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A survey ef 121 admin*s ratars at fgur cammunity

;cclleges was;cénducted tafdete:mine the aegfeeAta Hhich the=calleges' 4m;>,viff,

,fmeasure;the éxtent ta ﬂhich aaministvatars at each college agreed _
“upon the importance of specific institutianal ‘goals:-and to ‘test. the
Jhypathesis that a stfang.carrelatian exists ‘between goal agreement .
among administrators and the callege's use. of - ‘systematic: plan ning_
aDuring the study, . the administrators.vére-asked to- respond to two -
instruments: a sixfitem questiannaire soliciting information on ,
‘management’ pfactices that ' are indicative of systematlc planning and

- ‘the- Eammuri*y ‘College Goals Inventery, vhich requires respondents’ tc
;rate, on'a five-point scale, the importance of 90 goals as. they exlst
at the’ calleqe and as the. aaninistratars would like them: to ex;st

“The stidy revealed .that the administrators at the two. community ° f'“f-

-calleges exhibit*ng ‘more. systematic .planning efforts felt that there .
vas less of a discrepancy ‘betvween actual and-ideal ‘college. goals than,
:aim*nistrata?s at the colleges: usinq less systematic. planning. The -
_study report thvievws ‘planning 11teratu;e, describes: planning effarts .
‘at gix community callegss, details study methaaalggy and pfacedu:es,.
~and fepar*s finaings ana c@nclusians. Questiannal:es are appended.~_; -
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: adm1n1strators at Fcur c mmun1ty coTTeges were surveyed ‘
gthe1r 1nst1tut1ons tD be reTat1ve1y more systemat1c in p1ann1nq a1s'tﬂ“”

o the gaa?s of the1r 1nst1tut1ons By th1s measure commun1ty cg 1ege }:v"

"‘f;?leges*and goa] agreement aanQ aﬂm1n1stratﬂr5 WESjEtUdI '"““S‘;"

The results
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Cithpter

As Amahqcan o faaas and un1vara1t1aa ant '19863,_ihay faca

'

chang1ng anv1ranmant damagraph1a aCanam1c, and sdt1a1 Under—

’s;f ;i

'7.$'graduata anra]]ment a1raady atab111z1nq at soﬁe 1nst1tutlana and

% . o

fpdacraaSTng at GthEPS,AjsprédTQtEd to” dec11ﬂé 5~t0

'rif‘yaar two thauaand (11 55) Un]asa anra?1mant dr;van fafding ayatams ara >'

‘; ahangad f1nanc1akrsupport wa]] dac11na at 1aaatiatf7ha aame rata and

!'.m1ght ba arodad eve n Furthar by cant1nuad daub1a§d1g1t inflat1an, tax—'x
'payar rava]ts, and tha pub]i 's: 1ack af cqu1danca 1n hﬁgher educat1an

-r'Haw w111 aaT1agas and un1vars1t1as copa w1th tha Futura?_ Daap1ta tha _7;
. ’sevare prabTama 1y1ng ahead the Carnag1e Counc11 on. Pgi1cy Studiaa in -

x.»HiQhEP Educatian adv1aad that it waa "better ta p]an ta maat tha Futura-'
; . .

‘.aFFeat:valy than-juat ta faar 1t as: a naw darE aga.“ (11 55) ':;;

;f[v ' PTanning to maat tha Futura 15 nat a naw aoncept far ad11aqas

v L;and un1vars1t1as.? Eath P]ata and Ariatatla ta1kad about tha "praper

:'tasks to be sat" far h1ghar educat1an thréa thousand yaara aga (43 31)
*'§CE?ta1“1y the 1dEE Df pTann1ng s nat new .in Amar1can h1gher aducatian_ :’;1

=

'It*aau]d ba argued With conaiderabla h1§tah1ca1 JustTf1dat1on, that

=p1ann1ng haa baan a part af tha adm1n1atrat1an af Amar1can co]]agas and

l

| ;ug1veﬁait1as since tha fgunding of Harvard 1n 1636 (38 v11) Hawavar,ﬁ _

.1,5

}nat un11ka tha carparata wor]d whiah damqnatrated a kaanar 1ntarast 1n

'-1angsrange pTanninq dur1ng tha;econam1c race$s1an af tha 1ata 19535ﬁ.,; '

‘e

'”1_h1ghar aducatlan ranawed 1ta nntarast in atratagic p]ann1ng wheﬁ

. . ; . - L= A
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grew at e compound rate oF 5 pereent e year and the pereentaqe df the ef!

i -~

Groes Natiena] Prdduet spent on edueet1dn mu1t1p11ed tweLt7 timee J-tef ’

8

(25 ) Cd11ege ehd un1vers1ty adm1n1stretors,_attempt1nq td bu11d new

progreme and fae111t1ee to meet the 1nereee1ng enneTTmente, hed 11tt1e A c-:f

Frdm 1889 td the m1d 19705, eo11ege and; dn1vere1ty enre]]ments d~f¢;f;f

i

L the future seemed pred1etab1e

t1me dr mot1vet1on te p1en beydnd the next year e bu11d1ng proJects._ :§ )

FrTmer1fy 11m1ted td eurr1cu1um,and Fa§111t1ee, eVen thoee pienn1ng

_,aet1vht1ee were carried dut as though they hore nd reTet1dneh1p to each

) other or. to the 1903 raﬂge:future. Ue1ng a etre1ght—11ne PTQJECtTDn, e

-"%‘

.’r—& .

) of e1ghteen td twentysfour—year-did peep]e hy 1997 (]1 55) ; Some ce1=

{ baY
1ege end un1vers1ty edm1n1stretors beqan to d1eeues the need to edgust

I the Iest he]F of the 19705, however, 1ncreaeee in student *,i !

L enrd11ment s1owed 'end‘the eeneue bureau prOJected a: 23 pehcent dee11ne=;“f‘flv

..a eteedy dec11ne 1n enreTTment Less re1ient up0n thg trad1tiene1 eqe ;i:,t

student than the qur—year Cd11ege end un1ver51ty, the cd%mun1ty coTTege]fde

1 &

heerd cenfTiet1ng teet1meny abeut whet it might expeet in the future._ _

uhkete\thet ot the feureyear eo?1ege or un1versﬁty, the m15510n of the

tt1tut1dn in h1gher EdUCétTDD was 5t111 in a state of f]ux. -

= v

S A
Clark Kehﬁgdeeer1bed§the commun1ty eb1ﬁeqe s unqque pzite-1n hlStOFY—

iaThere erefmany W1th1ﬂ the’ Comm”n1ty college nd

obsé
©funt
“beek.= their "essential m7351ons, that they should stop add1ng and
beg1n‘§ubtgect1ng Th1e is. nht my V1ew etiwheregthey stand 1n “the -

. . }- . B y . - [,
¥

- %

ment and outside -
erg. of it who be11eve.thet these colTeges e1ready ‘have as many: .
ns as they can-handle, or have too many; that they should cut



C ; 'protéan;7the'mDst p1‘
institutions- -of, hig

;Li ‘be cTear]y stated'a d - agreed’h

S *L=makers would be more

dent enro]Tment and by the year two thousand accgrd1ng to the Carneg1é

Counc1T, they wou]d account for two f1Fth5 (25 8) fffifﬂ;;§ f=.§ é;?;ig
N 7fjfi?.AEySﬁngtiﬁéPTahhinéfiﬁ E
l; ) ‘,,._b, ‘sl ' — ‘ - A !‘?{,‘ 7 :
- During‘ﬁhe 1ast ha]F Qf the 19703, whether 1n respﬁnse to the

';g channgg env1ronment Dr in recagn1t1an of the need for ciear]y stated
TR E -
mTSSTDDS and gaa1s-at anysg1ven pofnt 1n t1me, a number‘of cammun1ty

ED]]EQEE became 1nva]ved 1n plannTng, mare spec1f1ca11y 1n compréaz'5‘~*f

8

hEnS1VE, systemat1c shart and Tqu range plann1ng. Among thE*Qany bene— A_-

F1ts ant1c1pated was that systemat1c plannlng wau?d hé]p COmmun1ty

cn]]eges cont1nucu51y assess théTr m15510n and qaa1s aqainst thé
chang1ng needs Qf the pcpuiat1on and iherefcre prov1de a cant1nuous]y
updated and rat10na1 fﬂamewgrk W1th1n WHTCh dec151ons aou]d be made

(5 26 32) Ev1dence~squested that 1F an 1n§t1tut1on 5 goais cau]d

'gn, adm1n1strators and Dther dec1s16ﬁ*

= s

s ' 2T qpatteny

ITiEeTy, as we1] as more ab]e ta make dec1510ns:; A

{5;suppgrt1ve af those goais (35 7) Thus, the qgals 11ke1y wcqu be S

& 11eved mare eff1c1ent1y and effect1Ve1y.l_Mapy 1nsthutj@nsﬁwere.ﬁ,5ff'

L BT
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o commu:l

'; use of SDTP funds, but 1n 1t5 use of a11 avg&%ab?e resaurces human, B

tutions'fur academ1c 1mproVements d1dmnof ensure the eff1c1ént and

effect1ve use uf funds. The fo1ce ef Educat1on then ,eqaﬁ to d1rect a:

-’ o

51gn1f1cant port1on of the funds tcward 1mprov1ng the deveiop1nq 1nst1-:'

tut1on S- 1ongarange adm1n1strat1ve or management capab111ty, spec:n1f1;-"-"5j

caT]y to he1p 1nst1tutnnns imp1ement comprehens1ve p]ann1ng, managemént

™ - B H =

and evaTuat1un or PME ggygtEms__‘ﬁr5

| ,i By 1980 more than one—fourth of 311 inst1fht10ns Bf h1gher

doT1ar5 1n SDIP grants (46) Many Df these 1nst1tut1ons,*7n21udinq ;;if

ty co11eges, ccntractéd w1th OUt51dE agenc1es to he]p them

1mp1em;nt the Off1ce oF Educat1cn S c1osed 1Qop PME system »The pre—_

va111ng mede] v1ewed the three Funct1ons as’ 1nterre1ated 1n mov1ng the f*

kL

1n5t1tut1cn toward greater eff1c1ency and eFfec£1vene s npt Just in the

'i mater1a], and f1sca] The c]osedslgop system quaranteed that the

" .L;g

resu]ts Df eva]uat1on continubusly wau1d Feed back 1ntD the pTann1nq

! R

efforts.A;— A f%.¢  o

: a -

= . I

‘ ter1ng SDIP, recogn1zed th&t s1mp1y makfng grants to deve]oanq 1nst1—"i

; B LR .‘

". educat1on 1n &he Un1ted States had rece1ved apprax1mate]y gﬁe.b1111gn fr'

4

McManTS Assac1ates, Inc., an agency wh1ch aSSTStéd more than one



R ¢

"*fﬁyndréd SDi?Q?ﬁﬁdEdiiﬁstitutians over a peribd of ten.years, helped a

&

nuiber of communiity colleges develop PME systems (10%8). Kinnison, a
ﬁeniorzassogiéte at McManis and-an expert in community ccliege-pIanﬂing,

L . T stated the cése*?o?isxsiematit, as opposed fa.spakadic; plapning.

_ The sporadic approach involves attempts to plan whenever. the
o need becomes sb great that its importance outweighs whatever .other .
- 1ssues are competing for attention. -This approach. results in a _ .
Y T . flurry .of planning activity after a major -disquietihg event such as: " -
SO R reduction in force, anticipated ‘accreditation visit, poon accredit- '
: ‘ation visit report, initiation of collective bargaining, rejection
by voters of a referendum, etc. The sporadic approach also Teads - ,
A people to -believe that.planning is done once a ‘decision has been FEN
, i made,” a problem resolved, or a plap written. People hecome deluded
- ’ by believing that 'planning is®unnecessary in the interim yntil a new
B need for it arises. Ir-contrast, a systematic approach incorporates
planning as a normal ‘part of the institution's way of life.  The .
- : " systematic approach’ has ‘some-similayities.to a well-designed machine
-, A ) that effectively produces results in the quantity apd quality needed  + .
ERN o dnd dbes so by using resources effectively. The systematit approach =~
| enables a collége to easily identify a problem and resolve|it as a
ST .part of :the normal operation, Standard procedures and tools are -
' available for addressing the problem as well as for fine-tuning the' -
~  7» system itself to-better fit it to changing conditions. Questions
- - about future directions, decisions, and agtiénslare resolved rou-
1 tinely with participation by appropniate people according to a pre-
AN defined process, a plan for planning (26:11-4), o

i
I
f

“

1]

,Statemgntﬁquﬁhe,Erpbiém

My A ‘community.college may establish its goals and objectivés
ghroggﬁfaasyéiématit»of%gbﬁradiﬂipﬁaghing process, 6ery some other

S T RS : o . » : A
goéTasgttingime;hddﬁfTDn;e_estab1ished, the goals and objectjvesrprﬁvide

taga = e
ey

S .
™ e FF
L

. S LT o , L ' =T A
*.a framework within which administrators, both as individuals and as a’: S

.

T T group, can'maké,deéiéions_abbut‘the future. Parekh beiiéved:ﬁﬁdividua1
: = ; adminisfrators or adpinistrative units should qerive7their responsibil-
lﬁtiés from the overall in&t%tutipnaT;gééTs,fimp1yingﬂthatlréspénsiéjif;,

Rk -

':'5r_a . . ties. for géﬁx Miéyement;ofteg overlap, in effect bQCGme.quup,goaTs"f, .

i xr?f; 5 (4@:10);7 Ho?%it;;¥6gﬁd that when a’group gbaTiﬁés fully accepted by a -




=

manbar ha wouid be: more’ 11ka1y to pa 1nv01ved in eFfprta toward grcup
gpa1 atta1nmant (22) To the axtent mambers of the dFTmary dac1310n—
k mak1ng grcup understand and agraa on tha goa]s of the 1nat1tut1pn, than

individual and group decisions ccu1d .be expected to be- more aff1c1cnt1y

- '+ and effectively directed toward the a%xainmant‘pf those goals, -

As cpmmun1ty cp11eges antag tha 19805, thay Faca a chang1ng

o dempgraph1c ECDHOm1£ and socgial. anV1rdnment Accprdﬁng to Kerr, they

N H

- ‘also have the 1aaat predictab1e-cpur5a relative to their mission.

Whather in raspdnae to thaaa or other factors, many commun1ty cc]1age5
tai are 1mp1ement1ng systematic p]ann1nq processes, The purpdSe of th1s

: study was to 1nva5t19ate the re1at10nah1p between syatemat1c p]ann’lng‘E
and gda1 agreement ampng adm1n15tratcra If it could be shown that a

cons1stent and poa1t1ve relat1onsh1p existed between the use of a sys-

: tamatic approach toﬁpTanntng-and c]oaar goal agreement among adminis- -
,tratdra, it would provide evidence to community colleges that the proc-

i ess of systematic p]anning could assist them in raaching gpalhagreamant
amdnp admtnjatrativa groups. aﬂggaed=uppn goals then could provide a
cpmmonly;dndarstocd and accepted framawprk“within which more effective

and efficient decisions could be made.
‘, \\)1 ‘ﬁx.’

‘ ﬁypothasda_td be Tested

s e .
SEE s

Th1a study will ask the quast1on w111 adm1n1atratpra in those
conmun1ty co]]agaa which use a more 5y5temat1c approach to pTann1ng

iﬁ

cpxprass cTcser agraamant taward the goals of their 1n5t1tut1on than
adm1n1stratdr5 at community cp11eges which use a less ayatamat1c
A
approach to planning? Two statistical maaaucea of agraemant W111 be
| B i

utilized: -standard deviations from.the means of responses to twanty

@
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) . goal areas both as they are ﬁerce1véi to be imp@rtanf and‘asvthey:&ret o
:‘Q o =1' preferred to be 1mportant and d1screp;nc1es between the means of
E\i; . L‘: | ' responses to twenty goaT areas as they are perce1ved to be important and ,
- ‘as théy are preferred-&o be 1$port§nt at the respondent's institution.
o -The nuj] hypothesis of tﬁis study is: There s 'no re]atiénship
between a community college's use of a systematic approach to b?anﬁing

and goal agreement among-administrators.

Definition of Terms Lt

. . .
This study involved many key words and concepts with meanings

'}; l specific to the Fééiﬂléf community céiiege p?énnfﬁgi FG]]Gwiﬁg is a

¢ . 1ist of definitions of these terms as ‘they are used throughout this doc-

ument.
\ .
Administrators, managers, and decision makers are used inter-
. s = . N ) 4
changeably to describe those line and staff employees who are responsi- ,

ble for méﬁaging the iﬁstitution, exclusive of faculty, counselors, and

- ;L . non=professional staff. \ ’
-f{",; -“ . ! # ) ’ ‘ 'é\'; ‘ \ | N
SN Comiunity College Goals Inventory, or CCGL, is an-instrument

deve?oped by Edq;at1ona1 Testing Serv1ce and field: tested 1n 1979, It
"'was deve]@ped a%ﬁ& too1 to hETp colleges delineate the1r goals and

o establish pr1Dr1t1e5 amcng them, The, theoretTEal Framework for the CCGI

s ru

consists of twenty goal areas for which preT#anany comparat1ve data
l

based on re§Ponses $nﬂm the e1ghteen co]]eges which part1c1pated in the
\ié

5CCGI f1er test are ava1lable. .

-~

5
-ai

Educat1@na1 Test1ng Serv1ce or ETS F1e]d Test 13 the freld test
évf'
in which elghteen commun%ﬁy co}Teges, 1nc1ud1nq 321 adm1n1strat0r5, par-

"i£3‘ - t1c1pated in January and February of 1979 wh1ch established preliminary

. ‘. .

