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- —— ——-——educattional policy and Funding.

.secondary Education Commission in November 1981 and avéilable

. positions on legislative proposals affecting postsecondary

This rtporf is a companion document to The ChallengeS'Ahéad:
A Planning Agenda for California Postsecondary Education,
1982-1987 -~ a five-year plan issued by the Californiaééost-

B

4

The Commission was created by the Legislature and the Governor

in 1974 as the successor te the Califq;nia Coordinating Coun- .
cil for Higher Education in order to coordinate and plan for .
education in California beyond the high school. As a'stata
agency, the Commission is responsible for assuring that the
State's resources for postsecondary education are utilized
effectively and efficiently; for(promoting diversity, |innova-
tich, and responsiveness to the needs of students and |society;
and for advising the Legislature and the Governor on on gtatewide

without charge from the Commission. -7

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine répresent the

general publié, with three each appointed by the Speaker of

the Assembly, the Senate Rules Committee, and the Governor.

The other six represent the major educational systems of the B
State. .

&

year at which 1t takes action on staff studies and adopts

education. \Further information about the Commission, its
meetings, 1%3 staff, and its other publications may be obtained
from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street, Sacramenno,
California 95814; telephone [(916) 445-7933. » .'

s
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This set of staff papers suppletﬁents and provides background for the ’ -
Commission's 1982-1987 fivé\‘-ygar planz The Challenges Ahead: A ’
Planning Agenda for /California, Postsecondary Education, 1982-1987.
As noted in that report, the primary gesponsibility for State-level,
planning for all of postsecondary education in California rests with
e Commission. Ftom its creation in 1974, the Commission has been’
charged, by the Legislature to "prepare a five-year plan for post-
. secondary education which shall integrate the planning efforts of
‘the public segments and other pertinent plans" and to "update the .
state plan annually” (Education Code, Section 66903). . v

The Commission's éf;lrst five-yeg‘r p;an,/ issued in December 1975% set
forth assumptions about the future of' California .postseeondary
education, projected\enrdllments and expenditures, en ated State
goals, identified priority problems for 1976 and the following five
years, and proposed plans of action for dealing with each.of these 5 .
issues. As the Plan itself stated, it was "problem oriented, with.
the priorities set’ in terms of those major problems that face the-——s—— 7

—-State ¢f California during the last half of the decade of the

. seventies" (California Postsecondary Educatiqmr Commission, 1975,* <o
Preface). Successive updates of that plan analyzed the extent E:

which these problems were being resolved and articulated new isstues
facing postsecondary education as well as the steps to be taken to
address them.

In the spring of 1979, fthe Commission embarked on the development of
a five+year plan for e first half of the 1980s. Rather than
unilaterally identifying issues. to be addressed in the planning -
document, members of the Commission staff began extensive 'consulta-
tions to identify the ‘major areas of concern to the postsecondary
system as_a vwhole. Officials of each segment wer&lasked to provide a
list of the most Serious problems their system®iould face in the” .
'80s. Commisgsidners werk queried for their own lists of concerns, as \
were the ' Commission's 3Btudent Advisory Committee and other

interested groups. Commission staff talked with the staffs of the
Department of Finance and of the Legislature about their concerns and
expectations for-postsecondary education in the '80s. Finally, with \
the issues and uncertainties narrowéd, the staff prepared a series of .
planning papers under five broad headings: (1) ‘an overview of

. California pgstsecondary education; (2) sthe environment for.

California postsecondary education; (3) student needs and char-
acteristics; (4) faculty issuds and concerns; and (5) State and

. Vii/ . '_lo ' G
. - 5 o
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8
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'segmental planning. These papers, published, in July 1980 as Issues

“in Planning for the E1ght1es, were intended to generate discussion

. and debate about the" issues, the uncertalntlii, and the alternatives
fac1ng the California segments and the system”as a whole. While the
issues’ they dlscuSSed are not the only ones likely to be of concern
during the ‘1980s, thef’were ‘the ones which emanated from this
consultative planning process. .

.

\ . Since then, several of those papers have been rewritten and expanded,

. apd one.new paper--on financial issues--has been written, following "
t  adoption of the State s 1982 budget. This present dogument contains
five of these papers.” . -, . ’

N v

The ¥first paper, "Plannfhg-for the Eighties,'. discusses the need for

, ‘planning; delineates the essential eleménts of planning, describes
_ the segmental and statewide planning processes. in California, and .
. / gotes existing barriers to mox® effective planning.

[ }

The second, on financial issues, includes the most current informa=~
. ‘ tioén available on sources df funds for California colleges and uni-
versities, . the role of the State in financing postsecondary eduta-

.« tion, and issues gegardlng this role that pose .problems for the
, | future.’ \ )
. N ~
. . . ~
- The third, en students, summarizes trends in student needs an& char-

acterxstICsznd“rzises questlons"”bout institutional obllgatlous and

policies toward students in' light of these trends. ! .

‘ The fourth, on faculty, ideatifies four~primdry topies requiring

dttention: collective bargaining, affirmitive action, the role of’
pigiftime faculty, and facultyqmobilit;jldevelopmentz and retire-
- me ' ' ' - '

, The fifth and final paper reviews the major problems 11ke1y to con-
frodt California's colleges and universities over the next five .
years, whether economic (such as State funding), demographic (such
as the decline 1t the college-age population), or sowio-political,
both as a summary of the challenges identified in this volupe and as
introduction to the Commission's recémmendatione regarding goals and

priorities in the companion volume.
£

A »

<

I share the Commission’'s appreciation for the work of he'many
members of the staff, particularly that of Janis Cox Coffey, Dorothy
H. Knoell, and William H. Pickens, in preparing this volume. ‘ -

’

Patrick M. Caflae
- v . Director _
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INTRODUCTION: THE NEED FOR PLANNING

.
o

/Planniﬁg is a proqé%s by which an ‘educat jonal Jnstitution on system

attempts to anticipate the effects of future events upon its ongoing
eperations and activities. For most'of the post-World War II perlod

‘the quadtltatlve problems of growth--?fpans1on, new students, new

campuses, and new programs--absorbed the energies of educational
planners. The major concern w3s how to accommodate the rapidly
expanding numbers of young people who wished .to participate in post-
secondary education. While facilities plannlng, financial planning,
and academic planning were often carried out independently of one

another, by the late 1950s,-the pressing need to design new academic’

programs and construct pew facilities to accommodate the influx of
students gave new impéfus to the idea of coordlnated institutional
planning. Yet, .as Jack Freéman has;stated, "the combination of easy

money and burgeoning enrollments ‘prov1d9d l1ittle incentive to

pladners and administrators for prudent management of:.resources, or
for careful integrited academic, physical, and financial planning
with 4 view to -theMlong-term consequences of growth" (1977, pp 35-.
36). o .

- { “
Today, the major issues fac1ng postsecondary educatlon include how

‘to plan for decline rather than growth; how to anticipate the effects

of fiscal constraints and government spending limitations;.how to
respond to the needs of a new and perhaps underprepared student

clientele; and how to add new faculty, continue .with prograg

innovations, and increase program vitality, while at the same time
reducing costs and increasing accountability. The prospect is one of
reallocating existing' resources among competing priorities through
better plannlng, rather than through allocat1on of new funds. '

of limited resources and institutienal retrenchment, than it was
duripg the period of rapid growth and expansion’ Many critics of the
edn¢ational planming progess have cited the need for more effective
planning at the institutional and systemwide levels, as well 'as at-
e stateW1de level. Freeman argues, "We must be about the business’

of restructurlng our academic programs and institutions if we are to.

deal effectively with increasingly severe limitations on -resources
while attempting to meet the educational needﬂxof a changin}y society"
M

. ~ . N

- . : . 1 ~

.

.

‘ .
Plannlng, then, is undoubtedly.mdre necessary now during this period

&
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R . o _ . Plannlng for the Elghti&i S

- ’ . B . TR )

f (1977, P-4 Othexs, such as Frank Bowen and Lyman'Glenny, have o e
arguéﬂ that the continyation of substantial fnstitutional® autopomy

. "may well depedd om rigoroys aftd effective planning’ and program .

\’ *rev1ew rocedure$,”" “since only spch progedures -and the’

.-\ v . "implemfntation of decisions reached through them can provide

- \\; ©, assuragces rhal constituencies that freedom is. being well .

- exercised” . 55). Perliaps Kenneth Bo{idingnhas issued the.

.
»N
a
4
r
K

v clearest, wa conéernlng the need’for betXer plamning: ""In a v
grow1ng 1nst1tut19n ‘mistakes are easily co;; ted; in a declining )
1nst1tutlon they afe not" (1975, p. 8).

’

N
While these concerns for respons1veness to student ahd soc1etal
needs, for institutiopal survival and autonomy, and for 1nte111gent .

- decisions during retrenchment, are clear epough ev1?ence of the need
‘for ¢lanning, A, further argument can be made cogcerning plarmning and
educational quailty . While in the t, plannipng was largely
concerned with growth with dctommod ng 1ncreas1ng numbers of
students into postsecoﬂdary education, educatlonal planners can now
devote more attentlon to the qualitative dimensjons of a telatively’
stable system. Although resource- limitations make the easy option of ,
augmenting resources to improve program and institutional quality ,
-unlikely, stich limitations can encourage.educational.planners to be .
more innovative in refining the educational system, 4nd in - :

<. ' attempting to make the system more effective and more responsive to

. the needs of the gew student clientele and of the society which must’

.- support “thesystem. A _smaller system may also be a h1gher-quallty
. system, and planners need to beglﬁﬁxrdetermlne means of deflnlng and
o measuring quality in both programs and institutions. — The-mainte- .
nance and enhancement of a quality system of postsecondary education = -
. 1is perhaps the 'most importaht reason for more éffective planning in |
: the 1980s. John D. Millett has stdted that‘"planning is more the
ability to.cope with change than if is the power to foresee change"
(1979, p. 4). BEVeloplng this ability tHrough improved planning
processes and procedures can help ensure Aot only the health but the,
excellence of California's postsecandary education system during the’

\. 1980s. - P \ -,

* ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS IN PLANNING PROCESSES =~ '

p/ . ’ .
.

,Variation- in"Types of Planning Processes - L P #

Higher education in the United Statés has been characterized by a ,
tremendous diversity of types of institutions.and programs, so it .
- comes as no surprise that the management styles “and planning . '
processes 1mQMSe at varlogi,jimes around the country have. bgen Va
- equally” diverse. Howeder, With the advent of shrinking enrollments .
* and resources, certain comqon'themes.began to emerge in educational

. .
.
. . )
. ,
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Essential Elements in Plénning Progggses N ‘ ~;> 3

LI ) . 01_: .7. d)
plannlng,-themes or concepts often bornowed from the busines$ world:
Institutions began to be concerned about their "clientele," and .
.about how 'to maintain or increase their share of the stiadent .

'"mazket. Instltntlons began to carefully redefime what segment of

the market was the1rs, and- to consider how te identify those in the
market who could benefit most from their services: Then’ 1nst1tntfons
borrowed  ideas from' the advert1s1ng world and “began to notify g

- potential clients or students about how the particylar institution

could meet their wants, needs, and concerns. . The educational

communlty began to recognlze that a close_ relatlonshlp exists

between the institutional mission, its market and fiscal stablllty

(Brantley, Mlller and McAlpine, 1979, pp. 18~25) A
r

As the concern about respnrce availability began to mandate some type
of coherent, comprehensive institutional planning, many institutions
again turned to business, or government, in an attempt to use the
newest concepts of business management to help in imstitutional .
management. There have been many variations An educational
management systems, but a large number of them der16ed from oL
federal government's Program Plannlng and Budgeting System (PEB
system based essentlally on the concept of '"Management by
Objectives" (MBO). A ndmber of institutions (including the
Upiversity of Ca#lifornia) tried the PPBS system with mixed results ..
and ultimate disenchantment. While PPBS may h‘ge'been too hlghly
‘centralized and structured. to f1§ Smoothly into an ‘educational
sett1ng, it did illustrate the conceépt and necessity of tying program :
planning to the 1nst1tntf“n’s bndgetlng process. ’

>
More recently, a system called Plannlng, Management, and Evaluatlon
-(PME) was developed "a% a concept by the Institute fqr Sexvices to
Edncatlon undler a grant from the U.S. Office of Education. Defined
as "an established set of procedures for producing a host of primary"
facts about the activifies, costs, and revenues of an institution"’
(Nwagbaraocha,nl979, p- 32), the PME system is designed to focns the
attention of top admlnlstrators on basic pollcy questions, to help
them analyze those policies'’ 1ong-range implications for planning
and budgeting, and to ultimately resolve the various issues,
including developing priorities for resource allocation. The three
elements of the PME' system~-Planning, Managimg. (operatlng), and
Evaluating--are designed to provide information ("feedback") to
institutional administrators in a closed- loap process. .

4

AY

In addition, a number of institutions have turned to their own
institutional research units to provide the necessary coherence in

the planning process. Institutional research specialists are befhg
called upon to undertake self-study regarding. institutional flaws, f.
Aweaknesses, ang effectiveness; analyze ‘data for ‘trends that may

affegt future ‘instititional St?blllty, and provide information
necessary for institutional .decision making. Those who advocate the

- .
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. ‘use’ of 1nst1tut10na1 arch in this way to' guide e plannlngw,f
process argue that institutiondl research has the capability to

enhance the establishment of = clear-nut ipstitutional mission ‘.
statement, to analyze market potemtial, tamprovide the 1nst1tut10na1 <
self-knowledge essential to iong~range plannifng, %nd to facilitate®
decision making by, the institution's leadership (Bradtley, Mlller, b
and McAlpine, 1979, pp. 22 -23). . - "

- & 4 - . - ,

Whatevér the process, it is clear ghat institutions of postsecondary
education_are becoming ingreasingly concerned about planning and are
attempting to implement comprehensive planning processes. In 1976,
the Unlversrty of Pittsburgh conducted a -survey of the 56 lazgest
.research universities in the country to determine which -had !
developed comprehensive planning systems. Of the 32 institutioms’
which responded, ‘23 had developed.or were in the process of
* developing comprehensive planning systems (Freeman, 1977, p. 40).
By now, many more institutions have evidence of the need to improve
.their planning processes, and the next section of this paper examines
some of the common elements that appear to be essential to a good
institutional planning process.

-

-

Essential Elements in Institutional Planning

In the literature of 1nst1tut10na1 planning and in the,planning

processes actually used in éﬁucatlonal 1nst1tut10ns, a particular
group of elements appear agaln and agaim as essential to good

institutional plannlng ) oo

‘

.'Leadershig: First, effective planning requires strong executive
leadership and commitment. Forceful leadership involves mobilizing
the campus for action; establishing a.pervasive tone for the
institution; ensuring that there 4is a systematic flow of th
information necessary for institutional self-knowledge; developing
specific strategies for dealing with retrenchment; and working with.
all parts of the/institution to ensure that implementation occurs as .,
planned (Brantley, Miller, and McAlpine, 1979, p. 11-27).

Exathination of Assumptions:* Second, effective ‘planning requires .
that underlying assumptions be examined. This includes assumptions ’
about the future, .about the enviromment (including both economic and
demographlcsfactors) about the availability of resources (including

money, Students, faculty, and facilities), and about the nature of

the inpstitution itself. If there is any one major shortcoming in
‘institutional planning, it is the failure to deal with the underlying
Assumptions of a plan. These assumptions should be debated and

discussed at the beginning of the planning process, and those which ?

are finally accepted should be made expllclt (Callan, 1974; Gerth,

1979)

’
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Clear Mission and Goals: Third, effective planning requires a clear
definition of the mission and goals of*xhe institution. A cléar
definition of institutional-mission must be based not only on the
needs, requlrements, and staff capability of the 1nst1tut10n but
also on the service the institution. can provide to the public. The
mission statement shépld guide the planhing priorities of the
institution, by answering such questions as: What is our purpose”?
Whom should we serve? .Mow well are we doing the tasks werelected to
‘do? What new things should we be doing? What should we hot be doing?
What things can we do better? ' What kinds of programs should we be
offering? Which of society's needs over the next few years cCan wg
help ‘address? Does our, institution make a d1fference° Once the
mis§ion statement is established, the institution must adopt- a
clearly defined set of -goals, not the-general goals of the past--
"provide quality education,'" "meet student needs'--but goals with
operational meanlng and measurable~ob3ect1ves (Mortlmer and Tierney,
1979)

Y

Broad Partic¢ipation and Adequate Resources: K Fourth, effective
planning requires that the process be broadly participatory, that i
effectively coordinate all units and ‘departments, and that it have
sufficient financial resources to ‘get thé job done. All of the
institution's or systett's constituencies must be involved: tristees,
administrators, students, faculty, and even members of the communlty
at large. Such broad’participation will create credibility ‘and
support for the plan that finally emerges. In order to provide for
such broad‘partitipation, to enable members of the campus community
to ‘participate, and -to ensure the coordination 11 units and
departments, the institution must be willing to make the substantial
financial commitment that good planning requires. Plannlng takes
time, and thus it takes money, but it should be money well spest
considering the ultimgte benefits 'of a bettef-managed imstitution
that has the capability of feallocatlng resources and even saving
monies that can then be allocated to new, high prlorlty programs
(Freeman, 1977). |

Continuity and Comprehensiveness:
continuous planning, comprehensive plannjng that links academic and
fiscal concerns through clearly defined procedures. Given a rapidly
changing environment, most planners now see the need for continuous
planning as opposed to the notion of a master plan that will last for
five or ten years. Continuous planning allows an institution to

consider its various planning options and alternatives in the light
of changing contditions (Millard, 1979). Sich a continuocus planning

that can respond to short-term changes in”situations while moving
toward the long-range goals (Mortimer .and McConnell, 1978). Imn
addition to being continuous, planning must be comprehen51ve. To be

- )

; ) »
Fifth, effective planning must be

process should include both strategic planning, based on five- to
ten-year projections and goals, and the continuing tactical planning‘

’
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effectrVe plannLﬁg myst be related 1ntegra11y to budget development

and program reyiew, £ tHese are the pr1mary instruments of planning

lmplementatlon.‘g?iiﬁnlng shopld provide the guidelines within which .
. budget developmenkftakes place, and the rationale for review of new .

andd existing pf?%rams (Education Commission of the States, 1979).

* Effectivev Ptogram Review: Sixth, effective planning requires an

. effectlvgdprogram rewiew process; in fact, program review is often

e . " considered. the key to the planning and resource-allocation

processes.  While program review .in the past was directed at - 4

‘determ1n1ngathe need for new programs, 1nst1tut10ns now need to

' examine the-justification for ‘contimiing existing programs as well.

Programs muéﬁ_be justified in*terms of the needs and interests of the

soliety which gs being asked to support them, not in terms of -the

aspirations fiq status or prestige of the institution's faculty or

administratjon., The institution or system must ask the question of- .

whether the programs which it offers represent the best use of

1ncrea51ng1y scarceé public resources (Callan, 1979). ‘

2

; In & <1975 = , Lee and Bowen found that institutional and
- systemwide reWhew of new sxademic programs had become more intensive
. and increagingly based on academic quality and campus mission, as

well as on fiscal criteria. They found that moré& institutidns were . ‘
looking seriously at ‘academic program review as a mechanism for //;,°
making assessments about institutional vitality. In addition, a .
-number of me&hods had been dedigned for determining priorities among
academic programs, with the implication that programs not of high
priority would be subfect to termination. There is general agreement
in the. literature that developing visible and agreed upon criteria
whlch can be .applied in evaluatifg, modifying, or terminating
programs 1s‘extremely ‘impoftant. Beside deciding what criteria are
appropr;/te in establishing pragram priorities, the institution or
.System st decide what relative weight &hould" be given.to each
N : criterion. Mortimer and McConnell outline a program review decision
6' makifg process with six elements: (1) there must be early
.comyultation about both the process and the criteria; (2) procedures
should Be“fq’mulated jointly by faculty and adhinistration; (3)
- ther® must be ~adequate time to condict rev1ews, (4) information must
* be available to all involved with the review; (5) there should be
. adequatye 'feedback concerning the results of the review; and (6) any
SN . decision, reached  should be communlcated widely (1978). To be
. effective, progrmm review must examine more than the factors of
student need or desire ,and program cost; it must also\examine program
. qualjty.. The development by the institution.or syst4m of measurable
" indiced of quality is crucial to the program review process.

" Perforance Review: Finally, effective planning requires a means
for- evaluating the pefformance of the institution or system as a
. whole. "Such an evaluation process should consider whether programs

s omy
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are meeting their objectives at reasonable cost; should include a: -

means for determining the relative priority of programs with respect

_-to resource allocatlon, and should provide for an evaluat1on of the
plann1ng process itself at regular intervals, to ensure that it is
-continuing to meet the needs of the institution or system. The
evaluation process. shqQuld gather the 1mplementat1on data and compare

actyal perfo;mance with .planned performance; it should include an
asséssment, of goal.and objective,attainment as well as of resource
utlllzatlon, and the" results ©»f this evaluation process “should be

used as information for the next planning cycle (Freeman, 1977 ]
Nwagbaraocha 1979). ' X

L . - T

Essem‘lal Elements in Systemmde P.lannmg (

.
These .seven major elements that aré essential components of ! ‘<
successful‘lnstltutlonal planning, are also essential to effective
planning at the systemwide level for multicampus institutions. In
their book; Managing Multicampus Systems: Effective Adiinistration
-in an Unsteady State, (1975), .Lee and Bowen indicate that the greater- \
d1vers1ty and flex1b111ty of multicampus systéms can mitigate some
of the pressures of-the current "unsteady state." With respect to J
academic plans #hd planning procedures, the authors report that such . *°
plans have become working documents for the systems, based on ",
real1st1c demographic and fiscal projections, and that such plans
now "are oftep more integrally related to the budget and to thé -
program review process. Revzews of existing, -as well as new, ‘

.. programs are now .a permanent feature of ‘multicampus ~system
governance.. Improved central information systems that provide,
comparable data for similar programs throughout the system are used
to assist in making decisions regarding the reallocation,K of
resources from existing prégrams to support new program development.

. -~ Both campus and systemwide administratilons are involved in this

. increased program review, and "the clearly emerging system role is.to T
. require campus program reviews, either under system guidelipes or
.. under campus guidelines which the system approves" (p. 136). ‘

*

b %

Need for Fiscal Flexibility: While program/rev1ew and budgeting
procedures: are now being © oordinated much more closely ijn
multltampus systeﬁs,.the budget, especially for publicly supported
+ systems, is also linked ‘to enrollment fluctuations through various
+ formulas. Although these budget formulas have provided the
additional flex1b111tyfneeded‘1n times of growth, strict adherence
to such formulas in face of enrollment declines may actually reduce
the flexibility so necessary to ‘multicampus systems in a period of
fiscal constraints. Time is needed to adjust to enroIlment shifts or
losses, and*the systemwide administrations must have the ability to
. reallocate resources among campuses and programs to meet student
_needs and demands. "It is essential, therefore," state Lee and

e
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‘ . Boweny "that responsibility for meeting stete fiscal objectiVes be
imposed upon multicampus systems as'§ystepms. Econé&ﬁes, where they - s
st be achieved, should. generally be accompllshed by reallocation

1 within and by the system itself"  (p. 138).” The introduction’ of ’
faculty colléctive bargaining into multlcampus systems, however, may- '
11m1t the amount of fiscal flexibility a system cah maintain., 7 *.

e
L2

Both the—dramatlcally increased 1mportance ‘of udgeting- in the ,
planning processes. of multicampus systems, and tht present climate S
.- ‘i'ef fiscal conservatism, have increased the likelihood of legislative
¢~ - . Yintrusion into areas that traditionally have been within thé purview
of campus, or systemwide administrations. More and more -frequently,
the budget process is being used by state legislatures to make polily i
gyt changes and impose specific programmatic mandates. Lee and Bowen
. - _stress that there is "a need to define more explicitly the boundary
between 1eg1t1mate State fiscal concerns and the education
. ) perogatlves of multicampus systems. . .. Budget control language
should not be used to mandate a particular organizational structure
or staffing pattern withiY the multicampus system" (RP° 138-139). »

gggg for Diversit g Beyond the diffilulties of academic plannihg,
program review and budgeting, multlcampus systems also face the
, problem of maintaining or 1ncrea51ng di%ersity among their campuses.
During the growth era, most new campuses in a system sought to
develop the same scope and types of programs offered on the senior
. campus. Now, however, multlcampugiéystems are discovering .that
diversity among campuses in terms of progralm offerings, curricular :
emphasis, and delivery systems, can often serve as a cushion agalnst‘g
the fiscal effects of constant shlfts in student demands. To again
quote Lee and Boyen: # .
~ : . . . the ralsgn d'etre for the multicampus system should
be to in¢reasé the quality of campus programs in the face
. of tight resources., to attract students by promoting the
qualities of diversity, specialization, and cooperation--

the defining- characteristics of the multlcampus system (p. ;
145), + .~

-

N\

'?q

. Centralization vs. Decentralization: Finally, multicampus systems

. must cope with ‘one problem unique to their structure--that of the

appropriate balance between systemwide centralization and campus
autonomy. Lee and Bowen describe-the problem thusly:

. for the foreseeable future, creative use must be made
of the unique organizational ,structure that combines
coordination and governance. Coordination implies a-=

' continuing high level of campus autonomy--the perogative
4 of the campuses to promote their own institutional stamp !
and style. ‘Governance, on the other hand, implies that the

)
"
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central administratlon + has direct operational

responsibility and is accountab§e to the State for the sum

of activity across campuses. tension between campus .

and central responsibility cannpt -be _ resolved by ’

abandoning either (p. 148).
The maintenance of an appropriate balance in authority and function
between the campus and the systemwide administration may well prove
difficult, but success in this endeavor is crucial to the ability of

é%? multicampus systems to plan ‘for_, and effectively manage the

¥ particularly uncertain years ahead.

} . '

Essential Ele\ments in Statewide Planning

e Most states in this country have established statewide agencies to
- plan’ for and coordinate the various segments of postsecondary,

. .education within the state. These agencies vary in power frgm

- advisory bodies to full statewide governing boa'rds, but regardless
of their power, several featuyes characterize planning among them.

. Articuwlation of the Public Interest: The planning agencies,
. standing as tHey do between the -insti®tions of postsecondary-
education and the executive and the legislature as representatives
of -the publlc, are generally charged with articulating the public ,
£ interest in and-needs for postsecondary edycation, and with easuring
_ that those needs are being met. Since each institution and segment
of postsecomdary education has the tendemcy to identify its own
N aspirations and interé#sts with tha% of the public, the statewide
agency's perspective is importent, .because the public jinterest may
not always coincide with the combined interests of the institutioms
and segments. The statewide planning agency must ask the sighificant v
. questions that rglate‘to the publig interest: What are the needs for
' educational sefvites? How can the $tate's resources best be utilized ‘
to meet those needs? HgWw can educa ional programs be made respopsive
to public needs rather than to insty tut10na1 or‘parochlal interests?
(Callan 1974). ' )
, ’ r - : 3 ‘ s

.;~J . Analysis of Trends': The” second essent;al element in effectfbe

statewide plannlng is a clear statement of the future: for which the
state is plapning. This '"future statement" should articulate N
clearly the assumptions. under1y1ng the plannlng-and identify those N~
- " trends which suggest what the future epvironment for postsecondéry
‘ educatlif in the state may be’ like. -, &
L3 ¢ N

Identification of Goals and-Objéctives: The third element egeentlal

to statewide plannlng involves the identification of clearly defined
statewide goals and objectives fJr postsecondary education? These
goals and objectives should guide . the varioug segments aad

\ . . . ' .
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e . 1nst1tut10ng in developing their own m1sé10n and goals statements
- (Education -Commission of the States, 1979). The ultimate goals of -
- o Statew1de plannlng should include the following: (1) optimal use of 4
.all rescurce’s; (2) assured diversity of institutions and programs;
¢+ (3) systematic development and retention of effectiVe educational
approaches and delivery systems; (4) maximum student choice withi
. .~ + .. the limited resouyrces available; (5) maintenance of policy options
for the future; and (6) identification of and response to future
~sw, ' ‘educatienal and societal neefis for education (Callan, 1974)

.ot Broad Participation: The fourth essential element for statewide
plannlng is a broadly partxélpatory process. State-level planning
A ‘must involve the institutions, tHe governor, and the legislature in
! the plannlng process, so that they can take the necessary actions to
. implement the .planning objectives.' In additiom, given the «q.
overlapping responsibilities now betwegen eLementagy, secondary, and
postsecondary education for vocational and adult education, programs
. " ° _for the handicapped, for :emedial education, and teacher training, /
. the state-level agency must, assure better coordination between
. planning’ for postsecondary education and pPlanding for the K-12
system. The state-level agency must develop credibility withrthe
executive and legislative branches by producing timely and agcurate
information” and by dealing forthrightly with the difficult
. ' questions of resource allocation and educational program prioritieg.,
’ If it does not 'deal with ;hese qgegtlons, the governor and the
leglslature will make the decisions (Mortimer and McConnell, 1978)

<

Attertion to Independent Institutions: The fifth'essential element
involves, ;he development of an explicit state policy toward
. 1ndependent institutions. Although the state-level agency is often
seen as planning primarily for the public sector of postseconda;y 3
education, it must include a clear acknowledgement of the potential
P impact” of‘ the independent sector on.publlc sector plans and vice .
versa. ) .

~

Assistance in Instltutlonal Plannlng The sixth essential element
is that of bu11d1ng upon the strengths of existing 1nst1tut10qa1
planning and aldmng the institutions and segments in improving their
planning processes. State planning should not lead to increased
centralization of management and regulation of institutioms.,
Rather, it should recognize the institutional, requn51b111ty for
curricular policy and instructional methods, while at the same time
enauxiﬁg institution&t-and segmental compllance with.broad statewide
goalSﬂXnd guidelines, and with such things as affirmative action
. requiqements and standards for, effective programs (Education
Commission of the States, 1979) The §tate -level agency should -
. éncourage the segments and ihstitutions to ‘define, or redefine, .
their missioms and goals far more explicitly, and to establish .
educational priorities, in 1nstruct10n research, and publlc seyxvice.

5' -~ ¢ \\
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‘At the same time, the agency should use~1ncent1ves to réward
s _ "innovAtion and should encourage dlgtlnctlve missions and .

differentiation of function within as well as between the segments

(Mortlmer and McConnell, 1978).. ﬂ"

“ . 'y

N

Linking Program Réglew and Budgetlng *Flnaaly, the state-level

. agency must assure more rigorous segqpntal review and evaluation of
existing and proposed programs and‘ develop procedures®to link . s
program,review with statewide budget development. Better statew1§€
program review requires an effective information system, and the
development of procedures for estimating quality that go beyond the
measurement of swch outcomes s the n ber of students completing

. programs, or the nhmber of credit-hdyrs. generated per faculty -
member. Effective program review shodid measure institutional and
segmental results against their designated missions dnd specific
objectives. Flnally, effective program review must be followed by’
the hard decisions of curtailment, reform, or elimination of
programs, as conditioms may warrant., Only such difficult decisions
will free needed resources that can then be used to enhance other -
educational offerings, or to establish new prdgrams or innovations
ifi educational services.

As can be segn, there are many elements that are common to effective |
Planning processes at both the institutional and segmental levels ag
well as at the statewide planning level. To a considerable extent

* the processes are interdependent, and an improved planning process

-

' at oneé level will help ensure better, more effective planding at all
p ’ other levels. .. f‘7
K 'SEGMENTAL PLANNING IN CALI'FCRNIA ot

v

. ~Hds¢'planning for higher education in California during the past
. \ twenty years has, been dane within the general guidelines of the
Donahoe Higher Education Act of 1960, which incorporated a nimber of
the most s1gn1f1cant retommendations contained in A Master Plan for
Higher Education in Califormia, 1960-1975 (Liaison Committee, 1960).
Other recommendatlons which were not enacted into statute were

A :’ adopted .as. policy and 1mp1emented by the governing boards of the’ -
, 0 three segments of higher education: the University of California,
. ? the California State Univdrsity and Colleges, and the California

Community Colleges. Although amended several times in the last ,
. twenty vyears, the bonahoeiAct today still retains its most
significant features: the ¢ifferentiation of functions among the ’
, % . three public segments and the definition of the efiglblllty pools
. from which each gegment may*draw its students. Within these general
ot . confines, the three public segments plan in various ways to attract
and ‘accommodate students in a wide variety of educational programs,
oo and each of the public segmenits has a formal planning prokess. . - l

'
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In addition to the three public segments, there are other segments, or
sectors of postsecondary education in California: the independent
colleges and universities; the private, proprietary postsecondary
instiiﬁtlons, and the public adult and vocational schools
administered by the Department of Education. These segments also
have planning processes, although they are less likely to be formal ,
and are*often concentrated at the institutional level. The planning
processes of all these, segments of California postsecondary
education as described,in their documents and in consultatio{i‘with
Commission staff, are summarized below.

’ L

, .
¥ . P}

¢ . .
Planning in the University of zCalifornia _— ’

Work of the Joint Planning Commlttee In January 1979, President
Saxon informed the Regents that the University had entered a new and
urgept stage in its planning for the future: a stage that would
involve both a new systemwide plan and pew campus plans. The first
step in this process was completed with the publication of a report
entitled The University of Ccllfornla--A Multi-Campus System in the
1980s (1979), prepared by the Joint Planning Committee, a body
adv1sory to the President. Im this report, the Committee discussed
the issues and trends that both the campus and systemwide leaders
needed to consider’ in planning for the 1980s, including the decline
in the 18- to 24-year-old population, the increasing ethnicity of the
State, a constrained figcal .environment, and the trends toward an
older, nontraditional; (and part-time student clientele. The report
called for "planned d1 ersity and selective excellence" among the
~ chmpuses--a concept that' focused on the development of selective
missions and areas of expertise among the campuses. Also Hiscussed
were various contingeney plans as possible responses to a severe
shortage of resources, including the consolidation of programs on a
campus or within the system, consolidation of two or more campuyses,
and even the closing of a campus®although such options were not
considered likely. Perhaps most important in the Joint Planning
Committee' report was the emphasis o¢n the importance of rigorous
prograﬁ review in the 1980s, and the recommendation of the
develepment of a new systemwide program reviewgsprocess, with a
machanism for review of existing and new programs on a comparative,
cross-camﬁ’g and systemwide basis. ‘ '

[N
«

The Joint Planning Committee.report, discussing as it did some of the
‘more unpleasant- p0551b111t1es that the University would have to
consider in its planning ‘for the future, stirred considérable
controversy within the University community. However, in interviews
conducted by TCommission staff fn September 1980, University
administrators and the past Head of the Academr”Senate virtually all
agreed tjgat the document had, served its purpose of highlighting the
new environmental factors of the 1980s and some of the more difficult

3
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issues with which the University must be prepared to cope. In fact,
one person indicated that precisely because the report sparked such
controversy, people at'all, lévels of the University community became
aware of the issues and trends/@nd began to take these factors more
: - .seriously. - #*
Development of Umiversitywide and Campus Planning Statéments: In
May 1981, the systemwide administration issued the.new University of
™~ Ca11forn1a Plannlng Statement: General Campus Academic Issues for
“the Eighties.. Given the high level of uncertainty about the future,
the University adm1n1strat10n felt that a document which would set
out a strict plan for the next five years would b€ inappropriate.
‘ The University thus decided to use what one top administrator termed
' a "loose=leaf binder" approach to planning, with the Bniversity
Planning Statement 4s the first entry, followed by the campus
academic.planning statements. The Un1vers1ty Planning Statement
establishes broad institutional objectives for the decade of the
19805, spmmarizes those planning issues that are already resolved
and deliheates those still to be resolved in the next few years. It ° .
\ ' designmates the responsibilities of the °‘campuses, the systemwide y
N administration, -and the Academic Senate, and provides guldance for
meeting the Un1vers1ty s planning objectives. The University
Planning Statement was developed by the administration's Planning
Management Group and was reviewed by campus Chancellors, campus
. Academic Senate dlvlslons, the. Systemwide Academic Senate, and by
the Student Body President's Qounc11 .

