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The Crisis

The budget: will 1992-93 be repeated?

Anil Puri and Robert Kleinhenz
Economics

The fiscal problems of the State of California go
beyond the deficits the state has had to face in the last
two years. There is not only the year to year imbalance
between revenues and expenditures but also the struc-
tural mismatch of continuing expenditures at the cur-
rent rates and the expected revenues from the current
tax structure. While the revenue shortfall is primarily a
short-term, business-cycle phenomenon, the expendi-
ture growth is driven by changing demographics and
current statutory requirements. Asking which of the
two sides, revenue shortfall or expenditure increases,
are to be blamed is like asking, borrowing from Alfred
Marshall, which of the two blades of scissors is respon-
sible for cutting.

Playing Catch-Up: 1991-93

A string of falling revenue collections beginning
with fiscal year 1989-90 mushroomed into a whopping
$14 billion deficit in the 1991-92 budget year. With
bipartisan support, the deficit was tackled that year
using a multifaceted approach. State and local taxes
were raised $7 billion, projected expenditures were cut
by $5 billion and a variety of one-time shifts and
transfers were used to close the remaining $2 billion
gap. At the same time, an effort was made to slow the
growth of govermnment expenditures by suspending
inflation adjustment for most non-educational programs
for five years.

In spite of these extraordinary measures, fiscal year
1991-92 ended with a $3.7 billion deficit. The sliding
economy added an additional projected funding gap of
$4.2 billion to the proposed 1992-93 budget. This time
around, however, there was to be no political consen-
sus. The budget wrangling dragged on for an unprec-
edented 63 days past the start of the fiscal year. In this

election year, the “NoNew Taxes” slogan wasendorsed -

by all parties. The issue we coped with the near-term
fiscal crisis rather than finding enduring solutions to the
deficit problem.

To deal with the cumulative deficit carried over
from 1991-92, the 1992-93 budgetincluded $2.1 billion
in one-time actions plus $1.6 billion in shifts from the
future - including $972 million from school funding
which is taken from 1993-94 and 1994-95 appropria-
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tions. The operating deficit of $4.2 billion was taken
care of by $3.1 billion in expenditure cuts and $1.1
billion reduction in aid to local governmerits. This
precariously balanced budget did not provide for a
downside risk, in case the economy failed to recover as
hoped in the latter half of 1992.

The 1992-93 budget was based on economic pro-
jections made in May 1992. But these forecasts were
already being discounted by the time the budget was
actually passed in early September. The latest eco-
nomic news is mixed at best. After a dismal 1.5%
growth in the second quarter gross domestic product
(GDP), the reported third quarter increase of 2.7% is
surprisingly goodnews (evenifitisrevised down alittle
as some analysts have suggested). However, dragging
consumer sentiment and slower growth in personal
incomes is likely to keep spending, and hence income
and sales tax collections, below projected levels.

Next?

It is widely believed that California is undergoing
structural changes which will affect the state balance
sheet for the nextseveral years. California has typically
received about 20% of total federal defense dollars,
making for a sizable economic stimulus to the state.
Expected defense cutbacks of 5-10% a year in the next
few years will create a further drag on the state’s
economy. Adverse business sentiments caused by the
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perception of overbearing regulation may also add to
the recession.

The Commission on State Finance estimates that
the state General Fund will end 1992-93 $2 .4 billion in
the red, Without corrective action that deficit is likely
to grow to $4.1 billion by the end of 1993-94. Two
special features on the revenue side add to the problem:

The one-half centtemporary salestax increase is set
to expire on June 30, 1993. This will lower sales tax
revenues by about $1.4 billion in 1993-94.

The deduction for prior-year net operating losses

will become operative again in 1993 after a two-year
suspension. These provisions will lower bank and
corporation tax receipts by $264 millionin 1993-94 and
by up to $900 million by 1997.