Ut

b
@




. \v | _ : . | o é
comparabive data for the CCGI. In this study, the administrators at the
eighteen communi ty coTTeges ere‘referred td as the!non—sampTe group.
Eva]uet1on is. the process of aeeess1ng the actual performance of
the 1nstitut1on, as weighed aga1q§t the intended outcomes and measurable
object1ve5. “Within the context of this study,~evaluation is relevant
to the extent it is assumed to be one of the three cempdnents of a plan-
in1ng; manegemekf end eve1uet1dn,system. In a fu11y functioning eystem ;
it would influence {uture p]enn1ng 1n(e\c105ed -loop formatig n.

- r

Goe1s are des1meddfutureretates or dsnd1t1on5 WhTEh, 1F
atte1ned will contr1bute to the aehievement of the 1ne¢1tut1on31 mis-

- sion, - - SR S : SN
Gde1 agreement or eonsensus is the deqree tQ wh1eh a grdup of
- administrators express agreement on the re1at1ve 1mp0rtance of twenty ¥,

gdaI ereae es measured by CCGI, Spec1f1ce11y, the degree of egreement
is measured by standerd dev1at1ons Frem the means of reepensee to twenty

geel areas both as they are perceived to bé 1mpdrtent and as they are

preferred to be 1mpdrtant, end by d15crepanc1e5 between- the means of
responses td twenty goal areas as they are peree1ved to be dedrtant and

as they are preferred to be 1mpdrtent et the ‘respondent’s 1nst1tut1on
H

Menaje ent eon515te of the adm1n1stret1ve proceesee and tech-

niques which are used to achieve the 1n5t1tut1dnal gdals and DbJECtTVES
derived from the p1enn1ng proeees..aDne of theee administrative proc=
‘esses is decision making.. ..

] G - : 7

Perceived goals are those goals which, in the judgment of an

individual administrator, are pereejved to be impdrtent at his’or her

institution. ‘ -,z

"*Algjedeie a written Jocument or documents setting forth the
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3
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goe1s’end'ebjeetivee ofgthE'inetitution and specifying programs and

courses of act1on designed to eehieve themg '
P1ann1ng is the on- go1ng, dynam1e end cent1nunus proceee by

which an 1n5€1tut1en reassesses its m1551on and estab11shes its der1v—

‘*e§1ve goals and ObjECt]VES An 1n5t1tut1on w1de breaet1ve preeese, it

eetab11shee the 1ﬁtended Duteomee to wh1eh reseurces—-humen, meter1aT

N
and fieeaifaave11eb1e tosan institution wil] bereommitted if the exter-

-

nal end'interne] conditibnﬁ’oeeer ee'eredicted

'Preferred goa]?gare théée‘goe]e whieﬁ in the Judgment of an

jnd1i1due1 edm1n1etretor, ehou]d be “important. et h15 or Her 1net1tut1en

%

A si§temet1c approaeh to p]eﬁh1ng, es DPDDSEd to a spared1e one,

'

,deve1ops gu1de5 Fer performance that can serve as a beee fer Jdater eval-

= o=

uating’ results., It also eeteb]15he5 a framework wﬁthiﬁ which adminis- h
trators can reach more eFFee%ive and efficient decieiene.' In this*
etudy, three methdds for determ$31ng the degree of eyetematﬂc p]ennﬁng
currently practiced at cemmun1ty colleges are ut1]12€d Theee_methDQS

will be described 1neehepter threei - . ‘ 2 1$
) > - M : S y ! # L

t - Limitations of the Stgig

. . [
¥ : : . ,5

-

Ih1e etudy was limited geegraph1ce11y to Michigan,, Heeh1ngton,

St
“and weet V1rg1n1e, This etuiy a]ee wee limited to adm1n1etraté§£ at

: ccmmun1ty ce1]eges. It 15 eeknewTedged thet many conet1tuents other

then edm1nwstrators heve e%eteke in: the" eff1c1ent and effeetive edm1n1e—

tret1on eF an 1nst1tut10n etudente, Facu1ty, bgafﬁeeof trustees, otheré

x&“h

:emp]oyeee, texpayers, and federe1, etete, ‘and 1eea1 egene1eeﬁ No een-

c1ue1ﬂne can be drewn from th1e etudy re]et1ve to goe1 agreement*among

= a

.or between theee ver1ous conet1tuente, nor cen any cone1u510ne be drewn

. o
’ .

=
g



- abaut the varying degree to. wh1ch‘these ecnst]tuents Were 1nV07}ed in Yo
p1ann1ng or goal sett1ng. I i o § ;;‘ o . |
; ‘t © - The pre11m1nary comparat1ve data utigjzed in the study were pro- *4‘;

v1ded by E™S and were based Qn responses of adm1n1strat0rs at the .-

< cammuﬂ1t}*co1leges which part1c1pated in the CCGT fTE]d tESt The, g o

i‘

\

-l setts, M1nnesota, New Jersey, ‘New Yark Narth Cara11na, Dk1ahoma Pénn=

. sy]van1a and South Caro11naag Thg‘degree of systemat1c p]ann1ng pPECS «
1 t1ced at. the e1qhteen colleges atwthe time of ‘the CCGI field test 15 ;
1 i i © - *,
unknowng The cr1ter1a by wh1ch the e1ghteen cg1TEges were chosen by
- . ETS alsc are unknown:", ﬁcwever, none of the 21ghteen col]eges was sur- ..
- X ? 5= = frf
veyed as a part of th1s s*uﬂy nor did any appear imithe 11terﬂture ,
reviewed. by the 1nvest1gatn% as 1nst1tut10ns 1nvoLvedQﬂ, ys;ema§1c5 )
planning efforts. = T e SR T e
uiié v . .A ot ' ) : %
4 - ﬁ
= -,-\
L= 2EN s !
i :%’.'.l : | - E
! s W - s ! e
. i
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% " . REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

4

IWhi1a’tha Tiiaraxhra reviewad“did not }avaa] any‘ddcumanfgd

© _studies involving systematic planning and its relationship to goal

o

&

= ®

agreement, it did-reveal interrelated discussion concerning systematic

ld?anning, both theoretical and'axpenient%a1= goal setting, both as a

'f\- &
separata procass and as - ‘one COmpdnent OF aystamatTC p]ann1ng goal

“agreement or consanaua, and the 1nf1uance of both aystamat1c p]ann1ng

'and goa1 setting dn.dac1a1dn-mak1ng Khile the d1SCUSSTDﬂS dftan over-

\

1apped,§thase four ganera1 araas will be exp10rad ds separately as pds=

o 51blé in order to prDv1de a thadret1ca1 framework for this study.

k]

AL i ' &

~ Systematic Planning

- General agnaémant‘exiated among management axpénta'that pranning

ﬁas an 1mportant function of’ management R-Pkadating the concept of plan-

ningg managemant, and eva1uatidn, or PME, by over thirty years; Forter

rf.d1V1dEd the basic management funat1dns into p1ann1ng, 1mp1ementat1dn,

- g
and 1nspect1ng, or p]anmng1 dd1ngg and ddntr0111dg (44) Drucker spec=

1f1ed Sett1ng obJectives or p]ann1ng as. Dne of, f1va baSTC dparat1dns in

’-tha work df:a managar,*w1th the dthana 1dant1f1ed as.drgan1z1ng, moti—

w‘vat1ng and commun1cat1ng, maaaur]ng, and dava1dp1ng padp]E

2l

‘(13@353) In

LY

§ P

;-transferr1ng‘the cdncapt ‘to educat1dna1 adm1n1strat1dn McMan1a adopted

“the U! S. DFF1ca of Educat1dn 'S 1anguaga piann1ng§ managemant, and

\' &

lavaluat1dn, and assarted that thdsa pndc ssea Eould and must be deve]—,




4t

o
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A R N .
, oped as cneﬁintegrated-system, i. c., a PME system He defined, p1ennfng

as. "that 1nst1tutqcnal process by wh1ch the college, estab11shes 1ts nis—
= & M.
" sion and 1t5 der1vet1ve gne]s end cbject1ves " (34:Is1) ~Manegement

addressed thDSE pd]1c1es and dperat1ng decisions wh1ch enab]ed the col- -
LY

Voo lege tc achieve the 0bject1ves wh1ch were der1ved from the p]ann1ng

f}prDEEES— Eveiuat1dn was concerned w1th determ1n1ng the actual. per- c

”;;

-fdrmance df the 1nst1tut1cn as we19hed aga1nst the 1ntehded outcomes.
K1nnjsbn later deF1ned the edm1n13trat1ve prdcess of p1ann1ng as "the'
process of 1nterpret1ng expecteticns of . dthers abnut the cd11ege 1nto

B 1ntent1dns by the c011ege "g(27 II -6) Mcre epec1f1ca11y, he def1ped
T i

':systemetic n1enn1ng as "an 1net1tut1cn w1de prdect1Ve process thet
# =
estab11shes the 1ntended outccmes te wh1ch avadlahle resnurces w111 be

%

" committed if externa1 and 1nterne1 cdnd1t1cns dccdr as they. hdve been

s

pred1cted " (26 11-10)

-A; -, !I;'

A number of wn1ters emphas1zed the need for p1ann1ng to be ccm=-

[

prehens1ve to” 1nc1ude academ1c, f1sca] adn*nmstretwei and Fac111t1e5'e

W ¥

p1ann1ng at the 1n5t1tut1cnaT 1eve1, as well as the need to Tnteqrete it

1ntd state end Federa1 planning (16 28 52) A number df*writere also
L

Ty, dete11ed a variety ef different protesses, 'stages, phases, and -steps in .,
o ’ 1 : : R 237

. systematic planning (§3# 37, 39, 41, 49, 55), Richardscn,_ndtihéithe'

varfety, stated:

% There is substantial agreement about the essential charac-
’ teristics of the planning process, although the agreement does, not .
extend to 1mp1ementat1cn=strateg:es, and a variety of strdteqgies
- have emerged. - A1l assume the availability of -basi¢" information; and:
numerous quant1tat1ve anaTyt1c tools have been deve]cped (47 1)

In 1976, Freeman undertodk a survey DF the f1fty=s1x Tarqest H_i;

research un1vers1t1es 1n the Un1ted States to determ1ne which ones. had

FE

deve]cped cnmprehen51ve p1enn;pg Systems, what the - character15t1cs nf
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' _such systems were and how effect1ve they were. No similar sﬂ¥vey of

cemmun1ty co]]eges was- fﬁﬂng 1n the 11teratﬁre a1th0ugh the 1nvest1=

gatcr was aware that at the. time of this study Van Ausd1e ‘at wa11a wa11§

L,

ks

* Community CoTTegeggn Nash1ngtgnswas in the pno@ess of conductqng such. a

. ) . Ty
"vey, Because thE‘Freeman study, CDnducted at the’ Un1vers1ty of" 4

=

P1tt5bur9h _was Judged by the 1nvest19&tor to".be part1cu1ar1y relevant
to th15 study, h75 results, were examined at some 1eﬂgth K .
o Freeman def1ned .comprehensive 1n5t1tut10na1 p1ann1ng as a formai

" %

systém for 1ntegrat1ng 1Qn9 Fange academ1c adn1n15trat1ve %1nanc1a1

ahd fEéﬂit'ie?p’lanmng for the wh01e 1nst1tutﬁnn aﬁa 1ts pt1nc1pa1 com-
fg'p@nents Accgrd1ng to Freeman the faur prlmary funct1ons of,manEQEment"

- werg D1ann§ng, Drgan1z1A§, ﬂTrect1ng, and contrD111ng N1th1n the conﬁ i*

— - ]

o text Df PME then, Fﬁéemah d1V?déd mahagement 1nta o%qan1i1ﬁg ana

(e *;
T ‘

P1ann1ng, WhTEh FDrms the framework wfthin wh1ch the other
.management functions are carried out, may be thought of as a sys-
tématic process for determ1n7ng trade-offs among alternative-activ-

. tties which could be’ implemented to achieve a set of goals over
time. . Planning is not. an attempt to forecast future events or to
déterm1ne future-degisions, On’ the contrary,: planning focuses on
what. Peter Drucker has caltfed the 'futurity of present decisions,
What.do we need to do today in order to be meady for the uncer-

taintTes of EOmDerw? (15 34)

Accard1ng to the P1tt5burgh Study, e1ght 1mportant trends 1n un1ver51ty

£

p]énﬂ1ng emerged InteFést Tn comprEhens1ve planning was ger1ng, w1th
most Systems hav1ﬁg been deve1oped w1th1ﬁ the F1ve prev1oug years.
P]aﬂﬂ1ng processes tended to be centrafig\control1ed with the pre31dent ;
Viydng ‘a 1ead1ng ro1e qn 1n1t1at1ng and: controll.ing the p1ann1ng pro-
;.1ﬁ v1rtua11y a11 cases, a Eentra1 p]ann1ng office’ responstb]e

A /

for ﬂg é@t1ng the Eracess had been estab]15hed high in ‘the administra-

t1ve\5tﬁﬁ§ture P]aﬁnlng processes tended to be h1gh1y structured with

-

; aq
' : ’;hl

k=

M"
r
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deta11éd wr1tten plans, Q]1c1as, prncedura1 gu1de11nea, and d15c1p11ned
@ .

imathods ~for con51darat1on*and appravg1 of rav1a1ana to plans and

- . A

‘asseaamant of raaourca-raqu1remants davaiopad P1ann1ng-was domﬂnatad

a =

hY
by resource cans1derat1on5, wfth an emphasis Dﬂ quaniitat1ve ana1ysea of

*

=

on qha11tat1va eva]uatiuna of pnagrams P1ann1ng systems re11ad'haav11y

Y

on data qn1lac;1an and ana1ys1sé cammnn1y raferrad tg as management

1nFormat1on syatéms Truataaa tacu]ty mambersg and studanta wére i=

-

damahd1ng graatar paftitipat1an and, in thnsa 1nat1tut1ons whéja p1aaa*

n1ng was seen as somath1ng m'”ﬁ than an axarc1ae, and part1cu

, .. Va

resaunca aT]ocat1Qus wara tied d1ract1y to academ1c,p]ann1ng, facuTt1ea
= sf,} .

nal agenc1e5 was graw1ng, accelerating tha deve]apment of management

1nfonmat1nn sy%tems Cnncaptual appngacha§ to p1ann1ng varied w1§£1y,

“indicating 11tt1e, if any, sharing among 1nst1tut1Dn5; Fgr the most .. -

part p]ann1ng syatems were se1t daa1gned to meet 1nd1v1dua1 1n5t1tuE e

B .80
tional neads T

A
- g

Y - On the basis nf the FTttSbUth Study, Freeman tantat1va1y }gens

4-t1f1ed twelve pr1nc1p1as DF p1ann1ng, adm1tt1ng that the practice was

A

7too;new and- the evidence tna 511gﬁt tor propoa1ng theory, Nonetheless,

N i
¥

(10 Strong 1aaderah1p and’cqmm1tment;'(2) clear def1n1t1ons of purposes,
miasion and gba]a,-(B) caordination;:(4) broad part1c1pat1on, 1nc1ud1ng
truataes, adm1n1atrat0ra,:tacu1ty membera, and atudants, (5) a substan-

t1a1 financ1aT-cammjtmant, (6) a ]1nkgbatwaah academic and Financiai

concerns, (7)tc1éariy defined procedures, (8)‘written plans, (9) flexi-

bitlity, (10) cgmprahenaivénaaa,-intagrating academic, administrative,

LI

M1
bt ot

o

",1nst1tut1ona1 Fesourtes and the césts of academic pr@grams, rather than ’

l!'