While the development .of the University Planning Statement Wwas
underway, the campuses were revising their initial planningg
statements ip light of responses by the Academic Program Planning and
Review Boardpand the University Committee on Planning and Budgeting.
The campus,plannlng statements are to be completed by Fall 1981, .
l 2
Once the University Planning Statement and the campus planning
statements are completed, in order to focus in detail upon specific
issues important to its -planning, the University will develop a , N
series of "white papers," which will cover in depth such issues as
access, enrollments, research, and the level! of preparation of
incoming Un1ver31ty students. TheSe white papers will also cover any
new issués that arise -during the five-year period, and will .discuss .
the means to address the issues. - With the three components of the :
* University Planning Statement, the campus academic planning.
. statements, and the series of .white' papers, the University's
systemwide planning process is intended to becohe moresopen ended and
’ interactive than was the case with previous Unlver51ty plans and
plaining processes. . ; -

-y

-/ '
’ Changes in University Program Review: As mentloned earlier, the

- Joint Planning Committee recommended “the development of a new
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’ process for review of'ex1st1ng programs at the systemw1de level. The
. Commission had also recommended the establishment of procedures for .
systemwide reviews of academic programs in each public segment in its
Annual Report on Program Review Activities, 1978- -79. ' During she
seriés of plannlng interviews with University adm1n1strat1ve and
faculty representatives conducted by, Commission 'staff in September,
there was considerable discussion of the new Un1vers1ty procedures
¢« for systemwide program review, which were then under ‘review by the
Academlc Council, the Council of Chancellgrs, and the President. The
new policy and procedures statement on "University Program Reviews'
was, issued by President Saxon on September 17, 1980. In the-past,- .
- ] " Universitywide program reviews were 1n1tlated by the Academic -
Planning and Program Review Board, a largely administrative body.
The new procedures now require joint sponsotship of UnlverSLtywmde
reviews by the systemwide 2dministration and.the Academic Senate,
vith joint responsibility for monitoring the implementation of the .
.recommendations resulting from the systemwide review. Adoption of
these new procedures is seen by the University as a significant step
- forward in shared governance )between the: faculty and the
administration in the area of review 6f existing programs. .
\ 9
The new policy and procedure statement indicates that existing pro-
cedures for most types of program review are not affected by the
docuqent--spec1f1cally, those procedures for review of new program
proposals, and those for campus-based reviews to monitor program
quality and provide the basis for internal resoutrce reallocation.
Also udaffected by the new policy statement will be the systemwide
policies for  transfer, consolidation, disestablishment, and
discontinuance of dcademic programs, which were issued by the
President in September 1979. That policy calls upon the campuses to
establish local procedures for implementing such recommendations,
and almost all the campuses have now submitted their procedures for
) review by the systemwide admlnlstratlon
DA ¢ N .
The new p¢licy statement for systemwide program review cites several
e situations that can cause the initiation of a systemwide program
review, including: the need for such a review in support of broad
-academic planming to evaluate the objectives, goals, or mission of
the University in particular areas of scholarsiip; the need for
comparative evaluations of programs on various campuses in order to
inform decisions that must be wade at the systemwide level; ¢fhe
‘necessi of reducing t number of programs: offered or for
intercampus consolidation O programs due to resource covnstraints;
and in the event that it is concluded prxeliminarily that a program
offered on less than all campuses should be offered at additional
. - campuses. The authority to request a systemwide review has been
expanded to include a range of persons and University committees,
including the President, the University Committee on Educational
&. ’ Policy, thé Coordinating Council on Graduate Affairs, the University

s

v

»
Pl

‘
.
¥ '
, |
I

-




L N
. ' w— \ .
P Segmental Planning in California j ‘ 15 .
‘ o ¢ ' . 5 -
. ' Committee on,Planning and Budgeting, the Council of Chancellors, or . ..,
) . any - one Chancellor. The policy also establishes .an | -
administrative/faculty committee to evaluate the requests for N

systemwide program reviews and to advise the President as to which .

reviews should be undertaken. The responsibility of monitoring the
lementation of those recommendations emanating from the . -

) systemwide review process is to be shared by the President and the ¥ e
< Academic Council .of the Senate. The new policy for Un Ver51tyw1de
— program review haS established a mechanism that should}prov1de for

more effectivé systemwide planning and coordlnatg,p/wlth;n the

- UnlverS1ty

. ' Relatlon of Plannidg and Program Review to Budgeting: 'Both the -
University's new plannihg process and its new prpcess for systemwide
program review will influenge the University's gudget process. In .
interviews with University administrators, the concept of the ’
academic, plahning process leading the budget process was universally
supported. Substantive decisiens about budget priorities occur as a
result of the University's academic planning process. At the
systemwide level, there is to be a clear linkage of the budgeting,
program review, and planning procesges, accomplished largely throagh
the assignment of the persons chleégy responsible. for each area to
each other's major policy committees. The close worklng

wrelatlonshlp of the planning, program,,and budget staff at the
, ~systemwide level is carried to the campus level through the mechanism* ' *
(’ of the "campus consultatiox team." This team, composeg of the chief
. systemwide administrator in each of the three areas'of academic
planning, program review and budgeting, visits each campus annually
to review the campus' desired program and budget change proposals and .
to get a sense of the campus' specific program needs and policy ,
problems. The information from the campus visits is then used 1n,
formulating both the* campuéfand the systemwide budget. . University
admifistrators reported that the more interactive, "loose-leaf"
.- ﬁ&roach to . long~range planning, and the new systemwide program
review process, will help the University moderate the effects of
» / possible resource constraints or budgetary reductions, by providing.
\\\\; ’ procedures through which infotmation on planning priorities and

program strengths and .weaknesses will be continually available to
the systemwide administration for use in its decision-making ° '
processes. ' .

-
- ]

Planding in the California State-University and Colleges ,
Planning in the State Uniﬁers£‘y system has for many yea¥s been based, ’
primarily upon academic” program planning. Campus academic master
plans--five-year projections of new ‘curricula, updated and revised
annually-=form the basis of campus and systemwide planning for '
facilities, faculty staffing, and library development’ Closely // .

v
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. ' linked to the academic planning process has been the budget process,
) since the allocation of full-time equivalent enrollments to each
! 3 campus is what begins the annual academic plann1ng process. :

o™

v % Work of the Project Team on Academic Programs: In late 1978, as a
' result tdEP Proposition 13-related budget reductions and in the face of/

enrollment ‘declines on several campuses, the ‘systemw1de
adm1n1stratlo:k3ec1ded that the changed circumstanggs confromting

- California publlc hlgher education required rev1slon§&é? the State ,°
University's systemw1de academic planning and budgetifig processes.

‘Several project teams were established to conduct adalyses of major

budget areas, make findings, and report back to the Chancellor.

Chief. among these teams ¥as the Project Team on Academic Programs, a

- broadly representat1ve group which published its report in May 1979.

.. Throughout the report of the Project Team on Academic Programs,
program review-and planning are regarded as the primary mechanisms
for maintaining quality, and most of the report's recommendations
are djirected at enhancing planning %hrough improved program review.
Specificr recommendations include: development of guality measures

for large programs; development of minimum rev1ewvgu1de11nes and

criteria 4t the system level to ensure that quality levels are being
judged from a reasopably uniform perspective; inclusion of program »
review findings in resource allocation processes; and evaluation of
the effectiveness and ‘utility of campus program processes, to be
dertaken at the systemwide level. Also recommended was the
blishment, by the Chancellor, of a Standing Committee on

Acadegi¢ Planning, with representation of faculty, students, and

administration, which would coordinate system prvgram planning and

review respons1b111t1es )

- -

. In the past year, a number of the recommendatlons from the Project
Team's report have been implemented, including the establishment of
.a standing systemwide Committee on Academic Planning and Program
Review. ' In addition, in order to ensure that each campus has in
place program planning and review rocedures designed to cope with
fiscal and other emergencies, the Chancellor has been working with
the Committee on Academic Planning to see that such'appropriate
policies and procedures are being developed at_the local level.

1

%

- . . ]
Since January 1979, a number of policy directives concerning program
revie¢ have gone from the Chancellor's Office to the campuses. These

gpgllcy statements also involve the implementation of various Project
‘Team recommendations and include ‘interim policies for :the
_discontinuation of academic pregrams (January 26, 1979)

. . * . instructions f@r revising and updating campus fivefyear academic
plans (Ja 15, 1980); and clarification of the program
dlscontlnuatlon pollcy (June 12, 1980).

. ¢ ] . .
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Interviews ., with systemwide agmmlstrativé and faculty -
representatlves conducted by Commissioh staff in early October 1980,
. as well as ‘the July 1980 report entitled Academic Program and
Resource Planning in the California State University and Colleges,

(\mdlcate that the new program planning and budgeting procedures are
being implemented at both the campks and systemwide levels.’

-

Changes in Mission Statements and Program Review ProcedureS' At
least iy Y part as a response to a February 1980 Commission
recommendation that ‘'the séegmental. offices should ‘work' toward
.% identifying certain campuses as centers for specialization and
. dlstlnc_gﬁn in spec1f1ed fields of stufly: o oo and (toward) a more
precise definition of ‘curricular missions .for all campuses-in the
system, as a first step toward the poss1b1e reallocation of
resourges,' the State Unlversltg reports that steps have, been taken
to make campus mission stateffénts a more important part of the
academic plannmg process. "'Begmnmg with the 1980 planning c"ycle,
the campuses will be .considering and submitting for. each projected
program a-statement on the relation of t#lat program to the individual
campus mission . . . . The actual development of mére specific
,understandmgs and operational missién statements, and their use in
,program and resource decisions at campus and system levels is a long-
term objective" (California State University and Colleges, 1980, pp.
40-41). The consulgxatlon of the relatlon of a proposed new progrem
« ,to the campus' specific mission w111 now be added to the traditional
.criteria for review of new programs. Also required now with each new
program proposal is a resource analysis ‘that includes a careful
assessment of the direct costs of implementing and sustaining the
program, the source of the resources to be reallocated, and an
assessment of the impact on. the area(s) losing resources.

InW&a of feview of existing programs, the new Academic Program
and. Resdurce Planning document cites the need for a- close . linkage
between 'the ,academic master/plqnnlng/and resource allocation
procedures. Reviews of - ex1st1\& programs,* the xeport notes, can
- "lead to informed decisions concerning augment:atlon, malntenance,
‘ consohdatlon or discontinuation of existing programs . . . and, can
prOV1de a substantive basis to make responsible decisions about
resources" (p. 45). The Commission- has also stressed, the necessary
linkage between program review and resource dec1slons, particularly
in the ent of contemplated resource- losses. Under such
. circ¢umstances, "a well-established review process promises to
.provide the best safegua agamst arbitrary and indiscriminate
. » Pprogrammatic decisions" #XCa}ifornia Postsecondary Education
, Commission, 1980a, p.. 8). Systemwme criteria for program review
. have now been developed, including a statement of the minimal data to
* be'used by each ‘campus .in its review of existing programs. While
most campuses use additional, more detailed daff, the" existence of
_.the systemwidé data does perm:,t comparisons am¥ag sgmllar programs

¥
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at various campuses. One of the challenges now facing the campuses,
the Academic Program and Resource Planning document states, is "how
to act most effectively upon the recommendations stemming from” the
program evaluatiods. Several of the campuses-are in the process of
developing or- have already instituted procedures to ‘monitor the
1mplementatlonnqi review recommendations” (p. 49).

Relatloﬁcf Plannlngag_g Budgeting: Both the intkrviews with
Chancellor's Office staff and the Academic Program and Resource
Planning document underscored the direct relationship of the budget
process to the academic planning process in the State University.
"The several planning- activities of the State University and
Colleges (curricular, budgeting, facilities) cannot be accurately
described as separate entities since they are _inescapably
interrelated; changes in the curritular plans have direct’
consequences with regard to budgets and facilities planning. In li%e
fashion, revisions of facilities plans or budgetary resources have a
direct influence on_curricular plans' (p. 51). As mentioned earlier,
the starting point for the Stat® University's annual planning cycle
is- the revision of the full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment
allocatijon for the system and for each campus. These FTE enrollment
allocations determine the funds to be available to each campus and-
provide a basis for the various planning activities, ranglng from*
faculty staffing to long-range capital out)ay projections.* As one
systemw1de administrator explained it, "tHe campus academic planms,,
plus the .FTEs, plus the mode and level (staffing) determinations,
drive the budget." Ay is the case with the University
administratioh, the three persons in the Chan or's Office who are
chiefly respomsible for the areas of, i lanning, bydget
planning, and capital outlay ﬁlanning, ]
each other /s policy committees,” in order; to maintain a high level of
interaction within the ,Systemwide administration among the various
aspects of the academic plannlng, program review, and budgeting-
processes. oy

-

od » ~ ’
I dition‘to the various new processes and procedures, a new
ex ive plann1ng>grqup has been formed within the Chancellor's
of . This group--which includes the Chancellor, the Executive
V1ce Chancellor, and the Vice Chancellors augmented by the
part1c1pat10n of other staff--has begun a series of dialogues about
the State University system, its mission and role in California
postsecondary education, and how that role may change over the next
twenty years. The group is  currently in the process of analyzing
existing system planning procedures and identifying areas in which
new planning efforts are needed to gulde the State Unlver51ty during
its second'twenty years. . Jo. B

e »




" Segmental Planning in California 19

Planning in the California Community Colleges

A variety of planning activities takes place'qt both the statewide : ‘.

and local levels for the California Community Colleges. In general, '

the Chancellor's Office reviews college and district plans for new

educational programs, facilities, Equal Opportunity Programs and

Services (EOPS), handicapped student programs, and occupational

education. Serious efforts at comprehensive planning began in 1975,

with the development of the Board of, Governor's first Five-Year Plan..

The Plan was updated in 1977, but due to the passage of Proposition

13, which dramatically altered the way in which Community Colleges

were financed, the Chancellor's Office temporarily shelved further .

updates of the Plan and turnéd its efforts to more specific, long- .
" term finance planning and the continued development of plans for such

specific programs as-.EOPS, capital outlay, and handicapped-student )

services. [N ‘ - ) L

Development of the Long-Term Finance Plan: During more than a year
bf study and discussion, the Board of Governors endorsed a series of

. principles and a Long-Term Finance Plan for the 1980s (Board of ‘
Governdisl'1979). Some- of thé principles were incorporated in
Assembly.Bill 8 (1979) and in more recent legislation.’

The Long-Term Finance Plan enunciates certain\isghmptions that will s gl
underlie all future planning for the Community Cglleges, including:

(1) enrollment growth of approximately 1 percent annually, with most P
of the growth occurring in colleges, in*the southern part of the
State; (2) differential growth, with 40 distficts expected to o
increase, 10 to be stable, and 20 to decrease in enrollments; (3) a
"normal" level of funding, with at least aanual inflationary.
increases; (4) enrollment 'of more older students, more patt-time.
students, more:women and ethnic minorities, and more handicapped
students; J5) continued growth in California's population’ of at ‘
least 1.5 percent annually;'(6) moderate growth in the State's ‘
economy; (7) increased unerploym@nt of baccalaureate degree holders;

and €8) continued trends toward increased access, more lifelong »
learning opportuanities, moreé??ntraditional forms of education, and .

more use of educational media.

‘The Long-Term Fiaance Plan alsd proposes specific planning . .
mechanisms for the Comfunity Colleges in the 1980s. First, the Board

of Governors' policy called for the institution of a planning and

evaluation process that will enﬁb}e local districts to demonstrate

how they are meeting community needs and statewide interests, -
provision of- a systematic reporting technique, more effective

linking of district budget planning with staff hiring and layoffsg, e N
and provision of a vehicle for State-level budget decisdens. Under

the proposed policy, the Board would adopt measurable statewide

objectives prior to thesdevelopment of district plans. Each district

- ) 1
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" bott®the Board and the Chancellor's Office. The resulting report,’

£ . - ‘
would bé reqiiired to submit a plan, with annual updates, in order to
be eLnglble for State funding. , All district program changes would be

- reportéd 4n their plais, along with district objectives, budgets,

and evaluation criteria. The Chancellor's Office would undertake a
State~level review of district plads -and assist districts by

conducting planning werkshops. The Chancellor’yggiifce will also
seek to coordinate the State and district planning p sses with the

" voluptary accredi®ation process. An accountability prdgess would be

established at .the State level to provide for compliance .
certification and potential audit by. the Chancellor's Office. )
Finally, the Board will set capital outlay priorities on an annual

basis and will seek to establish a Communlty College Capital Outlay

Fund. ‘ ) | \/ J&,q ) .

The‘Board of Governors cites several reasons for this rather substan-
tial change in the planning process for  the ‘Community Colleges.
F1r§t the Board feels it must idegtify the statewide educational
interests that .districts must reflect in their planning to ensure
that ‘statewide as well as local:concerms will be addressed.' Second,
the: proposed planning process is intended to ensure district
flexibility in resource allocation and in planning and managing
facilities, while still ensuring accountabilit} for the use of
sta;ew1de resources. ,
A recently approved progect funded under the Fund for the Improvement
of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE) will attempt to coordinate the
State-level planning and accreditation process for Community
Colleges. The purpose of this three-year study,- to be conducted
joihtly by the Chancellor's Office and the Accreditation Commission,
is o define the respective roles of the Chancellor's Office and the
Accrgditation Commission in institutional evaluation; develop a
planning - and evaluation component of the Statewide Information
"SY§tem, conduct workshops to improve institutional evaluation and '
plagning capabilities; develop a plan for coordinated institutional
vis by the Chancellor's Office and the Accreditation Commission;
and assess the applicability of the model._ Positive outcomes of the
FIPSE experiment could become’ operatlonal through administrative
code changes. 5 .

Changes 1n Board and Chancellor's Office Functions: In order to move
forward with this comprehensive plannzng process, the Board of
Governors instructed  the. Chancellor's Office- staff to make
recommendatlons aimed at improving the governance and functlonlng of

"Integrating and Implementing Policy Decisions," was brought before
the Board +and adopted in December '1979. This document proposed 'a-
series of steps to be taken to improve governance: (1) establishment -
of ‘measurable statewide objegtives; (2) review and redefinition: of
“e€xisting minimum-standards efegulations) for @he receipt of -State
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aid need; (3) review ‘of existing Education Code provisions which
unnecessarily restrict the use of district resources and the
introduction of appropriate 1eg1slat10n, (4) establishment of a
process for the submission, £3v1ew, and approYal of district
comprehensive .plans; and (5) ‘establishment of ja process for
determining compliance with and ensuring enforc$ment of mibimum'
standards. ' The répébrt stated that at the heart of the steps te
improve statewide governance is the concept of agency governance on.
three lévels within any given subject matter area: statewide
objectives, gmidelines, and minimum standards. The first two level
emphasize the leadership role of the Board and Chancellor's Office;
the third level emphasizes the compliance or regulatosy functions of.
- the Chancellor s Office. The Bq}rd of Governors has endorsed _the-
concepts contained in “the report, and the Chancellor's Office “has’
‘assigned the various steps in the process to appropriate staff._-~-

* *

-

lPlanning in .the Department of Education

Under the direction of the State Superintendent of Public ‘Instruc-
tion, the Department of Education is .responsible for planning in
three areas of postsecondary education: adult education; prlvate
postsecondany education, and vocational education.

v ./
Adult Education: Adult education is administratively housed within
the Department of Education in the Division of Continuing Education.
It operates as a postsecondary program in the Adult Education Field
Services section which also includes the GED unit and the federal
program of Adult Basic Educatlon '

The Depértment reports that pIannlng for adult education has been
greatly affected by the legislative and budgetary adjustments which
have been made:in the -Iast few years. This impact has been felt at
both State and local levels and has prompted a variety of planning
activities which have focused upon both immediate and long-range

-

'~goéls4£ot'adu1t'education services.

.The Department has identified the following assumptions as a base for
planning discussions: (1) the full impact of Proposition 13 will
begin to be felt, with subsequent limitation of funds for expansion;
(2) current economic conditions will not support an open-ended

_ apportionment process and will necessitate setting priorities for

*use of available funds; (3) public support for programs serving
adults will be based on the greatest need;.and (4) there will be a
need for a common definition of adult educatlon for/ﬁhe major
delivery systems. ° . -;

'

The State Board 6£.Edutation, recognizing the‘increaging importance
of adult education planning, has supported several new efforts to
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assure that a realistic planning process is being conducted which

will include local educational agencies, representatives of other )
appropriate State agencies, and community-based organizitions. ThlS .
involvement of local planning agencies should assist in 1dent1fy1ng
_statewide needs and future directions for change. A new procedure
*for program and course approval by the Department is ‘intended to
assist in gathering this information to ensure that leglslatlve and
.policy decisions reflect both local”and State needs for specifjc

« programs. In addition, the Adult Education Field Services sectjon .

has been reorganized to improve the ‘'consultant and leadershi

= services to local programs while maintaining the office's regulatory
fugctions. .

3

In keeping with the assumptions listed above, the Department expects
that theréd will be 2 minimum of development in the scope of adult
education programs. It does'anticipate, however, that the dilemma of
increased demand for adult education during a time pf limited
resources will place heavy demands upon the Department to improve
instructional strategies and methodologles, staff development
programs, instructional materials, -and curriculum development.
Constant review and establishment of statewide guidelines,

N standarqs, and cr1terga to improve the quality of adult education
services will be the maJor focus of the Department in the imhediate
future. .

i . ~
Private Postsecondary Education: Within the Department .of
Education, the Office of Private Postsecondary Education (OPPE)
oversees over 2,500.private postsecondary institutions that offer &
variety of educational ,~ professional, technologlcal or vocational
gree and non-degree programs to California citizens. The intentjfof
the Legislature in regulating the private sector, placing t
. regulation within the Department of Education, and establishing the
Council for Private Postsecondary Educatienal Institutions, an
eighteen-member committee adv1sory to the Superintendent of Public
Instruction, is threésfold: (1) to encourage privately supported ’4\
education; (2) to'protect the integrity of degrees and diplomas; and | ’
(3) to assure students equal opportunities for equal accomplishment
and abilities? OPPE also serves as the State approval agency for
veterans' training programs ag provided by Title 38, U.S. Code. This
activity includes approving educational programks in over 1,400
public and private postsecondar§ institutions.
.The Department lists the following as plannlng assumptlons for’ éhe‘
private postsecondary education sector for the 1980s: (1) pyivate
postsecondary education ingtitutions are business endeavors: they
exist where pppulations and markets are; (2) as Proposgitions 13 and 4
Ampact negatlyely on the offerlngs of public education, the private
sector will thrivej §3) the private segtor has experienced steady

ty
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only to the Communlty Colleges--and the- trend is for continued -
growth. The Depar&menga;oted LWo plannlng objectives for the private
. postsecondary sector irst, that "much could be done to provide
basic and reasonable content standards for courses without negating
educational innovation and freedom from.bureaucratic 1nfrangement "
and second, that "all the elements of.consumey protectlon need tb be
subjected ta continual scrdtlny and cons1derat10n to assure that the
law and practices of the’ regulatory/;gency are appropriate and that
rlghts of institutions and studengg,are assured" (Del Buono, 1979)

Vocational Education:- State planning in vocational educatiom is

. carried out by the Department of Education in compliance with federal
statutes which require such plans as a condition of a state's ’
eligibility to receive federal funding. By participating in this
federal ‘program, California receives in excess of §$50 million of
federal funds for vocational education, a sum edqual to about 9
percent of all the money expended for vocatlénal aducation in the
State annually

The Vocational Education Act 1963, as amended by the Education

Amendmepts of 1976, requipes both five-year and annual plans. These
ans are developed gz¥}ﬁ€estaff f the Department of Educaﬁ&on and .

y a joint ittée of the State Board of Education and the

+ Board of Governors of the Califormia Com!unlty Colleges, as well as

by the California Advisory Council on Vocational Eduéation and by the

State Planning Committee for Vocationmal Education, on which the

California Postsecondary, Education Commission is rep;esented Final

responsibility for the plans lies with thé State Board of Education,

" which has been.deslgnated as the responsible agency for vocational
\education in California.

.

A

Much ‘of the content of the vocational education plans focuses omn
compliance with various fedexal efforis, rather than on the need for
-programs in particular occuéitlonal fields. These federal gfforts
involve such targeted groups as the disadvantaged, the handicapped,
limited or non-Engllsh-speaklng bersons, d1sp1aced ‘homemakers, and
women: .

2

Planning’ by the California Adwsory Councxl on }Iocatlonal Education

The California Adlisory Council on Vocaijonal Education (CACVE), es-
tablished by State and federal law, is omprlsed of 25 members, 19
app01nted by the Governor and 6 representing various State agencies
concerned with the delivery of vocational education. The planning
functions of CACVE include: (1) advising the State Board of

- Education and the Board of Governors of the California Community
Colleges in the development of the Five-Year State/ Plan for
Vocational 'Education, <the Annual Prog:gghf}ag*/ﬂnd the annual

SRR FT
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Accountability Report; (2) c¢onducting periodic and annual .
assessments of vocational edudﬁtlon and maklng recommendations for
improvement to the appropriate State agencies; and (3) aMvising the
State Board of Education, the Board 'of Go¥ernors of the California .
Community Colleges, the Postsecondary Educition Commission, the \
Joint Policy Council,- and the Legislature on policy matters that

arise in the administration of vocational education programs.
Current priorities of the)Council include: serving as a catalyst in

the definition and development of a ‘comprehensive policy for . !
vocational edutation; promoting appropriate services for special
populations, such as those with limited-English profigiency, the
handicapped, women, minorities, and youth; promot1ng linkages ~
between vocational education and the private sector; and assessing
the effectiveness and resource utilization of statewide vocatlodal
education and employment training services.

As CACVE approaches planning for vocatlonal education in the 1980s,.
the following assumptions will be used: (1) although there is some
leveling off of program enrollments in vocational education, due to
Propogition 13 and increased high school graduation requirements at
the secondary level, the demand for vocational education is still on
the increase; (2) an information bas@ needs to be developed in order
to support a comprehensive planning process and provide a mechanism
for accountability and evaluation; (3) the promotion of appgopriate
client-related services to special need populations, namely,
limited-English proficiency, " handicapped, women, minorities, and
youth, continues to be a major concerny (4) with the increased demand
by business and industry for vocational education programs to tragin
students with current job market skills, expanded use of pr1vate°
sector linkages’, such as community classroom experienges, will* need
to be emph351zed

-

A

‘Planning for California's Independent Colleges and Universities

California's 1ndependeat colleges and un1ver81t1es, some 250 1nst1-
tutions, do not, of course, have ‘a systemwide planning structure.
Existing and functlonlng independently, they also plan ndependent-
ly. In the past few years, however, the Commission has sought to
include this major segment of California postsecendary education in
its planning process through the representation of the Association
of Independent California folleges and Universities (AICCU) on
various Commission planning committees. \.

-

b4 .

DQuring 1979, the AICCU initiated a tomprehensive study of the

enrollment and program plans of its member institutions. The purpose

of the Study of Enroleent Projections, funded by a grant from the

" Pord, Foundation, was two-fold: to provide useful information .to the .
colleges themselves, and to strengthen pdrticipation of the 1ndepen- :
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dent segment -in State-level planning for higher édugation. The AICCU
. advises that the final summary report of the st "will provide a 3
. comprehensive look at the plans and expectations of California's in- .
<: dependent colleges and universities in the early part of the 1980's. (
By sypplying this information to the' California Postsecondary )
Education Commission, we will help to assuré, that the contributions
and ¢ ncerns of the independent segment are taken into account in the

Commission's recommendations conceraing state hlgher education
policy" (Thelin, 1979). -

.'9 . ~ .

STATE-LEVEL PLANNING

b “Enrollment Planning

Enrollment projections in California represent the esgential founda- .
tion for annual current expense and capital outlay budgets, facili- '
~ties planning, academic planning, personnel recrultment, admissions
p011c1es, and nearly every other facet in the management and admin- -
istration of higher education. Projected enrollments, in terms
either of average daily attendance (ADA), full-time equivalent
(FIE) students, headcount, and levels of instruction, are the basic
ingredients that drive the budget formulas in the preparation of
the current expensg budgets at the campus and the segmental levels.
They also represent the basic workload units that serve the Commis-
sion, the-Department of Finance, the Office of the Legislative
Analyst, the Legislature and the Governor as the fundamental mea- .,
sures of need in their review and evaluation of the segmental
budgets. It ,is essential that these figyres be determined with
extreme care and professional Judgment

The Enrollment PrOJect;pn Model of the Population Research Un1t
The' Legislature created the Population Research Unit within the
Department of Finance as the State's official demographic unit to
prov1de demographic data to all levels of government and State
agencies. In addition to providing demogfaphic data on populatlan
trends, the-Unit is charged specifically in the Govermment.Code to
provide enrollment projections for all public education ip’Califor-
nia, including public schaols as well as colleges and uniVersities.

] The basic enrollment projection method used by the Population

Research Unit ,since 1975 is an age/sex participation rate model

compared to an age/sex population projection for each county. The

current population base is the Department of Finance's Interim - e

E-150 baseline projéction series which assumes a completad fertility Cj;

rate of 2.1 and a statewide annual average net migration of 150,000.

.This population base is modified by excluding persons re51d1ng in

military barracks, Statg’lnstltutions, and full- tlme—students at -

local four-year colleges and universities.
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For each y ar of ‘historical data, the various enrollment categorles
i ded 1nto age groups, “and related to the appropriate popula-
The enrollments and corresponding population
age groups are as follows: ¢

) v Enrollment ! Population .
19 and under . 18 and 19 / ) f
) 20 to 24 ' 20 to 24
T - 25 to 29 . 25 to 29
- 30 to 34 : 30 to 34 ‘ .
i 35 and over - 35 to 64

*The comparisons between the enrollment and populatipn age groups
are expressed as participation rates per 1;000 persons in the total
. < population age group. .Each age/sex/enrollment category thus com-
prises a rate series. These 50 rate series (male and female times
five age groups times five enrollment categories) are then indepen- -
—~ dently extfapolated for ten-years using linear regression. Several
' - models which utilize variations of the least-squares regression
slope are graphed for each of the age/sex/enrollment categories. N
The analyst, using a general knowledge of enrollment trends and a
more specific knowledge of the plans of each district or segment,
detefmines which of the projected series is most reasonable for
) each of the fifty rate seried. The projected participation rates
( are then applied to the appropriate age/sex population base and the
. resulting enrollments are summed to obtain a district/segmental
- total.

» 3

Recent modificattdns to this basi¢ projection program have included
the option of excluding a year of historical enrollment from the -
- series if it is felt this: year does not accurately reflect the

’ general pattern of enrollmeat. For instance,' there may have been 2
definitional change in noncredit or an unusual switch between
evening and noncredit enrollment categorles. It is also posslble
to reset the last historical year's participation rate if it is
felt the enrollment in that category produced an unusually high or
low participation rate and is not reflective of current dis-

R trlct/segmental plans. It is also possible to set both the begin-
7 ning and ending part1c1pat;on rates. This technique would be of

i particular use if the analyst knew of specific district/segmental

- «//plans for the varaous enrollment categorles. .

/,'

Cal;fornla Community Colleges- Progectlons. The Population Research >
. Unit.yorks closely with the Community College campuses and districts :
f and with _the Chancellor's‘'0Office. For example, through a mutually
acceptable format, computer-readable fall enrollmentjdata for all
campuses are aupplled to the Unit by the Chancelloﬂjs Office as

soon 'as campus reports are complled Ten-year en] 1lmént projec~
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tions developed by the Unit are sent to the Chancellor's Office and
to each district early in the budget formulation process. The

- Unit's relationships with each district are such that most policy
changes that might impact on eprollment projectioas ‘for a district
are well known and understood and can be reflected in the Unit's
projections. Staff from the Population Research Unit attend and
pafticipate in the annual Community College Capital Outlay Workshops
that are held sthroughout the state. 'When a district or campus
questions the enrollment projections’ for their area or institution,
the two.groups resok¥e thesg questions in a timely manner.

Indiyidual distriéi enrollment projections are also available.
Normally these projections arg made for a ten-year -period.’ At the
request of Commission staff, ‘the Population Research Unit has
extended their segmental progectlons to the year 2000. These are
status-quo projections, and changes in district/State/federal
poyicies will require reexamination of these data. .
California State University and Colleges Enrollment Projections:
The Population Research Unit provides ten-year segmental enrollment
projections (undergraduate and graduate headcount) to the Chancel-
lor's Office of the State ‘University and Colleges. The Office of
the Chancellor converts the headcount projections to FTE and, based
on their intimate knowledge about each campus and its programs,
distributes the totals amohg the 19 campuses. These projections
drive the various budget formulas in the support budget and deter-
mine the need for capifal outlay. The Institutional Research
Division in the Chancé%ior's Office has indicated that the projec-
tions received from the Population Research Unit are comsistent
with their own projections and are reasonably accurate.

University of (California Enrollment Projections: The Population
Research Unit annually provides the University a ten-year systemwide
projection of undergraduate and graduate enrollments that are
derived through age/sex participation rates for each county.
University of California undergraduates have been comprised histor-
ically of high school graduates in the traditional college-age
group (18 to 24), hence the rates used for the various age cate-

- gories are vastly different from those in the other two public
.segments. These data do not appear to be 'used by the University.
Jnstead, each campus makes its own progectlons, negotiates mutually
satisfactory‘figares with the President's Office and utilizes these
results for the support and capital outlay budget. The Unlversﬁty
maintains a demographic unit within the Academic Planning and
Pro@tzm Review Division of Systemwide Administration.

Potential for Enrollment Forecasting: While Ealifornia has employed
enrollment forecasting procedures for a -number of years to assist
in the development of segmertal ‘budgets, little attention has yet

\
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been given at the State level to the use of “enrollment estlmatlng\
as a tool for segmental, regional, or even institutional management.:
Advances in student enrollment data collection amd processing \
procedures wzthln California in the last decade, and the emergence |
of sophisticated computer-based enrollment modeling systems at the
ngtional level, suggest that more definitiwe estimating methodolo-
gies can be developed and employed. The fiscal constraints that
have become facts of life for higher education in recent years,
coupled with the generally accepted notion that the future holds
fewer students rather than more, argue that improved enrollment
estimating methodologies are not the luxuries that they.may appear
to be at face value, but rath&r a necessary condition fof continued
institutional and segmental welfare. .

Planning by the California Postsecondary Eduycation Commission

Fhe primary responsibility for State level planning. for Californiar
postsecondary education rests with the Commission, and the current
status and future plans of the Comm1551on for fulfilling its respon~-
sibility for long-range planning ‘are addressed in the companion
document, The Challenges Ahead: A Planning Agenda for California
Postsecondary Education, 1982-1987. Over the past three years, the
Cofmission has increasingly stressed the importance of more rigorous
review of existing and proposed programs, at the campus, segmental,
. and statewide levels, as well as cleser links betwden program
review and statewide budget development, as components of an im-
proved state-level planning process.