The accompanying chart shows the Commission’s
estimates of General Fund expenditures by for 1993-94,
The General Fund spending will grow by 2.7% over
estimated current year spending levels. The minimum
funding level under Proposition 98 will fall almost 2%
in 1993-94 compared to the current-year level. This
occurs because current-year support includes a $973
million loans form future appropriations to maintain
per-pupil funding at the same level as last year. The
commitment to maintain per-pupil funding is not ex-
tended in 1993-94, Higher education, driven mainly by
slow growthinthe 18 to 35-year-old population, contin-
uestofall below the overall growthrate of General Fund
expenditures, Health and Welfare programs will grow
significantly in 1993-94, reflecting continued effects of
the recession on the state’s economic safety net. The
1991-92 slowdown in prison admissions was tempo-
rary, and growthislikely to reach 10% during 1993-94,

For the CSU

The 1992-93 Budget Act provides $1.517 billion
from the General Fund for the CSU, a decrease of 7.4%
from the prior year. In addition to these cuts, the
General Fund support for the CSU was also reduced by
$121 million in unallocated reductions. These trend
began in the 1980s. In inflation-adjusted dollars, the
state appropriation per student has fallen by 16% over
the past S years, while CSU now receives just 3.64% of
state revenues, down from 4.6% in 1985-86.

The 40% raise in student fees is expected to produce
arevenue gainof $55 millionin 1992-93. But the trailer
bill enacting these fee increases specifies that no further
increases will take place in 1993-94 or 1994-95.* Mean-
while a 10% decline in student enrollment is expected,

*However, what the legislature has done, it can
undo, in this case by a two-thirds majority. --Ed.

~__ The Crisis

due to cancellations of classes in 1991-92 and to higher
enrollment fees. There is some indication that students
have opted for private and out-of-state alternatives that
offer a better chance of eaming a degree in 4 years
instead of 5 or 6 at CSU.

The 1992-93 enrollment of 242,500 FTES is far
below the previous year’s 272,000. Our increased
dependence on student fees may lead to more cuts if the
system falls short by more than 2% of the targeted
enrollment. The decrease in FTES stems from changes
on both the demand and supply side.

Looking beyond the immediate budget picture, the
demand for a CSU: education is likely to grow as
members of the baby-boomlet (as children of the baby
boom generation are sometimes called) reach college
age, and as more minority students pursue a college
degree. One hopes that measures taken to deal with the
current budget problems do not hamper the system’s
ability to adjust the supply of higher education and to
meet the anticipated growth in demand which will
occur in the late 1990s and beyond.§
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The Crisis

The bucks

The following article is an adaptation of President Gordon's October 29, 1992 address to the Academic
Senate. ‘

Let me begin by providing you with a brief status report on the 92-93 budget. The final CSU budget contained
a budget reduction of 8.8% from the 1991-92 funding base. Because some centrally budgeted items were not
reduced at all, a 9.2% reduction was actually prorated across the 20 campuses and system offices. As a campus,
we had been planning for as much as a 10% reduction, and were also holding funds from lottery, equipment, and
planned prior year savings in reserve, as recommended by the senate budget advisory committee.

To place the 1992-93 campus reduction plan in perspective, the reduction/contingency plans which have been
in place each of the past 5 years are as follows:

CSUF BUDG
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1988-89 $1.4 million
1989-90 2.3 million
1990-91 2.3 million
1991-92 16.0 million
1992-93 - 24.1 million

In some years, the entire reduction amount was not needed. Additionally, the availability of lottery funds to
mitigate the general fund reductions has varied, and presents a problem in making year to year comparisons.

The 1992-93 fee increase and new enrollment revenue produced $120 million dollars designated by the
chancellor as the university priorities fund (UPF). CSUF received over $6 million of this revenue—mostly to
cover mandatory cost increases, financial aid, and to provide service to an additional 490 annualized FTES. Our
1992-93 FTES budget is 15,425.

Now that we know the amount of our 1992-93 final budget--including the UPF allocations—which were
finalized by the chancellor’s office the week of October 12th, we can finalize our 1992-93 campus budget.
Fortunately, we are in the position of being able to allocate funds back to the divisions, and these allocation
discussions are underway. While all decisions have not been finalized, I cantell you the resources that have been,
orwill be, allocated to the academic affairs division, which Tknow youhave akeen interest in, are in the magnitude
of $2.5 million.

The entire university is working very hard to accommodate students within our limited resources. This is
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particularly evident in the faculty workloads. In the absence of timely budget information for the fall semester,
we admitted, and are serving, more students than our budgeted FTES would suggest for fall under normal ratios.
This has had a negative impact upon the SFR. This spring, having over-achieved in the fall, we will be attempting
to reduce our spring FTES to a point that will bring some relicf. However, we still have more admitted students
relative to our FTES budget, and that places pressure on the vice president for academic affairs, the deans, and,
ultimately, the individual faculty member to do more. I hope we will move our FTES served in the spring much
closer in line with available resources than was the case in the fall.