PRy

1ar1y whare e

‘_had begun tD aeek a Stronger‘vo1ta in p1ann1ng The .influence of extarré'

LT I



F1nanc1a1, epace, per%@nne]a aﬂd enre11ment pTann1ng eimu1tanep;s1y at -

‘a11 1eve1e, (11) ccmp1ete, accurate, ccns1etent and timely infd mat1en,

1thr0ugh management 1nfcrmat1cn eyeteme and apprapr1ate aha1yt1ca1'
mede]s,fand (12) a means cfleva1uat1ﬁg performance, not cn1y for asses-
}efng the relative 1mpertance of progcams, but‘for eva1uatﬁng the p1an=,ér

ning syetem 1§ae1f ga_., ,

Freeman pejﬂied Qut that wh11e wr1tteh p1an5 were 1mpcctant the

#

PRI wr1tten p]ans was evehemore‘T%portant Pacenthet1ca11y, the 1nVeat1ga—

= \
‘tor wcu]d 11ke to note’ that trom a un1ver51ty perapect1Ve, brcad pare ’s;

=t1c1pat1on mﬁght be 11m1ted to truatees, adm1n1etratore, Facu]ty mem-, o

bers, andlatudente However, as Knee]] and McIntyre equeeted partici-

e%‘

pation 1n ccmmun1ty co11ege pTann1ng might include commun1ty repreeenta—
“tives as we]] = "Commun1ty ca]1ege planning differs frcm that of most ot
o ' h1gher educat1on becauee of local dec1a1on making, responsibility for
prcv1d1ng educat1ch ta the entire commun1ty, and concern fcr what efs:

de ts are 11ke as We11 as for how many there are'" (28 ix)

" : I Within the context of -the treﬂda and tentat1ve pr1nc1p]ea sug-
: L:i

gested by the P1ttaburgh study, the exper1encEs cf siX cemmun1ty col-

" leges and their aystemat1c piann1ng effcrts were exp1ored -
Ca]dwe]] Lommunity College o ‘ : ‘; :

i "111“ Acccrd1ng te A1t1er1, 1cng range 1na1tut1cna1 p1ann1ng was:

;1nat1tuted at Ca1dwe11 Commun1ty Ce11ege and Techh1ca1 Inst1tute in. %

: Hudecn, North Caro11na, “ih 1973.. During its f1ret\cyc1e, the p]ann1ng

_team ccn§1eted cf 5e1ected adm1n1etrators, 1nc1ud1ng the pre51dent fac—'5

' u1ty, and Ehe board of trustees cha1rman The p1ann1ng mode] was a1m1= ’

A
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—n

L - rsystemf Twa of the t 1rteen components of the mode] addressad 1n5t1tu— s,
) L : !h .
e o _t1onaT phi]asophy or m1551on, and 1nst1tut1ana1 gaa15“ o f ’ e

:qs "j_1a§ to'thé PME model ch uraged by MéMan1s and K1nn1son. a c1osed -Toop

Ca]dWEll was«one of seyeraT 1nst1tut79ns to rete1ve spec1a1
K

Fund1ng Fram the Danforth Foundat1on tD ass1st,ﬁt 1n deve]op1ng a long-

i

_ range p1an. lt aisg was..a’ mEmber Df AC€T1an, aztonsortuum funded under
. b NS

the Higher gducat1on Act s SDIP Tor, Strengthen1ng Deveﬁqp1nﬁ Inst}tu— £ a1;§:

, t1ens Program and f%rmed to of fer techn1ca1 355151ance tD twa—year

deve1cp1ng co]féges nationwide (2)

Cuyahhga Cemmun1Ey Co]1ege

)

Euyahaga Commun1ty College in Cheve1and Ohia, became enqagéd in -

long- range DP 5trateg1c p]ann1ng in 1975 E]11san, chance11or at the

multi-campus d15tr1ct, expressed strong SUpDOTt for 5trateg1c p1ann1ng

There is no ghoice. There may have been, in the ear1y years of -
the community college movement--the decade of ‘the 50's and 60's--.
but today publi¢ skepticism and ever more scarce resources make
strateg1ﬁ planning a question of institutional- surviyal. Pparticu-.
larly in community. co]]eges that have been somewhat insulated from -
market forces, failure to plan now for the uncertain futdre can mean
slow but certain dbcline. S0 the question facing all adm1n1strater5
1n h1gher education Js not whether but how (14: 32).

E1]150n stresged the heed for the 1nv01vement of ‘the ch1eF execut1ve
oFf1cer and his top Execut1ve5 : Acccrd1ng to E11150n, 5tudez£§;e1ea

p]ayed an 1ntegra1 role 1m strateg1c p1ann1ﬁg at Cuyahoqe, as. did the o '

; AR

- board. . - 3«“ 3

By definition, strateﬂ1c p]ann1ng deals with. issues Fa111ngrp
~ marily in the area of poliicy consideration and, therefore, within o
the purview of a community. co11eqe s board of trustees When board
action is being sought, the wise execltive y111 ‘as$ure that board ’ »
mémbers (preferably via a 5tand1ng committee) have been kept abreast- o
of -critical information related to good p]anﬁ1ng and that c]ear,
N careful a alysis has been. provided. “"Whgn?" and "how much?" .are not °
] . simple questigns when transmitting information to a board for poticy
.~ decision- -making. 1In this tight the chairman of the CCC Board has -~

1nd1§EtEd that he be11eves Rhe most’ 1mpnrtant p@T1cy _approved. by the

3

.. - . . r').,__a_ : .
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boerd s the enectment ef "the budpet eeeh year, %h1s%ect sets 1n
motion for another year the real expression of whet the 1nst1tut1pn'

e1s to be* over the next 12 months (14:35).

[ i

3 o
" The s1x step or six- phese strateg1p p]enn1ng process et Cuyahoga was

w
. eﬁased-on Uyterhoeveni Ackerman, and Rosenb]um s Stretegy and Drgen1-

. i* e . :
*2 eat1on Nﬁ?1e E111spn edm1tted the need for gpod 1nFormat1on in stra-
.~i§ '
teg1c planning, he e]so expressed the fear thet some edm1n1stretors, 1n

v

attempt1ng to use ‘all the date ave11eble to them through computer- based

fm1ght "de1ude themseTves Very Tittle 1nformet1on

£

~is truly’ er1t1c31, end there is np use wast1ng t:me thTﬂQ to understand

1nformet1on systems;

_a plethora, of extreneous data. ¥ (14;35)
Streteglc p]epn1ng and otner 1mprovement ‘efforts at Cuyehoge
Commun1ty-Co]1ege were supported py funds from a local eommun1ty foun=
detipn, 1nst1tut1one1 tu’ndsi and SDIP, E111sod‘steted that .though @Eny
pedple at many 1eve{S‘cpu1d supply data end’ena]ys1s usefuIvfor stra-"

; teéie>pTenning,dhe‘viewed‘it as inherently a centralized executive-based

£

function. . - - - N ) -

Qe1aware County Commun1ty Co]]ege
]

Invo]ved 1n the des1gn, deve]opment, and 1mp1ementat1on of a

A pﬁanning, enagementj and eve1uat1on system s1nee 1976, DeTaware—County _
Cdmmun1ty Co17ege s need For more systemat1p planning was determ1ned by

:1ts board ofetrustees, in eongunct1on with the exeput1ve staff ‘In
1976 De1awere County Commun1ty Co]]ege located in Med1e, Pennsy1van1a,

received 1 2 m1111on do]]ers in support FromeQIP for a four }ear pro— |

grem e1med at deveioplng menegement systems, staff skills” and educ:e-= '

t1one1 program mpd1t1cet1on. Credtt For "remarkab1e progress 1n sys—

}ma1n1yate the eomm1tment of



1 *“\\ / .‘ S 1a

the Board df Trustees and- the ChTEf Execut1ve Off1cer " (26:111-6) .

The p]ann1ng process at De]aware Cdunty was based on the Parekh»»__;e

. mdde], ata]1eing scenar1d*and m1ssTOn, and 1nst1tut1ona1 qdaTs by pr0a‘f¢ff;*‘

gram as two oF tweTVe dgmponents i Another compdnent, 1nst1tut1dna]
E evaluat10n 1ooped back into the scenar1o and m1ss1on, prescr1b1nq a.
'Eac1osed 1oop system: - At De1aware Cdunty, research support1ng the p1an—
) n1ngjprdcess produced eva]uat1an of. effect1veness of a11 prdgrams cur-
r1cu1a, and support serv1ees Eglle the p1ann1ng process was objective-
. based De]aware County apparently rec09n1zed the 1mpdrtanee of qualita-
K t1ve as we]l as quantitative evaluation, Other research products
'1nc1uded the eva]uat1on of new program prdposa1s, measur1ng student out-
'comes .and goal- accamd]1shment measur1nq cost effect1veness of prdgrams:
and suppor serV1ces, est1mat1ng and modeling budqet alternatives,

xassess1nggeaﬁmun1ty needs, and Tabor market 1nfdrmat1on Delaware

’dunty sdT1c1ted brdad part1c1pat1on of facu]ty, adn1n1strat1dn, and the
”,»bdard df trustees in strategic p]ann1ng but 1ts managers be11eved, as

"d1d thDSE at Cuyahaga, that- strategy must be set at the top (*6)

Gadsden State Junior College

g\ Gadsden State- Jun10r Cd11eqe in East Gadsden Alabama, beqan to

,deveIop a forma11zed process for p]ann1ng in 1975 Gadsden was awarded
1

o an SBPP grant for a four-year per1od beginn1ngsap 1975 Thev Gadsden

2 ed1rectdr of. p]annkng and resea#ehere1terated the need for pres1den§ia1 C
sy &7 v .A - .

;1n¥d1vement and cohm1tment to. systemat1c pJann1ng The pres1dent
'Asehved as ex- fo1c1o\cha1r ta the Comm1ttee on Inst1tut1ona1 P]ann1ng. -
%%; . ' Dne of three task forces estab11shed by the Commi-ttee on Inst1s ::"

: tutional P]ann1ng recommended a p]ann1ng system p1dneered by Dr, Ph1]1p

2
e




! g Lo

s

_;‘At:Gadsden Just the ﬂppcs1te was true. As at Ca1dwell

heav1er board gf trus=-f.7'

”;tees 1nvc1vement at Ca]dwe1] and,\at Gadsden the 1nvo]vement uf m1ddlea B

a Soom L L
: . Lrl =

f.s!*TeVET adm1n1strator5 (5) _;3' '"}lef . ST ii
N -;;'” EANE N o
;f f;ParkerEburg>Commun1ty Col]egg {ff | : .;§; .

D L
FH o

a

McC1ennep%g£{esident at Parkensburg Commun1ty Co1TEgé 1n

Parkersburg, west V1rg1n1a 1mp1emenxed systemat1c p]anning at’ Eastf1e1d
Co]]ege, Da]]as Caunty Cammun1ty Co]]ege,:and at Parkersbﬁfg,: wh11e no o
deta11ed descr1pt1on Gf the p1ann1ng prﬂcess at Parkersburg wés apparent

1n the 11terature Hcc1enn%y strangTy;stated the ro1e Df the pre51dent
). " Lo : ‘ S

* s

in p1ann1ng _ o Y U T .
- ) ol o :
Gne GF the most 519n1f1cant ways for a pres1dent to prcv1de _
1eadersh1p in p1ann1ng is. tg,1n1t1ate a systematic" p]anning program.
‘wA good. planning. prgcess, if 'sugcessful, will enable the. president to:
. anticﬁpate changes in the futlire, c1ar1fy quan1zationa1 pr1or1t1es;
and- fairly allocate resourfes.
means to. the end of fu1f1111ng the purpose Df the QD11ege. There is

R f’i"‘i e e :

The p]ann1ng process is-simply-a.. -;;:gf‘ ;



- or modei, w1th one e]ement be1ng 90315.3,: { Vﬁ?*(“f;':f'» E

.partic : 's.'the best! For wr1t1ng object1ves
Numergus plann1ng systems ‘have been deve]aped but: ea;h cgliege
needs to tEITQr a pragram to meet 1ts spec1f1c needs (32 3)

burgft He nut11ned e1ght e1ements DF whﬁt he ca]]ed the "game p1an;"_-f

. theccycle The ﬁeed fgr an 1ntegrated data base upon wh1ch ta make

‘ manaqement declgjLns was 1dent1f1ed as was the 1nvo1Vement gf!a:braad"

The P]ann1ng Caunc11cat Parkgrgburg was an- 1n5t1tut19n w1de rf=.f§;', :

process, (3) resource a]1ocat1an, (4) eva]uat1‘n, and (5) recgmme”.J

:LS1Dn and gaaTs an an overa11 1n5t1tut1gna1 1eve1 w itern H15c0n51n_”l A ‘{;
Techn1ca1 In5t1tute was awarded an SDIP grant ; ¥
4 ¢ 23
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'i1érf

»,U51ng,the P1tt5burg, study of the experienges at reseaﬁth un1-.;r

:;ties as a gu me';tt would appéar commun1ty c011ege5 have had S1meJ:7

T

-°per1ences as they undeptook to 1mp1ement pTann1ng system""

Ggal Sett1nq

- N &

The nature nf goaTs and qca1 Sett1ng, as a process apart from

;J?!;systemat1c p1ann1ng, was found to be ccmpat1ble w1th the concepts - S

;*encaunteréd 1n systemat1c p1ann1n§ 11teraturé-

-

!'ﬂrgan1zat1ona1 gaa?

T

s ’ $
“,xThey a]se recagn1zed’that reappraisaT Qf gaa1s appeared ta be mure d1fa

":'ff515*factcrd1ng to EtZTQnTi*aﬂ organ1zat1ana? goal 15 a*des1red statE4~

i ;Gf affa1rs wh1gh the organ1zat1cn attempts ta reaT1ze and further an -

R

fthe future state of ﬁffa1rs wh1ch the organ1sﬂk

| zat1gn as a cb11ect1v1ty 15 try1nq to br1ng about (15 6 8) Thampsen

 :and McEwen. thought of gaals as dynam1c var1ab1es and v1ewed ‘goal sett1nq
| ;~fvessent1aTTy as a prab1em of def1n1ng des1r§gsr913tionsh1ps between an .

ziurgan1zaticn and 1ts envrrcnment Change 1n e1ther the crgan1zat1cn ar

'“,ﬂthe env1rnnment requ1red review. and perhaps a]terat1mn of goa1s§§nd .jg"

xﬁ

\ therefcra, an Drgan1zat1ﬂn needed an on- going pracess faﬁ qpa1 settﬁnq. o

';d1ff1cu1t tc measure obgeet1ve1y (54 23)

’ = , w1th1n the ccntext uﬁisystemat1c p1ann1ng, Ha15tead bé11eved the :

?é';beg1nn1ng b351s far saund pIann1ng was a c1ear understaﬁd1ng Qf the }

3:u1tﬁ ate ends or obgect1ves.; It Was not pDSSﬁbTE ta pian systemat1ca11y

- .pGoals, 1n1t1311y defined and subsequent1y mod1f1ed by the
* dire¢tion.of an_organization, cannot.be established in a vacuum.
. They ¢an bg c]ear1y stated only after a thorough analysis of the i
organ1zat1gn and 1ts env1ronment* FDP th15 reasgn goaT sett1ng and- -



-~ merely-.the F1rs£ step ‘Frequently, realistic goals canngtvbé-sb‘
cif1ca11y stated until after alternative so1ut10ns to ex1s; I
1em5 have been- detern1ned i B 17 18) o - o

. One cannot draw a- Paad'map w1thout knDWTﬁg in: advance where on
RN PR o 15 ‘going... The developers’ of a-comprehensive planning' system-must =~ ="
-y - - begin by. c1ear1y Sstating. its purposes: .and, its ‘role wjthin ‘the man~-" . -
RN DRI ;;;agement structure of the. arganlzation. “Once these are determ1ned o
- the mission of the un1ver51ty, as 'well-as the part1cu]ar'goa1s and C
* objectivés of ‘its principal ﬁrgan1zat10na1 ccﬁponénts, A
~decided upon.  Those aims should ‘be.de '

S BT 50 -that assessing their achievement will.be. .~
'»,p9551blé (15 47) R T P A
: . . ,-- N 7 Eé - i " ) - ,' ‘. _;Kn ‘; -u : e o
- ' | »' ‘ Hughes beI1eved nrgaﬁ1zat1cn31 goa1 sett1ng and cansensus fOP--"'f;gi
f;"’ L “ mation’ ta be keys to ovgan1zat1ana1 effect1veneés (23) Th?ban and e

B %ste11y theught the dégree Df group conseﬁsus was dependEnt upon, among {fi

o ;many th1ngs,'membérs Judgments Qf the amﬂunt oF persana] sat1sfact1on

S ,v:,7they wcu1d der1ve frcm‘atta1nment of’ the group goa] the1r assessmEnts
B Df the costs 1ncurred by them 1n the pracess, and th51r est1mates of thex‘

) 'i;;fprobab111ty the graup goa1 wou1d be atta1ned (53) ; L 'f, et R L
T , e XN e
R f; - Acgord1ng tQ Breuder and King, 1nst1tut1ona1 goa] determ1nat1nn ’

1 ;jf;_ Fihad twa end products in(l) 1dent1f1cat1an of goa]s, and (2) estab11sh—

 ‘,ment of pr10r1t1es among goals Further, they stated " that an 1n3t1— ; :;i)

=

S tut1on s "goaT strusture“:cou1d be sa1d to have been determ1neﬂ whEn! }‘{

’Ejf'w*f -;some 1eve] cf Eonsensus had been.reached thraugh a process wh1ch w;s )

. ?demucrat1c andxpartic1patory They be11eved goals must be deve]aped ;}[‘5
.y:.wh1ch accﬂmmadatéd the needs Df d1ver5e const1tuenc1e5 and resp@nded té
cﬁang1ng 50c1eta] demanﬁs, and‘that pr1ar1t1zed gaa]s must be used in .