' ! . /
Developments in Program Review: To str\ﬁgthen state-level pé;fram

. - review, the Commission has made,a series of recomgendations gver

4> the past three years regarding specific segmental and statéwide

’ program review procedures. In 1978, the Commission called attention
"o the increasing importance of the review of existing degree and

4!‘1 certificate programs on each campus, and its special significance

. during a period of declining enrollments and tighter budgets. In
the area of review of new programs, the Commission recommended

restraint in the development of new programs, in view of the budget-

— ary uncertidinties brought about by Proposition 13 (California
- Postsecondary Education Commission, 1978a). -
N -

In its next report on prograd review act1v1t1es, the Commission
- noted that "judging from the number of proposals for new or modified
programs . , . it appears that all three public segments proceeded
. with appropriate caution in curricular expansion'" during 1978-~79
- '(1980a, p. ). In the area of review of existing programs, the_

N Commission suggested that: (1) "the systemwide administrative
s offices in each’ segpent .should be expected to deyelop a model for
. program evaluation to, insure that there is some degree ef consisten-

-

4
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cy and uniformity in °the review process throughout the system,“ (2)
"their offices should also design reporting procedures that are
sufficiently stapdardized to allow’ for reasonably comparable sum-
maries of the i?%ults of program review on 1individual campuses;" /
and (3) "fhe cegtral office should also initiate systemwide reviews
of programs in a given field of study” (p. 9). The Commission
noted that-both the UniverSity and State University had published
reports during 1980 that emphasize the importance of progtam-plan-
ning and review as the segmentsg face the uncertain enrollment apd
. ' fiscal prospects of the 1980s. "Taken together," the Commission
’ stated, '"these two documents represent a commendable .level of
professional responsibility in the management of two segments of
public higher education in California. While seeking to protect -
quality and extend aacess, they nevertheless prepare the way for
. the painful surgery that the curriculum may have to undergo, should
: future events make it necessary" (p. 11).

As noted earller, the University and -State University have moved to
implement the recommendations in their own and in the-Commission's
reports. Each system has established a motre centralized procedure ' . -
for systemwide review of program development and evaluation. Data
is being collected in each system that shoﬁld allow for comparisons
among similar programs at different campuses. Procedures are now
- 'in place in both the Un1vers1ty and State University for the.initi-
ation of systemwide rev1ews of programs-in a given field of study,
and are being developed for systemwide-monitoring of the implementa-
tion of recommendations resulting from the systemwide reviews.p s
[
In its "Progress Report on ‘Program Review Activities" of October
1980, the Commission staff described thase developments in segmental
program review activities and concluded that: o
It is clear from this brief summary that an impregssive’ -
amount ,of attention is currently being dire¢ted toward
‘all aspects of curriculax planning and review, and that
there appears, in general to be satisfactory compllance
,w1th the spirit, if not always ‘the letter, of the Commis-
sion's recommendations. These recommendations were T,
intended, above all, to encourage actions and procedures . .
at all levels of publlc postsé ondary education that .
might bring the economy, availability, and quality of
programs into the. best possible balance. Many of .the
(segmental) measures described here seem clearly. directed
toward that end (California Postsecondary Education
Commission, 1980e, p- l8)

@

Current Status of Program ReV1ew' In Tate 1980, the Commission oo

asked Frank Bowen and Lyman Glemny. to evaluate statew1de progkam -°*
//’ . review practices. They completed their study in April 1981, after
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extengive consultation with segmeﬁtal representatives and C i5-
sion ‘staff. Since then, each segment has had an opportumify to
review and comment on their final report, Quality and Accountabili-
ty: An Evalbation gg Statewide Program Review Procedures, and its
recommendations. Their study has served as a vehicle for directing
attention to program review practices at all levels, and singe the
report will be used as a basis for reexamining the Commission's
1975 Program Review Guidelines and Procedures document, it will
continue to stimulate discussion on the topic.

The Bowen and Glenny study, conducted independently of Commission
influence, presents conclus;ens that, for the most part, reinforce
approaches the Commission has advocated €or a number of years. For
example, implicit in the study is a principle that the Commission '
has enunciated on a number of occasions, the idea that the primary
responsibility for review of* existing progrgms must rest with
faculty and administration on each campus, , that the role of
State-level agencies such as segmental offices and the Commission
should be to promote, encourage, facilitate, and coordinate curricu-
lar review activities. Only if a campus proves unable or unwilling
to assume responsibility for reviewing its own curriculum should
, the §%§ment§l office intervene in the actual review process.

o

The report also stresses, as has the Commission, the importance’of

systemwide and campus refinements of statements of imstitutional

mission,, not only as a peint of reference for program review, but

also as a means of insuring diversity and promoting quality. In

its annual reports on program review activities, the Commission has
recommended that the University of California and the State Univer-
sity and-Colleges designate certain campuses for the development of
distinguished graduate programs in selected fields rather than
allowing more or less:rapdom growth of graduate programs in these
fields, The premise is that it.is in the public interest to offer
superior graduate programs in economics, musicy or political sci-
‘ence, for example, on five campuses father than on fifteen where
they will po§si£1y remain undersized and undistinguished because of
an insufficient' concentration of resources. The Commission has

recommended a similar approach to highly specialized occupational-
programs in Commun}ty Colleges . s, '

.

The development of a systemﬁide plan for the location of seleqted *
programs assumes an active role for the segmental offices not just
in the review' of missiom statements and proposed programs, but in
monitoring the review of existing programs on all campusesiBs well.
The Bowen and Glenny report presents a series of recommendations
concerning the review of existing programs, calling for continued
involvement of segmental central offices in efforts to facilitate
and coordinate curricular review od the campuses, and endorsing the
concept of intersegmental review of selected disciplines, procedures

"
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for which are outljned in the Commi;ss:éon's‘*e,ﬂxisting program review
guidelines. Efforts to.gonduct such reviews have ‘been hampered by
a varlety of circumstances, but the Commissjon staff remains con~-.
v1nce”d that co_ordmatmg the concurrent review of programs at all
1ev 1s “in a given field--computer science or engineering, for
example--const:.tutes ., an appropriate and, worthwhile Commission-
contribution to prog¥am review effofts. "

. 31

-

The report“h‘so reco&negds that the Coqnlssmﬁ; shift its emphasis’ (
from a -careful review of proposals for each new program to an
evaluation of programs projected in the five-year plans of the
segments. Such an emphasis sholild identilffy and allow for the
resolution of potential intersegmental confljcts before they arise.

- It should also lead to.the development of a State program plan that.
‘ integrates the program plans of the’ segments with State goals and ’
priorjties. Ideally, such a plan would s&rve to guide and direct
program review at the campus, as well as the statewide level.
These recommendatlons derive, in part, from the authors' obser\ﬁ%’?—
that "state and sepmental- reviews, of new and. ‘existing programs ate
"not- guided by ordered expectatlons of the relationships betwedn
academic and ocgupational programs, and state and segmental policies
and plannlng objectives” (Bogin and Gl&nny, 198 ., 40).

Y

The report may overestimate ‘the possibility ng .program review
more tlosely than it has been to !'state and' egmental policies and
planning obJect:Lves" and understate tlle extent to which "grdered
\expeotatlons" now guide the review process. Nev thelesy, q&e goal
implicit in.'this series of recqmmendationér’ is wi 1y aggepted and
is sonsistent with the directions outlineqd in the’ C Issmn s
_original guidelines and procedures. Despite the prlmar;y responsi-
blllty of the campuses for reviewing their own. programs, segmental
officés and the (Ommission-will have to bacome increasingly mfluen-
_ tial in the review process. Determination of, the proper number and
distribution of programs, their interrelationships, th feren-
tiation’in purpose and function, #hd their econo erall
, effectlveness%)re decisiqns  that cannot be "made e re b’y the
individual campus. Sueh deé::.slons, involvin} unavoidably the
elz':ml%gC ion or comsoljdation of some existing prpgrams, present, the
‘major hallenge b the program review process dur:,ng the’ q;xt

4oecade.' . - - ¢ > /- - .

BARRIERS TO BETTER PLANNING . L P ‘

* ' . . * I
.

Iaenufymg elements, esdential to good planmng ﬁ "the campus,
segmental, and statewides levels is an important step 1n’u£prov1ng
. planning for postsecondary education. A jumber oft barriers, how-
aever, must be overcome if the segments and the Commission are to
1mproée their plannlq,g - .
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In July 1981, each segment was asked to respond “to the followmg
quetlon. leen ,the nature of the en%ironment for postsecondary

educition in the 19805, what do you feel are the greatest barriers

you face in imprpving yopr planning ’process (at both the systemwide
and 1nst1tut10nal 1evels% -

~
»

-t . . —
Most of the segments responses Were divisible into two distinct \
categories: 'thdse barriers that inhibit improved plannmg in all

segments, and those tha//ave specific to a particular segment.

e . iy .
; - . .
- 13

Common Barriers : .

Barrier? to better planning that affect all segments‘lnclude the
following: $ .
v \ . -
o The uncertalnty of a stable State financial base to support
both quallty and diversity in educatlonal programs.

0

»¢ Increased regulation and compliance demands, often with
conflicting or duplicative requests for 'infgrmation.

- i

) Absence/of reliable statewide demographic data related to b
potential enrollments in the next two decades, particularly
with respect to the needs for lifetime learning and to the
.rapidly changlng characteristics of the pepulation.

e Lack’ of good evaluatmn data to asse.ss ach1evement and perfor-
mance of existing programs. \

e Uncertainty -about the lomg-term effects of -the institution of

collectlve bargalnlng in the public postsecondary segmen/t ) .
T/

e Lack of adequate staff and resources for ongoing planning -
.with the result, as one segmental representative stated, .
"that too much time is spent puttmg ou.t fires and not enough'
time preventing them in the first place." =

.

(A number of these j@arriers to better planning are discussed at
greater length in th® final paper in this volume, "The 198OS Envi-
nment for California Postsecondary Educat;lon ")

-

Specific Barpriers

»

5 -

Several segments cite add1tz.ona1': barriers spec1f1c to the1r own
plannlng ) “ -
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For the California Community Colleges, these lnclude the lack of
explicit statewide goals apd objectives adopted by the Board of
Governors  and récognized by the Legislature; the dual governance
structure of the Community Colleges; and the overall inexperience

of district- and state-level staff in the 1mp1ementat16n and mainte-
nance of an ong01ng planning process.

The./A'dult Educatlon Ung of t\ﬁ’ Department of Education cites the
following specific barriers: changipg public policy with regard to -
__-#dult education andflts relationship to the others segments of
postsecondaty education; competition for clients among the various
adult education delivery systems--both public and private, profit .
and non-profit--which leads to duplicative or artificial needs
assessments; and -difficulties of articulation and dissemination of
¢ .information and plans developed by the various segéfgts providing
/adult education.
! Flnally, the California Adv1sory Counc11 on Vocatlghal Educatlon -
- lists the following as barriers to improving their plamningi the’ )
S lack of & comprehensive planning mechanism at the State 12ve1 to
provide the necessary information for administrative daplslon
, making regarding vocational education; the need Por a common data
base and planning cycle for all the constituencies involved in -
vocational education; the focus on compliance with U.S. Department
" of Education regulations rather than on statewide and local needs;
and the need for stronger executive leadership and commitment to
. vocational education at the State level, in order to provide the .
impetus for establlshlng effective plannlng and coordimation among .
the various vocational education and employmegt training systems in ..
the Stiate. . |
- st . ] -
Despite these barriers to better planning, all of thexsegments of -
stsecondary education have exprgffsiiﬁﬁcommitment to improving
. ' thhir planning procé®sés. Their continded will to do this, combined
with the strength and vitality of California's postsecondary system,
an® the assistance that the Commission can provide, should prove to .
be important” factors as the segments face the 1ssues and challenges
that lie ahead . B . -
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Th:.s eSsay describes the <'f1nanc:|.ng of postsecondary institutions in’
California since the 1960 Master Plan. In retrospect, the areas of
debate over finance have remained remarkably constant during these

720 yearS' v e,

) , w ¢ the effect of f;ﬂte c;n quallity and diversity; .
T - Mo e alleged encro,achments on autonomy by the budget process;

: o methods o/f}égm’dm‘g‘enrollment changes;
) i e ° 1ev’els ‘;:f{itudent charges in public 1nst1tut1ons, e

" e the. ro-le of State Qald for'private ;nst1‘tut1ons,‘ |
. \ .. balén‘cmg“ Stat funds and 1oc,a}w1t;rol for the Community .

- . Colleges, and %‘ : N\ Cor

. @ \ . : .

o funding servf?ées for spec‘ial c11ente1e. . o

. ;s oo :

This CODtiﬁUlty does@not indicate that effo ts toward solvmg the,
dilemmas within thege ¥reas have been inco equential or, alter- *
%'” nately,tk tb;at the challenges are insurmountable. Rather, these
“»  areas $eem .to.contain the" enduring ,controversies of the fiscal
{ ., relationship pétweea gtverpment and 1nst1tut1ons These dilemmas
will 11ke141 neve(p be ansﬁrered with finality., A ,

v

v

- ) Wlthm the universe "of postsecondary finance in California, certain
] limits "haye to be ‘impesed on this essay. Because df the Commis-
ﬁ - sion's role as the Statéls coordinating and .planning agency, it
seem3 reasonable to pay primary, though not exclusiye, attention to
-, «postsecondapy financing provided through the budget mechanisms of
" the State ?Cali-fornié. Specifically, this essay answers.three
) questions: - What ‘are.the State of California's ‘hajor pplicies for
.% financing the current operations. of postsecondary institutions?
. What is the ability and willinghees of the State to support the
' public institutions of postsecondary education? -And what will be
. s« the ma;;or tissues at the State lewel durlng the rema;,nder of the
/7 . 19808? , g )
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The essay is divided into five party: ) ',

e Part One 'describes the size¥and Sources of support for all
postsecondary institutions in California, as background for
what follows. . $

s w . I3

o Part Two discusses the State's policies, for financing these

’ 1nst1tut10ns and argues that the policies come from Califor-’
nia's Master Plan for Higher Education, the peculiar nature '
of edutatlonal Mecosts," and the State's fiscal system.

\

e Part Three deals with past and projected support levels of 4@
* +public institutions iy California. It shows that the State '

- did mnot -reduce, support for its public 1nst1tut10ns as a
proportion of its’ total: expenditures during’ the '"taxpayer
revolt," but that funding levels have fallen 31gn1f1cant1y
compared to levels in. other states. . (-

e Part Four asks whether the future-promises a stronger showing
and answérs, probably not. Someé doubt about- the continuing
ab111ty of public institutions to secure their past share of

'  Staté support appears reasonable.

during the 1980s: the problems with formulas for. the public
segments;’ increasing accountability for public institutions; ¢
the need for institutions to diversify their sources of )
support; the flux of policies for student charges and finan-
cial aid; and the changing role of the State in fimnancing
private institutions. ' '

e Part E?Rj} catalogues the issues whlch will draw attentlon .

-

- CURRENT SUPPORT FOR THE OPERATIONS e
OF POSTSECONDARY INSTITUTIONS

»
4

In terms of diversity and resources,- no word better describes
California's system of postsegondary education than ' abundance.

Over 400, colleges and universities offer degrees of every sort; .
they spent ‘more than $6.9 billibn ‘in 1978-79 doing so. New Yofk

was next in total expenditures--but 40 percent less. Beyond Cali- r—
fornia's colleges and universities, more than 200 school districts

run. Adult -Schools, and 39 counties offer Regional Occupational

Programs to provide continuing education and technical skills for -
their residents,” Over 2,000 proprietary schoolﬁ offer certificate
programs ranging from fllght instruction {o cosmetology and collec-
ted an estimated $ .l million in 1978-/9 from their students. )
Although no compara measures exist for instruction n¢neducd~ .,
tional ‘institutiens, recent surveys reveal much inseghs e'tra;ning

5 ) ~ /
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by business and goverdment (California Postsecondarl Education
Commission, 1978b; Kost, 1980).”" Thisauniverse of postsecondary
éducation is, displayed ‘in Table 1.

)

’ .
Wit’in this universe, there are four general sources for support:

1. The Federal Government: During the past 20 years, Washington
has -pursued three policies in postsecondary education: to
proyide access for disadvantaged students through financial

_aid .and enforcement of ciyil rights legislation; to support '
‘research which is "in the national interest;" and to provide
some institutional aid which promotes certain professions or
vocational training. In terds of its fiscal commitment to
implement these policies, the 1972 amendments to the 1965
Higher Education Act ma®ked a dramatic redirection of federal
efforts. That year, the debate was Joined over how best to
provide aid: through 1nst1tut10nal grants based on enroll-
ments and costs, or through assistance direct to students
and portable to any institution. The latter apprgach pre-
vailed, and has since overwhelmed all others in the constel-
lation of “federal programs. Including guaranteed student
loans, federal financial aid approached $900 million in
California during 1979-80. Following financial ‘aid in size
was the $300 million committed to the laboratories of the
U.S. Energy Research and Development Administration, which
are managed by the University of California. In addition,
the’ federa]l goverpment provided funds for vocational educa-
tion, agricultural extensIon, and research projects. Federal
spending for higher education in California approached $2
billion in 1978-79. -
The State of California: The State las prlmary responsi-
bility for public institutions and provides some financial
aid to students d4n private institutions. Currently, it
supports virtually all of the regular instruction and admin-
istration of the University‘of Califormia, ‘the California
State University and Colleges, and the California Community
Colleges--a total State commltment, including property tax
revenues, of $3.5 b11110n in 1980-81. The California€bnsti- .
tution prohibits direct State aid to private institutioms,
so that the 'policy is to offer substantial "student aid
programs, witle the dollars being provided to students in
independent colleges and universities. The State is also
involved heavily in "adult" et "contlnulng education, pri-
marily through the Adult Schools and the Callforn1a Communlty
Colleges.

.

. -

-

Consumers: tudents pay a yariety of charges to Califotnia's
colleges and universities:  $948,454,000 in tuition, fees,
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. ’ T - . -
ENROLLMENTS AND EXPENDITURES FOR INSTITUTIONS OFFERING A
POSTSECONDARY EDHCATION IN CALIFORNIA, 1978-79
. - . ’ Number of . Total State
Sector (tes Note bslow) and Segment Institutions Enrollment Expanditures  Abgropriations :
) FIRST (COLLEGES AND UMIVERSITIES)
. Public Institutions . .
/ University of Californta ‘ 9 campuses 127,664 headcount  $2,700,547,356 § 767,069,591‘ L

. . - . ,119,628 FIE

California Stata Udivarsity - . . . -

and Colleges . 19 campyses 326,35 hﬁe.;dcount § 908,005,644 § 682,983,474
3 228' v
California Communtty Colleges 104 colleges 1.612,2519" Jeadcounc  51,257,245,838° 51,176,000,000°
T P V486
Other Institusions and Agedcles .

of Postsecondary Education”  Hot Applicable . 2,000 headcount § 97,757,000 § 82,435,000
AMule/Vocational Educaeion: . ‘

Mult Schools in &-12 . c. 225 districes 147,089 ADA 5 136,355,889 s 128,530,615°
. Regfonal Occup,:ioul . ' , ..
<t Progrdus/Centers 39 couaties 16,297 ADA - § 41,147,011 §  33,619,2868
- h '} . '} ——
. Independent Institutions . ‘ N
Degres Granting 368 totsl 180,884 beadcounr  §1,724,239,000 $§ 51,484,000
. 125 ceporting . . ’
SECOND (PROPRIETARY) ‘ .,
Profit-Making Schogls which , ) . . E .
Offer Vocational Training 2,123 .. €. 300,000 $ 31,080,000 s 2,759,139
THIRD (NO¥-EZDUCATIOMAL INSTI- ’ ’ .
TUTIONS) .
, 3usiness, Industry, Labor L3 [ ? ' ?
Unicns, -Govermaeng, Mili- _("an extensive , - (one oxazple: }
. ta and Cossunicy Groups #TTay and range Fedaral agencies .
T 2 22 of affores-and 7 spent 510,500,000 .
. of considerable ‘training their
- * “ financial in- ezployees)
, vestanc™}) ;

R 4 -, .
4 - - .
2. Appropriated zo the System or {nstitutions directly. - ’ 4
b. Fall cerm, 1978, -
c. Genaral Fund Expendizures of the 70 discriccs.
d. California Postsecondary EducatiposCommission, the Californis Mgritime Auday.' Hggtings College
» of che Law, State Operations of the Community Colleges, and the Student Aid Commission.
4. Scate Cenersl Funds for regular spportiomments and “bail ocut,” plus property tax fevenues (in-~ -
- clyding Scate funds for property tax relief). . . <
£. Local Assiscance plus Stace Operations.
§- State General Funds plus fpcome from revenue limics, including propercy tixes.
h. Total of Cal Grants A and 3 to students at independent inscitutions.
1. Escimaced by multiplying the cotal fumber of students by 51,0356, the average cost for an oCcupa= :
tional course id 1979. See Californfs Stace Department of Educacion, 1980, pp. 4-5.
j. California Posgsacondary Educstion Commiwsion, 1978b, p. 29 " '
k. California Occupational and.Trafaing Grants (Cal Grane C), available to studeats in proprietary ,
schools. . .

te: The expansion of educational opp&'tuni:hs bayond high school has csuged some problems of defi-

¢ aition and labeling. Ia Three Thousand Futuree, the Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in

Higher Education offers the following teras:

We identify the Third Sector as instirutions that give postsecondary educacion as an ad-
' junct to noninstructional activities: instruccion 3 corporation, & research agency, a
N ° suseud, s trads union, the grmed forc j£1 sector is =zade up of nonprofit colleges;
. +  the second of profit asking {nseitut . The boundaries of the First Sector and of the
Secood Sector and tha addition of the Sectot mean that the edges of the tocal universe
of postsecondary education are softer thsn evar before,... The Second Sector and the Third
R A4 , 9ectQT are nibbling sway st the sntollments of tha First Sector', as well s tapping nev oar-
kets (1980, p. 22). . ) -

Sources: %‘gﬂ Budgee, 198081, pp. E 82-84, 125-127,199, g
Callfo

ron Tnia Sctate Controller, 1980, pp. 532, 533, 582~
Office of the Lagislative Analyst, 1980e, p. 964. : L .
California State Depsrrment of Fducstion, 1980, pp. 3-4. . .
. - Nstional Center {or Iducation Scacietics, 198la, p. 2. Y.
.
-
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and charges for all educational activities in 1978-79, which
cover almost 20 percent of their total ‘Educational and .
J? General Expenditures. Privately controlled institutions, of ~
* course, levy much higher student-”charges: 50.3 percent of '

. their Educational and General Expenditures.' In addition, .
conShmers purchased goods and sexrvices such as books, fpod, .
dormitory rooms, tickets to sports events, hospital care,
and research projects. Income from this source, broadly -

) ] defined, appears to constitute about one-third of the total .

) income of California's colleges and universities in 1978-79,

. or $2 billion (National Center for Education Statistics,

198la, p. 124)- ;ﬁ )

3 4/ Gifts and Endowment: The total market value of ‘this income
source for all California colleges and universities in )

: 1978-79 was $1,561,026,000, with a yield of $91 million or
5.8 percent. Agaln, publlc and independent institutions
were distinct. The 135 public colleges and universities S .
recorded a year-end market value .of $392.8 million for their
endowment (the: vast majority being concentrated in the
University), while ,125 privately controlled institutions
reported . $1,087.1 billion--two and a half times as much *
(National Cenfer for Education Statistics, 198la, p. 242).
Among the public institutions, only the University of Cali-
fornia rivals the larger independents in the size of its
endowmeat. .

.
v

A second way to'¥eatalog sources of support is to organize them /
according to the role that the providers-play in the day-to-
life of theé institutions. This alternate way- suggests some of the
dynamics and stresses within the institutions. After all, the ‘ .
expectations of providers are-crucial in directing the energies of . ‘s
the institutions: the further away the source, the more freedom
for institutions but the*more potential for misunderstandings. - . ' -
1. Internal’ Assets: Some resources are internal--assgets of b
publifd and private institutions which are managed, almost ) '
excMisively, by administrators and trustees. These assets
are the discretionary resources of the enterprise, called by '
. rver, "the venture capltal of higher education”
. (Kramer, 1980). He estimates that 12.7 percent of Education- -
al 'and General expenditures among colleges nationwide were

in this internal assets category during 19}5‘77‘€Q\\52) . -

h' <y 2. Users of Institutiomal SerV1ceS' Some resources, approxi-

mateky 30 percent of the tétal revenues of ¢olleges and .
. universities in California, are secured directly from indi-

viduals and corporations who use- institutional services.
* These funds support activities,which, at least indirectly, . - -

.
. © .
. . .
. N ~ B B . ‘
: +
N
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are designed to serve customers and respoud to their opin~
ions. Students want instruction to meet their needs' and
expectations; sports fans like winning teams; corporatioms

-/. . insist that the terms oqf/research contragts be fulfilled.
- In varying degkees, the institutions are directly accountable *
. e to these customers. , <

\ 3, Tax Revenues: Some, resources are’ provided by other peo-

ple--taxpayers. This source was .the single largest “for

‘California's colleges' and universities in 1978-79, in tgrms

> of general ‘institutional funding and unrestricted grants:

* ¢ 55.5 pexdent of their current fund revenues (National Center

‘for Educatibn Statistics, 198la, p. 124). The vast majority

of the funds, of course, were provided to public institu-

tions. The relations of the postsecondary institutions with

the providers of this source are more complex and distant

than with the other two, partly because most interaction

', occurs tﬁrough intermediaries such as public officials and
tentral control agencies. -

-

e

- STATE POLICIES FORi;NANCINf} POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

L

The State's policies’are;quite different acrdss the spectrum of
institutions. The 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education, the
peculiar nature of educational costs, and the State's fiscal system
hav$ each shaped thecontent. and evolution of finance policies.™

- [3

The Master Plan for Higher Education

The Master Plan defined the structure, fuan goals of
institutidns so that they could collectively a odate the throng
of students who were expected to seek admission in the 1960s.
Although the Master” Plan was not explicitly a fiscal docuteft ,
several of its tepets have become firm policies for financing. -

. First, its eimphasis on access led the State to continue policies of
no tuition and low fees in all public segments, and was translated
into a policy of open admissions in the Communjty Colleges wjith
virtually no student charges there (Academy for Educational Develop-
ment, ‘1973, p. 26). In addition, the €ommunity College districts
were ‘encouraged to distribute their ‘offerings throughout the State:

. over 100 camphses exist today and courses are taught at more than

‘. 2,700 off-campus locations.- Such policies enable the Community
Collegks “to enroll 1'of every 12 adult Californians, oné of the
highest pafticipation rates in the nation. .

- |
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Second, beyond the "open access" Gommunity Colleges, the Master

Plan defined certain eligibility pools--the top 12.5 percent of

high school graduates would be eligible for the University and the

highest third for the State University--and assured ‘the opportunity

*fo¥r _all Califormians within these pools to attend some campus '

oy « within ‘the segment. Implicit in-this invitation was the commitment,
"now a State policy, ‘that". the four-year segments would be funded for
. all eligible undergradunates,* both freshmen and transfers £from
' ~ Community Colleges. Even in the stringent budgets of 1378-79 and
- 1981~82, the State budgeted enoughofunds to instruct all undergradu-',

ates proJected to attend the University and the State University.

. Third, the Master Plan established different functions among the™
’ public segments. The University would alone conduct State-supported,
research (1t received $75 million from the State for organized
research in 1980-81 and to allow sufficient time for addition . .
research its teaching loads were half that for faculty at th
State University). The University would pfovide doctoral and
professional degree education, while the State University would
concentrate on baccalaureate and master's degree programs, and
teacher ‘education. The junior colleges were removed frgm under
control of public school districts and were established as a segment
of higher education. They were to serve primarily as institutions
for transfer students with a large component devoted to vocational
education and terminal degrees.
- A
Fourth,_ the Master Plan encouraged the "greatest possible diver-
sity," and recognized the "great contribution private colleges and
universities have made and will continue to make to the state,” in
terms - of this diversity (Ligison Committee, 1960, p. xii). One
. fiscal policy to help achieve this goal was to expand student ,

financial aid and allow some students the altermative of attending

high tuition colleges. Recently, the State's Student Financial Aid

Policy ‘Study Group concluded thgt '"the state should continue its
- . policy of helping ngedy studeats méet the costs of attendance at . -
private iastitutions,"” primarily because their .diversity, ranging
from religious studies to auto mechanics, enables studenats to_ -~
pursue ‘uniquely personal interests (1980, p. vii. For comments on .
the flscal 1mp11catlons of the Master Plan, see Hitch, 1974.)

- The Nature of Educational "Costs™ ' : .
The *"costs" of education have subtly influenced the State's poli- (
4 cies, particularly because this term, when applied to colleges, has
a different meaning than the one comhonly associated with it. By
the "cost" of a product, we generally mean the minimum dollar value
- of the resources needed to produce a finished item. We assume that
technology and market prices converge to produce an objective b

\measure called "cost."
\

-
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In the world of higher education, "costs" do not have this qbjec-
tivity. As economist Larry Leslie puts it, "The first premise in .
understanding costs in higher educat$on is that in the aggregate,
institutions generally spend whatever they receive. .The second
premise is that differences in cost will reflect, in.considerable ~
part, the relative - sliccess, over time, of each educational unit

. . . in obtaining funds from all sources" (1980, p. 10). Slm1lar-_
ly, Howard Bowen, among the most prominent scholars on the economics

of "higher education, points oyt thaf unit costs of operating 81-
leges are set more by the money provided to them "than by thé -
inheérent technical requirements of conducting the1g.york He:
.stresses "the fundamental fact that hnit cost is determined by hard
dollars of revenue and only indirectly and remotely by. considera-

tions of need, technplogy, efficiency, and market wages and prlces
© (1980, pp. 15, 19).

2 E .
In order.to explain this, Bowen offered his famous five "Laws of

Higher Education Cost§~:

s

-

1. The dominant goals of institutions are educational excel-
_lqnce, prestige, and influence;

2. In the quest of excellence, prestige, and influence, there
is virtually no limit to the amount of monéy an institution
could spend for seemingly fruitful educational wends; .
' ' S0 7T

3. Each institution raises all the momey it can;

4. Each institution spends all it raises; and

5. The cumulative effect of the preceding four laws is towa
ever increasing expenditure, even without inflation (pp ..

19-20). ¢ - \\

Given the self- fulfilling nature of costs—in Bowen's 'revenue

theory," how are'ambitions and expenditures controlled? "The duty

of setting limits . . . falls, by default, upon those who provide-~

the money, mostly legislators and students and their families," he

asserts. Given, this responsibility for ‘setting limits, should the

State Pprescribe detailed controls over appropriations? No, says

Bowen, ‘this would destructively interfere with the 12r11tut10ns

How, then, can the costs of higher educat1on’be held down? ' "When

public- agencies or governing boards wish to control ‘costs,” Bbwén

contends, "they need do orly two things: first, to establish in .

broad general terms' the basic scope and mission of the inmstitutions

for which they are respomsible, and, second to set the total amount

of money. to be available to each -institution each year" (pp. 20,

24). The "cost" of higher education will then be determined.
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Bowen'd theory is useful to undérstand-the functioding of  the
Master Plan and certain State practices. The Master Plan has been
a success, partly because it fulfilled Bowen's first axiom: it

' established the basic scope and mission of the segments. In addi-
* tign, it identified certain activities which the State would not -
fund: ’
- ' L Ph.D. programs or professional schools outside the Uni-

versity of California;

i

s ’ . .
2. Research in the State University or the Community Colleges;

W

Instruction. for freshmen and sophomores within four-year
- public 1n§/;tut10ns who did not meet .certain eligibility
requirements;

4. Unnecessary duplication;

© 5. Continuing.education or non-degree work at the University or
the State University; and

6. All auxiliary services such as housing, food, and parking. -

State budget practices fulfill Bowen's second axiom ¢of limiting the
* total amount of money available to the institutions. For example,-
until 1975 the Community Colleges enjoyed a finance formula similar
to the one for public school’s: there was an open-ended compitment
to fund all students who enrolled. Large annual incteases from
additional enrollments convinced Governor Edmund G. Brown Jr. to .
. impose a 5 percent limit on additional State jppropriations. in
3 1975-76, a restriction which Community College leaders deplored as
anathema to "open access." This limit was removed in 1976-77 in .
legislation which became moot in 1978 under the assault of Proposi-
tion 13. As a permanent part ‘of Community College finance, the °
Legislature has subsequently decided to fix total State appro-

e ’ priations each year, based .on some modest pro;ectlons of enrollmedi
growth. Re-emphasizing its policy against any commitment to fund

o ; all enrollments, the Legislature recently denied funds to relieve a
1980-81 deficit caused by an increase in thé numbers of Community

. College students far beyond projections. In most cases, the State = .

has adopted. Bowen's second axiom of limiting funds, in the short ,
a2 tbrm at least, for postsecomndary ihstitutions.

. The State's Fiscal System  * . )

' L]
- California's system has influenced postsecondary iastitutions far
3 beyond its function. as "2 conduit for funds. This has pccurred
. ‘,4'?ﬁ§%;ﬁse of incremental budget practices, a strong executive branch,

L]

3 ) ¢ ' /

ot
~

wr
0o




& L] * _ -
- N -
s
“ . s . - .
- - » s -
. .
- . . -
.

44 ) Finance Policies, Prospects, and Issues

the large number of local ent1t1es, and a Constltutlonal prohlbl-
tion agalnst direct aid to private institutions.

First, ‘the State budgets by 1ncrementa1 practlces, despite the
formallty of presenting expenditures as program budgets which link
appropriations to objectives (Balderston and Weathersby, 19
California Coordinating Council fér Higher - Educatlon, 196
During normal times, most institutioms expect to, receive their
prior year's appropriations plus funds for inflation and a few-new
programs. Despite initial hopes to the contrary, Aaron Wildavsky's
definition of budgeting app}ies well to Califérmia: an incremental
process, proceedlng from an historical base, “guided by accepted
notions of fair shares, in which decisions are fragmented, dade in |
sequence by. specialized bodiesj and coordinated through repeated \A/;
attacks on pr¥oblems . . ." (1974, p. 62): " Another student of State
government, Jerry Evans, believes that those within the State's
apparatus for managing the budget (the Department of Flnance, the
Legislative Analyst, and staffs of the fiscal committees) are .not
concerned so much with holding down expenditures as with "the
obJectlves of legality, efficiency, policy conformance, prudent”
management, and maximum program accompllshment" (1976, p. 23). One
of the.disruptive aspects of Proposition 13 was not S1mpﬂy the
trauma of fewer funds, but the temporary suspension of ,time~honored
assumptions‘ugderlying the State's budget process. ] +

Second, California has an executive branch with a powerful role in
the budget process. The Governor's ‘Department of Finance prepares
the Budget after long hearings with agencies and institutions. The
Governor then presents this omnibus budget in January of each year,
and it winds i y through a Legislature increasingly active in
budget matters 1 adopted in June and signed by the Governor who
can veto or redu®@ any appropriatiods. All budgets funded through
this process necessarlly bear the distinct imprint of the executive
branch. ‘ . ,

Third, the State's fundlng of its 6,000, local ent1t1es (cities,
counties, special districts, school districts, -and community
colleges) is. decentralized and fragmented. -Although 80 percent :of
the State's General Funds flow to these entities, the sheer number
of them prevents rigorous State oversight or cgntrol Additionally,
the Constitution provides them some defense against incursions from
Sacramento. As an example, the Legislature prohibited salary
increases for local employees since none were granted to State
workers in 1978-79. Citing "home rule" -and "impairment of con-
tracts,” the California Supreme Court in Sonoma County OrgamiZzation
v. County of Somoma (1979) declared this aspect of the State's
"bail-out" unconstitutional. The Court's opinion presents a strong
defense of ,the difference between State respomsibilities “and local
Zugpnomy, a tradition in Callfornla (Spelch and Welner, 1980, pp.
4-45)

™
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Finally, the framers of California's 'Constitution feared that
officials might be tempted to use the public purse for private
gain. To prevent this, they adopted a clear prohlbltlon against
State grants to private entities: )

. No money shall ever be appropriated or drawn from the

State Treasury for the purpose or benefit of any corpora-

" tion, association, asylum, hospital or any other institu-
i tion not under the exclusive management and control of-
: _ the State as a statg inmstitution .. . (Article XVI, - T
Section‘3)' i . T

7
“

As we shall see later, this has 11m1ted the State's direct support
for 1ndependenxicolleges and universities.