In order to place where we are, and, more importantly, where we are going, in perspective, I want to spend
a few minutes discussing the over-all state and CSU revenue situation. As everyone knows, California is
experiencing a budget crisis unprecedented since the depression. The CSU is being doubly constricted in this
crisis—first there is the problem of state revenues not keeping pace with mandated expenditures—i.e. The “pie”—
specifically, the discretionary component of the pie, whichincludes the CSU, is shrinking, Second, the CSU share
of state revenue—slice of the “pie”— is diminishing,

Doliars in Millions
Fiscal State csu Ccsu
Year Revenue Appropriation Percentage
1985/86 $28,072 $1,284 4.57%
1986/87 32,277 1,390 4.31%
1987/88 32,265 1,445 4.48%
1988/89 36,648 1,466 4.00%
1989/90 38,422 1,645 4.28%
1990/91 38,190 1,691 4.43%
1991/92 42,064 1,640 3.90%
1992/93 43,421 1,517 3.50%

Even in a poor economy such as this, had the CSU simply been able to hold onto the 4.5% share of
the budget it had 5 years ago, the CSU would have realized over $425 million of additional revenue in
1992-93. This is 5 times what the fee increase, minus the increase in financial aid necessary to offset the
impact of the fee increase, will generate in 1992-93. A constant 4.5% of the state budget would have
resulted in $1 billion more dollars for the CSU over the past 5 years. Although we have seen a dramatic
rise in state university fees over this same time frame, and although the fee increases have been of critical
importance, the fee increases have not filled the void in the state budget. ThlS explains the perception
that students are paying more for less,

1988/89 to 1992/93
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__ The Crisis

One cause of the budget crisis is that tax revenues are not keeping pace with expenditures. The raw number
of taxpayers is declining relative to the number of tax receivers. Tax receivers include students enrolled in public-

: Receivers

1980 1990 1995 2000
Taxpayers are defined as the number of Single, Head of Household and other taxable individual tax returns, plus twice the
number of joint taxable returns.

Tax receivers are defined as the number of people who are the beneficiaries of the State’s most costly programs.

supported education at all levels.

Whenever I think of the shrinking state support for education, I am reminded of Alexis de Tocqueville who,
inhis classic study of American democracy, said that a major danger to such a democracy is that the citizenry will
vote itself significant benefits, but refuse to vote the means to pay for them.

This is a reality we can do little about in the short term. Over the longer term we must convince the public
of what is at stake if we turn our back upon the master plan,

For now, we must deal with the reality of the moment, and that requires a change from the old enrollment
planning model. Where enrollment demand drove a fixed cost per FTE, which resulted in a theoretically adequate
state appropriation per FTE, to the new model, one of revenue constrained enrollment. Under this model, we are
forced to let available revenue dictate how many students we will serve. This year alone, the CSU is budgeted
to serve 40,000 fewer students than our demand would suggest. The impact of this “disconnect” will be dramatic,

California is not alone, all across the nation campuses are struggling with the impact of budget reductions.
According to The Chronicle of Higher Education, California has been the second hardest hit state in the last two
year budget period, with a 12% decline in the budget for higher education. According to a recent survey by the
American Association of State Colleges and universities, many institutions of higher education across the nation
facing this dilemma are finding it necessary to increase tuition, cap enrollments, and cut programs.

We have now reached the point where the institutional goals of servicing enrollment demand and quality
appear to be at odds with one another. This is the dilemma with which we are struggling to find an answer.

Toquoteh.L. Mencken: “Forevery complex question, thereis asimple answer-—and it’s wrong” Asacampus
we continue to grapple with this complex planning problem, and have strived to avoid the “simple” answer. As
we make our short term decisions, we must be aware of the five year outlook, and make our operational decisions
of today in that context. More complicated still is that we must not lose sight of the longer term—10, 20 and more
'years from now, and do not today irrevocably dismantle programs and services which we feel are anintegral part
of the identity of the university.