U GV . i
. Y

P ’ the adm1nistrat1ve déc1s1an mak1ng process (7

%




f master sueeeee by beang f““n

E

~ali:effeet1ve 1n;ﬂ9rk1ng w1th and through othere 1n the eeh1evement Df the-[f;fl

. o+

i'% purpesee ef the F1Fm, there 1e no contrad1ct1on between persenai and

gwherperateaebjectqveere They are cengruent,eeié 64) :,:;?;,;11';wiﬁlef;

L w

v *fd1reet10n and seTf—contra] 1n tﬁe eerv1ee ef obgeet1ves te theh he was

\-;g:
In h1e we11 knewn d1seuse1on of manegement by 1ntegrat1on and

°;?se]fdcgntrg] °V Theory Y MeGregor made s1x assumpt1ans aboutAjndue—f" -

r1eT behaV10F One of these aSSUmpt1ons wae, man wou]d exere1ee self— e

. Theery Y managers be11eve thet pe0p1e w111 ve1unter11y accept

. corporate goalsas.a mearfs to their own, that they do want to work:
and are eapeb]e of self-motivation, and that they will have persona1

- goals that are eompat1b1e with company* goaie—=part1cu1ar1y 1f they

are: e]]owed to part1e1pate 1n geei eett1ng 033 32) 5 co

i;;MeGregor ee11eved there were eevera1 charaeter1et1ce of effeet1ve task

l“group behaVTar (1) the teek or - the ebgeet1ve of the group wou]d be

EY

'weﬂ1 underetood and egeepted by the membere, (2) there weuid have been i"'

£'f~free d1scu5510n of the ObJECt1VE at eome pa1nt unt11 1t wee Formu1ated

“in euch a way that the group eou]d eomm1t 1tse1f to 1t, and (3 moet

H;'dee1e1ons wou]d be reached by a. k1nd oF eoneensus in wh1ch 1t weu]d be ﬁ:v '

: :elear that everybody wae 1n genera] agreement and w1111ng to go a]ong
‘7(33 234) He a1se be11eved membere ef a cohee1ve graup wou]d work at
:1eeet as: hard to aeh1eve greup Objeet1vee as they wouid to ach1eve 1nd1—~r7

‘_V1dua1 ones and thet they eou]d aeh1eve "un1ty of purpoee ‘(33 242)

T In reaeh1ﬁ% goa1 agreement or eonseneue, Aekeff po1nted out the e

'7’1

i
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G e e & * ‘

*ji.7f_a1ttut1dna1 ph1]ogophy, goaﬂeg and ebge§;1Ves, and (2) ;t pravmded a Frame? '

otéthe management team By mak1ng theee"ty11et1expreferenees exp11e1t,:€1;ft'

S i _ ._e} |
Infﬂuencee et §getemat1e P]ann1nq er
Goa=,5ett1ng a ee151en Mak1ng '

In attempt1ng to- deve1op a- 1ﬂg1eaiJ 1f unteetee, reiat1oneh1p

between eyetemat1c Q1ann1ng or goa? eett1ng and dec151én mak1ng, both

,v-thegret1cal and exper1ent1a1 mefereneee*were ut111eed In*sgme caeee, (

’ h'?the re]at1ensh1p was 1mpkged ratheﬁ than etated d1reet1y, but many ef

'::the etated reeu]ts of eyetematie p1ann1ng cou1d have been aeh1eVed an]y

-, ‘ i o . S
hrough dec1eion mak1ng, s:f:**' i P f"*‘; F' {:':;'_‘f&P"Aaa,“
U _ . ) e T e R e Y

iy The H1gher Educat1en Management Iﬂst1tute etated tWD beneF1te §f~ SO

;_).; p1ann1ng (1) it- et1mu1ated the deve]epment and eiar1f1cat1on of 1net1-

]

fwerk tor management and decf;fon mak1ng Add1t1ona11y,v1t enhaneed coTa.;g ;5

==

;’ '1eg1a§1ty w1th1n the 1nst1tut1on throumh W1de5pread part1e1pat1on in ),"If"f.

[;  n p]ann1ng and dec1e1on makﬁng (ED 2 1 1) K1nn1son 11eted a number of :;; L

_'!Ag-m.easstenef1te of p]ann1ng, ameng them that 1t prov1ded more ratienaT Eaees

__—

" fer a]]oeat1ng 11m1ted resources. ameng ébmpet1ng requeete, and it gu1ded -
:'7; . ehangee that were neeeesary,1n pregrame and- eerv1ees to assure- eont1n- :

R

o
T



15;;a1ned w1de

ri.aWay ffom the nonessdnt1a1 to'the;essent131 act1v1t1es (40 1D}¥
Accnrd1ng to Rdnd01ph, who addressed the pract1c31 bEnefﬁts df
h 10ng rdnge plann1ng in- the bus1ness war]d research showed that ccrpor— Ii
_ b at1ons wh1ch earned dver a 19 percent return dn 1nvestment dfter taxes5={-
Co d:fthe e]ite oF thé\Amer1can 1ndustryI7had ddiy dne th1ng 1n cdmmon the1rr
I‘_-?“top managers spént dver 50 percentvdf the1r t1me p]ann1ng (45 114) e»;'

. main. benef:t Rdueche, Baker; and Brawne]I ascr1bed td p]ann1ng was that

| ﬂ?;?.”%‘jf:éECTSIDn mak1ng begame a prdcess over which managers “had Firm ddntrDI

?(49 25) ;; j,;;ﬂ:QEf_;j;}:gifja :?fi!:}*:”'.Iji:ri'“‘If“ f'ff?;_;,
ISR Cdmmun1ty ca]]eges wh1ch had 1mp1dmented 5ystematlc pTdnninq
'_If;; :dft.iprDCE$SES statdd a. var1ety df benef1ts At Delawdre Cdunty CommunTty

. “iJ'College, there was the d1st1nqt fEE]IﬂQ the coilege was éngaged 1n,II

v -l;ﬁIw;rat1onal dec131on mdk1ng wh1ch wou]d make %; an even mdre Va1ued ;Qmi‘_ﬂ
é'd<;d-5j;mu91ty 1nst1tut1dn 1n_the Future (26 III E) At Gadsden State Jun1dr
| - CdTIdgeg resuIts summar1zed after two years of systemat1c p]ann1nq o

V’-1nc1udédid (1 ) a pr1or1t1es based resource d]]dcat1dn prdgsss, (E)

Y

Cad -

¢,1mprdved ut111zat10n df faduIty, and (3) broader more effect1ve ﬁ%‘,

;it1c1pat1dn 1n 1nst1tut1dndl dEd151dn makang (5: 3) MdQIdnney=3159
. Ay L . B < é'f, ) N
e S S PR -



,_jﬁaasura that dac s1ans reachad'at a11 1ava15 w1th1n tha 1nst1tutgan wou1d

Jraau]t 1n act1ana, act1v1t1aa ar d1ract1@na wh1ch matar1a]1y contr1ba

;ii4;€’: Jtad to the raaliaat1on of tha 1nst1tutaanga gualag objact1vaa, and aupa;a

ﬁpart1ng p1ana.r Thay aasartad plaﬂning ahou]d’not be separated from tha

,'”dea1aion mak1ng procaaa and 1t ahaqu facus ol prav1d1ng 1nformat1on ia

e i{ dac151an makars for mara rat1ona1 daa151ons (35 7)

1

In attampt1ng ta dava?ap a re1at1onah1p betWean goa] Satt1ng and

BN P ,;dac151on mak1ng, R1chardaan Biockar and Bandar statad thETF be11af
:_thaj a:; fa11ura to dava1cp c1ear and attalnabla ob;act1va5 at aach opar—f';
4vjat1ng 1ava1 parm1ttad staff EFfTCES %o ﬁuraﬁe d1ffarent and Jn aoma L

:,incaa canf11ct1ng prior1t1as (48 315) Scatt agreedr to tha axtent

*;'zat1ona1 goaTa wara d1fFu5a and 1ack1ng 1n c1ar1ty, and ta tha
.'“faxtent mu]t1p1a poaa1b1y conF]1ct1ng gaala wara ba1ng pursuad tha

B Drgan1;at1on wuu1d 1ack tha rationa1 bas1s for mak1ng cr1t1ca1 daa1a1ana

Ly : LI
. B . ) ) '

Nt

vg_
c ¥

Accord1ng to Etz1on1, ‘the aatuai effect1vanaas of a spac1f1c

-Jl;organ123t19" caqu baadetarm1nad by tha Eagree to wh1ch 1t raa112ad 1ta

i ]

:90a15, and its aFfiEiancy cou1d be maaaured by tha amount of‘?asouraea
'éj A:;n‘i ausad to produca a un1t of autput (15 6- 8). Grosa and Grambsch thaught '
»-tha concapt*of goaT was cantra1 in the atudy of organ12at1ana.’ "Goa1 -?
ag atta1nmant is an: aspact of- a11 ayatema wh1ch, 1n order to surv1va, muat
- attain whatavar gaala they aat far tﬁeaaa1vas In tha %::;aT ofgani- 0
. e _ IR

.i,
: £ .




espee1a11y naneroduct1ve 1n their preeent jabe It cou]d be assumed

t1v1ty Thé‘gea1 categery was the ane maet Freqaent1y used to deser1be

h1gh and 1ow-product1V1ty 1nc1dente (29 76) wh11e Latham and L0cke s

rev1ew of the researeh 11terature fecueed on 1nd1V1an1 emp]oyee mgt1— 5-‘

=

A
organ1zat1ona1 goa1e, grgup goa X

ftt1ng shaqu be %Ons1dered (29 78)

Erucker, ene of tqe nat10n S’ 1ead1ng e0rporat1on con5u1tante, ;:

.é‘a‘;

. summed up the cr1t1ca1 re1at1anehrp between gaa]e and dec1e1on makingi
He: etated "one of the mést crUC1a1 JDbS in. the ent1re‘6ee1e1an mak1ng
proeess 15 ta aesure that dee1s1ane reaehed in- VEPTGUS parts ef the .

bu51neee and on var1eus 1eve15 of managemept are eompat1b1e w1th eaeh

_ ather and eoneonant w1th*the goa]s of the wheTe bus1ness.? 113 353)

Wh1fﬁu¢he rev1ew Qf the 11terature revea]ed ne daeumented etudy

' vat1on rather than graup mot1vat1an, they agreed that wheﬁ the degree

L 1n wh1ch they were eepee1a11y product1ve and ane 1n wh1eh they’were f=';’"

dec1e1an mak1ng weu1d be 1ne1uded~an a manager eﬁperceptlon ef produc;A;;;f

: n; § of taek 1ﬂterdependenee Was h1gh as 1n attempt1ng ta atta1n overa11 a_f

'epec1f1ca11y re]evant to the re1at1oneh1p between eystematac p1anninq ﬂﬂ

.and. gaa1 agreement, 1t d1d prav1de both theory and research eupport1ng a-

pos1t1ve reTationehap between ayetemat1c p1ann1ng or gea1 eett1nq, and

: amere ffect1ve and eff1e1ent dee1s1an ma51ng. Log1ea11y, 1t cau1d be

aesumed that adm1n15trat1ve geaT agreement wou]d precede effectiveiand ;f

%_.
eff1e1ent adm1n1strat1ve deg1elan mak1ng

' ‘t JV

S )"‘,, .



The purpose of th1s stndy‘wae to ?nyeet1gate the re]at1dneh1p ;;;?

;between eyetemet1esp1ann1ng end gea1 agreement amdnq communqty co11ege _ts

={~gndm1n1strators-

“tto th1s study

addrees1ng the. 1mpdrtanee OF be1ng organ1zed for eyetemet1e ehort and

| _“,F’!P‘??E,d}?ree ‘of ,th g S,,tU,dy,; IR

j=: The etudy used a&ﬁa115d 1nventory or quest1onne1re, the CCGI dr ;

'aaTCommun1ty CeiTege Goele Inventory, and the Dp1n1on of an expert in comsvih

?“mun1ty e011ege p1ann1nggv The queet1unna1re assessed two factors re1eted

4

;(1) the degree df syetemat1e p]enn1ng praef1ced at each_':

L df four eommun1iy c011eges, and (2) the deﬁree of goe] agreement demon— TH
'A’>!etreted by\edmin1strate*§ at each of four eommun1ty co11eqes.f The | |

ST expert Dr. Chariee J. K1nn1edn, Former1y oF McMan1e Aesocaetee,leei;j'

i

;"jand ‘oW pree1dent oF Tedeck Asedc1ate5, Ine . eseessed;the degree of RSl

d{systemetic plaﬂn1ng prect1eed at eeeh Qf the four commun1ty e011eges. fif.

- The CCGI was ueed ee the 1netrument to wh1ch adm1n1etratdre were .

-

Cg
=tesked to reSpDnd becauee 1ts fdrmat ref1ected the eontent and Focue of -
. cdmmun1ty eo]]ege gda1e. Added features dF th1e 1nstrument were- that 1ty_

. --1ﬂeTuded es one df 1t5 nlnety gdaT statemente a statement speC1f1c311y

A

“-;1ongsrange p]enn1nq fdr the who1e 1n5t1tut1on, and 1t prdv1ded for' e1x S

. S B
';opt1onei 1nformat10n queet1pne which ‘were used 1n thTS study as dne of .

‘ithreegmethdde for aeee551ng-the degree df_eyetematqg planning praet1eedfi=

Y

. ; V'!x xx ) i -} ) -' . 28 . 'g :,‘ .V .dél ‘

L

‘L kJ\

4 B ‘ .x'i-jr ., B .,



s_deveipped by ETS 1n sooperet1on w1th;%%é'Amer1can Associ-;;l;Q

j'vsjetf mmun1ty‘and dun1or CdT?eges.f It was des1gned to heTp cemmu— ?57 '

L'

g 1

y 2 55:fnidr eo11eges def1ne theirfeducat1ona1 qoa1s, E5t3b115h PFT‘ 5; .

2

o i;or1t1es ameng thdse goaTs, and g1ve d1reet1on te eir’present aﬁd

T,i,geai stud1es 1nvo1V1ng mu1t1;

V"’bi-' For purposes ef th1s study, subgreups COﬁSTStEd en1y of adm1n1streters

- : =

"‘;and groups;can eontr1bute the1r thoughts about them.r SETmar1es of theseg\‘

.'Tuthoughtg een serve as a bes1s tdr reasoned de11berat1on toward anE]

| def1n1t1on of eoT]ege qea]s. _f'}-i: L 5-1;: _’J’?f f_ﬁ~'$

l Ind1v1dus1 eo11eges can use CCFI fbr such purposes as aecred1ts1

&

r?'at1en se1f stud1es end 10nq=range p1enn1ng act1v1t1esa In add1t1on,

el?ege d1str1ets or statew1de commun1ty

. ce11eqe systems een preV1de useFu1 1nfermet1on about goe]s the severa1

ce]]eges, 1nd1v1dua11y end as a group, een51der te be Tmpdrtant fer the?*

_'present and for the future. A co11ege een make the mest efFeet1ve use

o=

| ef CCGI by cemper1ng responses frem d1fferent subqroups w1th1n the eo]-$~::i

p]es of pess1b1e subgroups. The 1nstrument a11dws Fer five subqrdups.
L

et eech Qf Four commun1ty eo1]eqes.

P on

Precedures used te assess the degree of systematTc pTann1ng
o at e .
pract1eed at ee oF fﬁur eemmun1ty eg]]eges were (1) an: ane1ys1s of

:1 the deta)reperted by Educet1ona1 Test1ng Serv1ce for the 1nd1v1dueﬂ qee]

"J:- statement wh1eh addressed the 1mportance of bETﬂg orgsn1sed fdr syste

LE

1ege.. Faeu?ty, edm1n1stretdrs, trustees, end communﬁty greups ere exam- L

--L

‘g \‘s

et1e sﬁbrt and 1enq renge p]anning tor the who?e 1nst1tut1on, (E) an‘ e

tij?,¥ ‘fL ; 7]_t,:'¥-11iit*' : - _:\ -



'ﬂm1se1on and gee1e statement oF the eommunity ediiege, end (3) the QPTH ;i

1x stetemente wh1eh eddreesed the adequacy oF the eurrent

.
1dn df Klnn1een. é,.;

S e m:océduré"&ea%to35§ess
. strated by adninistrators at-each of ea.s_ 1eemmu;h'i;t‘5_’?fgfﬁ:1‘e'.__.;._; ane
;e‘fi?f;;ana1yeie efithe desa reported ey edm1n1stratore-and tebuieted bQAEiSﬁféﬁ'fi_s?
.1::;;twenty CCGI goei areeseé éfﬁif;_'fl;.- 'fff , 1=1ff.5’3 IR »a *1’_:_:
i;ift: _ The 1nd1v1due1 CCGI gdeT etatement wh1ch addresses th“‘mmp@r;ﬁr 1;;!
. | d?tadce dF be1ng organ1zed Fer systemat1c ehdrt and 1dng-renge plant hing :fii

' -ted the1r v1ewe df these gea]e on e f1ve po1nt eca1e reng1ﬁg from "df no -j{fl

)

f'ffdr the wheTe 1nst1tut10n eppeare as etetement eeventy=f1ve 1n;Af

,\a

’tdr and K1nn1eon to be cr1t1ea1 ta eystemat1e pTenn1ng ere deta11ed 1n -
B dix C The twenty CCGI qaaT ereae are deeqr1bed in Apdendix D.:

: iﬁeeries dF n1nety pdseib1e edmmunTty eoTTege goe?s. Reepondents 1nd1ea—l=A

{ A

Fort S

Append1x E The opinion dF K1nn1sen is” ev1deneed by e 1etter 1n Appen--'e‘\gg

The f1ret part ‘of" the CQFi 1nvent0ry, Appendix A cane15ts oF a' iw,ff

1mportence”.to "Df extreme1y h1gh 1mportance," both as they ex1eted e% f—;ﬁ‘::i

the c011ege, and as the reepondents would 11£e them td ex15t Abdut
ha1f the etatements referred to outceme or eubetent1ve goa]s eo]iegee’if[
might eeek td aeh1eVe, sueh as que11t1es df students, curr1eu1um ‘emph

ses, end eommunity eerv1cee_‘ The reme1nder ef the etetemente relat

: ] i .
4 ! o 8 Sf‘ k : '“ !
. M s R



'uIn order to determ1ne 1f thé sampTe grcup, as a who]e, d1ffered

igttom adm1n1strators at other :ommunity c011eges, preT1m1nary comparative r

fdata avaiiable From the ETS F1er test oF the CCGI were ut1113ed The

Q“ i

VE11ab1e Gnlx fDr the twenty qaa] areas, not fgr the ninety

7g;ﬁata WEPE=

;’txfgoai stateménts._ Consequent1y, gxcept for the 1nd1v1duaT qoa] statément
o l U el

':fassessed thé'degree of systemat1c gTann1ng pract1ced at each oF faur

flfbrcommun1ty co11&ges were- (1) thé average d1screpanc1es between the

e By

' m ans Qt respgnses:onpa f1ve po1nt sca]e”to;the CCGI gga1 statement 6h ﬁ;;f

p]anning ES‘Tt was perce1ved to be 1mpurtant and as 1t was preferred’tb;;i-

o

“-f¥be 1mportant at the respondént S 1n5t1tut1gn, (2) the average;meaﬂs okaf

'grespgnses on a tenapc1nt sca?e to the s1x statéments af adequacy Tn

o ) g

- curtant p1ann1ng praet1ces as a. tota] ( ) the aVErage means gf re5pan—}"

K fe s
L H

 5§5 ta the one statement ‘of adequaqﬁ 1n the 1nst1tut10n“s current

'at ment of piss1an and(gca1s, and (4) the op1n1an'at K1nn1son. ;333;5;“1t




- _agfeement as to fts;reiat1ve i;pdrtanceﬁ According to ETSf one Wﬂu1d

s for tfe percg‘

'f Cihe preferredurat1ngs, éjnce the fDrmer are pEPCEPtTDnS Df present;?