How have thesé characteristics of State finance influenced post-
secondary institutions? The impact’ differs for edch segment, -
dependlng on whether the 1nst1tut10ns are State, local,‘or private. )

Impact on State~Institutions: Both the Unlver51ty and the State™ .
- Univergity xfe considered State institutions, and are organized as j .
.o "systems" of 9 and 19 campuses respectlvely under their single ., .
governing boards. Each system receives funds through a line item
in the State's Budget Act which classifies its activities into a
dozen major- programs. Both are subject to the State's annual.
"budget cyéle," which begins months before the next fiscal year ) .
each July 1. In October, the systems estimate their base budgets . .
f for the current year according to the Program €lassification System,
calculate baseline adjussments by negotiating inflation increases
, with the.Department -of Finance, and request program/budget enrich- .
mentsy including request for cost-of-~living dJustments in salaries.
- Customarily, the Governor reduces each se ent's requested’ enrlch-
' mentg substantlally, and then fotwards the base budgets with adjust- &
ments and enrichments to the Legislature. Although most State
funds are provided for imstruction, which is based on enrollment .
formulas (fixed studemt/faculty ratios for both the University and
) the State University), sﬁgport for other programs is substantial °*
B and receives much attention in the capitol. Their final budgets ~
R generally include a cost-ofrliving increase for salaries, which is
then applied to a stateyide salary schedule within each system. It
is important to note that the budgets of these systems are not
driven wholly by enrollments:. an analysis in 1980 revgaled that i
- small changes in the number of full-time-equivalent stugéﬁtsvdirect-

.ly affected the funding of 53 percent.of the University's State
pudget and ‘64 percent of the State Un1vers1ty s budget through
formula recalculations (California Postsecondary Education Commis- -

. sion, 1980b). Recent legislation allowing collectlve bargalnlng
could influence this process and its results, -

© -
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~

4 . g - N
Impact on Local Institutions: As local-lnstltutlons, the Community
. Colleges and the Adult Schools opegated.by high school and unified
scldbl districts have proceeded along differept lines sthan the
oth%r‘publlc seghents. As opposedsto the standard Program Classi-
fication budgeting and the ."budget cycle" of the four-year segments,
the State's apportionments to the Commurity Colleges and-the Adult
. Schools have been distributed through genmeral grants based almost
'entirely on each district's Average Daily Attendance (ADA). ' After
combining thése apportionments with prgperty tax revenues, local
‘-boards of trustees ehjoy substantial latitude in allocatlng the

funds ' among most aCtléltleS, 1nclud1ng expenditures for salaries’
which vary widely among the districts. Collective bargaining, now
in its fourth year for the Community Colleges, has influenced these ’
decisions on-a district- -by-district basis. -

-

For several ‘years,, certaln centralizing forces have been apparent.
Chief among these forces was Prépositiod 13, which effegtively
endeq the system of "local" finartce for the Communlty Colleges by &
elimifating district: contrél over property taxes. Before 1978,

each district co d*dete ine its own general purpose tax rate, up
to a certain maXimum, ‘atong with severgl "permissive" taxes (Wi

marily for comlunity.service and capital outlay). Prop051t1021
lipited any ad.valorem tax on real property to 1 percent of ¥

countn;ylde, dnd, made the LegisM¥gtufe responsible for dlstrlbu“lng
the revenues. Altheugh dlstrlct etain wide latitude for expendi-
ure of funds, the State now deybrmines their total revenues, and
Commurtity Colleges have fef¥ methods of: galslng additional, ; .

discretionary monies. FuIly 75 ercent of district revenues “state-

wide noY come from State Gefieral Fugds, another legacy of property A

tax limrtation. These changes have fostered muck instability: the :

" State has.yet to agree on'a permanent system of finance for these

Tocal institutions due to the dilemma of reconciling local authority

over budgets with the State's need to conupol its approfiriations. .

Impact on Prlvate Institutions: In .general, privatel controlled -,
colleges in the West have not reached the.size or prestige of those

on the eastern seaboard, where publrt institutions graw slowl _
under the impos'ing leadershlp of the prlvates To a gredt extent ¢ )
California's independent. institutions are an exception "to this

pattern of a modest private sector in the West. A few private ,
institutions here have long hidtories--two .extending back to Gold -
Rugh days--and others rival the most propinent universities in the
na®o The ;ndependent segment ‘in €alifornia’consists ofz?any

instiv@tions,.twice the number of campuses (including nonaccrgdited T
‘inStitutions,), as the three public segments combined. Concenfrated = ’
in Los Angeles and "the Bay Area,‘they domidate the awarding of
graduate and professional degrees in California, partly because of

the Master Plan"s restrictions on the St¥te University. With some - -

!
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.

exceﬁtlons, these colleges -and universities are #gnancially healthy
(CalifornizPostsecondary Education Commlsslon 1978¢c, pp 2-h3.
K
Despite their respectable presence, independent institutions, play a
,miﬁﬁ?‘?ole in State finance compared to the public segments. - This

is,so because of the tradition in western States qf low tuition and
a multitude of well-suppoffed,publlc cblleges and universities and
because of the prohibition in the California "Condtitution against
appropriations, for <institutions "not under the exclusive management
and control of. the state." - .

”

As a gounterp01nt to these limitations, the State has been encour-
aged to view "all institutions of higher learning ifi California,
,public and nonmpublic . . . as a total resource to the people of the
State . > ." (Select Committee on the Master Plan, 1972, p. 54;
Joint, Committee on the Mastex Plan, 1973, pp. 63-65). Independent
institutions participate in § fte finance in two ways: contracts
and student financial aid. -~ .

. Contracts and agreeaents between the Stcje and 1ndependent institu-
tions have assumed several forms. The C4lifornia Education Facili-
ties Anthorlty, established in 1973 to provide independent instjtu-
tions "an addltlonal‘meang‘by which to expand and enlarge agd
establish dormitory, academic and related facilities" (Educatio
Code, Section 94100, Chapter 2, Article 1), 'has used the‘State's
credit to guarantee revenue bonds for nine, institutions. Separate
agreements between the University of California, Drew Medical
School, "and the. California College of Podiatrig Medicine have
extended State support, and these have not run afoul of the Consti-
tution. Other contracts between the State and independent institu-
‘tions', however, have been declared unconstitutional. .These include
the Grunsky "Aid to. Médical Schools Progfam," and the Medical

~Btudents Contract Program. A recent Supreme Court Decision, Stan-

, ford University v Kenneth .Cory (1978) has seve;é?y Iimited the

kinds of contractss which the State can negotiaté with private
institutions. .

State student aid programs, by providing money to students, ‘are not
subject to such constitutional restraint.‘ Established in 1955
partly to rdlieve the pro;ected pressures on crowded public facili-
ties, the Stat Scholarshlp Program (Cal Grant A) provided $214
million to 50,000 stidents’in’ independent colleges during its first
20 ‘years (CallforhlgPostsecondary Education Commission, 1978, p.
24). In 1980-81, thé California “Student Aid Commission provided

. funds totaling almost '$60 million to students in independent imsti-
_tutions (Odell and Thelin, 1980, p. 29. Statistics cover omly
member institutions of the'Assoc1ation of Independeht California
Colleges and Universities). Even though overcrowding in public in-
stitutions, one of the original justificatiems for such aid, is no

N

Q
. . ‘ . ’
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longer a problem,  the State has continued to dssist independent,
institutions to ensure ,opportunities for qualified -California e
students to choose an institution outside the public realm.
P

T , - ) - ' - )
. PAST STATE FINANGING ~

%

The 1970s opened with Professor Earl Cheit of the University of
| California, -Berkeley, announcing 'the New Depression in Higher
Education" (1971). He argued that State priorities were shifting, °
r that cafipus turmoil was eroding public support, and that declining ’
-y ,enrollments‘yould be the-srule. How accura€E1Weqé these predictions
for Califernia? The combjined‘évidence contradicts Cheit's predic-
tion of a "Depression;" at }22:1 through most of the decade (for an
excellent summary of research at the turn of the decade .on higher
) . education finance, see Millett, 1972, pp. 19-26)7
First, the State's General Fund expenditujes for all government
services--the primary source of finds for instruction and admipi-
‘stration at the four-year public segments--quadrupleéd during the
1970s, as the first column "of Table 2 shows. More important,’
expenditures doubled in terms of constant dollars gdjusted for |
inflation (second column). And controlling for both inflation and’
population growth, per capita expenditures increased by 65.6 percent
¢ durimg the 1970s (third column)~-impressiye growth by any reasonable
standard. ' . '

. <
This considerable increase, however, went largely to cover inflation .
and local fiscad relief, the legacy of Proposition 13, which togeth-
er accounted for three dollars of every four of additiomal State
expenditures during the 1970s, as Table 3 indicates. New programs
‘ ’ or igcreased levels of government services received only one dollar.
in six. Even so, the growth of General Fund expenditures suggests
’ that State-supported programs continue to be relatively well fi-
\N\\\ nanced. . ] . .
' .%he public segments appear to have shared in this growth. Figure 1
displays State Genmeral Fund support for their current operationy,
‘ during the 1970s. After two years without cost-of-living increases
., for salaries in 1970 and 1971, the four-year segments received
substantial increases until 1978, when the State's retrenchment
after Proposition 13 slowed the rate of ‘the-increases, The Figure.
- indicates, however, that both the University and the State Univer- |,
sity recovered substantially in 1979-80, primarily because ¢f a
14.5 percent cost-of-living increase for salaries.

-
’

o

State Geperal -Funds ‘for the Community:Colleges grew'dramatically
because of changes in'State law. The increase in 1973-74 reflecte

~ -

-7 . {
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S TABLE2 .
: - THE GRONTH"OF STATE GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES
. T . . . 1970-71.T0 1980-81 L T :
. ' . . a , Constant Dollarst - -
® : Fiscal Year Currant Oollars ?:onstant Dollars? . Per Capital
- . ' - * . - ,
’ 1976-71 $4,853,900,000 $4,853,900,000 . s261 .
" 1980-81 $20,474,800,000 .§9.281,400,000 T "$399  t
" ’ \ ] -~ . — ’
2 ' N P3 hY

. « . . T e
a. Constant dollar amounts reflect current dollar amounts conver:’ed to “a 1970-71 base
! us the Implicit Gross National Price Deflator for State and Local Purchases af
Goods aud Services.

b.” Constant Dollars per capita reflects constant dollars adjus:ed for population grow:h '
— ‘ “ in California. S .
~J . ’ , L .

- d L]
Source: Office of the Legislative Analyst, 1980z, p. 3. '

2

- ’ # B * +
‘\ - i L
N . 7 / v h v

L ] ’ . . PRCE )

» ” ‘(‘ ) ’., ) i
. o . .
o ' 3 . ‘
[ €
& . ) - :
9: - %3
. £ . : ) TABtE 3 .
) ) . §0URCES° OF GROWTH OF STATE EXPENDITURES oL e
. : 1970-71 TO 1980 81 \L C . |
. \ . i . N 3 " .
. A o . S New Programs" -
. Local Fiscal , or Increased Lt
o Inflation Population Growthd Relief  LBvels of Service  Total
. . ' 4 T - . ) - .
*  Acount $5.8 Billion ° $1.7 Billion $5.9 Billion  $2.6 Billion $15.6
£ . . . ' : Billfon
: Percent Increase 37.52 - . 10.6X, ) 35.22 16.7% 100.02 , ¢

LA ' . A . \

ﬁ- o %

. a. This includes the extra funds needed to mintain the same level of per capita eXPendi-

\v tures -for additional population, in other words the effect of inflation on expgnditures
_for new Californians. .

' . 1

[y ] .
. .

Sourca: Office of the Legis]ative Analyst, 1980a, pp. 8-10. v ’ Q
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the policy of Senate Bill 6 (1973), to prov1de local’ property tax

relief. The large.increase in State funds after 1978 came as a’ 4
"pail-out," which repléced property tax revenues lost “under Propo- . .
sition 13 with funds from the State's budget surplus. Although
General Fund support increased for the Community Colleges, that
segment fell behind the others in terits of total revenue increases.

o _ What do these patterns in the growth of State snpport mean when
] ' -considered in termg of inflation? First, regardlng the percentage -
' increase in total dollars, the growth in State support for the.
.three public segments during the 1970s was remarkably similar
. (Table 4). Second, in terms of owerall State support, no segment
appears to have fallen béhind the rate of inflation, even ‘consider=
ing its enrgllment growth, due to increases provided prior to 1978,
' when segmental resources’were growing and inflation was .relatively
4 . ) 1OW o . e - {-—/ A . .
- Becduse, the State transferred so much of its General Funds to :
replace property tax revenues lost under Propos1t10n 13, it is . s
necessary to analyze both State expendituresr and property taxes - :

.

FIGURE 1

/ . .
STATE GENERAL FUND SUPPORT FOR CURRENT OPERATIONS FOR THE
UNIVERSITY LIFORNIA, THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

AND. COLLEGEY, AND THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

. yan ISC L YEARS 1970-71 THROUGH 1979-80

. < o

R - California Community Colleges.” b

~

s
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A .
before reaching conclugions aboat thg‘State‘s fiscal circumstances
during the 1970s. With this perspective, a much different picture

emerges. "’ . :
» .

Tt . .
In terms of total revenues available té the State of California and,

" jts local entitiés from non-federal tax sources during the 1970s .
per $1,000 personal ‘income (the ndard megsure for comparing -
revenues’among states in order to the comparisons of the effects

of population change and inflatiom), .Proposition 13 and other tax
relief had a drastic effect on public finance in California. For
example, as Table 5 shows, California. enjoyed high tax revenues
compared to the national average in 1977-78 when it ranked fourth ,’
‘among the S50 states in terms of tax ,revenues per $1,000 personal
income. But it fell ‘to twenty-second the year after Proposition

13, and climbed back to seventeenth in: 1979-80. From another
perspective, Califormia's tax revenues were 27 ent above the
national norm in 1977-78 and 1 percent above i 1978-79. On the-
other= hand, .Califoraia's expenditures per. $1,000 personal income
fell from $211 in 1977-78 to $189 iA 1978-79, or by 11 percent. In _
relation to the national norm, Califorpia's expenditures were 10 ¥
percent above in 1977-78 and -1 percént below thereafter (Jamison,

1981). . . 1

o ¥

)

< .
. TABLE 4
CHANGES IN ENROLLMENTS:AND STATE-GENERAL FUND SUPPORT ) LN
CQMPABED TO SELECTED MEASURES OF INFLATION ’
o, Full-Time "7 . . s ¢
Equivalefit Student State General ¢
Enrollment , - Funds 1970-71

, Seqment ___1970-7) to 1979-80> _ to 1979-80 HEPI PCEI cp1
Univ. of California  +21.5% B R (2 T

California State

7

Uaiv. & Colleges 4.1 0 + 169% y +79% +77% +30%
" . > - .

. . ity }9 , A

¢ Colleges +29.5% 2 4 &36%

Lo e(163D)°

¥
a. Actual pérccnuse Ancresse in State General Funds for appor:’ionngn;s, EOPS, ami‘
services for disabled students. .

-

b. Percentage incresse i State General Funds P‘].U‘ propérty tax revenuas.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission. 1981b. o. 23,
“ . L 4

L .
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No doubt, this is a sharp decline in real revenues and expenditures.

Within this declineg how did the.institutions of highér education
fare? Table 6 shows expenditures for various State services,

expressed as a percentage of national norms from 1975 through 1979.
It is evident that expenditures for higher education per .$1,000 of
personal income fell substantiglly--by 30 percent in 1978-79--when
compared to the national average. Further, Table 6 indicates that
expenditures for- higher education, while well favored compared to
the relatibnship of most other government services to their natiomal
norms, showed the sharpest’decline of any service in 1978-79 com-
pared to national norms for the fuhdigg of each service. That

4
a }’ -'
B ] 7
TABLE 5
el y .. ~ 4 . - .
TOTAL STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUES , ~
1970-71 T0 1979-80
\ Tax Revenues
- Per $1,000 Personal
. - Tax Revenues Income, Compared to '
¢ Fiscal Total state & Tax Revenues per $1,000 U.S. Average
Yaarg Local Tax Revenues Per Capita Psrsonal Income” - (U.5.=2100)
©1970-71 512, 199 000, 000 § 601.71 $137 76 117.3%
1971-72 l(c 063 800, 000 . 638.36 149.29 119.4 ,
1972-73 15,221,600,000 737.48 148,45 116.8
4
1973-74 15,936,300,000 763.38 141,48 i 115.0 ‘
197’6-75 18,401,600,000 868.08 166.53 121.7
« 1975-76 20,749,500,000 . 964,11 148.76 121.3
1976=77 23,842,900,000 1.089.36 g 153.28 < 122.8
1977-78 27.365,200,000 1,226.37 156.78 " 127.2 :
¢ Proposition 13, J{uu 6, 1978 S -
) s, ) |
1978-]9 - 24,007,300,000 1,057.87 120.89 166.9
1979-80 (est.)27,292,000,000 (ese.)’  1,181.98 ©119.69 103.9
3. Total tax collections of all state and local entities in Califormis, as tabulacted by
? the Bureau of the Census, U.5. Department of Commerce. Doeés not include fees,
! charges| fines, interest earmings, or re‘venncosh.aring of other funds recetveg froa
the federsl government. <&

b. Total .income received by all residents of Califdrnia, as estimated by the Bureau of
Ecohemic Anslyais, U.S. Department of Commerce. Personsl Income includes wsges and
salavies, other labor' income, dividends, interest, net income froa unincorporated
businesses, t rental income, government aod business transfer psyments to
wndividuals. gures show calendar years ending in the mtddle of each fiscal 7ear.

. .

Soy.rco: Jamison, 1981, . M

-
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year, California ranked thirty-fourth among the states in’ expeidi-
tures for .higher education per $1, 000 personal income, colmpared to
being ninth in 1970 (Jamison, 1981; Academy for Educationmal Develop-
ment, 1973, p. 90). Public schools in California (Klndergarten
through 12th grade) enjoyed a less favored position than higher

" education before Proposition 13. In terms of revenues per pupil,

e

they ranked 20th in the nation and 22nd in expenditures per pupil.

Thus, the public sghogls did not have as far to fall in comparative

terms, a§ did the ®astitutions of higher education. (See Division .
of Agricultural Sciences, 1980, pp. 2-3.)

Does this mean that, during the crisis, Sgate government assigned a
lower priority,to " hlgher education than to other services? This
appears to be the case, but only from the/perspectlve of comparisons
to national norms. From another perspective, Figure 2 shows the
percentage of State and local funds which the segments received
during the 1970s as a percentage of tqtal State General Fund ‘expen- .
ditures plus total*property tax revenues. Except for adjustments -’

i

TABLE 6 .
CALIFORNIA'S EXPENDITURE OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERMNMENT FOR VARIOUS

" ACTIVITIES EXPRESSED AS A" PERCENTAGE OF THE U.S. AVERAGE EXPENDITURE

PER $1,000 PERSONAL INCOME. FOR THOSE ACTIVITIES
< 1975-76 TO 1978-79 -

_ . Financial
. _ Institutions ' Police  Admin. &
Fiscal tocal ot Higher Public Health & " and Generalb
Yaar Schools + Education Welfare Hospitals Hyghways Fire » _Gontrol ¢,
” . -
1975-7§ 103.8% ' 125.5% 136.4% 99:7% 59.8% 132.1% 135.3%
1976-77  101.5% _  128.1% 138.05  90.0% se.6% 12044 13D.5% ;
1977-78 103.7% 135.1% ih&.S‘L 96,6% 39.9% ‘ 127.7% 130.7%
N “ o £
Proposition 13, June 6, 1978
. 13
1978-79 92.3% 103.5% J135.7% 95.6% 51.0% \3.51 116.0%
) X .
e Publicly-operated universities, colleges, juaror colleges, and ocher scnools beyond ) ’
_ the hagh school- level. . . .

b. Gcneral control"” covers .legislative bodzes, admipistration of justice (including
the courr.s), and govermmentdl chief executives and cenr.ral sta;£ agegcies, other tnan
thos concerned pruunly vith finances. <

) Source: .Imison. 1981. . B 4




. , FIGURE 2 ’ :
SUPPORT -FOR CURRENT OPERATIONS OF THE PUBLIC 'SEGMENTS IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS . -

. AND EXPRESSED AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL STATE GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES (INCLUDING o
e PROPERTY TAX SUBVENTIONS) PLUS PROPERTY TAX LEVIES, 1970-71 THROUGH 1979-80 !
16 - L . - T ' »
of A R |
o 110.6% 10.4 10.9 11.5 11.9 11.8 12.0 11.9 12,2 °12.1
- Dollais R s ’ ?
30 - =
LS ‘ g P ) ‘ .
s 204" , I. L‘g_ )
. i B
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| £ W
. 10- e
- 1]
™
» )
D ‘ > , 0 Y - —7 -~y =C 3 &‘;' » - Rl 7 | 5 i ?E,
Fiscal Yearg 70-71  71-72 72-73 75-76  76-77 - 77-78 78-79 .79-80 a \
State Do]]argb $10,576 11,399 ]2,43%. 13,944 17,797 19,835 22,224 21,287 24,195 N
+ Segment Dollars $1,133 1,182 51 %1,608 2,102 2,385 2,653 2,603 2,930 B
- . . i . Q‘
ca. July 1 - June 30 ‘ I~ ‘
o " b. -Inmilljons . g E .
.. Lo Source: Cal orﬁn‘ia Governor's Budgets and California Legislative Analyst's Reports 4 64
li 4' . X [ ‘
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& . early in the 1970s caused by a salaty freeze and State efforts to
provide property tax relief, the segments as a whole received a
remarkably uniform prortlon of State and Jocal resources through-
out the decade. It also appears .that the segments received a
slightly 1arger proportion of State Geheral Fuhds and property tax
revenues 1n 1978-79, following the rearrangements of Propdsition

. 13. ——
b . e L
These "two perspectives--one comparing the institutions with those
in other states and one comparing them to other State. services--sug-
gest that public higher education in California was we]é supported.
before 1978-79, in comparison to inmstitu ions in other %tates. As
~ part of the general retrenchmentl}%ﬁ}Proposition 13, however, .
: - California's institutionms. suffergd™a substantial decline in relation .
to their counterparts elsewherf. Neverwheless, they did not dosg
- their traditional share of Sta#{e and local revenues in the competl-"
: tion among services within gllfornla

THE FUTURE OF STATE FINANCING FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

.+
s
Y %

Apparently, Cali‘fomla did not reduce proportional support for:
higher education in recent years, compared to other State services,

<.although the“k’[ax- Revolt" lowered its level of support compared to
other states. .In’ view of this, is it reasoné’ble to expect this
trend to Contlnue’7 -t

The general support levels for higher education by the State are £ .

function of the State's ability and willingness, through the politi-
. cal process, to support the insjitutions of higher education. )
Therefﬁ, it is appropriate to ask, will the State have the abili-
B ty, a ill it be willing, to continue support of higher education

at past levels? .

P
. .

¢ Ability of the State to Continue Support}

The "Tax Revolt" in California, embraced more than Proposition 13.

From 1975-76 through 1981-82,vnearly $44 billion will have been

. reduced 'from State and local tax payments because of a variety of
* measures. Table'7 displays this tax relief to the public.

The continuiég effect of taxpayer relief on State revenues is

uncertain, but>4is.greatly influenced by the strength of California's

‘economy.” JIn this regard,’most economists are predicting substantial
3. employment growth and a recovery of the housing industry through

.1983." Perhaps the most notable among the economic oracles for
Californiaj the UCLA Business Forecast, predicts that Californmia's
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Gross State Product will increase by 14.8 percent and 15.1 percent
for 1982 and 1983 respectively, and that personal income will
substantially exceed a falling rate of inflatjon during those years
(Kimball and Jaquette, 1981, pp. 110-113). Although unlikely to be
as impressive as California's boom during the mid-seventies, the -
economy should.sustain a growth in State General Fund revenues in
é¢xcess of 10 percent for the next few years.
~ Of- course, experts disagree over the actual magnitude of revenues,
as Table 8 ingdicates. However, even the most pessimisti% alterna- -
tive before the start of the fiscal year called the "slow, growth" .
variation by the Commission on State Finance, projegts a 10.9
percent General Fund increase for revenues in,1981-82 (Commission
on State Financ¢é, 1981, p. 22). Recent estimates, however, suggest

lower increases. ‘o RN

- . . - .

&

TABLE 7

. TOTAL TAX RELIEF PROVIDED BETWEEN FISCAL YEARS .
' 1975-76 AND 1981-82 ‘ ‘ : '

#
~ )

Total Amount of Tax Relief

Tax ’ 1975-76 to 1981-82
PROPERTY TAX RELIEF . '
4

Proposition 13 (copstitutional) - : $28,000,000,000
Homeowner's Exemption from Property Taxes

(constitutional and statutory) - 3,610,000,000

Business Inventory Exemption (statutory) P . 2,650,000,000

Open Space (Williamson Act, statutory) -110,000,000

Total, Property Tax Relief . -$34,370,000,000

RELIEF FROM STATE TAXES ‘ N o ,

Personal Income Tax .

Indexing of Income Tax Brackets (statutory) $ 5,058,000,000

. Other (statutory, one-time payment in 1978-79) 1,055,000,000

Renter's Lredit (statutory) . . 1,760,000,000

Senior Citizens Credit (statutory) .o . 510,000,000

Business Taxes (statutory) - . 290,000,000
Inheritance and Gift Taxes (statutory).” 145,000, 000 .

Energy Credits - 165,060,000

QOther : 550,000,000

Total, Relief from State Taxes 4 $ 9,533,000,000

TOTAL, TAXPAYER RELIEF $43,903,000,000

14
H
{

[ »

" Source: 1981-82 Governor's Budget, State of Califormia, p. A-5l. -

t
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These assumptions, of course, presume thayjffjthe State's ability to
raise and spend revenues will not be restricted by voter initia-
‘tives.. We should consider two developments along these lines: » !
Prop051t10n 4/ which is a part of the Constitution, and p0551b1e
. . measures in the future which could become part.
Proposition 4: In November 1979, California voters overwhelmingly
§approved Proposition 4, the "Sp1r1t of 13" 1n1tlat1ve which placed
three provisions into Callfornla s Constltutlon ;
1. A limit on the year-to-year growth in tax suppogfed appro- “
priations of the State and individual local governments and
school districts; A
-~ . - ‘
) " //) TABLE 8
ACTUAL AND PROJEC]ED STATE GENERAL FUND REVENUES ’ b
» o 1977-78 THROUGH 1982 83 . ’
~ . N N ,
Totals, General
hscal Year <+ Fund Revenues & Transfers Percent Change ~_,
- 1
.1977-78 * 513,695,000,000%
1978-19 : .. 15,219,000,000% Rttt .
' 1979-80 17,985,060,000° . - +18.2% - ‘ -
1980-81 (est.) 18,934,000,000° +5.2% "4 .
. 1981-82 ' i
\ “ Legislative Analyst , / ——
‘ . (February, 1981) 21,020,000,0002 . +11.2%
*  Departmeat of Finance : b t
(May, 1981) 21,582,000,000 +16.0%
? ) Commission on State Finance . ) - - .
) (June, 1981) ’ 21,465,000,000° C o +13.0% =
1982-83 -
© Commission on State Finaace ’ .
(Juge, 1981) 24,779,000,000° & +15.4%
- . N 4 ~ - . '3
- a. Office of the Legislative Analyst, 1981a, p. A-19. 1 " ) . ’
jx. Copmission ?n St;te Finance, 1981, p. 21. « . - * ”
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2.. A proh1b1t19n/;ga1nst the State and local governments retain-

surplus funds, and -

3 requlrement for the State .0 reimburse local entities for
® the cost of certain State -mandates. . ' '

In 1980-81, the Department of Finance estimates that the State is
$810 million below its approprlatlons limit and that #t will fall -
$1.79 billion below the limit in 1981-82. The Legislative Analyst
concludes "that: the State's approprlatlon limit will not be @
fiscal constra1nt in 1981-82, and, 'barting the enactment of a
general ‘tax “increase, it will probably not be a constraint in the
forfseéable future" (Office of the Legislative Analyst 1981b, PP-

4)

-
.
‘l

Possible Future Measures to Limit Government: The opinion prevailed
after Proposition 13 that it ‘was the first of many such efforts and
would cripple gove;nments'throughout the nation. Evidence now
suggests ptherwise; the '"Tax Revolt" appears more moderate and
selective. Insorder to test the strength of the rewolt, the Educa-
tion Commiss®on,of the States analyzed voter referenda 1n four
states. The Commission concluded that the revolt was not a "mono-
lithic movement that is sweeping thé country." Rather, voters
appeared to perceive the differences in the tax and expenditure
limitations on the ballot and acted with considerable caution:
(Education Commission of the States, 1980, p, 57; Kintzer, 1980, p.
3). A poll conducted by NBC and the. Associated Press in.May 1981,
showed that only 33 percent’ of Westerners, polled believed their
property taxes Were too’‘high, compared to 74 percent in 1978. Even
more conclusive are the results from the November 1980 elections: °

PR
» *

¥,

- o Of the 10 "Tax Revolt" propositioms (7 major property tax
- reductions and 3 expenditure limitations), only two passed |
(Massachusetts’ Proposition 2-1/2, and Montana s expenditure
limit); and ’ : ) .
e Of the 20 ‘propositioms W1th a minor 1mpact on revenues, ll
passed (California Tax Refonm Association, 1980, p. 1).

Although it would be naive and premature to announce the ‘end of the
Tax Revolt (two propositions have qualified for the ballot in June -
1982, which would abolish the State's Inheritance Tax and reduce
revenues by $500 million annually), rpadical ures to restrict
the State's fiscal ability appear-unlikely to be 3opted. .

(The Rand Corporation recently summarized the results of various :
tax and expenditure limitations as follows: increased reliance on
user fees; some cutbacks in services), especia&iy redistributive
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».ones; some reduction 1n' ublic employment substantlally reduced

» -opportunities.for minority employwfent; erosion of local control;
-and increased targeting of approprlated funds. See Rand Cerpora-
" tion, 1980.) ‘ D
. - 4 : "
Wﬂ]mgness of the State to Coﬁﬁ'.nue Support . .

*
.

Predicting phe W1lllngness of- the State to fund higher- educatiop at,

past levelsWfequiyes more subjective speaulation than ssess1ng the
State's ability. “gn general three factors imflyence h1s willing--

ness: | . 3

- 1. .Stat ry and constit 1onal commrtments to fun other State
. activities, “such--as irement systems, “which Wlll likely
Aﬁrb enJoy some prlorlty over 'higher educatldh, :
: -4
T 2.. The public's 1mage of the 1nst1tutlons as relayéd to St‘b
off1c1als, and . A

~ 2 L 4

LS

hose_ represent;ng
sentipg’other agen-§\
)

3. The political acumen and influence of-
higher education, compared to those
cies and groups.

During the 1970s, it ears that the }ﬂé%itutions'shBWed consider-
. able strength in each & these areas. : o
Al L3 -
Perhaps publlc opinion is the most cruC1al factgr for the long run.
Although polls reveal sharply different attitudes according to the
questions asked, most show "that higher education’ (especially when
~separated from the 'public. schools) continues to enjoy substantial
public support. The ABC News;Harris Survey in 1979 ihdicated that
only TV news enjoyed a higher confidence rating than higher-educa-
- tion, *among the eleven- ‘institutions mentioned. Closer to home, the
Field poll recently documented extensive knowledge and inté¥est in _
‘//the California., Community Colleges™ The major reservations in
publilc opinien appear td be that all institufions of higher educa- )
tion offer too much remedial work and fail to provide basic skills.
{See . Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education, 1980,°
23, See also National- Center for Education Statistids, l981b
p. 43-45, and California Community Colleges, 1979b") /.

On the whole, though,. some doubt about the ability of higher educa-
tion to secure its past share appears in order. First, unlike
1+ tHose citizens served by many State agencies, numerous students can
" afford to pay more for their educatlon and thhs relieve the taxpayer
to some extent!: This apinion was {@ebparent in. the Legislature's
. decision- tg impose an "unallocated" reduction in the 1981-82 budgets
of the Unlver81ty and the Stdate University, with the expectatlon oft
4ktheir 1ncreas1ng fees ) .
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S@cond, the final budgets for all three public segments are. not

statutory; the increases are negotiated  annually in: the Budget

Bill." So, it is easier strategically to thange these amouats than
> to amend a statutory cost-of-living .adjustment or to postpone °
obligations such as retirenent funding. N

Thlrd almost™80 percent of the Dbudgets for-. the four~year segments
is represented by salarles. Each year, their ‘single largest in-
crease appears as a line jtem for salary cost-of-living ‘adJustments
These tend to' be decided late in the budget process when revenues
g&ﬁhprior commitments are known. “ Salary increases are therefore
u "to balance the budget,” and agencies which have a high propor-
. tion of their budgets represented by salaries tend to suffer during
years of  ,stringency. . This practice might change with collectlve
- bargaining. ¢ :
Finally, there is concern in some polltlcal c1rcl s* that hlgher *
educatiges has been enrlched while the public' schdols have, been
starved. "Overall, I beljeve that we need to recognize that higher
education's su;cess in the eighties will depend upon the success of
K-12 in preparing students for matricula 7;2;" the Director of the

—_—

Department of Finance has announced. "TMisAill involve a willing- "
ness to redirect higher educatldh fundlng touK 12 . . . ." (Graves,
1980, p k3) . &

" -
.

o

“ISSUES IN POSTSECONDARY FINANCE | -

urning from this background about State policies and “current

fiscal realities to issues in financing postsecomndary institutions

e durlng the 1980s," there appear to be five areas which will draw,
most of the State's attention: (1)° formulas and funding for the
publfc segments), (2) accountablln.ty, (3) sources of. revenue, .f4)
olicies for student“charges and financial aid, and (5) «the role of
,the State in assisting private institutions. The following para- .
graphs seek generally fo desczlbe the probfems rather than prescglbe
solutions t¢ them."- .

. R ‘ RN ) L

) © A '

Formulas and Funding for the Public .Segments A

.