Recent short term revenue projections for the state depict the difficulty we face. State revenues are not
currently projected to increase significantly in the near term, and are projected to increase an average of4.5% over
the next 8 years. In contrast, - the expenditures for major state programs are expected to grow an average of 7.3%
per year over the same time frame. '
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Current projections by the bi-partisan state finance commission forecast a state revenue shortfall for
this year and next year combined of over 5 billion—meaning that the 92-93 budget was not really
balanced, and that there will be an additional problem next fiscal year. This $5 billion figure assumes
favorable revenue projections, and no decline in K-12 per pupil expenditures. More pessimistic revenue
projections forecast a shortfall in excess of $7 billion.

Pro_jected Averag,e Annual Fxpendlture ol (xrowth
iorrMa ]or State Prog,r ' ,

‘II||IIIHIIllIllllI'lHllIlH'HHIIIH]HII

O 2 N WH»OONO®

el - C z ¥ et — . V
Higher Health

Education Welfare Education

Based upon these projections, we must prepare for the possibility that the state budget for 1993-94
could be reduced by an amount approximating the 1992-93 reduction. We will be monitoring the situation
very closely, and have already begun 1993-94 planning discussions. Indeed, we are finalizing the 1992-
93 budget in the context of what lies ahead for 1993-94,

Acrecent California post-secondary education commission (CPEC) report notes that the CSU has been
doing more with less for 20 years. A gap exists between the CSU and other comparable institutions such
that average expenditures for all comparison institutions were more than double the CSU. Now, we face
the very real prospect of being asked to do even more. The future of this state depends upon us being able
to deliver,

We, of course, will be working very actively to convince our legislators and constituents that the
underfunding of higher education, with the resultant denial of higher education to thousands of students,
will exacerbate California’s financial crisis, and is thereby tremendously short-sighted. We cannotignore
the potential of yet another funding shortfall for 1993-94, Even planning for such a scenario will be
difficult; however, if we can remain focused on being the best university we can be, regardless of size,
we will meet the challenge. §
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A tale of two squeezes

Keith O. Boyum
Political Science

‘When it comes to the future of The California State
University (the CSU), Chicken Little (“the sky is fall-
ing”) has a strong case in these times. The CSU is
caught between a financial squeeze and a demand
squeeze that together make it likely that things will
change remarkably on the campuses.

The Financial Squeeze

Noticing that the budget of the CSU derives almost
entirely from state general fund appropriations, Chicken
Little could reasonably cite at least three reasons why
tax receipts will be weak in the years ahead.

» If the prosperity of the 1980s was fueled atleastin
part by both private and public deficit spending, as
many believe, there is no good reason to think that
California and the nation will (or will be able to) return
to that pattern in the years ahead. Aneconomy without
the extra stimulation of deficit spending will generate
less in the way of tax receipts.

 An inevitable transition to much smaller defense
budgets will hit California harder than most states. Tax
receipts will suffer.

» Broadly, as we change from a manufacturing to a
service economy, one of the principal sources of state
revenue, the sales tax, is likely to decline. That’s
because services are typically excluded from the sales
tax levy.

Beyond these points concerning expected tax re-
ceipts, Chicken Little would observe two factors in the
realm of policy that will exacerbate the problem.

« “Structural” deficits loom at least as large as
ordinary revenue shortfalls (real and predicted). Sim-
ply, structural deficits mean that even in good times,
when the economy is booming, we have expenditure
obligations that outstrip our revenues. That is because
governments at all levels are increasingly required to
pay large amounts of money for certain kinds of ser-
vices that are now considered essential, suchas MediCal,
prisons, and K-12 education.

» At the same time, interest in tax limitation shows
no signs of abating. Proposition 163, eliminating a tax,
passed in November while Proposition 167, raising
certain taxes, failed by a wide margin. Leaner Califor-
nia public budgets are a direct consequence. A further
consequence, broadly, is that greater proportions of
state and local government revenues are being pro-
duced by fees rather than by taxes.

The entirely reasonable forecast is that the CSU
share of the state budget will continue to be squeezed by
competing demands (such as for elementary education
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and health care), and by inadequate state revenues.

Student fees have nowhere to go but up — not to make

things better, butmerely to replace some of the shortfall.
Call that the financial squeeze. K

The Demand Squeeze
If demand for the services that the CSU provides
were likely to slump, the university might endure a
financial squeeze largely unchanged except in size.