: aﬂ _the way th1ngs 5hou1d be. The d1screpanc1es between the means 1nd1ca-




~——

- should bei_ P _ o K

e

-wgﬁd the 1nst1tut1§@_was dropped from the study. '

. tacted and agreed to participate. iThe five pr951dents were asked to

kR .

. . . . - L ) ‘
The study was. completed over a period of approxfma%;ﬁyﬂﬁﬁght i

ménths. The pre51dents_af five community colleges were contacted by

""\x

letter in March of 1980 ‘all five of whom were suggested to thé 1nves—-

t1gatar by K1nn1scna The letters asked for perm1551nn to survey all

adm1n1strators at the 1n5t1tutian, u57ng the CCGIL, guarantee1ng that

L4

thejresu1ts wcu?d be conf1dent1aT and made ava1lable ta pFES1dEntS For

Juse in goa] sett1ng or p1ann1ngﬁ A11 but one pres1dent agreed tD par—

ticipate. At that pe1nt another pres1dent at a cgmmun1ty cc11eqe

beiieved by K1nn1son to.be 1nvo1ved 1n systemat1c pTann1ng was con-
1dent1fy thé number of administrators, 1nc1ud1ng themseTVes, at their
1nst1tut1cns according to the definitipn given in- ‘Definition OF .Terms,
The instruments were ma11ed to, pres1dents or des1gnees, ceded A&s sub-

greups one threugh f1ve,r1n ear]y May and were %o be returned the week
! .

EDF May 26u By Qune 23,.0ne 1n5t1tut1an S surveyg had not been returned

&

ii';'

A Tnérstudy was 11m1ted or1g1na11y, to F1ve cmmmun1ty cc]]eges

,fbeqﬁuse tﬁe CCGI Summary Data Report allowed for five subgroups. They

AH1T were Judged tD be involved in systematic pTann1ng efforts, a1thougﬁ
l‘g ,’_r.‘ - i i‘? o .

at vary1ngh gdges. 7 Lo

§¥e51dents or their des1gnees TdE} 1f1ed thase persons at fhe1r

‘Fﬂt =

. 1nst1tutian5 whom they considered to be aam1ﬁ1strator5, The responses

.were ana?yzed by .the 1nvest1gatcr, with the resu]ts presented in chapter

four,

L™

g



RESULTS .

Z

The reeu]ts eF the ana®ysis of deta Will_be presented as
Fn11ewe _(T) a daeumentat1on of the reeponee rete, (2) a compar1edn of
_date between the pre11m1nery comperetive‘ﬁgte available for edm1n1s-v

-

’ tretore et the e1ghteen cemmun1ty ce]]eeee who pert1c1pated in’ the. ETS

]
%

L]

or Edueet1ene] Testing Service field test, and the data available, ae a~‘n

teta? Groyp, Fer administrators et the four- cemmun1ty ee]Tegee who pars— L
~ E

ticipated in ‘thjs &Epdyiﬁfs) the ene]ys15 pf data. for assese1ng the
degree of, eystemet1c p1ann1ng prect1ced at eech of the four community.

_'eoi1egee, e@d (4) the ana1yeie of data for assessing the degree of goal
egreement‘e@ong administrators at each of the four eommunitj colleges.

' i
s ] </ e

ReSpense'Rete . : S
LU L ,

Community College Goals Inventories were, ma11ed to’ 121 edm1n1§-54197
tkatDPS at five community . co]]eges th1rteen at Cbmmun1ty Co]]eqe Gne,

th1rty five at Commun1ty Ce11ege Twe, twenty e1x et Cemmun1ty CD11ege

Three, thirty-four at Compunity Co]]ege Feur, end thirteen at Cemmun1ty ';E

o Vhu,

College Five. Tommunity College ng-d1d~netgreturn its instruments and
was dropped from the"etudy.

’ @ e

Only tho%e 1nventor1ee in wh1ch two sections were comp1eted and

returned both the eeeeesment of current pJanning prect1tee aﬂé gea1e

& '1'-3"

1nvent0ry, were tabu]eted for the study, w1th one except1on Commun1ty

iCoT1ege Dne returned feur Qf twe1veK1netrumente an wh1ch edm;n1etratore .

Y. . :I : . .i ’7 N I“i A"V 7 o
L s . vy, 3 . B ' , 34 L A . ) ‘ .
R > S s



‘ which had both eeet1ens eomp1eted For a usabTe retunn oF 55 4 percent

'?};the four 1netnuments ‘as theugh,rhey'

"tho. However ETS 1ne1uded the four}1netnumente 1n

Commun1ty Co11ege Three returned e1ghteen 1nstruments, Seventeen nF

kfnumbered eeventy—three.
@ '

“%

B

\

Commun1ty Co]]ege Four returned thirty=- three 1n5truments, th1rty*two QF
wh1eh had both eeetione completed, for a ueab1e return nf 94 1 pereent
Community College Five returned thTrteen 1netrumente e]l DF wh1ch had

both sections comp1eted for a useb]e return nf 100 percent Gvere11

'Ennt count1ng Commun1ty CoTTege Two, wh1ch was: dropped from the study,

nor the four responses from Community College One wh1ch were 1nc1uded o

in the toteTe but not as a eeparate subgroup, the retyrn’ rate was 80,2

’ pereent Dr s1xty-n1ne of the e1ghty-s1x returns possible for an 1ntect
~group Df feur commun1ty co]Teges The total samp1e group, includ1nn

.Eﬁe four frem Community Gollege One wh1ch did not aPPeen as a subgmup3

=

*

L]

Cnmper1eon oF Deta Between SempTe and Non SampTe

" The inVeetigeféFﬂUti}jzed"the preliminary comparative. data

evei]ebie_fron the. administrators who participated in the ETS fiéki;



efforts.

3

test tD determIne 1F theré were d1fferences between the samp]e, specif-

- X

t1gator ‘and the non- samp]e ETS F1e1d test graup It was be119ved the

321 adm1n15tr§;ors in the non- samp]e qroup were not involved in sys-

:ltemat1c p]ann1ng eff@rts. None of the four commun1ty colleges surveyed

were part1c1pants_1n the ETS field test andAnone of the eighteen com-

-.munity co11eges participating in the ETS field test appéé}ed in the

11teFature rev1ewed by the 1nvest1qator as be1ng 1nVDTVed in Systemat1c

p1anﬁ1ng effortsr ATT four c0mmun1ty co11eges in the current study were

be11eved to be invoived, in vary1ng degrees, in systematic p1ann1ng

A comparison of data between the ‘sample and the non-samp¥e
groups Qa% made in heans of responses;, standard dgvfatioﬁs from the_
means of responses, and djscwepaﬁcies betwegﬁ the means of réspgﬁzes to
twenty goal areas as they were perceived to be impc?pant anq as they
were preferred to;be important at the respondent's iﬁstituthﬁi

It should be noted that, both for samp1e:and non-sample groups,
ETS computed mééns, standard deviations, and discrepancies for each of
the twenty goQT,areas by éveraging administrator responses to four
iﬂdividqa] goal statements. It should be noted further that the total
sample group included four responges fromKCommuﬁitj College One which
did not appear as a separate subgroup nor ingthe totaT for Community |

College One, ’ o Uy

Means

The lowest and hféhest means of responses to all twenty goal
= .

areas as .they were perceived to be important by the non-sample group

b B
RENVEN
Lol

_,
.
1]

. 1ca11y the 5§ventysthree adm1n1strators who were surveyed by the inves-. . -
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atvtheir ?Béfitutiéﬁs'wére 2;27 and 3,57, a-range of 37307 Theélowest
: '_ 5_. and highest means of the sample group were 2.38 and 3f72, a ranqe ﬁf
1.3 4 The d1fFerence between the ranges of the means was 04 or a 3.1
‘ perceat w1der range of the'means fDr the sample group;-
‘The samp]e means were higher than. the non=- sampTe meéns in.
3 o ,:,Seventeen_out-gf “twenty cases:=or SS:percent, when the twenty non-.i‘
§§1‘ | samp]e means were avééaqed the average mean of responses ﬁgs 2. 8995
‘o when the twenty: samp1e means were averaged the—average mean of Fespons
~ ses was 3.0575, a difference oF 158 or 5.4 peﬁcent higher average. v,
means for the sampTe group For complete data,,sée Tabde .1, page 38
The lowest and hTQhESt means onzésponses to a11 twenty goa]

areas as they were oreferred to be important by the non- Samp1e group at

%
their 1nst1tut10ns were 3 07 and 4 363 a range-af 1.29, The Towest and

highest means of the sampTe group*were 2,89 and 4,34, a range of 1.45,
The difference between the ranges of the means Was .16, or a 12.4
percent wider range of the means far the sahpie qroup,

¢ ; The sample means were lower than the rion-sample means in s1xteen

i

But of twenty cases, or 80 percent. When the twenty non-sample means
Were EVEraged, the average mean of resﬁanses was 3.8685. When thé

_' - twepty samp1e means were averaged, the a:;rage mean of respanses was
3.818, a dTFFerence of .05 or 1.3 percent 1Dwer average means for the
.' ~° sample group. For compTeg%_data? see Table II, page 39. ) _

I j " The sample. gﬁouﬁ means appea}éd to be difF§rent from thé!nun—ﬁ
‘sample group means in that the sample group demonstrated (1) a 3.1
percent wider range é% perceived- 1mpurtance means, (2) higher perceived- _
1mpnr}ance means in Bﬁipgrcent of the cases, (3) 5.4 percent higher

aseragé perceived-importance méans, (i) a 12.4 pércent- wider range of

\' Q _J!%* ;7;,,“, _ , )




"~ Table 1

Means of Responses to Goal Areas
as Perceived.to be Important

= . -

— —— — LS —

’ ° : . -.7 . 7- B R B : - . 777 %
- Goal Non-Sample - Sample_ - CC One CC Three CC Four  'CC Five
L Area Mean - Mean ™\ Mean - ' Mean - Mean ’

s Y N
1 ! 3.57 3.61 3.53 3.63 . . 3.73 )

2 2,97 3.0 3,09  3.18 3.13 2,85 -
3306 337 275 3.68 sl 300

4 2.29 2.42  2.53 2.18 2,46 2.52
5. 2.7 3,07 2.66 3,01 3.23 . 3.04
| 2.49 - 2.60 = 2.3 2.57 2.68. 2.54
7 3.8 3,72 3T 401 3es 3.5
2.86 3,31 2.88 3.26 - 3.60 2.96

9 - 2.8 3.07 2,38 3.8 3.26  3.06

2.31 .29 244~ 2.0

P
T
o e]
[ I
W5
i
™y

10 2,27 | |
11 . 3% TUS03.29 . 2,94 3.0 . 3.60 3.12
.85 3.32 . 2.88

(%]

= 12 73.09 3,04 . 2.84
13 2.91 . 2.97 2,56 3.24 3,06 2,71

14, - 2.59  2.56 . 2,13 . 2.41 2469 2,75
15 2.53 2.71 2.19 . 2.88 2,85 2.58
| 3,06 3.13 2.50

e
Loy
P
. ol
] o
g
9]
ey
]
P
P
T

17 3.0l 3.0 2,80 . 299 . 2.9 3,17
18 3.46 ~——v 3162 2.97 3,93 3.72 3.53
19 3.02..  .3.27 2.66 3.28 3.77 2.62
- 20 .-7.3.08 §.£1 2.0 13,49 . 3.46 2.5

| T
<
M
2

-
=y

I m
)

18
o

\

w
o
x3
~J
wn

| ™
~g

e

|

[ U‘ )
Lo

107 3.226 " 2.871
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Table 11

~ Means of Responses to Goal Areas |
~. as Preferred to. be Important

L - - ) 8 7' B £, B *_g‘i s

" Goal  Non-Sample Sample . CC One  CC Three  CC Four  CC Five
.. Area | Mean; Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean®

1 4.18 .. . 4.20 638 " 400 - 4.3 3.96
2 . 413 3.92. 413 3.79 4.03. 3.75
3. 404 398 391 4.08 . 402 3.88
4 3.07 . 3.05 3.31 . 275 . ‘3.3 - 3.08
: 72 3.87 3,87

.
[

5 4.03 3.86 .03

i 6 - 3.65 .46 .63 3.3 . 3.42 3.52

7 4.36 .34 34 . 4,35 fé7“ 4.15

SO W
SO W
& 0

v 8 4.2 .19, .53 3.91 .31 4,04

L

.66 3.78 3.50 - 3.67  -3.77.
.83 /3.10

9 3.58

M

10 3.00  2.89 3.47 2.51
.11 4.09 . 4.04 4.4 374 4.2 3.60
120 .31 3.58 © - 3.88 3.18 . 3,83 3.29

12 3.98

13 4.03 3.90 ° 3.75,  3.56

3

o 3119 3.70 4,03 3,10 92 3469
70 3 4.00 . 3.38 3.7 3.69

28 4,27 4.03 4.10 4,55 4.17
.34 3.31 - 322 3,19 . 3.41 3.31

.01 3.92 . 3.84 404 397 373

-
~
5w B

4.16 4.25 . 425  4.12 .31 421

[
m‘
~

20 - T 3.97 4.17 4,17 4,07 . 426 . 4,30
‘Average  3,868% 3.818 3,956  3.627 3.92 317445 - .

Yl T

3 |
L

b b
“""J
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]

‘_'preFerred—imbor_i

X 1mpurtance means .

ca,

'percent of ihe cases, and (S) 1.3 pércent Tower averaae preferred-

Standard Dev1at1ons . T -

The sma]]est and 1arqest standard dev1at1gns frgm the means of

respcnses to a11 twenty goa] areas as they were ,erce1ved to be 1mpor-
[ .
tant by the ngnesamp1e group at their 1n5t1tut1gns were ..84 and 1,08,

a range of .24, The sma]1est and largest standard dev1at10ns of the
'samp1e group were ,73 and 1.04, a range of ,31. The difference between

"the ranges of the Stanﬁérd”déViatibns was .07, or a 29,2 percent wider

‘%

range of the standard deviations for the sample group.

The sampie standard deviations wéere smaller than the ndn-saniple

standard deviations in fourteen out of twenty cases, or 70 percent. In

three cases, the sanple standard deviations were the same as the.non-

‘sample standard.deviations. When the twenty nonisampie standard devi-

< twenty sample standard deviations were averaged, the averaqe standard

deviation was .8775, a difference of .04, or 4.7 percent smaller average

*standard deviations for the sanple’ group For complete data, see Table

EII page 41. )

, The smallest and largest standard deviations from the means of

responseg to all twenty goal areas as they were preferred to be !impor-

tant by thé_néﬁ%samplé gréup at their institutions were -,69 and 1.10,

a*rangé of .41. The sﬁa?1e5t and largest stanaard deviations of the

samp?e graup were .64 and 1 05, a range of .41, exact1y the same as- the

non- samp]e range,

w

.‘ationszwere“averagéd the average standard deviation was .921, When the -



41

o - v Stﬂndard'DeVié;iDns of Respoﬁses'tg'ﬁaa1 Areas
= o , as Perceived to be Important

————6oal _ Non-Sample  Sample  CC.One  CC Three CC Four  CC Five
" Area - - 5.D. - S.D. S.D. . S.B - 5.D. ©'S.D.

1 .89 77 72 69 80 .70
.86 |
'Téi
.85
.88
6 .89 .80. .73 - .82 .8l .70

57, .73 81" 81 .
P

.87 .78 R : 7 I

£BOow ™y

.58 67 74 " .65
.64 .81 .86 .73

%]

7 92 .87 "™ .96 .70 .82 .87
) 1 . 112 .83 82 .67
9 .91 ) .94 1.06 95 8l . .84
10 84, 3.8 T 72 .60
11 . .97 .85 .88 .81 79 .55

12 .96 ’ .95 91 .73 .83 68

13 - .96 .8 .84 T4 LT79 - .84
14 : .96 .84 ' 760 83 .78 8l
15 .84 .80 67 .82 .79 .69
, 16 .92 -9 79 - 91 . - 8] .83
| 1 - 108 102 105 1080 100 .847
| . 18 98 . .9 1.0 .8 , .8 .89
R Y Rt . RN 1.07 .80 .88

g e .00 1.03 .97 89 .88

. Average . ..921 . .8775 . .85 .82 818 .76l
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*The sample standard deviations werelsma’ er thap the ﬁonjsamﬁTe*f

~ standard deviations in eighteen out of twenty cases’,vor 90 percent.