.A State-level formula giveswformal expre551on to the way a State
funds ‘its institutions of postsecondary education. It is a mathew
matical means of relating the workload of a public institutiog.to
' its State appropriation. According fo Rent Halst ad of the Natronal
Institute of Education, a formula is "ba51cally a means of project-
_Eg present ratios and unit costs to estimate futyre budgetary
réequirements" (1979, p. 664). Functlonally, stateW1de formglas are

a . . o

5
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the bridge between Cost and Workload Ana1y51s (historical informa-
tion which deEermines relationships between programs and-expendi-
tures) and the State Budget (the document which dontains the, ape//"
proved level of expenditure for 1nst1tutions)

Funding Formulas for the Univer51ty of California: Excluding the
* health sc1ences, only “two portions of "the University of Californi
budget are adjusted according to a State formula under this def
tion: (1) the iAstruction and departmental research program; and
(2) *the library reference cir ion staff within the Academic
Support program. The.rest of State-supported budget comsists
of items which are "base" funded with increases and enrichments
i negotiated between the Univerkity and the State.

-

Funding Formulas for the State Unxversx&g These budgetary formulas
are much more complex, -indeed some authors have characterized the
system as among the most "formula-laden" in the nation (Meisinger,
1976). In general, a basic component (general forthla) is estab-
lished in each program classification for all campuses, with step
increases (standard allowances) augmenting this base as the size of
the institution increases. Except for physical g}ant opérations,
all programs in the State University's cldssification system are
based on enrollments, either on FTE calculations, headcount,

. variations of both. It is important to understand, though, that
some allotments within the budget are far more sensitive to small
‘changes in enrollment, such as the formula for faculgy positions,
than are others. . ' 3

. .
. »

Funding Formulas for the Community Colleges: The formﬁl§€Eo support
the California Community Colleges is closer to the mode of public
school findhce, with:.a general apportionment per unit of attendance
.being the prime component. The State -does provide categorical aid
which is,not part of- the general formula, primarily for the Extended
Opportunity Programs and Serv1ces‘Bnd services for sgpudents with
dis bili¥ies. . LU
abili®i - -~
Formulas in California and elsewhere serve several purposes: ‘they
: lgssen political wrangling.agong the inmdtitutions; they assure some
consistency and objectivity; they prov1de State official¢ with a
w understandable measures; they représent a compromise between
tate control over %é;e-item_budgeting and institutional autonomy.
Still, the formulas+suffer from some serious defects, seven of
which will be,increasingly apparent in the 1980s:
. \J . .
' 1. Funding Enrollment Change by the Average Cost of Instruction:
Unlike many states, California does not add or subtract revenues
based on the total cost to the imstitution per student (the
cost of all campus activities divided by full-time-equivalent

o N -

A / " :
! ’
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students). Rather, the State's policy for all three public
y segments is to fund at the marginal (or 1ncremeqta1) rrate: the
" cost of providing instriiction only to the additional student. ’ '
) Even with this approacH,*®there are problems with cost "averag- )
‘ ing" for instruction. | Recently, many students have moved '#to

@

. vocational, occupatiodal, and profession# °programs “where
N - " instructional expenses \to the institutjon are greater than in -
v . the humanities or social\ sciencef. Although the State ‘does h
provide am adjustment balse\\oa—n_ese discipline cohsiderations .

or the University or for the Community Colleges. Qver the -
years, substantial changes in enrollment or shifts- im student i -
programs can seriously undermine’ the original ba31s for tHe .

instructional formulas. o S

'}or the State University, it does not .do so (at their request)

' 2. Formulas Based Only on Inputs Rather Than on Performance: ~*
e Partly because of academic convention, and partly because the ~

alternatives seemed so.subjective, fundlng formulas have been
based on how much is done (credits and seat time), not on how
well it is done (changes in knowledge, enhanced personal and - *,
career development). The typical approach in flnanqpng higher ‘
education has been for the State to provide the environments
" and tools for learning with scant emphasis on results--at least
not within the regular budget. Although the State has estab-
p wWished grants for innovatiye¢ projects in zll-three ségments,
the fuldamental assumption in the regular formulas is ‘that
fundihg and quality assessment should be distinct: the State * p
should grov1de adequate funds while the institutions thedselves,
through administrative rigor and faculty review, should maintain
. high levels of performance. Although performance funding has S
many fundamentzl “and practical problems, as shown, in Tennessee ]
cumbersome eXxperiment (Tquessee Higher Education Cémmission, )
1979), the idea’ of providing some fupds in thé budget for .
. results remains hauntlngly attracbiég{ ‘especially to those ’

L@

sensitive to the' politigel-demand for accountability (for a -
. crigjcism of the Califorfia system, see Balderston, 19745 p. | )
s 158)- S M v

. ’ - . . ( ;
. 3. Proliferation of Categorical Programs: State officals almost
\ everywhere are increasingly attracted to categoricals-~-funds Lo
\ * which are provided specifically for certain programs rather w "
. w - than for general support. This is the clear trend 'in areas A
. such as- remerhalf instzuction, innovation, affirmagive action,
and services for disabled students. This trend is understand-
- able in that officials want to protect and encourage programs
{ , of particular, interest to the State, especially, during times of,
. " fiscal stringency. Nevertheless, categorical programs, when- K
they become excessive, can cause problems: {they reduce fnstitu- , »*
tional ’flexibil’ity;‘they tend to.grow much faster than genperal

T -

. L]
- . N - U M ’
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funds (thls is particularly true for categorical #programs in

the Community Colleges); they can” become protected entities, .

unresponsive to changing circumstances and priorities; and they

tend to consume legislative time in details, and detract from

discussions of general policy or educational effettiveness

overall., ~ . s N . - .
’ - X

4. Collective Bargaining: California's experience with bargaining
\\' in the Community Colleges does nof indicate much effect omr the .o

State's formulas or its appropriations, except for the Sahoma
decision which prohibited a salary freeze. Within the four-year
segments, which are subject to State-level budget review,
col®ective bargaining could alter parts of the. formulas, such
as student/faculty ratios and workload, since these are subjects
for bargaining. If either segment adopts collective bargalnlng,
the formulas w:Lll likely be targets for revision. \

5. Social& Imposed Costs: All institutions of postsegondary
- education experience  cost increases through igformal sogial .
pressure, governmental-.mandate, or 1itigation.'ée most impor- -
‘tant of these costs are as follows: ’ 1

’ , ¢ "

R

e Costs for Personal 'Segurity: 'fUnemployment propection,

A illness, accident, old age, premature death, and protection .
of privacy; 7 -
. Costs for Work Standards Min:.mum wages, hours, working
’ condltlons, and collect:Lve bargaining; . ;
a vAS -

o Costs for Personal Opportunig Access -for all persons
without discrimination on the basis of sex, race, religion;
or phys:Lcal handicap; LT . . Py

' . \ . .

) " o. Coss for Participation and Due Process: Mandates by govern-
ment which call for -open, equitable decisions with individu-

als part1c1patlng 1n decisions that affect them; '

. 1 . £

¢. Costs for Publlf Informatlon‘ and \. o ‘

. Costs for Env:Lronmental Protect:Lon (,Bowen 1980, p- 77). !

Alth\ ugh f’ educators dissen§ forma'lly f.rom ‘the obJec‘ives 7
y w1th1n these categories, many.complain about clumsy administra- .

tlon, arbitrariness, .and bureaucratic 1neff1c1ency The most y

frequent cr1t1c1sh1,,.however, is* that some of these costs,
estimated by Howard Bowen to bé 7 or 8 percent of total current
ex'pend’rtures, are mandated but not .funded by government.
Recently, ' both thHe. State Unlver51ty and*the Community Colleges

were refused special funding to support monitors for aff1rmat1ve g
action in order to fulfill legal mandates. S '
» “ . L J tu _" o Ly ! . v
S o o
+ a- -
, .- _ .
~ . , ’?3 .
5 + s Tt .+,
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‘ 6. The Difficulty of Making Formulas Sensitive to Differentia
) Cost Increases: Ag showan in Figure 3, costs for the various

goods and services purchased by’ institutions have grown at

A different rates during the 1970s. In order to be realistic,
the formulas must have differegtial increases for the various
items .purchased. It is difficult,, however, for the State’s <
formulas to reflect this differential growth annually. Oftén, . &
there are serious arguments ewen over the proper way to deter-

.
"-f

)
L ]
| FIGURE 3 |
TRENDS IN HIGHER EDUCATION COST COMPONENTS : | ,°
' 1967 = 100 '
! .
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mine increases, the best #xample being the annual debatg ‘on
: salary adjustments. On the one side, the State through the

Postsecondary Education Commission has established a set of
comparison institutions for the University and the State Umiver-
sity with regard to parity in faculty salaries. _On the other
side, the segments argue that some cost of liVing index notably
the Consumer Price Index, is the proper comparison. The State's
‘policy in this regard is equivocal, at best. Faculty have
received the same increases as other State employees for the
past several years, regardless of their comparison institutions
or the cost of livings . . «
. T w
7. Deferred Maintenance and Capital Replacement: During the years

. of enrollment growth and rapid construction, ctoncern -about the !

* aging of buildings and equipment drdw little attention. Now,
capital majintenance is among the most important aspects of
finance. Several &conomists have emphasized the growing linkage )
between current operations and capital expenditures: 'College -
and universities overall tend to make inadequate provision for )

'renewal and replacement’' of capital," writes one Vice President

for Finance. "As a matter of fact, it can be shown eaSily that
they 'balance their budgets' at the expense of“capital 'renewal .
and replacement'" (Jenny, 1980, p 3). - o

“As a mattér of policy, the State provides funds for equipment
replacement and deferred maintenance to the University (815
million in 1980-81) and the State University ($6 million in
1980~81). There are po funds provided specifically to the
Community Colleges for this purpose; most districts set aside

. funds from their general revenues. Despite the State's policy, . R
“several concerns remain:

™

L4

), Inadequate Funds:. The funds may not be adequate. One ‘ .
author suggests that a 'capital consumption rate" of 2
percent in operations funds is necessary (Jenny, 1980, p.
3). Such a poliey would require ‘approximately $21 million
for the University and $19 mbllion for the State University.

Ease of Eliminatjon: Deferred maintenance funds are.usually 2\
among the first casualties during times of fiscal erisis:

o the University's,K amount for equipment replacement in the
Gaovernor's Budget was cut in half after Proposition 13; and

Accessibility for Other Uses: The funds, when not earmarked
for this purpose by the State, can become a subject for
P u; collective bargaining and can be -used for purposes other? .
than ‘capital outlay. This is particularly true for the
‘\Community Colleges. ( .

*
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< NS K ) Lad * °
Increasing Accountability T N -
The Carnegie Council.portrays higher education, including public -

institutions, as once a largely self-governing and autonomous part
of American society that increasingly "has become subject to many’
foths of regulation.and has. taken on the status of a regulated .
.industry"” (1980, p. 14). Indeed, the use of formulas for higher
education bolstered this trend toward more accountablllty in State
budgetlng by imposing different ,management practices, formal cost
‘accounting, and complex budget procedures. As a whole, it appears

to many educators that the priority of, and ‘respect for, hlgher
education has deelined and that demands for more accountabyllty are
pernicious expressions of this sentiment.

o *
. . .

An alternative view is that the apparent trend toward increased ac-
countability only represents a desire to impose ordinary practices - o
of State budgeting on institutions of higher education, and is not

evidence of hostility to the enterprise itself. Along these lines, ‘ >
many. State officials throughout the nation are questlonlng the

perquisites of hlgher educatiod: tenure, sabbaticals, ‘and fiscal .
autonomy. The¥ dre doing so partly-because of what Martin Kramer

calls "the professionalization of the allocidtive function," spawned

by the new breed of public administration professionals. «For them, L' '
"the meat of public administration is competition for reSources, '

and competition, to be rational, must be in terms of characteristics

that institutions share" (Kramer, 1980, p. 36). These profes-

sionals and like-minded officials believe that the appropriations

of government should be determined through a unified process Where

all programs are arrayed together and priorities are established

among them. There should be no protected areas or, self-serving

concepts about "falr shares.". As Kramer describes their attltude,

"the wider the gcope of trade-off cholces--that is the more programs

and priorities tkat are considered in this process--the better the
outcome is expected to be". (ibid). In this arena, the celebration
of higher education's prerogatives, according to”this viewpoint,
are just another banal form of spegial pleading. . ) .
Throughout the nation, two concrete examples of «dncreased fiscal ..
accountability for educational institutions are mdst apparent.

-

Emphasis on Cost Data, Generally by Discipline: Among all the

. states, California has been ome of the slowgst to follow this

course. .In 1979, however, the Legislative Analyst recommended that
the Postsecondary Education Commission ''develop comparable costs of
(a) instruction, by major disciplines ‘and- level of instruction, and

(b) smpport gervices in the three public segments . . . " The
Analyst argued that comparable cost and staffing factors are basic
to "any attempt to interrelate the segments . . . . Much additional

information.is necessary to assist the Legislature in evaluating . .
. " LY “

* .

8
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the allocation of State support between the three segments of /-
higher education, the d1str;but10n of support within each segment,
and the merit of requests for program increases" (Office of the
Legislative Analyst 1979, pp. 1011-1012. "From an institutional
perspective, see National Association of College and. UnlverS1ty

+ Business Officers, 1980.) The Commission staff then Pr pared a o
Feasibility Study of Altermative Methods for determlnlng the cost
of instruction which presented four.variatioas, each of irfcreasing
'sophistication and expense. Theé report listed tyo findings which
are paxticularly relevant to using cost accountJXg as a means of
increasIpg accountability:

o

’ -

Functicnal differehces--thdse attrgggtable to the 'per-

* sonality" of an individual campus--gfntinue to present a .
major obstacle to cost compazabili®y among campuses. In
California, many.of these differenfes were created by the
1960 Master Plan, which established specific differentia-
tion of functions among the public segments. ‘No set of
formulas, procedures, or guidelines have been, or likely /
will be developed in the near future to deal with func-
tional differences between and among institutions.

P . . {

\

‘Cost-of-instruction data can be an exceedingf% valuable,
but potentially debilitating, commodity. The possibility
. for misuse of cost data, and particularly cost-of-instruc-
, tion data in the forms described in this report, is
significant (California Postsecondary Education Tommis- v,
sion, 1980c, pp. 62-63).- - - | . . )
The Legislature and Governor have received the Commission's report,
but have not yet acted on its recommendations. .

- A

Demand for Instant and Comparable Information:: In €alifornia, this™ -
effort has assumed the form of the California Fiscal Iaformation
i!sfem (CFIS).  Mandated in '1978, CFIS is the State's vehicle for

2loping annual budgets, accounting for expenditures, and enhane-
ing "fiscal decision-making in the establishment of budgets for all~
state activities" by creating medsures for comparlﬂg costs among
all State agencies.

Among other things, the law requires that State agencies and imsti
tutions, throygh CFIS: . .

2 N

e Develop a system permitting immediate comparisons of “budgeted"
expenditures, actual expenditures and encumbrances;
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¢ Use an'accounting structure that facilitates the linkage of
actual expendltures to specific goals and objectives; and

. o Use. a codlng structure (presumably within the accounting
structure) that will permit "idemtical activities bein

. performed -by different. entities to be identified and com-
pared" (Government Code, Sections.l1409 and 13300).

The statute suggests that all State agencies and institutions are
subject to CFIS with the exception of the University of California.
Currently, however, only the State Unlver51ty has converted its
reporting to the CFIS format. 4
< ’ . ‘ '

People within the postsecondary instiitutions have naturally been
hostile toward these trends. .Generally, they subscribe to three
views: . .

¢ The quality and effectiveness of education is seriously $

jeopardized by fiscal dissection and regimentationy C
%

. Thg/%esults of education cannot be méasured as objéctively as
those within other government agencies, .and so the costs
cannot be concqulvely linked to benefits]' Wd

«¢ The tradltlons of higher education--tenure, a dgﬁﬁrtmental
budget base, shared responsibility for resource.ecisiofis--are
central to the institutions sand cannot be ‘dismantled withoit

thoroughly reorganizing the institutions (Rourke and Brooks,
1966, pp. 75-76). p
The struggle between public administxation profe551onals and the
advocates of institutionmal autonomy will continue during the 1980s,
with ‘neither side likely to prevail entirely. Considering this
debate, David Adamany, in a recent study of State regulation in
Califormia, thoughtfully summarized.the challenge of accountability:

“

‘a

-

[

4 strong case-can be madq that intensive state regulation
of runiversities is counter-productive: it costs money,
stifles creatnv;ty and diversity, defeats effective
a administration’, and, at its extremes, 1ntrudes on academic
freedom . . . .

i

But the other elements necessary to substitute a Hollcy
of deregulation for one of ever advancing regulation are
only now being developed. Mission statements and evalua-
tion techniques must be devised and adopted that will
create sufficient official aad public confidence to
sustain pleas for a special relationship between univer-
. sities and Btate governments, turning on delegated author-
ity and program accountability (1978, pp. 190-191).
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‘Panticularlf important is Ademany‘s call‘fot‘sharper mission state-
ments' and evaluation techniques, presumably to be developed by the

institutions themselves, which can justify a special relationship

between the .-State and academic institutions. However, recent

efforts by the University of Galifornfa and the California Community

Colleges have fallen rather short of this goal--the University's
because of resistance w1th1n the institutien to limiting campus
mlsslons, and the Communlty Colleges' becaus
< . cions that the proposed procedures would make the districts less
accountable to the California taXpayers as a whole (University of
California, 1979; Board of Governors, Caklfornla Community Colleges,

: 1979). .

- <

"+ charges can affec access,

. (Malott, 1978,.p %215)
-~ [ “

£

. [

The Need to Diversify Sources of Revenue

Any enterpr

two es

foster undué c

dlsreputable efforts to retain students, and di
balance between public and private enrollments™ As 'for State
appropriations, they are unduly influenced by fluctuations in’ the
economy. According to economist Walter Adams, budget policy is
ﬂperversely tied to the business cycle" in that enrollments appear
to strengthan during periods of high unemployment at the time when
) tax revenues grow soft (1977, p. 87).
reported that administrators, trustees, and senior professors, whe
aware of this increasing reliance on State funds, prefer increas
‘dependence on ‘' corporations to government by 72 to 16 percenf-

Several developm ts have caused this increasing reliance on stij-
dents and the Stafie for financial support.
tions, which rely to a small degree on ditect State aid, have
declined in teriis of their p:oportlon of *enrollments natlonw1de
Until World War II, these institutions attractedt&alf the students
in America. By 1976 their proportion had fallen to 25 percent of
all students in hlghen ‘aducation, and by 1979 to 21 percent (Nation-
al tenter for.Education §tatistics, 1981b, pp. 164-165). Second,
State approprlatldns as percentage of revenues for public institu~
tions increased in virtually every state during the 1970s." This
has been espec1ally true in those states, such as California,-where
the revolt against pr?perty taxes, traditionally a source of reve-

The. Louis Harris poll ha

e of State-]level suspi-

Those who worry professlonally sbout the welfare of postseconaary
education have lamented that. two sources of revenue~--student charges-
and State approprlatlons--q‘e coming to dominate 1nst1tut10nal
support (see, for example, Carnegie Council, 1980, p.' 14, and Sloan
Commission, 1980, pp. 95-96).
.t rely excessively on a few sources; multi-purpose institutions are
especially so. Joreoyer, thdf®e
. with their rapid, rise.. Disproportiona

ise is ill-advised. to

carry particular danger
increases in student .
etition, encourage

upt the precarious

First, private instit
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. aues for Community Colleges, has been the most inflamed. Finally,

‘ thé changing federal emphasis toward student aid (from $730 ' million

in 1970 to $4.1 billion in 1979) and the converse decline of re-
search and institutionmal grants has both diminished the federal

share of institutional support and encouraged public and private
institutions to raise student charges and so capture federal enti- )
tlements (Student Financial Aid Policy Study Group, 1980, p. 18; .
Sloan Commission, 1980, p. 51). .

How does California fit)lnto the natjgnal patterns? Tables 9 and

10 on pp. 72-73 dlSpl the Educational and General Revenues for /
LT public #nd private ifistitutions and a few of the most, 1mportant :
" sources: student thition and fees, State government appropriations
to ipstitutions, endowment:income, and private gifts for geheral
use. Table 9-summarizes these patterns for the United States as a
whole and Table 10 presents the corresponding figures for Califor- -
nia. We shall analyze the data from two perspectives.

ol

Sources of Support: First, in 1978-79, student tuition and fees as
a proportion of revenues for all colleges and universities were
much lower' in California than in the nation at large (17.0% com=-

" pared to 26.9%).. As could be expected, State appropriatioms made
up .part of this difference- for public institutions in California
(60.7% ;ompared to 56.4% nationally). Both California's and the
nation's ‘privéte institutions were almost equally dependent on
student fees (51.5% and 50.3% respettlvely) California's private
institutions received no direct State appropriations compared to
other states providing imktitutional support at 1.7 percent of
revenues for private institutions nationwide from State .funds
directly. This indicates that* private institutions elsewhere may

,* use some, State appropriations to lower their tuition somewhat.
Finally, endowment income and privafe gifts (excluding financial
aid) totaled 9.7 percent of revenues for private institutibmns in
California and 13.8 percent nationally, a significant source of
their income. This is,a much larger amount from both these sources
than is .true for public institutions 1n California and around the
nation ( 9% each).

2

Changes in Proportlon Second, changeé in the sources of support
between 1969-70 and 1978-79 ;eveal that nationally, tuition and
1, f?@ remained relatively constant as a source over the decade

- ( % in 1969-70 compared to 26.9% in 1978-79), while in California
t increased as a proportion of revenues (14.7% to 17.0%). This
increase appears due exclusively to tuition increases among private
. institutdions (42.5% up to 50.3%) while out-of-state tuition and
resident fees as a proportion of total revenues remained relatively
" constant  among publlc\lnstltutlons during the decade (7.3% to
* T7.2%). ‘The largest (increase_among sources- of support irmr California
. - was in State appropriations (47 6% in 1969-70 to 60.7% ln 1978 79);

-
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the same trend was evident nationwide as State appropriationms
increased from 50.6 percent to 56.4 percent during the decade. An
important decline in revenues occurred in gifts for'private imstitu-
tions, from 10.0 percent to P.1 percent in the natlon and from 9.2
percent to 5.0 percent in Ca11forn1a.

. . , LA , -
. In sum, the California experience appears to confirm' fears that

student charges and State appropriations are assuming a preponderant .

role in postsecondary finance. For the welfare df the institutionms,

this trend shouid be halted no easy challenﬁe. Y

. Certain a1te ives do appear on -the horizon to reverse this *
growing depeﬁce. The fedetal government has recently increased  _-
tax incentives for corporate research conducted under university '
auspices; perhaps more could be justified under the Admimistration's
pledge to promote 're-industrialization."” Additionally, Conigress

. might bBe persuaded to ificrease indirect cost allowances to support

- academic functions beyond those directly related to research proj-
‘ects. Further, State appropriations are unlikely to increase at
4 past rates, chiefly becuase the shrinking college-age cohort signals
an end to substantial enrollment growth. In the ‘past, new stitdents
“were funded almost exe1u51ve1y by the State. Thus, institutions
have new 4incentives, though ones not wholly benign, to solicit
funds aggressively from private sources. . .

. .o
) . ¥ -

/ : .
+  Student gharges and Financial Aidv \

California's pol1c1es toward student support of postsecondary .
institutions are in considerable flux, partly because the State is
. re-examining its traditions about student charges in public institu-
tions in the wdke of fiscal stringency, partly because the State's
“  multiple approaches to providing student aid are bting challenged,
and partly because federal aid programs are so unstable. Since the
impact of student aid on access and its sheer size (see Table 11)
are so significant, student support of the institutions--through

.

tuition arnd fees--is an element of consequence’in finance. » We .
shall examine the State's financial policies apd the reasons for
& the1r turrent flux.
LY

First, the State's major form of aid for students is through its -
largé subsidy for inmstruction, called institutional aid, at the.
three public segments. Due-to this support, none of the segments
currently charges tuition. (deflned as payment for the cost of .
instruction or adm1n1stratLon unrelated to student serV1ces) to
California residents, except for those taking community service or
extension courses. Non-residents pay a tuition roughly equ to
the cost of instruction in all public segmemts. ., ’

L4 -
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. TABLE 9 A .
4 . . Py N
PROPORTIONS OF EDUCATIONAL AND G{NERAL REVENUES REPRESENTED BY SELECTED SOURCES OF INCOME: -
STUDENT TUITION AND FEES, STATE GOVERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS, ENDOWMENT INCOME AND GIFTS . . r
1969-70 AND 1978-79 :
. United States Total A ~
: . ' 1969-70 1969-70 . 1978-79 C 91819
Revenues Sector Amounts Proportien Amounts Proportion
.. * ! ' * —
> Educstional & General® Total $16,593,582,000 100.0%3 $40,152,187,000 100.0%¢
Public 11,024,817,0007 > 100.0 ‘; 27,711,323,000 100.0
Private 5,568,765,000 100.0 12,440,865 ;000 100.0 -
" Student Tuition'& Fees Total 4,438,486,000 26.17 2 10,807,210:000 . 26.9 g
Public 1,740,833,000 158 ¢ 4,395,359,000 _ 15.9 ¢
Private 2,697,653,000 48.4 6./4,14’,8?1‘{6-0} 1.5
State Government Total 5,669,460,000 3.2 9 ] 15,837,693,000 _  39.4 2 -
Appropriations Public 5,583,702,000 50.5‘; . 15,632,276,000 56.4
to Iastitutions - Private * * 85,759,000 1.5 205,417,600 1.1
Endowment Income (except, Total 447,329,000 2.7 9 986,093,000 2.6 4 ’
student financial aid) Public ,084,000 | ; : 154,092,000 .6 £ N
: . Private * 390,244,000 1.0 832,601,000 6.7 .
o Private Gifts (except Total - 616,867,000 3.7 970,656,000 2.4 ¢
student financial aid) Public ' 58,340,000 .1 , 89,033,000 -.3 £
N\ Private 558,527,000 10.0 881,623,000 1.1

‘5. Changes 1n the format for presenting fiscal information between 1969-70 and 1978-79 require that Educatioual
and General expenditures in the latter year be used as & surrogate for Educational and General revenues which
. are reportéd in the earlier year. -
b. "Endowment 1ncome" (except student aid) 18 reported for 1969-70 while "Unrestricted Endowment Income" is.ga"
. ported, for 1978-79, due to changes in the format for collecting the fiscal information. lnstructions in the
Survey Form indicate that these can be considered roughly equivalent. . :
c. "Private gifts” (except student aid) 1s reported for 196970 while “"Unrestricted Private Gifts, Grants and
Contracts" is reported for 1978-79, due to’changes in the format-for collecting the fiscal i1nformation. In-
structions in the Survey Fors indicate that these can be considered roughly equivalent.
d. This 1s the proportion of the total-Educational and General Revenues represented by this source of income.
e. This »s the proportion of the total Educational and General Revenues for public‘institutions represented by
this source of income. . . ‘ r
: £. This 1s the proportion of total Educational and General Revenues for ptivate institutions represented’ by lq}&

F

oadsoxg ‘SOTIOTTO4d SOURUT,

-

’.

e

source of income. o E?
Sources: National Center for Education Statistics, 1973, p. 12, e o g
National Center tor Education’Statistics, 198la, p. 12. {) 8 Yo ‘m
- i
\ . - y
, . . . \?\\\,_ - %
\j .
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TABLE 10

<
@

. LY
A - . * - ' ' 4 « Y f
ROPORTIONS OF EDUCATIONAL AND GEMERAL REVENUES REPRESENTED BY SELECTED SOURCES OF INCOME: ~ W
« STWDENT TUITION AND FEES, STATE GOVERNMENT APPROPRLATIONS, ENDOWMENT INCOME AND GIFTS _ 2
! - ., 1969-70 AND 1978-#9 > ' t
- - N - Q . e
p P 1 -
s ; California . o
~ v e — ' '
: - " - J969-70 196970 1978-79 + 1978-79 . 9
!evtfnues, ., Sectoy ! ° Anounts _ Proportiod Amounts Proport ten. 5
Eqfcational § General® = Tovdl $1,910,446,000 100.0%0 - $4,749,993,000 .y 100,03 e
- A ) Public 1,519,316,000 100.0 ¢ . 3.674,935,000 " ~ " 100.0 ¢ -0
T . Private , -391,129,000 .-100.0 V' 1,075,058,000 100.0 B
- - ’ : ¥ = ‘ :
6tudent Tuitioh & Fees Total v, 276,254,000 1.2 4 805,147,000 17.0 ‘: 5
s, 2 Public | 708,382,000 1.3‘; 264,149,000 1.2 § y
- - 7, Private 167,872,000 . 42.9 . 540,998,000 50.3 S
. - o
State Gavermment Total 723,855,000 37.9 4 2,229,381 ,000 46.9 g > 3
" Appropristions Public/ 723,855,000 416 ¢ . 2,229,381,000 (607 ¢ - ‘a
to Jostitutions  ° .+ Private | .0 0.0%7, N o * 6.0 . LI
T . L . s »
.+ Eadowment Ipcome (except, Tatal A, 28,981,000 1.5 :: " 74,305,000 16 ’
4 student financial aid) ( Pub}ic’ 7,326,000 “O.S‘f s, 23,296,000 6. . .
Pivate 21,655,000 5.5 50,609 ,000- N ) ]
private Cifts (except Total " 42,636,000 229 9,226,000 a3
student financial gid) Public - . 6,M6,000 ’ o.a’{ 9,459,000 3% .
. bt Private », 35,910,000 9.2, 53,1761,p00" 5.0 - 4
———— e T o4 ) vt . "
a.. €anges 1n the foraat for presenting fiacal informstiun between 1969-70 and 1978-29 require that Educaticnal
and Gencral expenditures in the lattdr year be used s8 a surrogate’ for Educational and Generdl revenues which
- afe feposted in the earfier year. T T .
‘b.wﬂﬁ‘nc;duwnéﬁl income” (except student aid) 1s reported for 1969-70 while Hfrestricted Endovment Income® is ITE L
ported for 1978-19, due to changes I%thc formay for culfecting the fiscal information. Instructions in Lhe . t.
. Su Fgrov indicate that these ean Ue consid d -roughly equilfalenp. . . >
c. P u:_(’n‘u"‘ (exCept student Atd) is seported tor 1969-70 while “Unrestricted Private Gifts, Grants and”
ontracts” is seposted for 1978-79, due to changes in the format for collecting the flscal information In- .
, structions in the Survey Form indicategthat these can be considered rqughly equivalent. - & -3
d. This is the pxopuxuﬁu'f'f.l.hc total Educationsl and Geacral Reveaues represented iy this sourcg of 1nvome . -
" k. This is Che proportion of total Educationsl and General Revenues for public institutions répresented by this *
sourve uf income. - - Lo N
£. This is'@heswpropustion of total Educational and General Reveanes for private instdtutions represcnted by fhis , A
source of Jncomk. . - ’ Ve . L )
* . + . ' . N LIRS 4 A h .
N ’Sou{;ccs: “HNational Center for Education Statistycs, 1973,.p. 24, ¢ . R ' ’ ' o
T  Natiomal Center dfor Educ.twn‘él#tﬁl‘tcs,‘19811, p. 124, * SN Cf . ‘ ' Ve
° > - [ el . T - % »
- ; > LI N . i . .
“-' - - 4 . \ ' -
. - . . v
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. . , Q- . TABLE 17 . _

STUDE'NT FIN CTAL AID IN CALI‘FORNIA 1979~ 80

Qollars,
" FEDERAL ® . 8

1979-80 ' Proportion of Total Aid

-, s

] . .
Major Aid Programs * $347,071,000
All Other Programs & 521,927,000
* Total | . $868,998,000

<

v

STATE (as a direct source)
i R - '
Cal ‘Geaat .A $ $0,092,000
Cal Grant 8 ' - 18,506,000
Cal, Gragt C . 2,475,000"
Gndua;,a “Fellowships 2,698,000
Vocational Rehabilitation
JTraining Funds . - 36,422,000
,r\l‘l Other Sources 3,013,000

Total ‘ ' $113,211,000

.

LA
STATE (through the institucions oz,
sources within public institutions) ¢

UC Institutional Scholarships $ 17,658,000
UC Iastitutional Grants - 10,184,000
¢3UC Educational Opporcunity .
- Program (grants) 6,826,000
CCC Extended Opportunity Pm‘},ru .
and Services (grants) 4 9,297,000
All Other Squrces ° . ) ., 99,575,000
Total o . % 5143,940,000
. .

mvm:
. < 4
’ :ede:ally Insured r.oaﬁ“ o $225,000,000 © .
Other Loans and College Work Study 22,075,000
Pablic Institutioms R 24,980,000,
Private [nstitutions 77,555, 000’ I/

Total - . ’ 5349,616,000 - 23.T%
’ L ) ~ * » * . ' \ ® '
TOTAL AID IN CALIFORNIA mfr}mnous, 1979-80° sﬁ,us,sss,‘ooo. *100.0% -
% - . . " * . . é‘ ) ®
3. locludes Basic Educational Opportunity Graats, Suppbemeatal Educational Opportumity Grants,

Natiopsl Direct Student ®oans, College Work Sr.udy (i:on iedenl souzces), au.d Supplmnr.al
Stace Incmr.ivc Geints,

X

Tacludes mnlqrous other brograms, such as ‘Je:enns benefxr.; Sacial S!&xnr.y Education
Benefits, fedenlly insuted/gua:anued student  loan sub:idies, and National Metit Schol-
arshipi. 1 . A . .

Sources. "For the sajor aid p:og:m of the Federal Govcrxmcn’% Gl{dim and Others, 1980,
p. 20. For all other i.n.iomti.on, Student Financial Aid Po},icy Sr.udy Group, 1980, gp »—5
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The "no tultlon" poligy, however, is more apparent than real, at * .
least within the four-year segments. The University of Callfornza
aow imposes a Registration Fee, an Educational Fee, and Student
Activity. Fees which together average about $1,000 a year per stu- .
~ dent. The State University charges a Student Services Fee and a ”
Stpdent” Activities Fee, but their level--approximatel $24Q per
fullltime student in 1981%82--ig- substantially less than the fee .
-levels at the University.’ Communlty llege districts are author- )
. ized to charge a variety of incidental ‘fees, which rarely exceed .o
$40 a year per student. Thus, the \State subsidizes imstruction
Peav1ly, while most students able to hay are expected to bear most
expenses for student services, except those attending Communlty Lo
Colleges. . . . *

.
.

. Second, the State greatly expanded its finmancial aid efforts durlng ‘ ‘ .
‘'Y the 19705 to ptomote .acGess for beedy students and allow them to
choose among a range ,of institutions. Total State funding for the

. ~  three Cal Grant® programs imncreased more than five fold between 1970 ,
-, " and 1979, but growth“has'slbwed'sxnce the flSCal‘CrlSIS rndueed~by - - -
Proposition 13. . e P ‘o
A «t o v .