Butdemand will surely increase. The public schools
in California will indefinitely continue to grow at breath-
taking rates. A number of children roughly equivalent
to Montana’s entire school population is added to
California schools every year; over 200,000 more
students, net after graduations and out-migration, show
up for classes. Many, indeed most, of the new students
are ethnic minorities (an odd phrase, considering that
California public schools now have no ethnic group
making up 50% of the student population).

Bear in mind that the CSU may be the state’s
principal avenue to social and economic advancement,
and that Latinos and African-Americans will vigor-
ously seek entrance to white collar jobs and to the
professions. Bear in mind as well that thoughtful
fellow-citizens will encourage them, for they make up
an important part of California’s future.

It follows that even at current levels of academic
preparation and attainment, the demands particularly
from Latinos and African-Americans for a place in
college will intensify remarkably. Imagine what will
happen if concerted efforts in elementary and second-
ary schools to improve levels of academic preparation
and attainment among “‘minority” populations succeed!

Call that the demand squeeze.

Three Scenarios for the Future
While my crystal ball is as cloudy as anyone’s, let
me offer three “scenarios” for the future, given these
pressures. Our future seems likely to be made up of
elements of each.

The Lower Quality Scenario

A quick look at who wants what suggests intense
pressure to lower quality.

Students want access to the white collar labor pool,
which a minimally respectable degree can grant, A
campus experience featuring larger classes and fewer
intense learning experiences, while perhaps not pre-
ferred, may be acceptable if the reward is adegree atlow
cost. Students would prefer such an experience to no
degree at all, and many would prefer it to a high-cost
degree even if of higher quality.




B

State policy makers wantthe largestnumber achiev-
ing access to a minimally respcctable degree at the
lowest cost, because voters want both access and low
cost.

CSU faculty and administrative leadership want
quality, including reasonable professional opportuni-
ties such as time made available for scholarship and
public service. In fact, faculty are likely to maintain a
role definition broader than the teaching-only job de-
scription assigned to community college colleagues, if
not without considerable effort, and some losses. But
such faculty successes will probably come at the ex-
pense of some intimacy of teaching and mentoring, as
class sizes and student-faculty ratios grow.

Transforming policy changes would appear re-
quired to escape these pressures. However, transform-
ing policy changes are exceedingly rare. Therefore this
scenario must be regarded as probable, albeit poten-
tially open to amelioration (as argued below).

The Elite University Scenario

Transforming policy changes do occur, however,
and intense pressures can stimulate them. The Elite
University Scenario contemplates a possible transform-
ing policy change that would reduce substantially the
fraction of high school graduates who are provided low-
cost access to college. State government would have to
make the change, either “up front” in a new Master Plan
for Higher Education, or de facto through a series of
smaller decisions, such as concerning student fee lev-
els.

In this scenario, some rationing scheme would be
put in place to limit access. A combination of money
and academic achievement (test scores, grades, etc.) is
the traditional rationing scheme for American higher
education, Given the pressures from ethnic “minority”
populations for access, however, awkward structures
for assuring at least some reasonable representation of
African-Americans and Latinos might also be added
on. A model (albeit a model being challenged) for this
exists for admissions to the University of California at
Berkeley.

Atits core, the raison d’ etre of The California State
University is access. Changing that fundamental ratio-
nale must be regarded as improbable. In the end,
therefore, I do not think the elite university scenario is
likely for the CSU: it seems a much more likely
outcome for The University of California, given
policymakers’ expectations for the two systems.

The Classrooms Without Walls Scenario
Distance learning involving access to information
and instruction via computer modem and/or television
(and/or other technologies) lies at the heart of The
Classrooms Without Walls Scenario. In this scenario
means would be found to foster student learning with-
out hiring expensive instructors who possess graduate

- The Crisis

degrees. A high-profile proposal to begin a substantial

move toward this model, “Project Delta,” is now under
active consideration for The California State Univer-
sity.

What Is To Be Done?

I think there is no escape from the pressures, in
California or elsewhere. (The Chronicle of Higher
Education reported in October that California’s 12%
decline over two years in support for higher education
is apparently a larger decrease than any other state’s
except for Virginia — but the trend seems to be com-
mon among the states.) In response to those pressures,
decisions made in Sacramento and elsewhere beyond
our campus will profoundly affect our future.