*

When the twenty non-sample standard deviations were averaged, the R

averagelstandardxdeviation was .865. When the twenty sample standard

_ deviations were averaged, the average standard deviation was .8, a

T

"difference of 065, 6r 7.5 percent smaller average standard, devidtions =

for the samp]e group. Far camp]ete data, see Table IV, page 43,
The sample group standard deviations appeared to be d1fferent

from the non-sample group standard dev1at10n5 in that the sample grgup

-demonstrated: (1) a 29 2 percent wider range of perceTVEds1mpﬁrt3nCE

- standard deviations, (2) smaller perce1ved—1mpor;ance standard devi-

ation% in 70 percent of the cases, (3) 4.7 percent smaller average
perce1ved 1mportance standard dev1at1ons, (4) smaller preferredg

1mportance standard dev13t1ans in 90. percent of the cases, and (5) 7.5

parcent 5m§11er average preferred-importance standard deviations.

Qj;g;gpanpigg

i The smallest and largest discrepancies between the means Df}
responses to all twenty goal areas as they were percefved t; be impor-
tant and as they were prefeﬁred to be important by fﬁe non-sample gfoup
at their institutions were +.33 and +1.56, a range of 1.23. _Th; -
smallest and largest discrepancies of the sample groﬁp were;+,3@ én&
+1.41, a?%ange of 1.11. The difference between the ranges of the dis-
érépancies was .12, or a 9.8 percent sﬁéi]er range of. the discrapéncies'
for the Eamp]e group.

The éampie discrepancies were sma]ier than the non-sample dis-

3

crepancies inihiﬁeteén out of twenty'‘cases, or 95 percent. When the
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v Table 1V

Standard Deviations of Responses to Goal Areas
as Preferred to be Important .

7; 577777;777 . 7 I

Goal  MNon-Sample -Sample - CC One  CC Three  CC Four) - CC Five .
Area ~ S.D. . S.D. .. 0. s TS

H

7257 63 .« .76 .66

72 73 T 66, 73, .67
3 ... .8 . .83 %93 .80 .83 75
4. 70 86 68T 75 T g6 .61

5 g5 - 78 .61 _325? .86 7
6 S 7 - 67 . 4718 97 66

g ool s s !
s .81 71 .65 . .54 .75 .67
9 . .8 .88 .69 89 .92 84,

10 1.03 .93 61 .87 +1.00 .72

11 - 83 760 .65 .66 N .64

12 o1 .92 75 .78 .90 .84

13 S TR & 85 62 73 .56
.90 .88 .86 81, .86 63

5. .92 .8 .1 .69 - .83 ( .65
6 .2 68 79 62 .57 { 62
7 110 1.0 1157 1.05 . 1,07 .83

18 929 L1280 © .92 77

19 © .77 64 .61.° 67 ' .60 , .63

20 "84 69 .71 .69 .66 - .68

Average  .865 .8 . .7%85 725 [giss 6905
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_ , _ _ k.
twénty non-sampTe dTSCFEpanCTES wete aygrgged " the averaqe d1screpancy
1 - . oAl =

was +7969 When. the twenty samg;gﬁﬁtscrepan21es were averaqed the’

" average d15crepancy was + 7605 ‘a difference %f h2085 or 21 5" pertent

smaller average d1screpanc1es for the samp]e gr Fgr -complete daia,

" . E

“see Tab1e v, page 45,

measureg; the SamQIE group appeared to demonstrate:fic
_frqmithe non-sample group in discrepantieé: ElﬁSVpetggnt smaller
average disérééanéﬁés. ;Thevgémp]e’grcup consisted of fog}‘cchmqnity
coiTeges believed to be%;ore involved iﬁ systematic planning efforts
than the community cc]1eé§s in thé nonésaﬁp1e group. i} O

Compar15cn uf Data AmDng Four Inst1tut1ons 1n Samp]e

13

A comparison Df data among; the four’sampTE 1nst1tut1ons was made

F —= ™

bysanalyzing the data (1) for a55e551nq the degree of systematic p1an—
ning practiced at each of the four conmun1ty co]]eges, and (2) for
a55e551ng the degree of goa1 agreement among adm1n1strata#§ at each of

K “the four commUn1ty co11ega5

i . - .
! - . : r

Degree of Systemat1c P1an 1nq

=1

The degree“of systematic pTanniﬁE p:acticed at each of the four

commun1ty colleges was assessed by three methnds (1) éﬁﬁaﬁaiysis of

;o
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Goal  Non-Sample  Sample CCOne  CC-Three  CC Four =G Five |
Area - Disc. . Disc. " .Disc.’ Disc. " Disc. " Disc.

- v .? 61 " 4 .59+ .85 86+ 59
.2  +1.16 + .85 H.08 o+ 61 K .90 .09
¥ +.98 4Bl 4116 +.38 +.41 '+ .88
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N

s
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8 U135 4 BB LS o .65 o+ 71 4108, ...

$.59 4140 +.32 o441 47

| 10 +.80 . . #.51 4116 . §.22  4.39° o+ 70 -
T wes . w75 sl w0

e + .62+ .54 +1.04 -+ 33

o 3 _+1.12 +.93 4119 +'.3élrv

) e T | -+i;14F' +1.90 . + .69

B Rt R R T
16 1,56 4141 +1.81  41.06

17433 431 pt4l 420 0
18 . .55 430 v 4.87 .. 411 425+ .20

19 +L14 . +.98 #4159 4,84 - - 60 ¥ 41.59
20 © +.89 - +.96  41.26  + .58 + .80 - +1:56
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: ment which. addreae’g,

: data, eee TabTe VI, page 47.

the data reperted by adm1nietratere fer the 1nd1v1dua1 CEGI goa] state=

,re For six statementa wh1eh

5

feF the data reperted by adm1n1at

addressed the adequaey ef certa1n faetore be11eved te be 1mpertantfte .
eyetematie p1ann1ng, 1ne1ud1ng e;éégﬁtement on mieeion and gea?a; and

(3) the ep1n1en of K1nn1aon IR

'Psl

[N

=

E L . L= . . I e : -

' he who1e 1net1tut1en, (2) an ana1ya1ae.:'

r-'

Aecord1ng to the average daacrepancy between the means of .

4

respenses to the11nd1y1dua1 CCGI goa] statement COmmun1ty Co11ege Feur

e demonstrated the ‘smallest d1acrepancy, +.27, Cemmun1ty 719“9 ThPEE

¥ i ':'*‘ .

demggetrated the aeeend ema11eet +1, Commun1ty Ceiiege One the th1rd

smaT1est “+71. 5, and Cammun1ty Cc11ege Five the 1argeet dieepepaney,

,+1 92 In aJ] easee, the average meane ‘were higher for reeponaee to the

?

gnaT atatementxae adm1n15tratere preferred it te be 1mpentant than as

they peree1ved it to be 1mportant at the1r 1net1tut1an5_ Fen eompTete !7
®? y ) &

= . a

N Baeed on responses te the 1nd1v1dua1 CCGI goaT statement adm1n:

w7
1etratera ranked thetr 1net1tut1one Fnom maet ergan1aed to“Teaat?

organized for eystemat1e ahort and, 1ang range p1ann1ng for- the whoTe

-

institution, as Community Colleges Four, Three, Dne, and Fjve_

Aeeording to the average means of responses to the six state-

ments on current p1ann1nq praet1ee5 as a teta1 Commun1ty Ce11ege Four

- #

demanatrated the h1gheet average mean, 6. 139 Commun1ty‘Ce17ege Three
the seeond h1ghe5t 5. 9895 Commun1ty Co11ege One the th1rd h1gheat

.5.375, and Communi ty Co]]ege F1ve the loweet; 4;2692i ForaeompJete

ko

data, see Table VIK, page 47, R -

. Based on administrative:responses to the six statements'as a’

k]



;D1screpanc1es Bétween Means Df Respnnses;; -
- tg CCGI- Goal. Statement on Systemat1c b
- o Inst1tut1una1 PIannlng :

777Mean DF Preferred

R

e Three"‘

V_CC-FGur fL_
‘cC Five

1mpﬂrtance T lmpﬂrtance_f’;"

'1. <cc:9ne

73 . '. I NURS
Sog a8
;.1?;5;&f: | 13}35 ;v‘§;

B A, —
. : - a
. :

4,38 |
4,35 +1,00

Means QF Respunses tD 51x Statements N .
Dﬂ Current P1ann1ng Pract1c35'_ RS

'6C Five.

. -eC Four >
Mean’

CC Three,,,. _
' ‘Mean -

T Mean

8088 . v o5
U seer 212
‘ :;5@35é?#1 - R 3. o
l5-5525 '¢f o s.ssz,f - 55 7 ,'j;-éissas-ﬁf?‘
R T | : L s
3
4

“Discrepancy
S oas0

a3 v




Lxr"

..assessed Commutiyy Cﬂ]Teges FDUP and Three tD be mcre systematTE in.

.

’:ff;pTann1ng than Copmun1ty CG]Téges Dne and F1ve He a]so adV1sgd the ?;'; 2

;#f1HVEst1qator to compare the CCGI data in groups Df two, rather than 1n ai“f

1

»one thrnugh Four rank1ng,» K1nn150n 5 group1nqs were con51stent w1th

Sy

bpracticed at each of the Four sample 1nst1tut1ansa

. Deqree of Goal. Agreement .

= . : : . .
. : - - D L T Lul e
5 .k - N B R

R s 5 ;6 . -

-



f;;edmmunitikeai'

) i;;and as they were preFerred to be 1mpertant

fi)fgda17areas bath’as”they were peree1ved to be 1mportant and as they were S

=;;responses te twenty goaT areas as they were peree1ved td be 1mportant R,

T -

The assumat1en was made that the smaTTer the standard dev1at10n,t'
'1the greater the gdaT agreement and the smaTTer the d1serepanev, the
jg ter the goaT aqreement between the percept1on at present reaTity and"

: the way th1ngs shdqu be.-'ﬂrtt“

=

Standard dev1at1dnsﬁ The smaTTest and Tardest standard dev1==

’:tfperee1ved to be 1mpertant by adm1§1strators at the1r 1nst1tut1ens were

| 7¢¥ J72 andiL()f%r cC Feur, a range et 28 The smaTTest and Targest

vstandard devlatwns for cC Three were .67 and 1. DS, ara ge of - 41
' ~}The smaﬂest and Targest standard dev1at10ns ﬁ:nr CC Dne ware 57 and

1 12, a range df 55 The smaTTest and Targest standard dev1at1ons tor

CC F1ve were .55 a%d 89 a range oF 34

When e0mpared in grouas of twos, the twa cammunity eoTTeges

'-judged to- be made systemat1c in pTann1ng demanstrated an average range

of standard dew1at10ns oF 345 The twe edmmun1ty eoTTeqes Judged to be

}

-Tess systematie in. p1ann1nq demonstrated an. averaqe ranqe at standard

dev1at1o§§ of 445 a 22 pereent smaTTer range fer ‘the systemat1c==-'

IS V¢

bf_preFerred to be Impertant' and (2) d1screpanc1§§ between the means dt ;fi-v o

7tat1ans Frem the means of respenses to aTT twenty qoaT areas as they were a




A_-Y '
:,i‘ietandard dev1at1dn,‘,761 Cemmun_:y Cb11ege Four demenetrated the

_ andard dev1ajnena were. averaged for eaeh et

: qen'the twent

the tour eammunity ee11egee, CC F1ve demonstrated the ema11eet average

A

2 seeond ema]1eat,:.818 Cemmun1ty Ce11ege Three demonstrated the th1rd a

*826.

,«wfrfisygtemat1c 1g;p1ann1ng demonstrated an average standard dev1at1on Df

Cemmun1tyeColiegeeDne demenetrated the 1argest, .845.,,mem,;;

“fwhen eempared in QFDUPS Of twos, the tWD eemmun1ty CD1TEQES

“vﬁgudged te be more systemat1e in p1ann1ng demonetrated an average etan-_f

Q'heidard dev1at1en ef‘.SEE The twe eemmunity eeT]egee judged te be 1eee :

803 ‘a 2 .4 percent 1arger average etandand deV1at1on fer the eyetems:l@

i-; at1e pTann1nq co]1e§ee;f For eamplete data, eee Tab1e III page 41

;-dgg ;‘t_ The emaTleet and ]argeet etandard deV1at1one from the means efi=:

.
4 ) ‘9

d; reepensee te a]T twenty gea] areas as they were preférred to be 1mpor§ﬁi:,3»f'

tant by-adm1n1etratere at thenr 1nat1tut1on were 57 and 1 G7 tor :

]argeet etandard dev1at1ene |

CC Feur,xa range ef SD m-The ema11eet a'f

for CC Three were 52 and 1 DE,,a range ef 53 The ema]ieet and f‘-=~';d’+‘

-'; 1argest atandard dev1at10na ter CC One were 57 and 1. .15, a range of

-_58_‘ The emal eet and 1argeet atandard dev1at10ne for CC F1ve were 56 .
L e v p _ S
and 84 a range et 28 T 'k e

&

when eompared in groups ot twoe, ‘the two epmmun1ty co11eges

judged to be mere eyetemat1c in p1ann1ng demenstrated an average range

- Ly

of standard dev1at1one ot ,515.' The twezeommun1ty-e011egee Judged~to ,;a‘

' be 1eee eyétematic in p]anning demdnetrated an average range of etand— o

) ard dev1at1one of .43, a 19.8 percent w1der average range of etandard

dev1at1dne for ‘the systematic-planning ee]legee

; when the twenty standard dev1at1ena for each of the Feur com-

t

S t-f. Egégf:'



Of the

feur eommun1ty ce11egee..

A’f 2

i 13 CD]1e9e~Dne demﬂnatrated the th1rd sma11est,_a7585 Cemmun1ty

,-=i )

Ca]Tege'Faur demnnstrated the 1arge5t,_.8155

When eampared 1n groups ef twoa,,the twa cemmun1ty callegee

waa faund between aystemat1c p1ann1ng and goa] agreement. -

Judged to be more eyatemat1c 1n p]ann1ng demenetrated an aVerage stahd=ef~
ard dev1at1on of 77025 _ Thextwo eammun1ty ca]]eges Judged ta be 1eae ; .
eyetemat1e 1n pTanning demnnetrated aa average etandard dev1atfon Df
A .7245 a 6 3 pereent Targer average standard dev1at1on For the eys= \
temat1c-p1ann1ng co’Hegeei Far eempiete data see’ Tab]e IV page 43

As measured by standard dev1at1one, no - conaistent re1at1oash1p -

.’E‘

,*Targest d15crepanc1es betwij

£

D1screpane1es. The ema11eet_f

5 =

the meane of responsea to aT] twenty goal: areas as th'” were. perce1ved .

- gudged te be more eyetematac in p1ann1ng demenstrated an average ranqe

| 1;17, The sma11est and 1arge5%’d15erepanc1ee for’ CC Three wehe 11 end

to be 1mpartant and aa they were preferred tn he Tmportant by adm1n1a—

LY

' trators at the1r 1nst1tut10ns were .25 and 1 42 for CC Four, a range af*FT

§

' rT,DS— a range of 95~A The ama]]est and 1argest d1acrepanc1ee for CC One_i
';were 41 and 1, .90, a range of 1 49, The smallest and. 1argeet d1screp=

-:‘ane1es for CC F1ve were 14 and 1 67 a range af 1 .53,

When cempared in groupe of twos, the twa eemmunity co11eges"

"'of d15erepane1es of 1 06 The two’ eemmun1ty co]leges Judged te be 1ees =

,Syetemat1e in p]ann1ng dEWDnStPatEd an average range ot d1serepanc1es nf
2y

1;51, a 29 .8 percent ema]]er average range fer the systemat1c=p1ann1ng

v ¥ &
[U :

i



'l'}- oo'i;'] eges -

‘M,eommun1ty coTTege'

o ’aney, .52 Commun1ty CoTTege FOUr demonstrated the seeond smaTTest

-

{Nhen the twenty-disorepanc1es‘were averaged fbr eaoh of she four

' CC Three demonstrated the smaTTest average discr:o_t‘"-

594 CommU"Tty C011EQ F \ demonstrated the th1rd smaTTest,‘i8735ft o

l:Eommun1ty CoTTege One denonstrated the Targest 1. 2475.,Ww;xff111;;f;;;1;ﬁ;;j

When compared 1n qroups of twos, the two oommun1ty eo]]eges -

‘ -;Judged to be more systemat1c 1n pTanning demonstrated an average dTSiEx

' 1f erepancy of 607._ The two eommun1ty eo]Teges judged to be Tess sys-irzn

_Ttemat1e 1n pTann1ng demonstrated an ayerage d1serepanoy of T DEDE, a :é':'

‘=v¢2 8 percent smaTTer average d1screpancy for the systemat1e pTanning

' :ooTTeges. For compTete data, see TabTe V page 45

As measured by d1screpanoy, a oons1stent reTationsh1p was Found

"_ between systemat1c pTann1ng and Qoa] agreement RS ,f;hi*f'e' e

. - e\" o S fiést'?f,HYPOthﬁsiS

The nuTT hypothes1s of thTS study was There 1s no reTat1onsh1p

ﬂbetween a oommun1ty coTTege s ‘use of a systemat1e approach to pTann1ng i

" and goa] agreement among adm1n1strators. : ';7;, L 5]?5

The hypothes1s was tested by ask1ngathe quest1on HTTT adm1n1ss"

trators at those eommunity coTTeges wh1eh use a more systemat1o approaeh

to pTann1ng express eToser agreement toward the qoa]s of their 1nst1-f-’

A'tut1on than adm1n1strators at oommunTty eoTTeges which use a Tess sysi:\

tematic approach to pTanning? Two stat;st1ca1 ‘measures bf agreement o
were ut111zed (T) standard dev1at1ons of responses to tmenty qoal
areas both as they were perce1ved to. be important and as they were pre-
) ferred tosge 1mportant, and deerepanoies between the means ot.resoonses

™



Tw

ffﬁrange ot percetved 1mportanee standard dev1at1pne, (2) ama11er per—

. CETVEd 1mpprtance standard dev1at1ona 1n 70 pereent ot the—eases, (3) -
- - ,Ae?‘

::»;;4 7 pereent ema1]er average perce1ved-1nportance atandard dev1at1one,

'i(4) 5ma11er preferred Tmpprtanee etandard dev1at1one in 90 percent oFf L

-the caees, and (5) 7 5 pereent ama11er average preferred-1mpprtanee

-
Y

'”standard dev1at10ns.»_‘;‘7llv ﬁgj.g'; »
~Ine a epmpar1son pf data between the two community co]tegeea
T;JUdQEd to be mpre syatemat1c in p1ann1ng and the dther twe the former
- dempnatrated (1),a: 22 5 pereent ama11er range of " peree1ved 1mportanee
S tandard dev1at1pns, (EQ ‘a 2. 4 percent Targer average perce1ved 1mpor-d7
ngance standard deV1at1on, (3) a 19 8 pereent w1der average range of - 7

v preterred 1mpprtance atandard dev1at1one, and (4) 6. 3 pereent 1arger

w5
=

aver age s--a eons1stent ne]at1pnshap was fdund between a epmmunity eple o
1ede s use of a aystematic approach tp p]ann1ng and geaT agreement amdng"{’
adm1n1etratprs In a epmpar1eon pt data between the sample and non-.