Third, the State has fashioned several programs with speC1a1 pur-
. poses. Orlglnally designed primarily for students attendipg inde-
' pendent colleges, the State financial aid programs/have proliferated
to serve other targét groups and certain- vocational students.
Accarding to a recent report comm{ssioned, by the Legislature, the
urrent array of State prégrams resulted from "the uncoordinated
P . érowth and overlap of student aid programs . .- {Many] programs ..
S N - [are} too small to be known to the full universe of eligible appli-
) ‘ cants and increase coudseling difficulties" ¢Student Financial Aid
‘Poli¢y Study Group, 1980, pp.+27, 30). This ad hoc approach is £
. natural s;nce the Leglslature, over the years, has attempted to
, ;} . concentrate its resources 1f.areas of special concern. .0One result '
v (2.7 " has been to erode the share of, total Cal Grant funds and awards to . .
students attending, ipdependent colleges and universities although
. L ?l student®aid funds received by students at independent insti-
. 1

ons Mas' increased at a rate greaten than funds received by
students in the publjc Mgments. M

L4 [ l‘.,
- " ‘
Fourth, the State has taken account of the rapld increase of federal ) - '
. student aid during the 1970s, without stion Washington's majo

contributi@fto postsecomdary education. In 19 e Legislature

established" the pdlicy that state aid funds sho pplement, not

_ supglant, federal funds, “Although a sensible approach, the practi-
cal problems of melegentlng thxs strategy have p oven.troublesome

. . T | -~ .

# These pollc1es are ‘now belng revlewed because c1ncumstances are so
different fgom those earl@er The following issues ‘are the contro-
veérsies m‘t ofteg debaced : s ~ :

LY e

—
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1.,
-/f‘or _X tudents" Recent ' research confirms that low student »

'Nevertheless, Cilifornia's tradition that s udents should not Y

¢ el

. replated by sr.udent monies, even theugh these monies are not
; being used to cover d1rect1y a portlon of 1nstruct1_o_xi§nl LOSLS..

3.

‘tg, Student Aid? For years, the State fznanc:.pl aid programs-

"State, institutional and] private agencies for fudding, and to

.
g ‘ ' -
. -

* Finance ‘Policies, Prospects, and Issues"
L} ¢

a . . A~

What Activities Within Educationalfystitutions Should be Paid ° K

charges are an effective strategy to prpmote access to postsec- ‘
ondary education (Nelson,, 1978; Stampen, 1980, pp.~23-36). o

Pay any of the dir costs of instruction/is unusual in-the
nation. Some argue-’that, since personal Benefits actrue f from
instruction (especmlly in ,the enhanged earning potentla_l
in pfofessions such as-/q)edlcme), students should assume-
some .portion of .their instruquonal cost., Furthermore, the *
igh level of fees-at  the University, b.alf & which are used
financial aid, rtaise the issue of whepe "fees! become
o "tuition" since State funds are being effectively

FQY

defa

o o P st

. k

How Shotrld Student Charges be Ad_]usted Annually” Afl:er several
years of development, the University and the State University f
established an annual mechanism to adjust-their fees. For the *

1981-82 budget, the Legislature imposed a reductiom on these

segments which, in effect, increased fees beytad the levels

indicated in the agreed¥upon formulas. Of course,’ this disrup- %

ted their regular@pattern of fee adjustment. Moreover, the - t
spread in annual charges is-increasing among the segments, f_&
zero at the Community Colleges to $1,000 at the University.

The gap in fees for full-time resident studeyts between the
Community Colleges and the -State Un1ver51ty increased from a .
maximum of $219 id 1980-81 to $270 in 1981-82, while the gapa °
between Un*versuy and State University fees increased from -
$556 to $700. . If this spread continues to increase at a com- ‘
pound rate each year, enrollment shifts among the seffients are

likely, The State's policies on fee .levels will need ‘to deal .

with this spread, 0 . e .

-

Iy - :
Will the‘State Reglace Federal #1d Lost Because of Budget tut.s'7 '
Federal ‘programs will be reducq® inp* 1981-82, es specially for 3
m1dd1e-1ncome students.”. Despite its policy of 'supplementing,
not supplanting, federal dollars,”.the State will be under
pressure t.o replace some of thése federal -funds, if only be- :
cauge this poln.cy did not apticipate such federal reductions. . . \

r -

Will the State Adopt Some Fundamental Reforms in Its Approach " ]
grew without a comprellensive scrutiny or review. In recognizing i \
this, the ‘1978 Legislature cregted a Policy Study Group to . -
study ways to best fulfill tHE™p rposes of financial aid; to 4 '
determine the apprpriate el of £und1ng and methods of

distribution, to clarify,the respon51b1ht1es of federal, -

. - 9
< . \ .
- e et = v
* -. ‘
‘s
,
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— & implement the partnership (including student.s)'responsib'le_for. 4
. funding institutions in Cal®fornia. The Group .adopted 34,
i }eﬁommenqations, with three #reas most important:

-

N 2

4 ?

" s o The cons¢lidation of the major Stidte programs into a new Cal
Grant program; - . e -
. . P
. y e The strengthening of "outreach" efforts to afford greater .
: opportunity in postsecendary education to more low-income,
"\ , and minority students; and . ’

. A
e 4m expanded role for the California Student Aid Commission
;" as the provider of poliey research and advice to the Legis-
lature concerning student financial aid and as the major
‘forum- for debate over changes in aid policy (Student Finan-
| I cial Aid Policy Study Group, 1980, transmittal letter).

The consolidation of the Cal Grant programs would depart from
. the State's tradition of targeting its programs for particular , -
‘ groups, and is certain te be resisted by those groups ich

receive the benefits as their statutory prerogative.

’

& "The Role b{&e State in- Financing Private Institutions '
California has an extensive‘arréa%. of ind%endent degree-granting ’
. .colleges and universities as w ‘4s large numbers of private .
. \ vocational schools which offer certificate programs. The Master
Plan of 1960 explicitly supported State aid for these institufions - -
on three grounds: ‘ ' . . .
. ' . . ‘
e DPublic institutions would be growing rapidly excess ) .
« " capacity within the indepemdent sector could save- capital .
costs; , - . . .
i . o * . 1
§ Qualified needy students should have the opportunity, ag .- ' \
. . ", public expense, {0 attend a high tuitiom institution if they o
qualified; and ’ . .

ot
[}

) ;\ ’_ e The State should contract for gpecial sservices which were not
: avaifble within publit idstitutions. .

‘o ' *s ‘described earlier, the State implemented this policy through
.o *  student financial aid programs and conttacts, chiefly for, medical
services and training. , - .. / Y .

. v { R A r\, R
~ In71975, the Legislatude direcfed the Postsecondary Education

.Commission to conYuct a.comprehensive study of independent inst)'iu-

4 ‘tions, with special emphasis on assessing their financial conditiéa.

- e
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" Using data for 68 degree- grantmg colleges and universities for the
1973 and 1975 fiscal years, the Comm:.ss:.on report reached the
following concluslons. e .
While there' is spome evidence of institutional weakhess
. and potential deterioratiom,' thé majorityg of California's
independént colleges and universities 3eem tp be in
relatively stabld financial health, with revenues increas-
.ing faster than expenditures. This financial health,
which is partially the result of growing State and federal
. ‘programs of student aid, .cover the range of ‘independent
institutions. . ‘ .

¢ . . k4 . «
ekt
. rzi .

. YWhile there is little evidence of a major retrenchment
" within the independent sector.in faculty st fing, there
. is considerable evidence of tight budgets %nd steady
_financial erosion, as indicated by the restraint in .  _
"faculty salary increases and by they cutback -in other
nonacademic staff. . . . .This-trend ls .particularly true
for the small_ L:Lberal Arts Colleges with edrollments

under 1,000.
'h -~

. e e °
?
-

. The State's student -assistance ﬁog?hms, part:.cularly its
’ £ [Cal Grant A] program, are. of vital importance to the
independent sector. These' programs have been. successful
in achieving the dual objectives of (1) providing the
necessary financial assistance so that capable students
with dedonstrated need have the ability to choose the
8t appropriate postsecondary educational opportunity, -
“and (2) providing assistance to individuals who desire to
enroll in an independent-¢ollege or university (Califor-
nia Postsecondary Education Commission, 1978¢c, pp. 2~3).

+ How accurate is this assessment for these colleges as they enter.
» the 1980s? Without data comparable to those in the Commission's
earlier’ study, no firm cqpclusions are warranted, but certain,
evidence swggests that, ifsome cases, their f:.scal s1tuat1on. has

. deteriorated. Nationwide, the National Center for Educafjon Statis-
™ tics predicts that 200 small private liberal arts co leges ,may
close in the 1980s, some of which are likely to be in Californmia

;élmaculate Heart in Los Angeles #hd Lone Mountain in San Francigco,

have”already closed their doors). Since the hudgets of independents’

( institutions are extremely sensitife to enrollment £hanges because
of heavy reliance on tg:‘liz.on as their ma'jor source of income, even

small declines in the number of students can pressuge inétitutions

.
- )
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into serious retrenchmént (Knudsen, 1980). Several California

imstitutions appear to be on this critical, edge: data from 32 B
members .of the Association of Independent California Colleges and :
Universities show a very small increase (4%) in.full-time matricula-

tions\among freshmen between 1977 and 1980, and a 3 percent declime

in the number of transfer, students durifjg those years (Odell and

Theljn, 1980, p. 43). In spite of the%increase én freshmen, the '
number of mew Cal Grant recipients has declined “py 20.8 percent

among independent institutions duridg the past three years which, ‘ ~
given large increases in federa] aid and loans, does not mecessarily

mean that their students are suffering disproportionately. It does ' ,
suggest, however, that the trend of State aid coupled with federal '
reductions could impair the ability Jf some students at independent
institutions to pay tuition increases. Coupled with the pervasive

pressures of high inflatiop, these tremds are omimous for the

Fiscal heal¢f and vitality of the independent sector. ~ -

Even if the State believed there.were compelling reasons to assist
- private-institutions  at the time of the Master Plan, -bave circum- ';
stances changed enough to justify scaling back that commitment? -A
draft report by the Department of Finance in 1978 argued that two ..
of the three original purposes of aid were moot: public imstitu- -
tions now had excess gapacity and contracts were unconstitutional. )
Further, the report c®ancluded that the Cal Grafit A awards to stu-
-dents at independent institutions "is not cost effective in compari- 4
son to the public sector cost which would have resulted without the
award’ (California State Department of Fidance, 1978). Despite
methodological difficulties in measuring ™cost:effectiveness" and
extensive criticism of the report, its conclusions posed a serjous, N
if narrowly focused challenge to the  State's policy of supporting K R
students at independent institutionms.

From today's perspective, though, the policy of providing choices
for studetks and indif:ectly assisting private institutioms still
appéars to be in the State's long~range interests, at least to the
extent’ of current commitments. In addition to reasomns ‘previously
cited, two have exhergedff:j.nse the Master Plan: . ..

-
3 ! - .

.o California provides a‘small amount of its total investment A a
postsecondary finance to independent institutioms, roughly .
2.7 percent eneral Fund expenditures in 1978-79. This is -
much les$§ th?u most states ¥th extensive systems of post-

. secondary edication (Student Fimancial Aid Policy Study : -l
Group, 1980, p.&§4; "Aid to Studemts,” 1981,.p. 1). 7 -

. Indep‘tndent institutiong play a promiment role ‘in équal
educational opportunity sijce many members of racial- and A
ethnic minorities choose to attend them (Univeggity of Cali-
fornia, 1980,"p. 4; California Postsecondary E:ducation Com-~ ,
migsion, 1977, p. 13). )

~
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" After reviewing arguments on this issue, the\Student-Financial Aid
. Policy Study Group recommended that the State centinue its cﬁrrent
policies for student financial aid, but cautioned that "state
student aid policy should [not] be geared to ensure the survival of \ !
every independent college." But whére students choose independent
collegesy, the State should be- Prepared to assist ‘them if pareants
and students "make (as they do now) a greater financial effort than
they would have had a public institution been chésen" (p. vii). -
Eégn if current State policy is reafflrmed several prominent
! issues remain concerning the State's role if 1nd1rectly financing
independent 1nst;tut10ns - . 4
. o Will the State replace federal student aid ﬁunds and
loan guarantees if these afe reduced? These cuts. will,
be most serious for mlddlehlncome students attend;ng
/ .. private 1nst1tut10ns, .

- __ _® Should the State ensure.a portion oﬁ,s;udent_ald for
non-public institutions? Recent changes_to the eligi-
bility ceiling for Cal Grant A were adopted by the
Student Aid Commission partly because, it was alleged,

. Qge ceiling was ‘interfering with one of the program's .
purposes: to fund students at independent institutions.
.« Although this is.one of the histerical purposes of the
. -program, carving out funds for Special-groups contra-®
dicts the spirit of 'the report of the Student Financial'
Aid Policy Study Group. ",

. .0 Should the State rgflne and clarlfy its policies for
a1d1ng students in. private’ vocational schools? One .
difficulty is the lack of information about student . ~—
needs at such schools; the mos® recent "Institutional
L Survey of Financial Aid Resources for Students" by.the
Student Ald Commission does not include credible informg- /
F . - ! tion on the. private vocational sector, even though r
) students receive *Commission funds through Cal -Grant C}

) Another problem of coordination isghe number of agencies .

- «esponsible for oversight or financing: -the California ' -

. v Bepartment of Employment Development, the California ‘ .
Department of Rehabilitation, and the Office of Private "~ _
Postsecondary Education. (A recent ipvestigation into -

) B *  the effectiveness of aid to vocational stwlents, prompted
- . by AB 576 [Chapter 1011, 1979], does not provide much
: guidance in these areas.) o

Even if all these controvers1es are resolved in favor.of greater
State assistance for private colleges, universities, and schools,
current realities of decllnlng numbers of young people and diffi- |
. , . . : , o . -}
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culties of the American economy make®their futures uncertain.
State aid for them is likely to remain a small, though crucial,
part, of Californmia's overall approach to flnanC1ng postsecondary
educatjon,

+ +

CONCLUSION - - ' , .

-
-

This essay has described the financipg of postsecondary institutions "
in California during the past 20 years and has speculated on their
. prospects. It has argued that the State's general policies have
not been r@ndom or haphazard, changing with different political
climates. Rather, the policies for financing the institutioasg have
been powerfully shaped by tenets within Califormia's MasteriPlan
(especially~its emphasis on access), by the peculiar nature of
educational "costs," and by the State's overall fiscal system. In
addltlon, the public segments as a whole have received a remarkably
unifoim proportion of State and local resources throughout-the past
decade. To be sure, California's institutions suffered a substan-
tial decline in revenues compared to their counterparts elsewhere
as part of the general retrenchment after Proposition 13, but they
have not lost their traditionad share of State and local revenues
in the competition among services within California. Perhaps the
major reasoa\for this consistency has been the State's continuing
+ commitment to certain finance pdk1c1es for postsegondary educatioan
and the estab*lshed practices for implementing these policies.

vt
e

.

California enjoys an engrmous, dlstlngulshed, and diverse sys&em of
postsecondary education which has served- the State well and, in
turn, been amply' s¥ppbrted. As a -whole, the State's record of
postsecondary finance sincé the 1960 Master Plan has much to com-
'mend it. The troubled 1980s promise to test that\fecord
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LIFORNIA STUDENT NEEDS AND GOALS
[N THE 1980s
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The face of California highe}'education changed markedly duridg ‘the
1970s, although there was lgss chHange than some had hoped for. There

"were more dark faces, more women, older students, and more students
_who entered college wq;hout the skills which the faculty regaxded as

necessary f£or success in college work The-rate of change in such
student characteristics and related needs is expected to.accelerate
during the 1980s, in large part.as an outcome of student affirmative
action programs mounted ip the 1970s, but also as.a result of .
demographiseychanges in Cailfornla s populatlon--for example, more
ethnic mlnoEtles and an older population. The result is likely to
be greater "®iversity of needs, abilities, and goals in what is
probably going to be a shrinking student population.

The Commission's 1981 Informaklon Digest provides the data for the
snapshot of higher educatjon which appears in Table 1. As can be’
seen, the percentage of women' # the lower division level is ii;ger

nia
State Unlver31ty and Colleges, but smaller in the UniversityYof

Califormia. At other leyels, the percentage of women is higher than .

that for men only at the graduate level in the State University.
Part-time students comprise three-fourths of Community College
enrolhments but lesg than 10 percent of the University enrollments;

30-year Olds and.older students constitute more than one-thi of .

Community College enrollments, but»less than .2 percent of the lower
divigion enrollments in the Udiversity. Over a recent five-year
period, the enrollment: of women® in Callfornxg s colleges and

* universities increased 42 perceht, compared with an increase of 10

percent for men. The enrollment of part-time students incregsed 39,
percent, compared with an 8 percent increase in full-time students.
Changes in the ethdic compositiod of Califormis's ;ﬁpdents are
difficult tq quantify'because of incomplete data.
g “

Table 2, reproduced., from College*Goxdg Rates in Callfornla 1979
Update (California Postsecqndary Educat'ion Commission, 1981a, p. 8),
shows the ethnic distribution of California high school graduates in
197

s of Cal ia hlgher education, hégtable indicates. that,
i representatlon among

/
> oo -

compared ¥ith thosg of fimst*time freshmen in the three publi¢ ’
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y TABLE 1
SNAPSHOT OF. CALIFORNIA HIGHER EDUCATION, FALL 1980
" . Californta ° Accredited
. University Stata California  I[ndependant .
of Unjversity Community Colleges andi -
Variapie ’ California & olleges Colleges Universities Total
- [ a -
Percent of Openang K
. . Enrollsent i1n Each Segmenc:
> , ‘Lower Divisica T 3.9% 7.2% - 8891 o/a 10Q.0% .
Upper Division 2.9 7.1 0.0 afa 100.0 ¢
All Post-baccalaureate 2.8 }57'2\ 0.0 41.3% 100.0
Percent at Levels Within Segments: |
. ~ Lower Division 33.\3\-\./‘ 30.4 616 " 81.8
Upper Division . 33.2 48.3 ' 12.}
Master's, Bost-daccalaureate 7.2 21.3 27.3 4.7
, - Professional * ’ 11.5 0.0 11.3 . 0.9
. Doctorate 9.9 ‘0.0~ * 0.8
. Total \ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
» o .
Percent Hen and Vomen Withia Se ts: $ .
Lovgﬂw&non Y ;
Hea ’ - 50.2 47.1 a/w 45.6
-+ Vomen . 49.8 ©.82.9 a/a S
Upper Division .
’ Men $3.0 51.2 a/a 1.6 .
. Yomen "y 47.0 48.8 a/a ‘8.4
. Graduate 2.2
. ) Hen 83.1 2.2 2.2 ¢+ 55.0
o Vomen %.9 ' $7.3 18 N s
Percent Pull Tise: ~
e Undergraduate « 9.9 71.8 5.3 3
& Graduate 95.4 2.0 Y WA g67.0“‘
. Average Age: ) . » f !
. Lover Divisioa 1
! Yen 19.3 20.7 - -
' Woien Y o ' 19.3 20.8 -- -
+ Upper Divasjon
T Yen v 2.5 25.3 - - -,
Women . 82.9 26.3 - .- -
- Graduate ’ R ”
L . ten =, 28.0 31.0 - - .-
. ’ Yomen 28.9 32.0 - - PO
y. S Percent Ethnicity (Undergraduate): ,
g " Black
: Men , 2.9% ' 4.6% 3.2 - 4.9% 7.0%
_ Vomen [ 6.4 8.2 6.2 1.4
Hispaaic . M .
. %en < ‘s Yo 10.5 7.0 9.3,
-~ Women [ $.3 7.0 3.2 7.0 8.5
Asian M f
. ~ Yen 13.0 w 1.3 6.5 7.¢ 7.1
5 Yomen . ‘12.4 7.0 5.0 6.2 © 5.8
H . Amsrican Indiaa - T, 4
—". N Men - 0.s . Lo . L& 0.7 1.2,
i e , Vomes ' 0.5 1.0 1.3 £ 0.7 1.2
. “hite . ¢
. ¥eq . 67.6 $1.8 61.3 67.6 60.7
: . Somen (696 $7.3 65.7 72.3 66.8
Noo~Resident Alien . .
Yen 2.9 L 4.5 ig ’ 11.{ ‘ 3.5
-~ * Yomen ] 1.6 1.7 “1. 6. °1.9
Other/¥o B&ponu' ’
* Yen 7.4 23.8 9.8 1.6 11.2
Vomen ! 6.3 2.1 ' 91 - L1 10.2
‘ Total A . \ ’ .
§ Yea 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
. Women 100.0 ¢ 100.0 100‘.0 100.0 100.0
Hpper andriower division, sod master s and doctorate enrollments were combiaed .o reports from the .adependent
- iostitutions. Tharefore, sumbers for these .nstitutions have been ixdcdcd from the’ computatigus in the total
' X + columm iz this portiog of the e. . 1"; . . :
- . . [ 4 . A
Source: Califorais Postsecondary Education Commizaion, l98lc. , =0
. : .- . D : .
. ¢ ! ’ . 90 : ¢
/ . *
/ Q - > a . S A
ERIC , , S
oomm ' . ) . ! : -
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'\ commensurate with that.of recent high schdol graduates. However, the
high school graduation rate 4f most ethnic minority .groups remains
’ below that of whites, and/their representation among first-time )
- freshmep” differs _significantly for the three segments of higher *,
- education,, with e Community Colleges enrolling the largest
' Lpercentagés of minorities. )

-
1
1

Two other groups\of"égte‘ntial students, whose underrepresentation in
" higher education has heen of particular concern to both the segments
and the Legislature during the 1970s are those with disabilities and
those beyond the traditional college-going age of 18:to 24. . c 'y

- ’ o
-~
a L4

' "TABLE 2 . a
T ETHNIC QISTRIBUTION OF.1979 GRADUATES OF CALIFORNIA PUBLIC HIGH
. SCHOOLS AND FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN IN THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA,
- . . THE CAQJEORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES, AND THE CALIFORNIA
, . ¢ COMMUNITY COLLEGES, BY- SEX S
- - Ethnic Grouph* Ethnic
- . American . Data
] Segment Sex Indian Asian Fijligino Black Hispanic White Hissing®
v ‘i +High School n’ 0.7% 4.7 0.9% 9.0% 15.0% 69.7% 2 6% ™
s S F 0.7 4.5 1.0 95 15.0 69.3 247
University ] 0.3 13.9 1.6 3.3 693 %.0 34
o{,‘cux(omia F .0.2 13.0 1.9 4 5.9 3.6 - 3
Califorma W 13 8.0 ° "2.0 ¥ .. us o onls 29
State Univ. F 1.3 6.9 2.2 1074 10.6 .+ 68.5 30.4
& Colleges N o :
California ] 1.6 4.7 1.3 10.5 12. 69.1 "~ 52
tommunity <F A6~ 3.6 1.2 10.8 2.9 . 69.9 4.6
Co‘lleges, . R . L
. Total: ' 1's 6.0 1.4 93 12.0 69.8 © 117
: E 1.4 5.0 <14 10.2 11.9 70.1 1.2
ue, dsuc, T 1.4 5.5 1.4 9.8 12.0 69.9 g
and ctc - - £
% ! .

»

. - L) -
*The sum of !.h::/{c'emges in esch row, exclusive of "Ethnic Data Hissing," is 100. Thus, the N
first entry atf the top of the table means that American Indian males comprised 0.7 percent of
; the male high school gradustes in 1979. Similarly, the last entry at the bottom of the table
*\ mesns that whites comprised 69.9 percent of the combined group of first-time freshmen .an the .
\ three public segments of higher educatidn {n E.Nw.

Source: California Pastsacondary Education CommissYon \eport 81-3, 1981a.
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- In the 1970s, inpstitutions responded tosthe needs of new kinds” of .
< . students primarily by trying to;re-form them into more traditional F
) . . K\ molds  through special programs and services, for exzmple, peer
E) i -

N d

counseling and learning assistance centers, rather than adapting-
.-existing programs to their special peeds. Disadvantaged students
* with potential for success were admitted--often in exception to the
. ‘regular require or as special adm1551i§s--and then tutored,
. . . counseled, remediated, -and otherwise nurtured until they were  ready
] for the educational mainstream. Higher education has met with only.
& limited success, however, in attracting and retaining these students
- . through this approach of helping them to adapt to traditional
" inmstitutions.

ST Toward the end of the 1970s, colleges and univer51t1es began to reach
’ out to disadvantaged students while they were still in funior or

— senior high school, in an attempt to overcome their special problems
before they enrolled as freshmen. Several more years must elapse
before the success of this approach can be measured, at least in
: terms of increased numbers of students from new const1tuenc1es who
L both entoll andpersist i higher education.

~ .

! A major challengk, to California colleges and universities in the ‘
remainder of the 1980s may be to d additional ways to accommodate
the special, changing needs of new Ktnds of students in addition to
helping them adapt to the existing system. Changes may be needed in ° .
policies and practices, courses and curricula, modes of instruction,
: . types of student services, and of course,‘staffing Failure of
) institutions to addpt’ to new_/student ~needs might result in
' . enrollments declining below present projections.

Important changes ia the students' role in governance evolved during
A the Rpast decade which are probably unrelated to the dembgraphic- .
o . changee which ‘were occurring in the student population. Student
participation in governance increased at both the campus and the
. . Statedevels, with studeats now serving on the University Board of
Regefits, the State Universfty Board of Trustees, and the Board of
Governors of ghe Community Colleges Systemw1de student
organizations gained new prominence, with student lobbies
Y estaBlished .in Sacramento to represent student interests in the
) i5lative process and elsewhere in Stat® government. (A St )
* - - Advisory Committee was created by the Commission which has been # ) .
©  effective in giving advice on important issues and recommendations” '
being considered by the Commission. Issues rélating to student ',
rights as consumers will continue to be debated in the 1980s. Three
._areas in which student roles are now being’ diSCussed in at least oné
, segment, are collective bargaining, planning 1nvolv1ng the _
€, :‘allocation of resourceé and- faculty evaluation with respect to
retention,,tenure and promotion. , o
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. Student Needs ahd Goals . B7
* . The first half of thi§ paper discusses changes in student.preparation ~

for colldge, careers, and graduation, together with the spetial .
- needs of what were formerly called "nontraditional"” students. The:'’

second half then-turns to institutfonal obligations in light of these A

changes.’ " ’ .

' ¥STUDENT NEEDS AND GOALS o

Preparation for College . i -
. oriy .
Most evidence suggests that high school graduates are less well- .
. Prepared for college now than they were ten Years ago, at least with- - -
respect to the basic skills deemed necessary for successful college . . v
work. Student scores on high school proficiency tests, college T
admissions tests, and.freshmar placement examinations all supports _
faculty opinion .that large numbers of today's students lack adegpate . I
U preparation for college. *Contrary evidence may be, found in the ° s
grades awarded to  students in college courses, in that’ . ‘
unsatisfactory and failing grades decreased. during vthe 1970s, '
-~ together with numbers of students dismissed for poor scholarship. -

: At the same time, today's students are probably more broadly educated
than those of a generation ago. A ¢onsiderable amount of their out-
of-school Pearning takes place through increased opportunities for
. - travel, work outside the home (or off the farm), and some television .
viewing. Young people tend to mature earlier; with many. having.had®.> - .
experignces involving the use of drugs angd,alcohol, sex, rejection of ™ ° ™
. parenta}. guidance and ﬁgthority, and independence occurring before N
) they leave high school.” Many stﬁnut for a year or more ‘betweep "

- Y high school and college, often to work or travel: Col¥eges are thus "
" . faced with 4 paradoX of students who ‘are less well-prepared with :
R " respeet to the basic skills needed for college-level work,-but more

: L',.rready‘\than before for the educational-experiences phat college can
“ provide. . . -, i X 3

o "

€oliegiate Regponses to Poor Preparation: Califdfia colleges and ., ' .
¢ . universitiesWre responding in at least two ways to the prloblem of ,.
o poor preparation in the basic skills. The first is the long-term 3/h
solution of improving the*™juality of.teaching in the secondary
. schools by in-service educatiod.of teachefs, primarily in the

vt California Wrifing Project. The $econd ang/ more immediate solution

s has been for colleges.to establish courses and programs to remedy ,5"1 oo W

deficiencies in basic skills -aftér- students have enrolled, rather . g %
- .than refusing thém admission until these deficiencies have been "
o removed. While it was onae’ thought to be primarily a Community . %ﬁ{ .
~ -— . >, . . N . . e " , . F
‘ College function, remediation is "now Dbeing given by both7the K

University and t?; Stpte University to large numbers of their _ - f;f N
, oy 2l - ) ; ) o _

~r
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entering students. The emphasis to date h4s been on improving
' writing skllls, largely to th:\exhlusion of those in reading, ¢
computation, and logic. Students with some deficiencies in basic
; . skills typically take some remedial work while enrolling in regular
courses to fill out their freshman course load, and postpone the
v standard Freshman English Composition:course until the completion of
remediation. Little information is available about the success or
failure of these students; however, either in their other freshman
courses or in subsequent years in college.
4 — ,
A glance at the broader qnestlon of preparation for college shows \
that, the: University requires freshman applicants to complete a )
s specific .pattern of academic courses in high school. University
staff reviews and approves courses which high schools offer to meet
" University, requirements. Data analyzed in the Commission study in
1976 of the eligibility of high school graduates for freshman
admission to the University showed, however, that fewer than one-
fourth of the student sample studled had completed the required
pattern of sanects The State Unlver51ty does not require spec1f1c
preparatory courses in high school; but advises potential students .
R © .to acquire appropriate preparation’for the kinds of pfogra&mfthey
plan to pursue. Because they offer very diverse programs, the-’
= Communlty Colleges do not prescribe’ the kind of preparation i
potential students should ha%e and may admlt high school dropouts as. -
well as graduétes %

2
b

Prospects for the: Fntnre It ig difficult to pred1ct whether
- students aration for college will 1mprove, remain the same, or
decline in tﬂ? Tt.will snrely improve among the kinds .of
- students who n itute the majority enrolled in California ~
colleges and unlver31t1es, if they henefit from current efforts to
‘ improve the highischool teachipg of writing and related sanects
: More students from ethnic ;minority groups should be able to gain'
regular admission to the University and State University as’a result ] s °
% . . of ¥gtudent outreach and affirmative action programs. Yet optiﬁism
} about the future preparatlon of high school graduates for college-
must be tempered by,prejections of demogriphic changes which show an
increasing proportion of non- or limited-English-speaking people in .
the California’popudation, many of whom have other educational and @,
economic disadvantages beyond language. ,Improving the preparation
. ‘of students who now constitute the maJorlty will be relatively simple
compared with the larger challenge of helping these minority group
mémbers ‘obtain adeqnate preparatlon for college. .

l’/;ddltlon, under the statute enacted 1nto Chapter 856 of the

- A Educdtion Code, (AB 3408, Hart, 1976), high schools have begun to
assess ‘the competencies of the1r stndents and withhold diplomas from
thése who are unable to perform at a satisfactory level, as
determined by local school boards, by Ehe time they wonld gradnate

.
he +
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entering students. The emphasis to date has been on improving
' writing skllls, largely to thd\ekblusion of those in reading;*
computation, and logic. Students with some deficiencies in basic
: . skills typically take some remedial work while enrolling in regular
courses to fill out their freshman course load, and postpone the
Vv standard Freshman English Composition:course until the completion of
remediation. Little information is available about the success or
failure of these students; however, either in their other freshman
courses or in subsequent years in college.
C4 4 P v s
A glance at the broader questlon of preparation for college shows \
) that. the’ University requires freshman applicants to complete a )
7 ' specific . pattern of academic courses ¥n high school. University
staff reviews and approves courses which high schools offer to meet
.+ University. requirements. Data analyzed in the Commission study in
1976 of the eligibility of ligh school graduates for freshman
admission to the University showed, however, that fewer than one-
fourth of the student sample stud1ed had completed the required .
pattern of subJects The State Unlver51ty does not require speC1f1c ' J
preparatory courses in high school; but advises potential students -
R * .to acquire appropriate preparatlon for the kinds of pfogra&a’they *
plan to pursue. Because they offer very diverse programs, the-s
= Communlty Cplleges do not prescribe’ the kind of preparation *
potential students should ha%e and may adm1t high school dropouts as. 5
s . well as graduates %
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Prospects for the: Future It ig difficult to predict whether
N “ students aration for college will 1mprove, remain the same, or
decline in tﬂ? It .will surely improve among the kinds .of |
- students 'who n itute the majority enrolled in California ./
colleges and/unlverS1t1es, if they benefit from current efforts to
’ improve the highischool teachdpg of writing and related subJects
: More students from ethnic ;minority groups should be able to gain'
regular admission to the University and State University as’a result ;) *
% . . of }gtudent outreach and affirmative actiom programs. Yet optikism
} about the future - preparatlon of high school graduates for college-
must be tempered by,prajections of demogriphic changes which show an
increasing proportion of non- or limited-English-speaking people in .
the California’popudation, many of whom have other educational and @
economic disadvantages beyond language. ,Improving the preparation
. ‘of students who now constitute the majorlty will be relatively simple
compared with the larger challenge of helping these minority group
mémbers obtaid‘adequate preparation for college. .

%,/addztlon, under the statute enacted 1nto Chapter 856 of the
) . Educdtion Code, (AB 3408, Hart, 1976), high schools have begun to

assess ‘the competencies of their students and withhold diplomas from
thdse who are umable to perform at a satisfactory level, as
determined by local school boards, by Ehe time they would graduate

. ¢
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Districts have established their own programs to assess student
competerdcies in alcordance with guidelines provided by the State
Board of Education. Thus the problem of ‘improving preparation for
college will be made “still more complicated by (1) differing
standards of competency established by the State's 378 unified

89 -

school districts; (2) an unclear relationship between such standards

and the levels of skills needed for successful college work; and (3)
the creation of a new type of high school nongraduate, with whom
postsecondary education institutions are probably not prepared to
cope. .

Changes appear to be needed in the ways students move from high
school to college, particularly if the preparation of disadvantaged
students for college remain’s a serious problem in the mid-1980s.
Among the alternatives which should be considered are two somewhat -
radical structural changes for whicE®the educational establishment
may not be ready. 0%; would involve adding a pre-college §ear to
provide extensi¢e r€mediation, tutoring, apd counseling for ,
potential <ollege students with inadequate preparation in basic
skills. This might he offered by a postsecondary education
institution. Little or no college credit would be awarded for this
work, but students undertaking it would have greater assurance of
steady progress to the baccalauregte degree once they were regularly
enrolled as freshmen. : .

