, or foster improvements in faculty,
or facilitate faculty research, or enhance student performance might well be justifiable, even if
such a program might be by some measure or measures expected to generate a "deficit." The
evaluation of academic programs should never be reduced to a matter solely of dollars and cents,
and we feel sure that the Welfare Committee would not wish to appear to endorse such a view.

It is recommended, however, that any committees that consider the establishing of new
programs or institutes consider specifically the costs associated with these, as well as where these
funds will be found.

Recommordation 5. Test all programs instituted during the past ten years which claimed t!tat they would
produce f't!venue and make up for the costs of faculty and materials as to whether they have made good on
their promises. Abandon those which have failed to do so.

It is this Committee's view that the procedures currently in operation should be adequate
for the evaluation of existing academic programs, including those instituted in the previous decade.
These procedures include (1) periodic reviews by the Commission on Higher Education; (2) the
ongoing SACS self-study; and (3) the ongoing strategic planning process. This Committee has not
attempted to make any assessment as to whether or not the results of previous reviews have been
applied aggressively in the University's budgeting or planning processes. It is our recommendation
that the current Institutional Self-Study Committee pay particular attention to the effectiveness and
application of these reviews in considering the phasing out of non-productive academic programs.
We also urge that the Curriculum and Courses Committee and the Graduate Council be specifically
empowered to study these evaluations and recommend appropriate action. With the information
currently being supplied by the Office of the Provost, these committees should be able to deal
effectively with this issue.
As in our response to recommendation 4 above, we also feel it proper to point out that
there are other criteria needed to test the worth of a program in addition to the program's ability
to produce revenue.
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Recommmdation 7.
Fill f acuity vacancies caused by resignation, retirement, or other causes only after
department f acuity, departmental chair, college dean, and, chiefly, provost have agreed that a replacement is
absolutely vital. This approach would serve to reduce the number of faculty in units whose mission has
changed or where the field is marginal. Encourage units to build on strength, not on weakness.

The Welfare Committee's suggestion that faculty vacancies be filled only after department
faculty, department chair, college dean, and provost have agreed that replacements are "absolutely
vital" is already the standard operating procedure at the University. If they feel, however, that this
procedure is often violated, then the seriousness of the situation would suggest that the instances
be brought to the attention of the appropriate authority.
The assessment of changes in mission or of the marginality of certain fields should certainly
be an important and explicit part of the evaluation procedures listed in our response to
recommendation 5 above. If this is not presently the case, then we urge that The Faculty Advisory
Committee study this review process and recommend to the Senate action to make it so.
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