- sappte groups, the sampTe qroup dempnetrated (1) .9 B Percent Sma]1ef

range, (2) emaTTer d1sprepanc1ee in.95: percent pt the caees, and (3)

21. 5 pereent ema]]er average d1serepanc1e5 ’The_eampie group edne1ated'



:}"JUdQEd tn be nnre systemat1c 1n p ,

7'.1idemgnstrated (1) a 29 8 pérceni

nﬁ1ng and thé cher twc, the former

'5ma11er average range, and (2) a ,ii:':f':

¥ 14248 percent sma11er average d15¢?epan¢y_ '*;};73"”fljf' fimg,,,;

Based Qﬂ fhe resu]ts oF th1s study, ;'cans1stent and pas1t7ve r;{ ”

;':,:re1at1nnsh1p was fﬂund between a. community cn112ge s use Df a systemat1c B

| ’.,;approac:h to. p1ann1 ng- and gaa’l agr‘eemeht amng admmstratgrs, as G

o measured by d]screpanc1és. An 1ncons1stent re1at1on5h1p was qund as 3;3'3“

,i-measured by sfﬁndard dev1at10n5. ij

s - . R . 1

o



CDNCLUSIDNS TR
?ffs’;f , : , ' SRR SRR -
;if;ﬁﬁr;;”;if;:Q,ﬁ,if;::;; Th1e etudy began by aek1ng the queet1en* w111 adm1n1strato, :
,_lfﬁ;; 'f7f? these commun1ty cellegea thCh use’ a more systemat1c approach to p1an—;a o

n1ng expreas c]oser agreement toward the geale Df the1r 1net1tut1en than

x:;;?ffi'!a‘ adm1n1etratere at eommun1ty co]]eges thCh use a 1ees eystemat1e .
e ¢ ‘

;F_Epproaeh to P1ann1ng7 The ‘answer te thTS queet1en ae feund 1n th1sﬂf=

nh_letudy wi]] be explored 1n ehepter f1ve. Cone1us1ens w111 be drawn From
:2i'the 1ﬁFQrmﬂt1°ﬂ PVESE“tEd Tﬂ thE f1rst tshr ehaptere end recoﬁhendat10he
1] be made fer futune researeh 1n the area et ayetemat1e pTann1ng_B,1 ;":

!;?f dd1t1en, eenta1n eend1t1one wh1:h appear to enhanee the sueceesfu]

LY

-:e1mp1ementat19n eF Systemat1e p1ann1ng w111 be deeer1bed

&
o

During the 1aet ha]f ef the 19705, a numﬁer QF eommun1ty co]-

’7=jf';t:51e vlfr>§1egee beeame 1nve1ved An p]ann1ng, mane epee1f1ea11y 1n eomprehen51ve,:-,

'7tieyetemat1e ehort and Tenq range p1ann1nq. The changing demeghaph1c,_
':eeonom1c, and eee1a1 enV1ronment ef the ]9805 1nd1eated a- need Fer eoT-

;"41_2. W 1ege and un1vers1ty adm1n1etratere to beeome more. effective and eff1= R

' e1ent 1n the1r dee1e1en mak1n§ 1n order to ach1eve 1nst1tuf anaT gda1e.'f'

1»JAmeng the many beneF1te ant1c1pated by commun1ty co]]egee 1nve1ved 1n\

5;;5ystemat1e p1ann1ng eFForts were that syetematic p1ann1ng weuid he]p

§them cent1nuou51y aeeese thETF m1551en and goa1s aga1nst the ehang1ng

_fi>‘ I . | neede et the cemmun1t1ee they eerved and therefere, prev1de.a cen—-dgtﬁ' -
_-,,'sq;ei_ fm . tinuoue1y ueeeted Pat10na1 Framewerk fer dec1s1en mekingi |
Yy - ) =

e I f:---: L e 55

' ;)‘TE L Ll SRR :’5323;“ :f ‘ ,--;}7 o o - S




&
thbse gea]e‘ To the extent the pr1mery dee1s10n meking grbup, edminie--aé;f

trators, agheed on. the goaTe of the 1net1tut10n, then 1hd1V1due1 and

m

greup dec1s1ons m1ght » T*b“’ted te be Wbre eFF1e1ently end effeet1veiy

d1reeted tbwerd the etta1nment ef theee gbeTS. 7

Nh11e the 11tereture hev1ewed d1d not reVee] any documented ’: S

e; stud1es 1nve1v1ng eyetematie p1enn1ng and 1t5 re]et1bneh1p tb eoa]

agreement 1t d?d revee] 1nterre1eted d1eeu5510n eeneerning eyetemet1e

)

p]enning, goe1 eett1ng, gee1 egreement or ebneensue, and dec1510n

,‘g —h

mak1ng. Thebry,_reeeereh and the exper1eneee of a number of eemmun1ty

,a

'f eeT]egee defb11ed in the 11tereture eupported a pbe1t1ve re]at10neh1p

| between eystemet1c p]enning or goe] eetting, End mere effeet1vé end

_ eff1c1ent dEC1S1Dn mek1ng The eurrent etudy d1d not eek reependente

the1r ep1n1one regerding a poes1b1e reTet1eneh1p between eystemet1c B G

Sl

p]enning end dee1e1en mek1ng per sei_ Hewever, jt. d1d esk edm1n1sthaters jv'
te eeeess the adequeey of the ?e1et1eneh1p et the1r 1net1tut1Dns between
p]enn1ng and other eysteme for maneg1hg the 1net1tut1on Menegement B
lnfermat1en Syeteme or MIS, dECTSTDﬂ making, end Menegement by Objee—h'

L3

tives or MBO. The feur 1net1tut10ns seTf‘renked their degree et ede= o
quecy 1n mahegement eyeteme in exaet]y ‘the* same order they se]fgranked T
the1r evere11 deqree bf eyetemet1e p]enn1ng For eempTete dete, see .

Table_VII, statement three,}pege»47j

P o

Conclusions f fs“/

After careful study of the related liferature and the findings

s¢



V‘ ] Adm1n1strators at cgmmun1ty co]]eges who perce1ve the1Ps o

A"55=1n5t1tut1§ﬂ5 to be more systemat1c 1n p]annan aiso are mgre 11ke1y to

i-perce1ve sma]]er qaps between what are,aand what shouid be the goa]g GF

s @

: "*L;_’thew 1nst1 tutions.

L 'j

These administrators aTso are mare 11ke1y to perce1ve

i-_'(a) re1at1ve1y 5ma11er gaps between the 1mpnrtance oF p1anninq as’ 1t*15,f:§:l

‘and as 1t 5hDu1d be at,thé1r 1nst1tﬂ$1ons, (b) current p1ann1ng prac—

¥
=

jt1ce5, as a Who1e, to be more .. ade'u” : at the1r 1nst1tut1on5, and (c)’

- spec1f1c p]ann1nq and management'pract1 e5-=statement of’ m1551gn and

3gQETS, MIS, dec1510n mak1ng, MBD and budget1ng-_tc be more adequaté at:’ﬁv:;

P

-*the1r 1n5t1tut1ons.7  ?;g

=

Certain cond1t1ons appear to enhance the success oF syss

'H”Ltematic p]anning efforts ; (a) camm1tmént and 1&ader5h1p of the ch1ef

;-fexecut1ve ofF1cer, (b) part1C1pat1on oF facu]ty,_students boards GF

*

| trustees, adm1n1stratars and commun1ty peop]e, (c) capab111ty to

support thé pTannmng prucess w1th data and 1nFDrmat1on on a t1me]¥ and

5; {accurate bas1s, and in'a reisonab1y 51mp1e FarmaE, (d) a budget1ng

':procéss 1ngxtr1¢ab]y tTEd to the pTann1ng process,‘and (e) an eva]uat1on'f;:l

¢ E

fprocess 1nextr1¢ab1y t1ed to the p]ann1ng p?OCESS. o V e

Based on the- resuTts of th1s study, 1t wau]d appear that com-

'=mun1ty co]]eges can ut111ze systemat1c pTann1ng to ass1st adm1n15tratgrs .

; _and others reach c]oser agreement between goa]s as they are, and as thay~

: : N
shouid be 1mp@rtant at an 1nst1tut10n. HOTw1tZ found that when a group

ffgoa] was FuT]y accepted by a member he woqu be mcre 11ke1y tc-be

1nva1ved in efforts toward group 9031 attainment (22). ‘To the extent

. - ' ) o v; ] ‘{;x . x\:‘- .



nd grgup effﬁrts=‘1nc1ud1ng

dec1s1gns-acou1d be EXPECtEd tg be more eff1c1ent1y and effect1ve1y

dTFectEd toward the attainment Df those goa]s.! ; : ';.f>;J 17?",3:','f§ L

T \

Freeman studv)at the Un1ver51ty oF P1ttsburqh and the B

0

53;j‘.'7:, ' 'B;Van Ausd?e study at wa1la wa§1a Commun1ty C011ege may prov1de d1rect10n =
) M e - - i i . ) . . et
i¢§=, L R zifor Further study.ﬁv.vr_!, %

AU e
Lo HA

w - S . S
'v‘E The 513—5tatemen¥ 1nstrument deve]aped by the 1nvest1gator

’ ’ :and K1nn1son fer assess1nq current p]ann1ng pract1ces proved to be con-
:f_@°uéf'sistent w1th the find1ngs of the CCGI goa] statement on p]ann1ﬁ§ and the :5 "??

"‘-*=Q“gp1n1an of an expért Based Qn the resu1ts DF th1s study, the f1rst

-

S i3; _ '1’ 'gthree statements of the 1nstrument in Append1x were more cons1stent

W1th the resu1ts cf the other methods than thé TESt three sfafements..gt

'a[a N -.3. Far those whg m1qht w1sh to ccnduct study amena the foUr *i:u :

[

- cnmmun1ty co]Teges ut111zed in: th1s siudy, the 1nvestigat0r woqu bE'

;;w111ing tD query the preSTdéntS for perm1ss1cn to- revea]x@he 1dent1ty Df ,?--!;

T_';Q: ;’iszthe co]Tegest e S . *
: .:]".: Many bEnEf1t5,=1n additian to mone rationé? dECTSTOH m&k1ng,
et ) . were ascribéd to systematic p]anning in. the 11terature !Acgording to -
1  ithe H1gher Educat1on Management Institute, p]ann1ng (1) dEVE1ops and o
I ='c1ar1F1es 1nst1tu¢10na] ph11osophy, 90315, and Dbject1ves, (2) promates ;

an- order1y approach to probiem so1v1ng, (3) promotes team bu11d1ng, ' _;..’-;y?

(4) 1mpraves communication, (5) prcmates cred1b1e external re1at1ons,

(6) facilitates performance evaluation, (7):enc9urages professional

. -

[aXa,
L &




f»{ years’were requnred in order tD deve1op a ga@d pTannﬂng process._ P1an !_:'”“

,éu]ty t1me, and that sev3r31:-;f-fa"

 ”fper5Dna1 stress.f Accord1ng to H" f I, p]ann1ng cannot oVerQQme

: fuT]y. Ccﬁsqder en11sf§39 thé asggsjaﬁce af an axterna] change aqent

or. ﬁansuitant t@ fac111tate the pPOEéSS

' and 11m1tat1on§ of 1nst1tutiana1 p]annTng (26 I 1-2) ;“a;Vilﬁ c

e

B To EhieF execut1ve off1cers and others who are. 1nterested 1n

1mp1emant1ng an ongg1nq, comprehens1ve,,systemat1c p1ann1ng pr@cesg; the

B Fi r—=3='

n 1nvesi1gatzgfaffers the foiTow1n§’recommendatians : f,’_g S g%;?.;

\q:];f Expeﬁi that the process w111 take severai years to 1mp1ement   ;:“

R T S
L YT

:

ﬁgLZ, ‘Be aware that the process of plann1ng 15 at leasy‘as TmpDr--

’._ﬂ tant as the p]an_ Because Df the rap1d1y chanq1ng cond1t1gns aFfect1ng :4%

=

;; 'h1gher educat1un CDDSTder 1abél1ng 311 p]ans; "rough draft.“n ';3"53 -: éj; 

= '!

Cons1der and p]an fbr cgnd1t1on5 thCh appear to enhance the 7:i;gf

rfsuccess of systematic p1ann1ng effqrts, the mgst 1nF1uent1aT af which 5

'f-may be the cgmm1tment and 1eader5h1p of the ch1ef executive off1cer “ij;
.&_Accqrd1ng to Byran McCTenney, chﬁeF execut1ve uff1cer at Parkérsburg ;;f

-Commun1ty CoT]ege, 3 gaod planning process, 1F successfuT ;111 anabié  15;
-,_the presadent t@ ant1c1patefthanges 1n the future tTar1Fy 0rgan1—xf N __}J
:bzat1gna1 pr10r1t1es, and: fa1r1y a11@cate rescurces;" (32:3)r = j  o .

.;; Ced .v o A-.:., j ;'..ﬁ..vii;?
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APPENDIX A

NINETY GOAL STATEMENTS IN COMMUNITY
COLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY
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P : | NINETY GOAL STATEMENPS IN COMMUNITY
| CDLLEGE GOALS INVENTORY

1. To ensure that students acquire a basic knowledge of communi -
cat1ons, the -humanities, social sciences, mathemat1cs, and n3

SC'IETICES.

tural

2. To teach student§*methads of anu1hy, research, and prcb]em defi-
n1t1on and solution, ZL

3. To offer courses. that enable adults in the communi ty to pursue
vocational, cu]tura1, and social interests,

4, To ensure that students who graduate have achieved some level of
_read1ng, writing, and math competency.

5. To increase the desire, andability of students to undertake self-
d1rected Tearning.

6. To pr@v1de a general academic background as preparat10n for fur-
ther, more advanced or spec1a11zed work,

7. To develop students' ability to synthesize knowledge from a variety’
of sources. ' ;

8. To seek to 1n5t111 in students a cormitment to a Tifetime of
learning, .

9. To ensure that students acquire know1edqe and skills that w111
enable them to Tive effectively in society.

10. To instill in students a capac1ty for openness to new ideas and
ways of thinking.

11, To be comm1tted as a college to prDv1d1nq learning opportun1t1es to
adults of all ages.

12. To encourage students to learn about foreign cu]tures, for examp]e,
,thrcugh study of a fore1gn language. "

13. TD award degree credit for knowledge and skills acquired in non-
' SchooT settings.

14, To increase students' sensitivity to and apprea1at1on of var1ou5
forms .of art and artistic expression,

15. To help.students identify their personal goals and deve]ap means of
-7 achieving them.

a S 66




30.

31.

32.

67 "

.

of our t1me

To encou?@ge students to elect courses in the humanities or arts
beyond requ1red course work,

To help . Students develop a sense of Se1f worth, SE]faconf1dence,
and se1f-d1rect1on

grounds and Eu1tures.

To encourage students to express themselves art1st1ca1]y, such as’
in music, painting, and film-making.

To help students achieve ‘deeper levels of Séif—uﬁderstandina'
To encourage students to become committed to work1ng for peace in
the world.

To acqua1nt students with forms of artistic or literary expression
from non-Western cultures, such-as African or Asian.

To help students to be open, honest, and trusting in their rela-
tionships with others.

To encourage students to have an active concern for the genera1
welfare of their communitids. - . - .

To provide opportunities for students to prepare Fﬁg 5pec1f1c voca-
tional/technical careers, such as account1ng, air conditioning,
and nursing, .

dents reTat1Ve to the1r needs.

; .
To make available to community groups college resources:such as
meeting rooms, computer facilities, and faculty.problem-solving
skills.

¥

To provide critical evaluations of current values and practices in
our society.

To offer educational programs geared to new and emerging career
fields.

To ensure that students who compléte developmental programs have
achieved appropriate read1ng, writing, and mathemat1cs competen-

cies.

‘To offer alternative developmental (basic 5k1115) programs that

recognize different 1earn1nq styles and rates.