Yet I think that campus faculty can creatively react
in the interests of quality — and as V.I. Lenin urged (in
originally asking “What Is To Be Done?””), move be-
yond vacillation.

A general prescription for coping with pressure
begins withknowing what the pressures are. Ithink that
state policymakers will demand efficiency, very nar-
rowly defined as number of students served or number
of degrees awarded per dollar,

Faculty can seek to amend the terms of the quest for
efficiency. Efficiency is found where outputs rise per
unit of input (such as dollars), and quality is held
constant. Efficiency is also achieved where quality is
enhanced without losing output and without requiring
more dollars.

I think that if faculty do not raise the quality issue,
nobody else will. I'also think that if quality is notraised
squarely in this context of efficiency, nobody else will
listen. And if the issue is not raised, our stewardship of
the university will ultimately be judged wanting. In
fact, I am optimistic that faculty will sound the theme;
and if the job is done articulately, the policy conversa-
tion surrounding a quest for efficiency may be altered
for the better.

Faculty should argue for including within the idea
of quality the need for faculty renewal in the form of
support for scholarship, public service, and other activi-
ties beyond the classroom. Arguments for the worth,
indeed for the essential nature, of out-of-classroom
faculty activity can be mounted; allies can be enlisted in
pressing those arguments; local campus decisions can
encourage faculty renewal; and Sacramento
policymakers may be encouraged to resist the tempta-
tion to “micro-manage’’ university affairs in ways that
would require an end to, scholarship and public service.

Having amended its terms, faculty can embrace the
questfor efficiency. A reasonable goal mightbe to offer
more efficient instruction than is offered at other insti-
tutions like ours. That is likely to afford this campus
leverage in the intra-system politics that result in re-
source allocation and other support decisions.

To that end, we ought to focus on curricular deci-
sions that involve ascertaining where class sizes can
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reasonably grow and where they ought to be held small.
We ought to equip faculty with instructional strategies
that will make classes of all sizes superior opportunities
for leaming. We should consider where alternative
means of delivering instruction seem reasonable and
feasible and where traditional modes are fundamentally
required, embracing cheaper modes where learning
does not suffer. We can seek unconventional schedul-
ing of classes (or other teaching) that result in both good
learning outcomes and in the preservation of the ability
of faculty to pursue scholarship, public service, and
other renewing activities.

Faculty can initiate and/or support institutional
efforts to seek efficiency. This may range from the
production of good ideas to making hard choices about
expensive programs.,

In the matter of the production of good ideas, one
might envision a suitable committee or task force being
charged with the task. Alternatively or in addition,
deans could request from departments suggestions for
improving learning while holding resource use con-
stant, and for holding learning at a suitably high level
while decreasing resource use. A creative dean might
accompany such a request with incentives for depart-
ments.

The matter of making hard choices aboutexpensive

programs needs little elaboration. It may only be worth
noting that if local decisions fail to make needed judg-
ments, systemwide or segmental decision-makers may
impose their own.

In the end, Ithink this argument amounts to a brief
for accommodating to some conditions that we canonly
quixotically try to oppose. It amounts to a brief for
making an opportunity out of change, for protecting the
values that we are here to serve, but imaginatively and
where suitable in new forms. If Don Quixote offers a
metaphor, may not also A Tale of Two Cities 7 The
‘nineties look to me like the best of times, and the worst
of times.§

Keith Boyum is completing
his second term on the
(statewide) Academic Senate
| of The California State
University, for whom he
chaired the Governmental
Affairs Committee in 1991 -
92.

Barbarians inside the gates

Frederic Miller
History

During the past few weeks a fairly substantial
amount of budgetary information has been put before
meetings I have attended. Both our President’s address

" to the Academic Senate, and that of Bernard Goldstein,
the faculty Trustee, described a concatenation of fiscal
problems whichhave no easy solution. The system will
be asked to maintain the present levels of access for
students, if not to broaden them. At the same time, we
will be asked to maintain our standards of teaching and
(one assumes) publication and research. Meanwhile,
ourlevel of funding will by nomeans keep pace with our
needs. ' ‘

I cannot remember any good news being put before
these meetings. The problems we face here at Fullerton
are being replicated throughout the system. We have
some reason to be grateful that we work where we do:
there are campuses which do not seem to be managing
the crisis as well as we have. On atleast one, the library
has not ordered a new book for three years. Some