A sécond. alternative would be to encourage .overprepared students to
leave high school for college after the tenth or eleventh grade, with
the .possibility of a high school diploma being awarded after
successful completion of one year of college work. Some studeants
.have a;§%ired the skills, knowledge, and maturity needed for
successful college work before their senior year and have little or
no interest in what is stilY available to them in high school. Some
drop out before graduation; others get into trouble as a result of
their boredom. Moving the most capable students. on to college as
soon as they are ready might well make it possible for-high 'schools
to give more attention to students who would not be ready for |

sgraduation or college without special help. "The claim of former:d:S. -

Commissioner of Education Ernest Boyer thas-the American high-school
may have become obsdlete appears worthy of analysis in Californi4,

particularly with respect to the problem of student transition .from
high school to college. . ¢

hd N
[4 P

7
Changing\Student Interests in Careers

Qne of -the most important changes in stiddents during the last decade
has been their heightened interest in postsecondary education which
is directly related to employment opportunities. Most Californians,
including women, now work during all-or most of their adult life

3 "
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o between completlng school and retirement. A majority of recent -
‘California high school graduates attend college before entering the °
labor force, and an increasing number are‘interested in obtaining
preparation for employment.' This change is creating problems for
four-year colleges and universities in their planning, particularly
. . * in an era of stable or declining enrollments. ¢« " . .
' { X . S 3 . . ‘Y
. ncreased student interest in employment-related curricula presents
two issues for higher education. - The first is the extent.to which
four-year institutions should recognize less-than>degree obJectlves
as a legitimate part of their mission. .The second involves society's = ’
.need for people educdted through the associate and rbaccalaureate
degree levels. Would a decline in'the number of students pursuing
. liberal arts degrees ‘which do mot lead directly to employment be
., harmful to the development of the State before the end of the
century? The projected decline in the numbers of college-age ‘youth
. is likely to result in fewer baccalaureate degrees being awarded, -
unless college-going rates of young people or adults already in the
labor force intrease. When the factor. of decreased interest in
college and university degrees ‘is added to the projection of fewer
college-age youth, California may have a problem of an undereducated
citizenry by the end of the century. . 5

Needs of Older Stuglents: . The special needs of-older students for
postsecondary education related tgs their job experjiences and
aspirations constitute a different but related- di&ension of »
planning. Many entered the labor force withod any formal education
beyond high school and acquiréd skills and knowledge on the job which
R some students acquire in college. The objectfves of-these older
students include "validating" the education which they gained on the
* job, broadening their outlook through general education, upgrading,:
retraining, and- personal development. Other older‘?tudents may be
college dropouts or graduates who need retraining for new careers or
mid-gareer changes, such as liberally educated women who have had
= littig or no job-related postsecondary education or experience, or
T graduates who have been unable to find employment in the fields for
which they prepared. In planning career-related education, colleges’
and -universities sometimes consider only thé needs of recent high
school ‘graduates withyno significant work experience. While their
. needs have high ‘priorjty, those of older student constituencies who
) are already part of the work force are also important in planning for
*  the_rest of the 1980s.

-

L ’

L

X Institutional Responses Eg)Career Interests: Several dilemmas face.

- higher education institutions as they try- to respond to increased ’
. ‘student interest in career-related education. First, less than 30
. . percent of the labor force needs any kind of spec1allzed training at
the postsecondary level, beyond what can be learned in on-the-job .

traznlng over a period of a few weeks. The minority of the labor

.
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force that needs postsecondary education includes personnel rangiﬁg
from welders to physicians--that is, skilled workers, technmiciams, ,
semiprofessionals, and professionali. With at least 60 percent of
California's young people going to college beéfore entering the labor
force, but only 30 percent of the labor force needing specialized
training, “the problem of finding appropriate ways to respend tos
increased student interest in preparation for careers is extremely
serious, especially for universities which have concentrated in
large part in the past on preparing students for graduate and:
professional studies. .- ;
Although ,student ‘choice can be somgwhat. influenced by good labor-
market information, student demand often.greatly exceeds the need
-for specially trained personnel. The health professions are one
example where student interest is significantly .gredter than the
need for additional graduates at. all levels, from the technician and
parap ofessiq&al through ‘the high-level professioas.

Stiaaand federal goals for affirmative action for women and ethamic
ey o - in both postsecondary education and employment make
‘respdnding to student cafeer interests’ quité difficult, -since

. student interests are not necessarily congruent with govérnmental
goals’ for employment and related trh{ning. Affirmative action
guidelines established by governmental agencies, may ignore ‘the

~.principle ‘of student choice among inst®tutions and programs, while
assuming that underrepresentation is always the result.'of some kind

. . »of bias. In additidn, colleges may be caught between <conflicting

governmental -directivés-~for example, ip California between-(l) the
recent legislative request that the Community.Colleges increase the
rate of transfer the part. of women, ethnic minorities, and other
disadvaptaged groups; and (2) the federal government's urging that
they enroll more women and minorities in one- and twb*year vocational.
programs where they have been seriously underrepresented ‘n the

past. - . .- -~ »

The problem ¢f demand for. career-related education exceeding
manpower needs may lessen later in the 1980s when the number of:
California residents between the ages of 18 and 24 is expected to
decrease bglow what it is today. However, .interest’ in career’
education is highly .related te- student perceptions of. need for
specialized preparation for employment,‘and smaller nufbers of young
people alone will not solve'the problem. 'College students apparently
need some feeling of security'thétlthey will not be unemployed or .,
underemployed when they graduate because ‘of their failure to obtaiq
preparation for appropriate'jqps.: Neéw kinds of curricular respbases
in the liber#} arts will be needed for #tudents who want but do not
need specific preparation for employment--for example, for entry- -
level government‘jobsAfd% which some collége or university.education
‘isva prerequisite. In’addition, tolleges and universities may find

Vo
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it advantageous to work more closély with other providers of !

occupidtional education at the secéndary and postsecdndary levels,

including regional occupational centers, adult schools,’ private 1

postsecondary institutions, government agenties, and business and .

industry, in qrder to respond to student -interests in career

p;gparation wiéLout foregoing the valies of,a liberal education. -

£

Although tqday's_students are eager to prepare for employment, those

who earn undergraduate degrees are taking lopger to do so. One

facile explanation is that students are enrolling for lighter course .
loads, making it impossible for them to cogplete associate degree
programs in two. years or baccalaureate degree programs in four.
Through the early 1970s, undergraduate students were likely to
enroll full time for a number of reasons. Men were required to
enroll full time to maintain their exemption from the draft or their-
eligibility for G.I. bénefits. Students with scholarships or other

forms of financial aid were usually required to enroll full time in

order to remain eligible for assistance. Finallyy students who o=
depended upon their parents for mdst of their -financial support ;
tended tQ enroll full time under the threat of having that support

terminated after four years. ,

L]

[ 1

After 1976, however, the average credit load at the undergraduate

level declined in all three public segments. It ifdcreased slightly

in 1980 but was ‘less than the load a student would have to maintain ~
in order to graduate "on time." Much of this increase in part~time
attendance since the early 1970s may be attributed to the enrollment -

of large’numbers of older students who cannot .attend full time, as
well as to the expiration of both the draft for military service and
G.I. benefitg. .Other factors are the eligibility of part-time
students for financial aid, and the decreasing dependence of college A
students on parental support. In addition, there has been an influx
of part-timexgtuaénts who would not have enrolled at all in the
past-~for exagple, older adults without degree objectives and women
with family or. job responsibilities which preclude- full-time
enrollment. Intreases in the enrollment of educationally -
disadvantaged students have also contPibuted to lengthening the time
needed to complete degree requirements. This new student .
congtituency usually needs remedial programs and otBer special )
services which limit the amount. of degree credit they are able to .

progress are subject to a degree of control by institutioas
themse%ves. Examples are unnecessary transfer between campuses,
resulting in loss of credit; and withdrawal from courses after

10;: - -
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deadllnes for addlng courses, resulting in part-tim® enrollment
status. Yet student expectations about the, amount of time needed to .
earn an undergraduate degree appear %o be changlng as well. In the
State University, the norm-for graduation is now not four years or .-
even five but more than six. 'Fewer than 10 percent of Community .
College®students are awarded associlate degrees within three years-of
their first' énrolling, and.enly 6 percent are still enrelled beyond '
the third year. one campus of the University, about one-third of
the entering freshmen graduate 4t the end of four years, but somewhat
more than ohe~half graduate after five years. Manmy students who find
it difficult to complete all degree requirements within four years =
enroll for less than a full load each term and spread their program
oveb'flve yéars. Students appear to be increasingly selective about
 the ‘courses they complete, often enrolling for a full credit load (dr
overload) and then dropping courses which.do not meet their needs .
before. the penalty date established by the institution. A study of
Communlty College students’ completed in 1976 showtd that new g
studénts earned only 64 units of credit per 100 for which they were, .
enrolled at the first census “week. Drapouts after one term had - & .
earned« less ' than half that amount whlle they were enrolled (
3 (California Postsecondary Education Commission, 1976).

-
4 .

Changing Transfer Patterns -
Transfer-between campuses in the same or different segments appears’
to be increasing,zgkcept betweén Community Colleges and four-year
sdinstitutions. Incteased availability of federal student aid"for the
cost .of subsistence in the ldst few years may be one factor in
student 'decisions to change campuses--for example, from a commuter "
* campus near home to one with student housing. Reasods for transfer ’
within segments appear to be'more often personal than programmatic-- :
for'exampie, dissatisfaction or boredom with the campus environment
after one or two years, rather than a need to transfer in order, to {
enroll in a particuylar program. Program articulation between
Community dblf’ges and the University and State University appears
to be satisfactoxy in terms of students being able to progress toward - N
a degree with a minimum amount of disruption or loss of (tredit.
- Hawever, undergraduate students transferring bétween four-year .
campuses have fewer .guarantees that courses taken on one campus will °
meet graduatkon requirements on another’ whether in the same or a - -
«different segment. Counselors are becoming reluctant to advise -7 v
" University and State University students about transfer because of '
thelr campus'’ iltterest in retaining as many students as p0851b1e in a
perlod of declznlng enrgllments. . e

' -
~
f

Some students "Iztop. oit" for one or-more terms to work, travel, or
rest, and sometimes enroll on a different campus when they return. ,
is. increased. freédom on the part of students to meet their own

N
. N "
[ / M
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needs as they see fit appears, at least on the surface, conststent

with the principle of supporting student choice in postsecondary

education. However, there may ;be increased cos'ts to the State and N

the student of producing undergraduate degrees under this increased

freedom which have not been considered. -
Possible Institutional Responses: Improved preparation for college
should result in some shortening of the time students now spend in
earning an undergraduate degree. Yet colleges and universities may
need to give gredter attention to such potential time*saving
mechanisms as better couns®ling, advising,-and placement of entering
freshmen;, increased use of student aid as a means .%o encourage full-

. time enrollment; cooperative planning of educational leaves when

\ ° students waant to stop out for a term or more; and limits on _the ¢

conditions under which intercampus transfer may be approved‘

-1 e F
Special Needs of Certain Students : . )
“ ] ,
It no longer seems appropriate .to pharacterize some students as - 8
"nontraditional."” The middle-class, white student majority is N
diminishing and the student population - is increasing in .
heterogedeity. As noted earlier, a major issue for the 1980s is the’ .

need for and desirability of institutional adaptation to the special

. educational needs of diverse groups of students. A related issue .
concerns the .continued use of- .Comnugity Colleges as the institutions .
primarily respon51b1e for making the adaptatlons if they must also
serve as the transitional agency for some lower division students who
want to work toward a-University or State University degree.‘

Ethnic Minorities: The special needs of educationally disadvantaged
ethnic ' minorities have been documented exténsively in other
Commission reports, in particular, Equal Educ¢ational Opportunity ip
California, Part III (Californmia Postsecondary Education Commission,
" 1980d). Their needs may be expected to grow in both size and o .
diversity in ther1980s by virtué.of the additional mifority groups )
with whom postsecondary education will have to- cope, amd the
increased numbers of students from minority groups for whom special
programs are now being mouanted. J . :

~

- -~

P

+*Programs to attract larger numbers of d1sadvantaged students date -
back to 1964, when the University began its Educational Opportunity .
Ptogram (EOP) Programs for the State University and the Commpnity
Colleges weré enacted into statute in 1969. In 1974, the Legislature , .
. approved Assenfhly Concurrent Resolution 151, wh1ch directed the. -
- segments to propdse plans "addressing and overcomlng, by 1980,
ethnic, economic, and sexual underrepresentation in the. make-up of -
the student bodies of institutions of higher educgtion as cbmpared'tq )
~ the gederal ethnic, economic, and sexual composition of recent ’ .
California high school graduates.' '

x
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Student affirmative action programs for ethnic minorities have not

been developed fully at the graduate Ievel, where the need is acute.
* In adgition, some.of the same issues of student interest versus labor
force' need are relevant to students from minority groups at the
graduate level--for example, high student interest in medicine and .,
relatively low 1nte;est in some fields'in which the doctorate is
offered. . . \ .
Refugees from southeast Asia are, one new minotity group needing
special programs, as are large numbers of other foreign students with
limited Engllsh language skills, many Jf whom are from non-Western
countries. Their special needs must be attended to if they are to be
an asset. in college and university classrooms, rather than a
liability. . ' N

Womer: Women, the new majority in higher education, tend tod have vy
fewer special needs than disadvantaged minorities, but‘thelr deeds
are no less 1mportant A case could be made for the view that women
* were neglected as a minority group in‘the 1970s, except by a few .
specially funded reentry programs for older women with special
counseling and child care needs. Undergraduate women continue to
have a need for role models on college and university faculties, in
"administrative posts, and in Occupations or at levels of
responsibility‘yhich have been dominated by men in the-past: ~
At the graduate level, women continue to be seriously underrepre- .
. sented at the University, where the ratio of men ;tb women is almost
two to one. In 1979-80, women-received 23 percent of the doctorates,
32 percent of  the f1rst professional degrees, and 40 percent of the
master's degrees awarded by the University. The énrollment of women
at the graduate level in the State Unlver51ty exceeds that of men,
and women: received 55 percent of the master's degrees awarded in that
same year. . -

. Other Groups With Special Needs: Other groups with.special needs as
students, most of whom the Commissign has been concerned with at one
time or another, are students with disabilities; older, part-time
students, including -the aging; the institutionalized--ig penal
institutions, mental health facilities, and convalescent homes; ex-
felons; and the dependent, children of college artd university
students. It is not possible in a paper of this length to address
the special needs of these new minorities in postsecondary !
education. However, their deeds should not be ignored in planning
for the remainder of the 1980s.
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California soctety, in general, ahd students, “in particular, have a
varlety of needs for educational programs and services to which the
public colleges and universities are trying to respond, with'what.

-will surely be a decreasing amount .of State funds to do an ever more

difficult job. Fundamental t¢ planning for the next five years will
be a consideration of State, segmental, and institutional obliga- )
tions. to meet the special..needs of. each potential student con- *
stituency. How far should #astitutions go and for how long should
they continue to make adaptations, seme of which may involve altering
their *standards and traditions? Can they .rely on pre- and post-.
admission programs .tg bring about the nécessary changesin students
which will enable the students to'adapt to traditiondl Anstitutions?
Or should changes be made in college and university academic
p011c1es7 Admissions practices? Degree requirements? Programs?
Student services] Staffing? The remaining sectlons of this paper
address some of)theﬁyfquesthns A

Admissions and Axtiéuiation * y -

Adm1551ons is one,of the most critical areas in which the quest1on of
institutional versus student change néeds to be addressed. The 1960 .
Master Plan for’ Higher Education in California gave the  University.
and the,State University strong guidance with respect to the size and
nature of the. applicant pools from which they were to draw theis
first-time freshmen--the top one-eighth aAd one-third of all
Califorfiia (high school graduates, respectlvely Although tHis_
recommendation was not enacted into law, the segments have adhered

faithfully (and willingly) to it. The Master Plan Survey Team was,

in a sense,: color-blind, insofar as it did not perceive that
disproportionate numbers of most ethnic minority groups would be
excluded by this pélilcy. Nosinformation about, the ethnic cemposition
of student populations was available at the time of the Master Plan,
and there initially ‘was no c¢oncern that very small numberﬂ'of
migority students would be enrolled.

Several years after implementing the Master §b§n provisions for,
admissions, the University and State UniveMity doubled the

percentage of freshmen which could be admitted through special

action in order to allow greater access to disadvantaged students
from ethnic minority groups. Recently, when the University adopted
somewhat mqre restrictive criteria for freshman admission, it again
increased the- percentage gf disadvantaged students :who might be

admitted by special action, in an effort to compensate for excluding
some' who would have been eligible under the earlier criteria.’ In the
meantime, both the University and the Stﬁpe University have mounted

¢, ' .
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5. Should the 1960 Master Plan gu1de11nes be revised to enlarge the

admission. , . - 7
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various outreach programgs in junior and senior high schools which are

de51gned both to. improve the preparation of the.u? incoming students

and to inerease the numbers of ethnic minorities eligible for regular - ’

- 12

.. . 5 ’

L

A number of issues relating to adm1551ons appear to merlt further
attention:

°
-
~

1. . Are the segménts admitting.some students who have a very low N
probablllty of academit success because of def1c1enc1es in :
preparation or an\-inflated grade-p01nt average in high school
which may, drop below a C average in college -and university work?

Are some students flunking.out? -

#
s

2. Would student choice of institution be .enhanced by making i
available.to students inform3tion concerning differences in the
characteristics of successful ‘students enrolled in different

«  undergraduate programs and on different campuses within each-

'segment? - ‘ v .

3.- Should the University and the State University experiment with
the use of more.subjective approaches to the measurement of *
potedtial® for academic success, particularly in the admission of
students who, graduated from high school several years ago?
Should some weight be given to noncognitive chataéteristics 15

making adimissions decisions? .
4, Shopld admissions testing be phased out? If so, what -~ o
alternatives could be developed to compensaté for differences * .

" among high schools in academic .stagdards, quality of
truction, and other factors which t%;d to reduce the pre-
itablllty of success in college”

&

eligibility pools of high’school graduates from which first-time
freshmen ares admitted to the University and the State
University? Arg some students now being denied adm3§51on who °
would have a reasonable probability of success? . 5
6. Should the’ Un1v6551ty and the State University attempt to
recruit a larger percentage of high school graduates who pare
eligible for freshman admission but are either enrolllnéf{; a
Community College or not going on.to college at all?
7. Should the open door "to the Community Colleges be closed
slightly, to divert to other types of educational 1nst1tut10ns
students who are seriously deficient in basic skills or do not
have degree, certificate, or transfer objectives?

-~
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. The free flow of transfer,students from the Communlty Colleges to the'
-University and the State University was an important plank in the
.1960 Master Plan, under which some~50,000 students who would have en- .
rolled in the four -year institutions would be‘diverted to ‘Community
Colleges for their®lowet division work. The Master Plap Survey.Team
concluded that the large expansion in lower djyision enrollments
which had beén projected for the 1960s could be¥®t be accommodated in
Communlty Colleges, ‘rather than in the fourvyear segments, in order
to guarantee access and be consistent with the best interests of the
‘State. Increases in Community, Cbllégq_enroilments exceeded the.
Master Plan projections, and the number of students transferring.to
the University increased by more than 170 percent and to the State
Un1ver51ty by more than 140 percent ‘between 1965 and 1975. At the
same time, first-time freshmen increased by only one-fourth in the
Univeérsity.and two-thirds in the State University. i Y
California has depended to a considerablé extent upon voluntary

-mechanisms for achieving articulatien ‘between the segments, under
segmental policies and regulations which encourage transfer from
Community Colleges. The Legislature intervened only when it
appeared that the upg@r division programs could ndt absorb all the
qualified students who wanted to transfer from Community Colleges in
the late 1960s. . - . ’

P

Community Collegectransfer students include some who would have been
eligible for freshman admission to thg University or the State
University and others who were ineligible on the basis of their h1gh
" ,school records. The University recently ;adopted a policy which’
s1mp11¥1es transfer requirements for students who would have been
ineligible for University admission as freshmen because, of
deficiencies in their high school tourse of study. The University
has also reinstituted a system for reporting information*to the
Community Colleges about the performance of their transfer stuflents.
The initial University reports showed that both "originally
eligible" and "ineligible" students from Community Colleges
performed at a generally 'satisfactory level after transfer'to the
University. . ‘

The State’ University has giée: the Community Colleges broad
authority for certifying that their students have completed lower
division general education requirements, ,and that certain of their
code;;s are ‘baccalayreate-level and should’ qualify for transfer with
deg credit. Faculty gionps in the State University have expressed .

dissatisfaction with the results of this delegation of authority, .
and with some aspects of -Community College student preparatlon
Revisions in procedures to be used by Community Colleges in
certifying general education and other baccalaureate-level courses
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are be1ng made which shou}d alleviate many facul\:y concerns. wThe ] \

University does n\mt elegate such’ authority tq' the Community
Colleges, but its fac 1ty has also made kmown its’ seservatidns about
or awarding. transfer Cred1t

%

lat1ng to transfer and art&éulatmn between

L) -

es and the Un1vers:.ty'and S¢ate University tﬁat

3

the Community

warrant attention are these° . .

¢ < ’ , Lt ¥ ~

1. .Can" the decllne ia the number of Community College students

transferring to the Un1vers1ty and the State University be
attributéd to CO’urse or .program articulation problems? Are oL
Community College 7 students simply les interested in

'ba(:calaureate educat:.on” Has there been i de-'emphzlsis of the

.trahsfer funcﬁign if the Community Collgees? ' ' .

e " (,”

2. Do variationsgin the performance of transfer students from
different\Cq u;g.ty Colleges constitute a problem which requires
State-level action? Would=the problem be alleviated by better

- information flowing to the Community Colleges about' the
’ performanq.e of thejr students after transfer” ’
L3 . .

3. Have Communlty College traasfer students atquired the levels of
readlng and writing skills which are necessary for success in.-
upper division work? If not, what kind of remediation should be
required of them--or should such _students not be permitted to
transfer? <

4. Do differences amopg campuses ‘in the Uniyersity or State
University system in what is acceptable for tragsfer now -

- constitute a serious barrier to teafisfer? How far can or should
the segments g;i in developing statewide articulation policies
and dgreements w1th respect to_ requiréments, procedures,
programs, and the like,i.to replace regional or b11ateral
agreements” o i

L3

. ,‘ 1™ . .
5. What priority should be given to University and State University

students or graduates who want to transfer into Community .
College programs which are impacted--for.example, nursing and (

dental hygiene? . N

6. Is it feagible for Community Colleges to develop art1cu1at10n ) P
agreements with' private postsecondary institutions offerlng
similar kinds of occupational programs 'so that proprietary . .
school students c¢an work toward an ‘associate degree assured that '

credit will be a:wardedtfor their proprletary school coursework”

-

] -
~ N N
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, . , P
- ,106 . Califbrnﬁa Student Needs and Goals in the 1980s”

- -
s . A 4 3 ‘

. P , o
‘Standards and Requirements
Y Edutators and society at large are concerned about .what they perce1ve
L. "to be a long- perlod of dec11n1ng standards in ‘the elementary and
secondary schools, as well”as in colleges and universities. There is
a pervasive impresgion that students .axe seriously underprépared as
- they move from elementary to .secondary school and into college, and
. that the grades awarded are highly inflated. CTollege and un1vers1ty
faculty members express dissatisfaction with their students' writing ~
and,other skills- when they enter college, as-they move from the lower -
< to upper division, and when they graduate. However, Faculty .
dissatisfaction with student performance is' some€imes unrelated to '
the grades awarded. There appears td be a lower incidence of
academic probation and dismissal now than when students were
regarded as better prepared for postsecondary education. . ‘ 5

~

t

There has been no clear definition of the role that the Commission .
might play in the area of standards, beyond insuring that student
flow between segments.is'not impeded by problems reldted to gr 'ng' )
standards. Grades-and credits are in a sense the currency of hig ‘ .
education, particularly at a time when standardized testing is in low
repute. Grades and grdde- polnt averages in, large part have
. determined whether students would be placed on academic probation or
" ‘dismissed;. atcepted as transfer students at another institution; -

’ graduated, radmitted to graduate or professional *schgol in
competition with: students from the Same and different institutions;
and offered employment _also under compet1t1ve conditions. .. ,

Several factors aseocxated w1th the decline of standards are related
to changes' in gradgng policies during the *1970s. With gdod
intentions, colleges and universities adopted what ~ were
characterized as noppunitive grading policies, whose:- principal
feature was forgiveness for unsatisfactory work resulting in grades

b oof D" and "F." One impetus for this change was a desire-to. help
older students--particularly veterans--by reducing or eliminating -
penalties for earlier.failures in college-level work. Another was

v the desire to encourage students to get breadth by taking courses
outside their major without fear of receiving penalty grades in such .

*courses. Additional support was enlisted for nonpunitive grading
when colleges and "universities 'began admittjng large numbers of
disadvantaged students who were not prepared for college-level work.
In order to avoid institutional as well ai'student failure, recourse

'+ was sought in nonpenalty grades. Finallyy students were allowed to

~repeat courses wheif they were not satisfied with the grades they had
received-~for’ example,.a pre-medical student wanting to raise 4
grade in a .course in Anatomy frém "C" to "B" in oyder to improve his
_chances for admission to medical school. The result of these. ‘ *
p011C1es was ,the reduction--or, in the, case of-some dolleges,
ellmlnatlon~-of grades of "D" afd "F," and liberalization of the use

«
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‘of "W" (Withdrawal) and "NCR" (No Credit) for studeénts who in the
past. would have received unsatlifactory or faﬁflpg grades. At the
extreme, "W's" may even be ‘substituted for £8i 1ng ggﬁdes on final
examlnatlons or in courses complieted.

v -

There seems to be some movement away from the practices of the early
1970s and toward the reinstitution ofgpemalty”grades of "D" and "F'» .
or limitations on the use of "W," ori}oth Meanwhile, standards for
awarding 'grades »f "A," "Bg" and "C" may also have declined as
+another aspect of. grade 1nflat10n However, there is little"
- -documentatibn.of’ this type of declime, which differs from the
‘ aubstltutlon of "W" and "NCR" for grades of "D" and "F." A number of
questions regarding standards remain, beyond those invol¥ing grades

.1. Would students who plan td attend ‘the State University or a
Community College be better prepared if they were required to
take a pattern of prebaratory courses similar to that required of
applicants to the University, or some portion thereqf? -

2. Do colleges and universities have the right to expect that
-regularly admitted students will have reading, writing, and
computing skills adequate for college-level work by :the mid- -
1980s?- Under what circumstances: should they imsist that

- students obtain remediation elsewhere?

3. Should the Board of Gove{dors'og the California Community
Colleges establish 4 floor below which remediation in reading,
writing, and mathematics skills will not be offered as part of
the college curriculum? Should the Un1vers1ty and the State
University also set such a floor? .

4. How can the decliping quallty of preparation of high school

. students for college (as evidenced by their performance on
tests, and faculty opinion that entering students are less well-
prepared for college than before) be reconciled with grade
\1nf1at10n and an apparently low rate of failure in college and
university wor¥?

5. Have colleges and univergities, particularly.the Community
Colleges, gone too far in adapting teaching methods and course
_requirements to the declining levels of student skills and
abilities? Are ‘students who cannot read and write at the college
level receiving passing grades in college courses?

6. - Is ‘there any common understanding among, campuses and segments
about academic probation and dismissal-~their meaning, extent of
their use, and actions flowing from them? Is there a need for
greater commona%ity jn practice?

-
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7. Should there be special considerabéon for disadvantaged students '’

* from low-lncome and ethnic mjnority groups in awardipg punitive
grades and lmp051ng academic-probatich and dismissal? ™

-

~

Retention and PersiStence / ) .
. . .

Issues related to rétention of undergraduate‘students‘aere given
relatively little attention.by the public segmedts when enrollments
were’ 1ncrea51ng rapidly. One possible exception was studenrts in .
spec1a11y funded programs fdér disadvantaged students or admittéd
'under spec1a1 action, where their success was monitored during at
Teast their freshman year. Attitudes concerning persistence vary
considerably among the ‘segments. The Community Colleges give
greatest tredence to short-term student objectives Wthh do not
require the attainment of a degree or admission t¢ a baccalaureate
program as a transfer student. About 15 percent of the Community -
College students earn an associate degree or are still enrolled by
the beginning of their fourth year after ‘entrance, aad about 1
percent transfer tq the University or the State University,
including some who graduate from the Communxty College.-
A State University study published in 1981 showed that about 40
persent of the first-time freshmen' who entered in Fall 1973 had
graduated after seven academic year5 from the same or a different
State University campus, and that both retention and graduation
rates vdaried significantly among the campuses. The three-year,
graduation rate for Community College transfer z?udents entering the
State University im Fall 1973 was found to be 04 percent, with no
information yet available for the longer period of time. Although no
comparable data for University students are available, the
University believes that eight out of ten students who start as
freshmen at the Universitygwill eventually obtain the baccalaureate
from some college or umiversity--six after five years at the
University; a seventh after more than .five years; and one of the
three who leawe the University, from another institution.

- »
Selected statistics on persistence to the attainment of an
undergraduate degree have been-presented in lieu of generalizatidns
and value- judgments about attrition and the loss of talent resulting
from nonper51stence. The University is- highly selective 1in
admitting freshmen afid expects that those who are admitted should
graduate. The State University, while less selective, sets its
" admigsion standards at a level where those who are admitted have good
academic potential for completing a degrée program. Although other
student objectives are not recognized, the State University is
probably more tolerant than the University of students whose
interests dp not lead them to complete degree requirements. -

-

F

-
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Reasons for nodpersistence in the Universitg and the State

University are not well known. It is difficult to estimate, for . p
example, ‘the amogg; of attrition resulting from lack of interest or

boredom, job oppSttunities which are more attractive than courses of

study, financial problems, of simply student choice to "stop out.

Since some.stullents return to college after "stopping out," campuses

might hel an-leaves of absence which will have educationdl value
and enhance the probability of their returning to college. '
) ° - . / * «

Several iss&ég}appear worthy of attention:
1. Are preseni'gersistence and' retention rates in the University, .
she State Umiyersity,. and the Community Colleges too low in terms .
" of students completing degree, dertificate, or transfer .
programs?’ Are the colleges and - universities losing a dis- ’
i proportionate' number o good" students before graduation? If
so, why° - ) .

2

Z. What klnds of intervention techniques can campuses use to’
* increase tl% *etention of students who have a reasonable
probability 'of succeed1n§ in college? Should the State provide
spec1al fundlng for such purposes°

X
B

3. Is. there unnecessary transfer between campuses within a segment, Vil
or betweenuUnlverSLty and State University campuses, which'.
increages «he amount of t1me‘and course work needed to complete
degree programs?

wE *
4. Are .institutions retaining some students who are doing
unsatisfactory work or not making progress, and whose prospects
for event%ai success-appedr to be poor? .
* 5. What ,(level® of retention should colleges and" universities _
reasonably ‘expect to &ttain for part-time students who may not be .
pursuihg a prescribed curriculum? -

f

-l
The Quahty of the Experience . ) ' .

M "

Currentl undergraduate students are more likely than before to
enroll p rt time and intermittently, to transfer between campyses
and segments, to combine work and study as equally important pursuits
" while preparing for some higher level' of employment, ang§ to drop out
- of college before complkting undergraduate degrees. ile more
' students than ‘ever are housed in dormitories, a majority live in
“other kinds of facilities while commuting to the campus. A large
.number of part~time undergraduate students are now pursuing courses
of study of their own design, rather than the curricula prescribed
for full- -time students, "Since they spend little time on campus, they
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hdve minimum contacts with™faculty outside the classroom. They »
benefit®little from student- activities and, services for the same,
reasons. . : - - >
+ i ’ . \

The benefits such students receive may be as great as those enjoyed
hy students who enrdll full time, but there is some evidence to the -
.ontrary. £ Several questions thus teed to be raised about part-time
and othér irregular-attendange:’ . ° : ‘

1. ~What kinds “of integrative experiences can colleges -and
universities develop'for part-time students nearing completion
of their degree requitements, to compensate for what is oftén a S
lack of cohesion or continuity in their educational program? .

s/

- L
~ » T . { . -
2. What can colleges and, universities do to strengthen o .
. student/faculty relationships for students who .enroll only part ‘ .
time or live off‘campus? A .
3. Should part-time students with financial need be encouraged to o

seek student aid in an amount which would enable them to emroll ‘ d
full time, on the grounds that the educational benefits accruing
to students whose primary attivity is education are greater than 1
to those who must combine employment and education?

- .

- N
* N -
b

Student’ Services : : ' v
Student services include peer and professienal counseling, health
care, co-curricular activities, tutoring, child care, placement, and
other programs designed to help students succeed in their studies ahd, .
to enhance the quality of their educational experience. "State policy
relatéd to the funding of student services varies among the ‘'segments /
and among student groups within segments--for example, disadvantaged -
students and students with disabilities. The educational values of ]
these services for students in general have been described at length, A
but seldom have been documented in a convipcing fashion in terms of,

the impact of increased or decreased -fé%ding for particular

services. As State funds to support postsegpndaf& education become P
more limited, the issue of need for studeat services, apart from-

those which are_directly related to instruction, increases in . .
importance. It appears that student services which - were’
dnstitutionalized before the 1970s are threatened by both changes in

the characteristics’ of students. now undertaking postseiondary
education and fistalsconstraints. '

A few questions which.need to be addressed in planning for the 1980s

are: . . ' ".
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1. What pre- enrellment services should be provided byJ%glleges and
' Juniversities, either individually or in consértium arrangements,
for example, community advisement centers, "with educational
information, advisement, and counseling? Career information and
advisement? Assessment of skills, interests, abilities,. and
'knowledge? Evaluation of transcripts? Financial aid information.
and coumseling? Others? - ug S
) N . N o
.- iﬁi Should the support services which have enhanced .the success of
N , disadvantaged “students be extended to all students needing them?
. Should the State appropriate funds for such-services? Shéuld
they be funded wholly or in part from fees paid by all students°
;0 User fees?”
3. What should”be the scope of on-campus counseling serwices which -
. * are not supported by user fees--educat10na1/aca§em1c° Fipnancial
) ’ aid? Career? . Personal? Marrlage and family? Drug and alcohol?
Others?

-~ . .
g
-

"4, Are there systemwgpe problems .(or on certain campuses) involving
the perceived quality, relevahce, availability, -or othe{*aspects
’ . of counsellng and other services offered¢students?

. 5. What wouIﬁ the 1mpact be of substant1a1 1ncreases ‘or decreases in
, .the availability of educatjonal, gareer, . .and other types of
: counseling serv1ces, in terms of persistenge, performance in
courses, changes in major, and course completions?

~ . 6. Which student services should be curtailed or even eliminated if
. , revenues from student fees must be diverted from the support of
- student services to instruction-under’ conditions’ of shalply
’ 'reduced State suppopt?

L [ . |
,_PB?S‘?ECTS FQR STUDENTS

The main business of Califormia's colleges and universities is the
education of students. Changgs in student needs, interests, skills,
abi}ities, goals and objectives, and other characteristics appear to
be occurring more .rapidly than changes in the institutions they are
attending. Colleges and universities must make even more strenuous
‘ efforts to prepare those who ar® dotibly disadvantaged by virtue of
economic condition and ethnicity, while attempting to obtain better
?reparatlon for those students who have long been the majority group
1n higher education. LY

"
b

Developing programs and services to help the increasingly diverse
students adapt to a less than dynamic educational environment has
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been the major response of colleges and un1*7er51t1es to date. This
' .1s probably not enough. Inst1tut1ons nged to rethink their
obligations and ptactices ip" light of these changing student
attributes--not only because they need students more than ever .
before, but because students need the best possnble education for
~ ' theif own welfare and that of the State. '

¢




FACULTY ISSUES FOR THE 1980s
INTRODUCTION - | -

. ¢ . . ' ¢ .
A Because they perform the major tasks that iconstitute a college or
university education, faculty are .of central importance to the
educational enterprise. * They -teach, advise, and cpunsel the
students for whom the institutions exist; the?xconduc& the research
wh1ch forms the basis of the generation's new knowledge; they develop
‘new programs ans opportunities for learn1ng, and tHey share in the
governance of the institutions in' which they perform these
funct1ons In addition, faculty salaries constftuté a major pott1on
of the acdadehmic budget of most institutions, ahd they represent ar
major f1nanc1al commitment on the part of the institution.