7S



¥

33,

34,

35,

36.

37.
. other cDmmun1ty grpgps on communTty prob]ems..

3.

39.

40.

41,

42,
43,

44
45,

46.
47,
48,
49,

50.

51,

68

To serve as a sourcéék?\lgeas and recammendat1ons for chang1ng
social 1nst1tut1onsi_ o .

To convene or conduct community forums on topical issues such as

‘c0n5érvation of energy, crime pﬁeven{ion, and community renewaT

To cooperate with d1verse cammun1ty orqan1zat1ons to improve thé )

iava11ab111ty of educat1ana1 services to area residents,

To provide opportunities for individuals to update or upgrade
present Job skills..

To ‘provide retraining opportunities.for individuals who wish to
qualify for new careers or acquire new job skills, .

To help students Tearn how to b}ing about changes in our social,

ecdnomic, or political institutions.

To be engaged as an institution, 1n working for basic changes in
our soc1et .. , - - )
¥

To evaluate cont1nuous1y the effectiveness of basic skills
1nstruct1on _

To ma1nta1n support serv1ces for students with special needs, such

To commit college resources to facu]ty and staff development act1v—
jties. .

To provide career coun§é1ing services for students.

To conduct a comprehensive student activities program consisting of
social, cultural, and athletic activities.

To provide opportunities for prDFession§1 development of faculty

and staff through Spec1a1 seminars, workshops, or training pro-

grams.
To prov1de persona] counse11ng services Far students’’

de cgmprehen51ve adv1ce for students about financial aid
sources.

To eva]uate facu1ty im an appropr1ate and reasonable manner in
order to promote effective teach1ng. j . .

To prov1de academ1c adv151ng services for students.

To Dperate a Student JDb <placement service.



52,

53, |
‘ %gd staff. for purposes of professional/development.

54,

56,

56.

58.
59.
60.

61.

63.
64,
65.

66,

67.

68.

69

To operate a student health service that includes health mainten-
ance, .preventive medicine, and referral services.”

To provide flexible leave and sabbatical opportunities for fachfy

To create a:cam§u37¢1%mate'in which}students spend much of their
free time in inteHectual and cultural activities. )

3

To build a climate on the cngus in which continuous educational
innqvation js accepted as an institutional way of life.

To maintain a,ciﬁmaté in“whichlfacu1ty commitment to the -goals and -

. well-being of the institution is as strong as commitment to profes-

sional careers,.

To create a climate in which students and faculty may easily come
together for informal discussions of ideas and mutual interests.

To experiment with di fferent methods of evaluating and grading
student performance. : ’

To maintain a climate in whicﬁacommunication throughout the organi-
zatjonal structure is open and candid.

To sponsor each year a rich program of cultural events, such as
lectures, concerts, and art exhibits.. '

To experiment with new approaches to individualized instruction
such as tutorials, flexible scheduling, and students planning
their own programs. - ’
_ -~
To maintain a climate at the college in which differences of
opinions can be aired openly and amicably’ ~

» :ngaééjan3iﬁ$iitytﬁgn known in the community as an intellec-
tually exciting and stimulating place.

To creatd”procedures by which curricular and instructional inno-
vations -may be-readily initiated. h

To maintain a climate of mutual “trust and respect: among students, .

faculty, and administrators.

To ensure ﬁhat_students are not prevented from hearing speakers
presenting controversial points of view. ' ,

To set student tuition and fees at a level such that no ¥ne will be
denied attendance:because of financial .need,

To involve those wi th appropriate expertise in making important -

campus decisions.

S
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,.ﬁ e : J .
1 .69, To.ensure the freedom of. students_and faculty to choose their own’
Tife styles, such as ]iving afﬁ§hgements and persana]‘apﬁearances. .
f ..~ 70, To offer progranE at oFf-campus locations and at times that
: accammadate adu]ts in the community.
71, To maintain Qrfworkxto achieve ﬁ,Targe‘degrée of autonomy or. inde-
pendence in re]aticﬁ to goverﬁmEﬂtaT'or other educational agenciesg
72. To achieve generaT CONsSensus .on the camﬁus reqardinq fundamenta1
tollege goals. k _
. 73. To p]ace no restrictions on off=campu5 po11t1ca1 act1v1t§é§ by
faculty or students. e : . . L e
. 74, To recruit Students who in the past have been den1ed4_have not
va1ued or. have nct been SuccessfuT in formal education?
-75.. To be organ1zed for 5y5temat1c shorta and long- range planning for
~ the whale 1nstitut1on ' -
76. To protect the right of faculty members -to present unpopu1ar or
controversial 1dea5 in the c]assroam
77.. To maintain or move to a policy of essent1a11y open admissions, and
then to develop warthwh1ﬂe educational experiences for all who are
admi tted. , _ .
LT _ S 7 o T
78. To engage in systematic evaluation of all CDTTege proqrams.(ﬂx,
. < 79. To.consider benefits in re]at1en to costs, in deciding among a?ter-
' : native co]]ege programs. : . ‘a
80, To Ainclude local cittzens in planning college programs that will
affect ‘the Tocal communTty . . e
81, To prcv1de regular evidence that the institution % éctuaTTy
! achieving its stated goals,
. 82. To interpret systematically the naturé; purpoge, and work of -the
college to local citizens, . ;
. ; _ 83. To monitor the eff1c1ency Wﬂth which co]]eqe Dperat1ons are con-
ducted. o=
84; To provide educational experiences relevant to the 1ntere5t5 of
- b1ack5 Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, and Native Amer1cans
. \ : .
. 85i -To deve]op arrangements by. which students, faculty,, administrators,
and trustees can be 519n1F1cantTy involved in co11eqe po11cy
mak1ng. ,
86. Jo seek to maintain high standards of academ1c perfarménce through-
. out the 1nst1tut10n- ) -
L ) . B . s i
V8
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87.

88!

-89,

90. -

71

To be accauntab]e to funding sources for the effect1veness of co1ﬁ

lege programs.:

To exce1 1n 1nterca1legiate athTet1c5

WDITIETI

i E

To gervé as -a cultural center in the community. .
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APPENDIX B

SIX STATEMENTS IN CURRENT PLANNING
-~ PRACTICES ASSESSMENT
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SIX STATEHENTS IN CURRENT PLANNING PRACTICES ASSESSMENT g
- S

-
=

. The currEﬂt statement gf WHESTOH and goals at this community co11ege
e igl L _
A . ) ) i‘ c -

2. The re1at10nsh1p between pTanning and budget preparat1on at this
f cammun1ty college is:
3. The relationship Setween planning and other sydtems for managing"
-(e.qg., MIS, decision making, MBO) at this community college is:
&
4, The capab111ty to support p1annﬂnq with 1nst1tut1onaT research at -
this community college is: i
5. The capabiiity to support p]aﬁhiné wiﬁh déta¥based‘maﬂégémeﬁt'inféra
’ maticn at this ﬁommunity CGTTEQE is: . .- g
6. The capab111ty ta evaluate 1n5t1tut1ona1 perfﬂrmance at th1s com-
. munity co]]ege is: S . - -
\ J
i
fsf
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Ms. Nanf:y Stetson . - . . R T ‘
Infcrmat1un and Deve]opment Officer R ' ’ T

7300 Fifth Stret oL ST L
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T know., S e

_ For purposes of cunf1dent1a11ty, I understand that you. haveﬁcodeduu;uu;;;,
the. four-institutions that are part1c1pat1ng Tn your th551s study ‘57*ﬁ'”d_ .
sub—gruups ﬂne thrée, Fuur and five - . : . LT

From my profe551oﬁa1 po1nt,uF v1ew, a11 Four 1n5t1tut1on5 are din< ¢

a 'i,i ‘'volved in varying degrees in either designing, devgloping,f1mp1ement1ng,_rr_f

.or PEanan cumprehen51ve planning systéms. It is my opinion-that sub--
. groups ane and- five -are 1255 1nvu]ved in systematic p]anning than 5ub=v
groups three and” fuur ‘ ; 7 -

I wou]d;suqqest that rather than try to rank the Four 1nst1tut10ns
Frum ‘Tleast to mostrinvulved in systematic p]ann1nq, you examine the data
results in.groups of two. each, one group being more - systemat1c 1h pTan—
n1ng and. the othér group be1ng iess systeq§t1c.,, L g

If T can be uF any further he]p tc you 1n yuur studys p]easb 1&% meCki)

T i chartes L Kinndson
Lo 0o Principal Associate.

T e . o st . N
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' Q;f APPENDIX D - .-

- THENTY GOAL AREAS IN COMMUNITY COLLEGE'GOALS INVENTORY -




‘-,;féi Intellectudl” Dr1€ntat10n' an att1tude about 1earn1nﬂ and 1nte1lec-

i pa) cos : T .
~A1_ t make up ‘each area. Gna] statements 12577714 8@ 82,84, 85 85 88
89 and 90 frpm Append1x A are,not 1ncgrpor ted in: the twenty goa1 o

1. Genera1 Educat1on the acqu151t1an oF genera] and spec1a11zed know- ,fl
1edqe prepa?at1on of students for. further academie. work, .and the.- 1
?cqu131t1cn)of §k1115 and knnw]edge to 11ve eFFect1ve1y in. soc1éty L
1, 4,6, 9 ©o . 5 . :

“tual, work, familiarity with" research and prob?em solving ‘methods, ,-EE
the ab111ty to synthes1zerknow1edge Ffrom many “sources,. the capac1ty

O - e e

; ”“5§3 L1fe1ong Learn1qg» prav1d1nq nonscred1t courses to commun1ty resi-.

~for.self-directed 1earn1ng,'and»an apenness to new 1deas and ways
th1nk1ng (2, 5,.7, 10) : S : S

- **. dents who can'pursue a variety of interests, 1nst11T1nq 1nﬁstudepts S
”“'. a camm1tment to+1ifelong 1earn1ng, providing 1earn1ng DPDDTtUHTtTES.A

tD adults of all ages, and awarding educat1ona1 cred1t for. know?edge
nd skills acqu1red in. ncnsschocl settinqs (3, 8, JB)

*

R CuTtura1/Aesthet1c AwarenESS" a he1qhtened apprec13t10n of a vari—iﬂ,
“ety af art forms, encouraging study in the humanities and art beygnd
" requirements, ~exposure -to non-western art, and literature, and -
, enc0uragem§ﬁf DF student part1s1pat1on in. art1st1c act1v1t1e5 (14
17, 20, 23 o ‘ : L

“ LE ‘

é;aaPersana1 Deve1qpment 1dent1f1cat1on ‘by sfudents of personaT goaTs T
wfand developing means for achieving them, > enhancemerit of feelings of -

'73 :‘s .self-vorth, ‘self-confidence, and seTFad1rect1cn, and encouragement

" of open and honest . relatinﬁ§h1ps (15 18 21 24)

'?‘ijum nivm/ATtru1sm a respect fDr d1verse cu1tures, a cemm1tment to .

‘...'working for peace in tlie worﬂd -an understanding of the 1mp@rtant
-moral issues of the time, and concern abcut the genera] we]fare of
the commun1ty (TE 19, 22 25) o . L

;~Vocat1onaT/TEﬂhn1cal Preparat1on' offering specif1c Qccupat1onaT
nn,arxa1rscand1t1an1ng apd refriger~
:at1on) proqrams geared to em— ging career fields," opportunities for. -
___-up- grad1nq/upa,at1ﬁg pregent j@b\ski11s, and retra1n1nq For new . =
" careers or new- b Sk1115 (26 30 \36 38) o

7

-

c % N

)
" = e



’"'1,u-’-i_78'1w
recognizing, asse531ng, and o
Vsk111s needs, providing develop- .. .
,f711fferent 1eann1n ~styTes :and: rates,a*

Ls in Topmental progr ms. achieve appro- .o
mpete ce, and+eva1uat1ng 16 ski1Ts S -

eve1op;inta]/Remed1a] Preparat1on
counse]ing ude i das

. Commun1t Serv1ces- the ‘college's re]&t‘on%hjp w1th “the. commun1ty S
'};encaurag1ng use of college rescurces ‘(meetina rooms, computer o
acilities, . facuity skills);: canductlng community. forums- on top1ca]~;j;
pr@mat1hg cooperation: among - diverse community ‘organizations = -
2"availahility of Serv1ces, and’ work1ﬁ§ with Tocal govern- ..
St | nciess: ndustry, un1un53 _nd other groups “on: community i
probTemS (28 34 135, °37). _ I

R o 10, ] jprov1d1ng cr1t1ca1 eva]uat1oﬂgof current va]ues S
i‘-”ggfflf1é~n - - ¢..and practices, serving ‘as a source of ideas to change 'social. insti- -

RRIRE B _-tutions, helping. students learn how to bring about change in our.
.. “institutions, and being: engaged ‘as an 1n5t1tut1un, 1n work1ng For
} '=;;-needed ch—'QES 1n our: saﬁléty (295 33 39 40) e

Yoo . -11. Counseling and’ Adv1s1ng prov1d1nq career- couﬁse11ng serv1ces for, ;

oo w7 - students, providing: perscna] counsehng 'services for students;. pro-- &
Sy i viding academic advising services for: students, and prQV1d1ng a. :
A - . jstudent job p]acement serv1ce (44 47 SD 51)

pr0v1d1nq a- CQmpPEhEnSTVE student F1ﬂanc1a1 aid pFoqram, and m k1nq_ff,
. available health services that offer health ma1ntenance prevent1ve
_ med1c1ne and referra1 serv1ces (42 45, 48 52) P

,f»college resourges ‘to

o  -desidned toXimprove in-:
'g'lstruct1on31 program§ pFOV1d1ng opporﬁun1t1es for professional .- _
. development of: faculty and staff through attendance at workshops, = 7
et ‘maintaining a ‘consistent gnd -equitable method of faculty .= -

evaluation, and providing flexible Teave- -dnd sabbat1ca1 oppor=
‘.tun1t1e3 for. facu]ty and: staFf (43 46, 49 53) .

--;_jéi FacuTty/Staff*ﬁeve10pment" a camm1tment

f f74;fi1nt511ectua1 Environment: - r1ch prngram ‘of gu]tura1 events, a .. .
' colTege climate that encourages student free-time. involvement. 1n T

~# intellectual and cultural -activities, an-environment. in which - .
~4 "+ students and facu]ty can easily interact. informally, and .a’ co11ege ,
'~£g' that has .a reputat1on in the community as an 1nte11ectua11y G e
g exc1t1ng p]ace (54 57 60 63) L . o -
o = e - ‘




”'a;lﬁgf'lﬁhgyatjgﬁ;r:alcjimaﬁe;infwﬁigﬁ;éént?huéﬁs_eﬂﬁéétio;é];iﬁﬁoyat{'ﬁﬂ:;
.~ 1s anaccepted way of life, o

- specifically; experiméntation wi

.established procedures for readi’
,tiona]ginnavatjongs-and;~m0re-

itiating curricular or B

_ th;nEWjappioagﬁés*to_ipdividuaiizea,°;fli;§
and grading student performance (55,

-instruction and to-evaluating

e LA i

[ = i b v ot Lo,

. College Cormmuni ty:. ngac _
~; and staff commitment to the goals Df;the»coljeges~apén;§nd candid -

’nFreede;"protect1ng;the‘righ;=oF faculty to present controversial .

2:.61,.64).

fifostérﬁhgfafciimaté‘{n'ﬁhich,fhéﬁélis?%aQQTty

- ‘Comunication, open and-amicablé airing of differences, and,mutuaiif.ff e
... trust ‘and' respect among. faculty, students,.and administrators (56,
2162, 65, 69), oo T T S K

- Tdeas”in the CTaSSroém;}not*pfeventing:studehts=Fr@m,hééring_c§n§;i L

- troversial points of view, placing no restrictions on off-campus

'ﬁ,,poiitiéaihactivitﬁes=by faculty -or students, and;ansuringifaCUTfyfx

andﬁstudentS-tﬁe“fréedom;;b cthse thginrgwngliFQEStylgs‘(665569," D

73, 76).

'AccesSiijity;f'maintéinfng.tgsfs to students dt a'ievéT]iﬁét'Wiii}_‘

- ﬁgt,aEﬂyiéFyfggmmgﬂiﬁi;EEdeEﬂt;BiténdaﬂcéibgCause:@f;finanéia]y,f"r~m—wf:%r

'

-and; with d policy .of open admissions, developing worthwhile -~ - |
‘educational experiences for all those alimitted (67, 70, 747 77).

- , , nl € _ Crnanclai-—
. needs, offering- programs where and whep they are convenient for 3§.
+adults iﬁ‘the'community,'recruiting‘stuggnts'Who‘have been denied;

have_nDt”V31ued5.or'havefngt:been successful in. formal ‘education, -~ | ..~

. Effective Management: - involving thgsa with appropriate expertise | .

in making decisions, achieving geneyal consensus regairding fanda- /.

',xméntaT,co]?ege'goaIS,-bEipg*orgahiwgdﬁfﬂr~sy5t3maticfshont— and ..

~long=range pTanninggiaﬁg_engaging.%n,systgmatié‘evalpétionioF'aLl;f'lgi*i{a

~ eolTege programs (68,.72,-75,. 78).

0., Accountability: . use of cost criterid in deciding among. alternative
: :programs;-QOhCern;fgﬁ_the éffi@jéncy_df;céliege,épEratith? Vo
ri;Tacgountabilityfto'fundiﬁg sources for program effectiveness, -and

. stated goals (79, 81, 83, 87). .

régular-prowision of evidence that the college is.meetingits '

-
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