0

- LS a4

The faculty profesSions as a whole reaped substantial benefits from ,
the '"golden, growth™ era in higher edu;éfion, a period whicth began
with the expansion of' enrollments in the late 1950s and contihued
“well into thé 19603 Carol « Herrnstadt Shulman cites four magor
faculty.gains of that per16d ,

First, ' & faculty career acquired status equivalent to

other profesisons. Second, demaqg for qualified faculty

was high. In this sellers' market, academics were

virtdally guaranteed. job mobility within or among

institutions. Such mobility gave t iem the opportunity to .

develop a satisfying-cq;eet._ Third, college faculty wom,

formally or informally, central.rples in academic decision -

making on many campuses. And fourth, seemingly unlimited ‘

financial resources available during thiseperiod helped to

., promote arfd consolidate the preceding achievements
(Shulman, 1979, p. 1). St e
/

Also during thdt period, faculty’ salaries began to t1se, to the
extent that real gains in:purch381ng pover were made relative to the
cost of' living. Perhaps the most important gaip, however,.was the
increase in faculty power in most imstitutions: nn’ major
universities, the faculties came to exetC1se effective control of-
the education and certification of entrants’ta the profession; the )
selection, retention, and promotion of .their members the content of °
_the curriculum; and work schedﬁles and evaluat1on of faculty
" performance" (Mottimet and McConnell, 1978, p. 16I) ’

5 - . “ ‘
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That this golden growth era in higher’ educatlon is over searcely
needs* reiteration. The "buyers' market" ‘in Wigher education has
reduced faculty prospects for ' job ;Rblllty and rapid careeér
advancement; faculty salaries are no .lenger keepihg pace with the
rise in the cost Ef living; and finally,” the préssures of fiscal
stringency and potfential enrollment deglinej,are leading to fewer
epenifgs for new faculty and to increased concern about the
percentage of facultx who are "tenure&-ln." , T T
. e
Faculty morale reflects these depre331ng factors. Everttt Ladd and
Seymour Martin Lipset, in a series of articles on faculty opinions in
The Chronicle of Higher Education, report that pessimism is the
predominant facultyymood. Professorsgye;ieve that their economic
status is eroding compared to other ‘Yrofessions; that "too many
people tll-suited to academic life are now enrolling in colleges aad
umiversities;" that there has bgen a "widespread lowerlng ‘of,
standards in American higher education;" that students are

e W 7

‘“seriously underprepared" in the basic ekills of written and oral

communication; and finally, that Higher edupatlon is falling in
public faver (1977, p. 1). . . ’ _

~
- .

Contrary to the gains made in faculty power during the growth period,
faculty authorlty may suffer erosion as fiscal stringency places
budgetary control increasingly in the hands -of governing boards and
admlnlstrators, as the necessity -for budgetary trade-offs pushes
decision making up to ever higher organizational levels; and as
legislators and the general public demand greater efficiency and
accountability from both faculty and the institutions of which they
are a part (Mortlmer and McConnell, 1978, p. 161). Besides the

.increasing resumption by admlnlstratots and trustees of authority,

_prev1ously delegated to the faculty, various external groups are

gaining ever larger roles in the' governance of educational
institutions--among them, state legislatures, executive agencies of
atiée government such as departments of finance, Congress and
federal agencies, state and federal”courts, statewide coord1nat1ng
-boards, student lobbles, and the public-at large.

)

As a countervailing force, and because of the relative weakness of

senates, in dealing ‘with °‘fiscal crises and increased external -
intervention in academic institutions, many faculties havé voted to
adopt collective bargaining--a Step which, while increasing the
adversary nature oOf -the relationship between the faculty, the
administration, and‘often, the students, may enable faculty to
retain if not recapture some, of their previously held power (Mortimer
and McConnell, 1978, pp. 54-55). '

4

1 4 . .
The decads of the eighties is placing new pressures on college and
university faculties. Pressures for increased efficiency and

. J -

traditional mechanisms of participatory’ governande such as faculty {-

N R . J : .
-Facdlty Issugs for the 1980s .
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a4 accountability are raising questions about the adequacy of present
, faculty governance mechanisms and about review, selection, and pro-
+ motion piﬁcesses. Pressures for increased institutional flexibility
" for affirmative actjon, and for openings for new, young faculty, may’
. bring into qpestlon even the—long-held commitment to the tenure
system as a neeessary part of the ‘academic professien. Finally, .
ressures on the faculty to adapt to the needs of different types of 4 .
students in-higher éducation will continue to increase, in the face
of declining resources with which to retrain and develop faculty|t
meet these new demands. N
. J/' N A &
" Duringgthe ‘eighties, "institutions must ‘find answers to new questlons
of partleglar concern to college.and university facdlties. Will new
governance mechahisms, such as collective bargaining, threaten the P
concepts of collegiality and shared governance? Will faculty
salaries continue to decline-in relation to theé cost of living? -
- Given stable or declining enrollments, and their effects on the
’ number of new positions available, how can ''new blood" be added to :
faculties, and how can affirmative action goals be. achieved? How can
the needs of new types of students be met if new faculty and *programs
are neeged but there is little or no turnover of pérsonnel? Given
the problems of selective reallocation of resources, what is likely
" to happen to tenure and promotion policies, faculty development, and ¥
-early retirement? T ) . .

a2

While the specific pressures and related questions cited above may be
. of cpncern to all faculty, the effe€ts of these pressures may be felt
P differently by faculty depending.upon the type of institution in
- which” they work, In €aliforni&; the 1960 Master Plan for Higher
" Education establishes a specific differedtiation of functions pmong
the three segments of Califormia public higher educatlon. The
University of California is recognized as the State's.chief agency
for research, and is "the only segment ‘allowed to .grant dogtoral
degrees. Thus -Unlver81ty faculty have a commitment to research as a
major part of their role, with teaching being of somewhat lesser
importance, particularly with regard to ‘promotion aad tenure. The
State University and Colleges system is charged to provide students
. with general collegiate education through the master's degree level,
. »° with particular emphasis upon training its students for teaching,
“both in the K~12 system and in postsecondary education. The State
-University faculty, as compared to thé University faculty, generally
spend a larger portion of theip time in teaching, rather than in
. research. Finally, the California Community Colleges,.are designed
as the major "open door" segment of California higher education. The T
Con&m)guty Lolleges have a wvariety of missions, including the .
provision of ‘the first two years of cdollegiate education to those .
students who desire to transfer to four-year institutiqns; the ’
provision ofy vocational, technjeal, or occupational courses of
study,. many of which can be completed in one or two years' time; the

B “ ¢
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‘provision of remedial, developmental, or basic skills courses or
programs to those students needing such assistance; and the pro-
vision of services to a variety of interest groups under the general
heading of '"community service.!' Faculty in the California Community
. . ‘Colleges thus may play a var1ety of roles, dependihg upon those
¢ ‘ portions of the <ollege's, mission in which they are 1nvolved
although their roles are primarily instructional. .

‘

™ ’ Their differing roles are not the only dlst1nction among the faculty
in the three public segments, the extent to which the faculty share
in the governance of their institutions differs markedly. The )
University of California has a history of strong faculty governance
dating from the 1920s. The governance' structure. is a loose .
federation of quasi-autonomous faculty senates on-the nine
University 'campuseg’, with a system-wide representative assembly or
senate.. In contrast, the State Un1vers1ty and Colleges system,
"gathered together from a clutch of semi-autonomous colleges, had no
tradition of collective action nor much of faculty governance," and
the~ autthority of its systemwide academic senate is less extensive
N " than that of the University's (Mortimer and McConnell, 1978, p. 45).
The California Community Colleges, which began estab11sh1ng academic
senates only in recent years, are governed by autonomous boards in
the seventy separate districts, with the power of faculty to share in
gove{nance vary1ng from d1str1ct to district.
Clearly, given such differepces in the missions of the three pub11c
segments, in the roles of the faculty, and in the relative power o
the faculty to share in the governance of their institutjons, many of
the issues to be discussed in the pages which follézomay have
differing effects on faculty, depending upén their institutional
/affiliation. 'WHile the treatment of the issues will be general in
. nature, a number of the specific differential effects for the public .
/ segments will be noted and discussed. “

'

»

’

The sections of this faculty paper address these issués under four
major headings: collective bargaining; faculty affirmative action;
part-time faculty; and facufiy mobility, /development, and
retirement. Wherever possible, studies specific to faculty in
California institutions are cited, while national studies and data
are used to supplement‘the analys1s of the’various issues.

. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING ' . !

’

Perhaps the most important factor.in the changing picture of faculty
P - is the introduction of collective bargaining in all- three segments of
" public higher education. The ability of the faculty to organize and
bargain collectively has introduced a new current of unknown
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strength and depth into plahning’considerations for the years ahead.

In addition, collective bargaining may well affect virtually every
~area of faculty life from teaching loads and salaries to tenure.and

retirément. . - . o ‘ S

- ~

Current Status of Faculty: Bargaining
« o
Two separate pieces of legislation established ggllective bargaining
in California's public segments. Senatee?ill 190 (Rodda),.enacted in
1975 and known as the Public Education Employer-Employee Relations
Act, permits Community College facultg’to engage in codlective
bargaining. Four years later, Assembly Bill 1091 (Berman), known as
the Higher Education Employer-Employee Relations Act, extended

collective bargaining to University and State University faculties. '

That the extent of unionization in-the segments varies might be
expected, given both the separate legislation and the differing time
the  segments havé spent under collective bargaining statutes.
Currently, 52 of the 70 Community Coﬁlege districts havq chosen
exclusive ‘collective bargaining representatives. Because the Berman
Act became law only in July 1980, the University and State University
faculties are not as far along in their organizing efforts, although
both segment® are preparing for the possibility that bargaining will
" grow and perhaps even thrive on California campuses in the years
ahead. The social, economic, and political forces that are
contributing to'this tendency are well enpugh known that they need

not be detailed here. It should be sufficient to note that the Ph.D. -
surplus, the projected downturn in enrollments, the relative decline -

in faculty salaries, the passage of Proposition 13, and recent

changes in iuplic priorities have all converged to ¢ontribute to a
.climate conducive to faculty unionization. (See Baldridge and Adams,
1979, for a reasonably thorough account of these circumstances”in

California.) .

Potential Effects on Governance ‘ -
:Collective bargggnfhg for faculty members entails several
‘significant departures from the models of unionizatioh found in
industry, which has not enjoyed the tradition of collegiality and
shared governance found on many campuses. Partly for this reason,
the experts. age not in agreemeqt about its implications and-
consequences. George W. Angell, rmer, Director of the Académic
Collective Bargaining Information Service, has argued that
bargaining will have a minimal effect on the authority of university
+ administrators to make decisions; ‘he seems almost optimistic about
the preservation of faculty rights and privileges (1978). Barry N.
" Steiner of the.New Jersey State Office of Employee Relations js not
‘as sanguine about the future of collegial governance. He speaks of

1©
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extérnal pressures resulting from publie§funding and .notes that, in )

the case of academic collective bargaining, . . ~
the model for resolution changes from collegiality, which ’ .
in theory is non-advegsarial and allows for a broad
jiectrum of views to be openly debated, to_the bargaihing

' del which is essentially adversarial and\whlch requires Y

¢ . each side to speak through a spokesperson defending and

—séeking to achievedagreement as to each side'srultimate =~ <

position €1978, p. 24). N ‘

[N

-

e tWO’YleWPOIDtS ‘mark the outer boundaries of oplnlon abouﬁ _the
impact of collectivé bargaining on academe, although the Welght of - -
circumstances and precedent seem to favor Steiner's opinion. If
bargaining does occur in all of California's three public segments-- 2
and even this is by, no méans clear at the'present--the processes and
the issues 1nvolveé may vary considerably among the ‘segments. In™ ;,,,ﬁr
some measure, :this variability will stem from the legislation .
itself. The Berman Act may be unique ‘in tollectlve bargaining )
1eg1sla;10n in that it is explicitly intended to presetve the . s
authorlty and autonomy of the faculty senates of the University and -
Staté University in the areas of currigula, courses, admission and
graduation requirements, faculty personnel actions, and other
matters pertaining to educational policy. The rationale here was to ~
ensure” the traditionmal power of the senate agalnst potential control -
by either the administration or the union. This legislative attempt
toY preserve collegiality anticipated the problem of the sefates .
being reduced to the status of "soc¢ial clubs'" because of faculty
unionization (Angell, 1977, p. 130). Additionally, the Berman Act
tequires that the faculties of both of the four-year segments bargain
as single upits with their respegtive governing boards and confer
with the Department of Finance and the Leglslature on matters which
have fiscal ramifications. {In contrast, the Rodda Act, which
pertain¥to ‘the Community Colleges, vests a great deal more authority
for academic and personnel matters in the hands of the '"public school
employef," which is ‘the governing board of the local Community
College district. Wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of
employment ' are also to be negotiated with -the employer." Thus,
authority is much more centralized and a"great many more issues can
be expected to be brought to negotiation in the Commundty Colleges.

Effects on Salaries and Job. Security

B

To the extent that faculties chHoose to organize, certainly the most
significant topics to.be negotiated will include salaries, fringe
benefits, workload, and other terms and conditions of employment, as
specified in the legislation. Compensation, of course, will be of
prime interest to faculties; however, owing to the relative recengy
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of collective\ bargaining in hlgher education (fewer than- 15
faculties in the natien were organizéd prior to 1969), the effect of i
unionlzatlon on salaries is not clear at the present time. Some o "
surveys have -been conducted which generally reveal a salary gain for
organized facul}xes (Birnbaum, 1974 and 1976; Leslie and Hu, 1977;
Morgan and Kearney, 1977), while othern studies show no 51gn1f1cant
increase ("Education,” 1977; and Marshall, 1979). Some of these
researchers hold the view that, after an'1n1t1a1 salary advan&Q:e for

collective bargaining, the 1n1tlal gains may be decliping. t can

be concluded at this stage from the research on onizatiom and
faculty compénsation? The weight of the conflicting evidence seems

tq favor collective bargaining slightly. However, unionization is p
"still too recent a phenomenon in postsecondary education and the
commendable research efforts to determine a clear pattern have not -
been successful. One other p0551b111ty, borne out by the f1nd1ngs
thus far, is that there will be:no clear evidence favoring salary
gains for unionized faculty.’This conclusion, of course, may be
damaging to the cause of collective bargainjng, since an increase in
wagés is held to be a major incentive for faculty organlzlng

A- second 1mportant condition- of employment that may arlse out of
faculty collective bargaining pertains to job security. Van Alstyne
suggests two alternative prospects that might,derive from faculty . »
negotiation of job-security (1971). One possibility is that it may
be traded off for more short-term gains, such as salary increases. A
second possibility is that job .sedurity might be extended beyond the
traditional definition of academic tenure to include "probationary”
faculty. Because tenure is, in the eyes’/ of most faculty, the
foundation of a free and productive professoriate, it il unlikely
that it would be conceded or diluted in any fashion as a result of ¢
negotlatlon. Much more plausible is that. efforts will be made on )
many campuses to extend job security even to nontenured faculty
through the use of reduced prdbatlonary periods. In Van Alstyne's
words:

* 11

~

As collective bargaining becomes preéaient, and as the

views of junior faculty members come to weigh heavily in ~

the negotiating process, a condition of ipstant tenure may . -
be demanded-. That is to say, thée job security prov1sion

could apply even  in the first or second year of "o
appointment, so that the, termination decision could not be ’
made without a fairly elaborate demonstratlon of ]

reakgpable cause (p. 216). - o .

Any extension of job security of the kind described by Van Alsg&d _
may ultlmately point to/the retention of a greater number of mediog¢re . .
faculty members: AgazZ: experience is too limited at this stage to

'do more than signal a potential problem in this area
r , . RN
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" Effects of the Scope of Bargaining . ‘ -

Perhaps the mpst challenglng and problematic set of issaes—in faculty
unionjzation concerns the scope of bargaining and its implicatidns
for campus management. It is here that collegiality and collective
negotiation may .find themselves.gin a crosscurrent of* interests.
Historically, governing boards and ‘administrations have delegated
many of their functions. to committees of faculty, or committees
composed of faculty, administrators, and other members of the campus
,community. To this extent,* it can be argued that the faculty has
fulfilled a management role®~This issue has been considered. by the
Supreme\ipurt in the case of Yeshiva Vhivprsity, where it ruled that
Yeshiva~Yaculty are a‘part of management and that "tgey are, in
ffect, substantially and pervasively operating the enterprise" (for
background, see "High Court," 1979 and 1980). In the- case of
California's four-year segment®™, however, the Berman Act ant1c1pates
this question of what constltutes management:
"Managerial emplbyee"__geans aﬂy employee having
significant responsibilities for formulating or
administering spolicies and prdégrams. No employée or
.groups of employees shall be deemed to be managerial
employees solely becduse the employee or group of
« employees paE‘}c1pate in decisions with respect to ”n
courses, curriculum, personnel and other matters”of
- educational policy. A department chair or head of a
"similar academic unit or program who performs the
foregoing duties primarily on ‘behalf of the members the
academic unit or program shall not be deemed a managerial
emiployee solely becausé of such ‘duties [Government Code,
Title I; Division 4, Chapter 12, Sections 3562(L)]. -

» L S /
This ma gement issue "is less clearly prescrlbed in th€ Community
College legislation, but the ority rests essentlally‘where it

always has; in the hands -of the'adnlnlstratmon Ajthough the Yeshiva
case has no direct bearing on public institiutions, where the rlght to
bargain is determined by statute, the case does.illustrate one of, the
central prohléms in the scope of bargaining issue, and may have’
indirect implicdtions” for the Community Colleges, even‘ if only

‘ regarding clarification of what constitutes "management "

. - - . .
In typical non-acaﬁemnc collective bargaining, adm1n1strators are
constralned ‘to deal exclpgively with’ representatives  of * the
bargalnlng agents on matteg® pertaining to terms and conditions of
employment. ;Unions may consent to allow. some matters involving
faculty considerations to be regolved through tradltlonal collegial

" .mechanisms, but it is not probable that the unions will ever yield

any substantive degree® of power, to such co egial® modes of

governance. ‘Thus, in the Caleornla Community CHllegés, it is likely

. - -

-

-,
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that administrators will attempt to conserve their traditional
L authority, while faculties, since they ,were granted relatively
little autonomy by the legislation, will use cdllective bargainings
- to achieve théir gains. For the University and State University,
however, the Bermah Act makes the governanee situation significantly
- different, since igéﬁbviates many of the control problems pertaining
to matters o educatgonallpolicy by legislating them into the domain
. - of the academfic senates. Whe legislation confirms a long history of
, faculty senite authority in the University as delegated by the
Regents, and ‘it clarifies and ensures a measure of authority for the
.State University faculty senate which had not been explicit before.
In sum, a general forecast for the faculty roleyin’goyernance and
\ collegiality, under collective bargaining, seems to be as follows:
the University's' faculty senate will essentially retain its
traditignal authority; the State University's faculty sénate will -
gain some strength; and the faculties of the Community Colleges may ¢
/ or may not gain authority, depending on their effectiveness in
/s ndgotiating with local gigtrict administrators.
. i ¢ k4 X
. Even though the Berman Act defines the scope of bargaining in some
PR ‘areas for the University and State University faculties (and thus
limits the power of the unions), other specific matters will remain .
to be bargained in these segments, and most likely an attempt will be
made to negotiate a wider range of issues in the Community Colleges.
"Precisely what will be negotiated will depend on which ‘issues are
mandatogz”for negotiation and which are permjssive for negotiation
. . at the discretion of managemgnt. Certain matters are held legally to
Pﬂ_ be a management right, typically those concerningkthe administra-
. tion's obligation to manage the'instituxiog.gZ? ich are subject
to negotiation only when manggemedt chooses to"do sa.are permiséi%e
matters. On the other hand, it is mangatory that those matters which
involve terms and conditionms.of employment {salaries, workload,
schedules, grievances, and the like) be negotiated, because they aré
seen as impossible to .separate ‘from the quality of individual
teaching performdnce. The difficulty with the mandatory/permissive
distfnttion lies: in determining the boundary between these two
nebulo omains and integpreting the bargaining statutes in respect
# to wh an be negotiated by faculty unions. In general, it seems ,
plausiblé fhat administrations will attempt t6 retain broad
managemént prerogatives, beyond those *matters defined in the
legislation as mandatory and that the scope of bargaining concerning N
many specific, substantive matters ultimately will be‘'detérmined on .
a case“by-case basis. ‘Some of these matters--for example, the
. academic’ calendar, the qualifications and responsibilities of
2 administrators, and work location--already have been brought before ’
state labor relations boards and ruled to be’'permissive-issues. The
N impact of -policy decision on these matters as they infkpence'terms
. - and conditions of employmeﬁfjuhowevgr,'is negotiahle. Even in those
‘ cases where management clearly has the authority to make decisions,

-
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the impact of-those decisions on faculty terms and conditions of )
employment is mandatorily negotiable. If, for example, the .-
dminjstration decides to reduce the total oﬁqrating costs of a given T

program by ten percent, the faculty cannot bargain on the decision,

but it has the right to negotiate the impact of this matter, insofar

as it may 1nfluence the terms and conditions of employment (Begin,

1978)". ) . o

Experience elsewhere regarding the likely impact of scope of

bargaining on governance is not extensive enough to.warrant specific

conclusions for California postsecondary education. A vast array of

situational and contextual variables intexact with collectiye .

- . bargaining and its effects ‘on campus governance. In her study of .
governance at unionized four-year college’s, Barbara Lee found that
"faculty as a whole gained formal.governance power through the union
contract" which, she observed,@’onflrms the general results of other

. studies. She noted, however, that "it was often difficult. to
sepgrate the effects of unionization from the effects.of other

+ \ icontextual factors" (Lee, 1979, pp. 565-585). She found that such
things as a faculty's pre-unionization autonomy and the administra~
tion's@attitudes toward -the faculty's role in governance were
significant ingredients in determining govetnance processes, after
unionization. She also observed that, on campuses where faculty

~ senates were relatively powerful before collective bargaining, they .
tended to retain that power after-unionization. gTo the extent that
this pattern holds true for California's three public segments (and -

it appears that it will), unions will gein, the most strength where .
the faculties have historically had the least power--in this case,

“ the Community Colleges. As noted earlier, ‘the Berman Act explicitly
preserves the key aspects of traditional senate governance for the
University's campuses, and- clarifies as well as strengthens’ them for
the State University's campuses. Thus, if uniomization occurs, the
various components of the campuses in all three segments w1ll . ‘
maneuver to gain new powers or preserve old ones. The accfetion or ’
erosion of faculty authoriy wigll result from negotiation in the
ambiguous area of '"scope," which. lies between the mandatory and
petmissive issues of bargainizg,

Effects on AdmimfStration . = ° : .
P

Beyond the direct impact on terms and conditions of employment that
collective bargaining has. for faculty, unionjzation will have likely

. outcomes for other campus const1tuenc1es, such as administrators.
Given that a aumber of issues may be brought to the bargaining table,
it would appear that some degree of an adversary relatlonshlp willbe ¢
fostered- (or accelerated, as the case may be) between t¥e adminis-
trations and-the facultles in all of the segments. The intensity of
this relation no doubt will vary as a function of specific bargaining
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climates «and personal styles in any given case, and this will be

quite diff;;ult to predict with any.accuracy. If the extent of the’ -
adversary relationship also is influenced by the amount of
bargaining' that will -occur, then the most evident adversary
situation should be found ip Community Collegé bargaining, for the

simple reason that, as is clear from the legislation, Bhe;i;g:lties

there appear to have the most to gain from collective b ining '
negotiations. Academi® councils and other traditional fa 11ty

bodies will most likely be supplanted by the unions as the main voice

of the facplty in matters of campus governance (Begin, 1978; Mortimer

and Mc¢Connell, 1978, pp. 81-85). Ladd and Lipset, in their Carnegie
Commission study of unionism, describe these probable changes.in the

v

role of administrators . ,4

. It is clear that the adversary relatidnship inherent in

" the very conception of collective bargaining does change

the fole and image of university administrators. Ideally,

they have been viewed as the colleagues and

representatives of the faculty in copidg with off-campus

powex--the alumni, public opinion, the press, the .

legislature, the trustees. They are expected to be a

buffer. !In intramural matters, good administrators often

opqrgte'informally; a good dean rarely inquires as to what
L4 given individuals are doing with respect to teaching load,

(}, sick lgave, and the like. . .

b2l

-

Under collective bargaining, administrators, often down to

« the level ‘of department chairmen, become responsible for a
legallly binding contract. The institution will be held
legally responsible -for their actioms. They become, as

- the upions insist,-representatives of management who seek
to'protect management's prerogatives and rights under the
contract (1973, p. 88).: '

)
»

Although ¥he Berman Act excludes department chairs, Ladd's and
Lipset"s point still ‘stands: under collective bargaining,
administrators become "agents of the employers' side of the
negotiatiofis”, and are hindersd in their role as advocatds for faculty
_salaries and benefits. - ' - :

.
s~ ~ . .
-

Effects on Governing Boards ,

»

Even at tﬁis early stage of faculty organizing, it seems safe to-

predict that thé roles of the segmental governing boards will change,

though praobably in different ways. One area where change mgy be

expected for the Regents and the Trustees pertains to faculty o ’
~salaries and other fiscal matters. ,The Berman Act mandates that the

bargaiP;ng agents "shall maintain close liaison with the Department"

-

2 ]
. v ’

. . .
. \ . -
.
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of Finance and the Leg1slature relative to the meeting and conferring
on provisions of ‘the written memoranda "which. have fiscal )
ramifications” (Bgtman Act, Sections 3572, 3572.3). This explicit
authorization to bypass the Regents and Trustees seems likely to
dilute their authorlty and, in sdme circumstances, may change thelr
role as finmal, off1c1a1 advocates for faculty. salaries and other'
financial matters.-’ In contrast, Community College faculties:
historically have dealt directly with their ‘funding source, the
local bodrds of trustees. There does not appear to be any role
change in prospect here, although the processes may be altered ;ather‘
drastically. It can be expected that unions may take a more active
p011t1cai role in the election of local, pro-union trustees. Indeed,
. this hgs alteady octurred in at 1¢Zst one Community College dlStrlCt
‘~1n€thé State. There i$ also discussion in_ some areas about a -
statewide salary schedule for all Community College faculty. At _ehis
point, however, the prospect for such a system seems remote. Whether
there may be other areas of change within the publlc segments in
governidg board authority remalns to be seen; spec1f1c details will
perforce await experience. -

. \

Effects on ‘Student/Faculty Relations

x
It is d1ff1cu1t to predict/ how students will respond to the climate
fostered by collective ﬁargalnlng In the late 1960s and "early
1970s, they might have sided with labor. In this new era, Ladd and
Lipset foresee possible new tensions between students and faculty
brought on ‘by unionization. The Carnegie study cites recent
instances where adversary relatiopships have developed, mostly in
respect to student desires to have a voice in matters such as
teaching ‘and the curriculum (1973, p. 88). To the extent-that unions
try to limit student participation -in campus governance ands \
educational policy, they no doubt can be assured of resistance and .
perhaps conf11ctbén this quarter.

Possible Effects on Educan'on-Quah’t};

Finally, related to the scope of bargaining question is®another,
perhaps inherent, outcgme of negotiation: its impact on academic
quality. Birnbaum, in his study of unionization and faculty
compensation (1974)3pis concerned about what might, be categorized as

an ultimate issue of educational quality. He speculates that
bargaining agents need to demonstrate their value to their
constituents by gaining various concessions, while administrations

are obviously under pressure,to grant something at the - bargaining .
“table. Citing the case of St. John's University as an example, he
posits a tendency foy administrators to favor concessions qn salary
increases rather than concessions on such items as increased <
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‘governance, further codification:of faculty prerogatives, . loyer
‘studernt faculty ratios, or reduced class size, many of which have
direct implications for:educational quality. It is' possible that
administrators, unions, faculty senates, and governing boards may *
work in consort to resist any incremental decline in the integrity of
the educational enterprise which might occur through the expediency
oﬁ resolving a set of issues at the bargaining table. Nevertheless,
this potential problem must be addressed #n any full discussion of
isgues which may arise out of collective bargaining. Whether the
collegiate atmosphere .is seen as changing ‘for better or worse will,
:nndbubtedly, be colored by the perspectives of those involved.
Quantitative factors such as student/faculty ratios, contact hours,’
class %ize, grade point averages,. course loads, and costs of
instruction lend iifmselveg persuasively to neat arrays in charts’
and tables,- but otfier more important factors of quality including
academic integrity, collegiality, faculty initiative, student mo-
tivation and  intellectual- climate are not so easy to assess.
Whatever specific trends and outcomes may result-from uniod&z§tion,
faculty, administrators, and State-policy makers must not lose sight
of the more elusive qualitative factors as they attempt to identify
and cope with the goals and purposes of education in a future filled
with the uncertainties of ¢ollective bargaining.
° ' \

/

FACULTY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION
IN CALIFORNIA HIGHER EDUCATION -

focused on the successes--and failures--of affirmative action
policies and programs for ‘college and university faculty. Numerous
observers have analyzéd the regulations and actual employment
practices, as revealed by the increasing volume of sex and ethnicity
data. (See, for example, American Association of University Women,
1978; Gappa aand Uehling,.1979; Loeb, Ferber, and Lowery, 1978;
Rodriguez,  1978; and Wasserman, 1975). Their findings lead to one
general and inescapable-conclusion: while some gains have been made,
the picture for minorities, and especially for women, has not changed
all that greatly, despite government regulations, affirmative action
programs, and considerable litigation. ‘

In the{past few years,hcongiderablq national attention has been

In California too, attention has been focused on affirmative action

in higher education, particularly on those efforts and their results g,w,
in the ‘three public segments. In order that an orderly accounti "
might be made to the Legislature of the sex and ethnicity of facu%%y
_and staff in the public. segmenfs, Assembly Bill 105 (Hughes) was .
enacted in 1977, {now Educatipn Code Chapter 399, Section'66903) and
dire¢ts the Commission to report to the Legislature and Governor on

the employment, classification, and compensation of ethnic

“
< ‘ S




. .
~ “ y
“

120 ‘ r R —_ ' Faculty ZSSues for the 1980s

-

' Y ¢ - '

minorities and women in the three publ1c segments. Also included is
. data concerning new hires, ptomotions, and separatlons of women and
m150r1t1es in the publi¥segments. .

In March 1981, the Cbmmission responded with its first full report on
Women and Minorities in Califormia Public Postsecondaty Education:
Their Employment, Classification, and Compensation, 1977-1979. The
report makes the followihg general/gpgervations about the public
segment faculty statew1de *

o~

While the tenured faculty statewide is stll!’predomlnantly
white and male, small increases in the proportlons of
women ,and ethnic minorities among the tenured faculty
occurred between 1977 and 1979. The proportions of women
‘and. ethnic minorities’ among the, on~track for tenure
faculty, however, decreased over the two-year period. In
the "other" faculty category (which includes such persons
as’ visiting faculty, faculty on short-term contracts,
Agricultural and Cooperativé Extension faculty, and
librarians), the prgggitlon of women increased as did that
of» minority males. ic minority females held the same
percentage of t%iL:Zziti" faculty category in 1979 as they
did in 1977 (198 . ti).

. e . \ 4 :
Considerable variation exists, howevelr, between the trends for
tenured as compared to nontenured faculty ‘ .

*

-

Trengs for Tenured and Nontenured Faculty

%f the full~time faculty statewide in 1979, 70.9 percent were
enured, as contrasted with 66.8 percent in 1977. Males constityted
" 7753 percent of the tenured faculty inm 1979, a slight decrease from
78.2 percent in 1977. Females constituted 22.7 percent of the
tenured faculty in 1979, as compared to 21.8 percent in 1977.- White
males.comprised 69.4 percent of the'tenured faculty in 1979, again a
slight. decrease’ from 70.9 percent in 1977. White females made up
19.5 percent of this category in 1979, as compared to 19.0 percent in
1977. Ethnic minority males were 7.9 percent of the tenured faculty
in 1979,:as compared to 7.3 percent in 1977. Ethpic minority females:
constituted 3.2 percent of the tenured faculty statewide in 1979; in
1977, the figure.was 2.8 percent. Thus in 1979, the tenured faculty
was Stlll predomlugntly male and predomldantly ﬁh1te although.there
have been slight increases for women and ethnic minorities.

- >

Faculty who were not yet tenured but were "on-track" for tenure

constituted 9.2 percent of the faculty statewide in 1979; in 1977,
- the figure was 11.5 percent. Of the on~-track group, males comprised
67.3 percent in 1979, sup from 65.7 percent in 1977. Women

~
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constituted- 32.7 percent of the- on~track for tenure faculty in 1979,
down from 34.3 percent in 1977. In 1979, ethnic minority males were
10.7 percept of the on-track faculty, compared‘to 11.2 percent in
1977. Etéﬁic minority females comprised 6.1 percent of the on-track

. group in 1979, while they were 6.9 percent in 1977. Thus, both women °

and ethnic minorities showed increases in the ténured faculty ranks
in botH numbers and proportions from 1977 to 1979, and decreases in
the on-track for tenure category. While this could indicate that

there has been a movement of women and minority faculty from the oh-
track ranks into the ranks of fully tenured faculty, it could also

indicate an increase in separations of women and minority faculty

from the on-track for tenure faculty .ranks.

visiting fa , faculty on short-term contracts, Agricultural and

The full-time, "Other Faculty" category includes such persons as
Cooperative Ex%ension faculty, and librarians. The largest number

of faculty in this category are found in the University (6,745 of the .

8,170 statewide total "Other" ‘faculty in 1979). In 1979, males

constituted 70.0 percent of the Other Faculty category, compared to.

71.8 percent in 1977. Women comprised 30.0 percent of the Other

Faculty category in 1979, up from 28.2 percent of this category in

1977. Ethnic minority males constituted 10.1 percent of the Other
Faculty category in 1979, up from 9.9 percent in 1977, while ethnic
minority females comprised 4.7 percent--the same percentage they

held in 1977. )

Of all male, full-time faculty statewide in 1979, 73.1 percent were
tenured; as compared to 64.2 percent.of all women faculty. In 1977,
the figures for men and women faculty wexe 69.3 persent and 59.1
percent, respectively. Of the ethnic minority 'male faculty
statewide in 1979, 65.1 percent were tenured, comparedéto 58.7
percent in 1977. In 1979, 60.5 pergent of ethnlc m1nor1ty female
faculty were tenured, as compared to+50.4 percent in 1977. Thus,
while the tenured faculty was still predominantly white and male,
gains in tenure status had been made by both women and ethnic
minorities over the two-year period, with the greatest increase to

tenured status occurring for female ethnic minorities.
[l /"’k*

- .

Trends in Compensationt of Eleven-Month Faculty .

Statewide, in the Faculty category in 1979, there were 9,348 persons
employed on an eleven-month basis, a decline from 9,927 in 1977.

(The magor1ty of faculty statewide teach on an academlq year of nine
months and will be dlscussedubelow,) In 1929, the single largest

concentration of male faculty,(38.6%) was in:the $30,000 and above .

range; in 1977, the figuge had béen 27.1 percent. Women in the
eleven-month Faculty category in 1979 continued to cluster mainly in
the,$19,000 to §24,999 range (37.0%), as they had in 1977 (38:3%).
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Only 17.4 pergent “of women faculty on: eleven-month appointments
. received salaries of $30,000 or more in 1979, although this was .
" double the 8.8 percent of female faculty who were at that level in.
1977. Of white males, 4Q.6 percent were in the $30,000 and above
range|‘in 1979; in 197%; figure was 28.7 percent. Of white
. femalis, 18.5 percent were in the top salaryncategory in 1979, which
— ) was dquble their percentage in that category 'in 1977 (9.3%). oOf
' ethnic minority males, 24.7 percent received $30,000 or more in 1979,
3s compared to 15.6 percent in 1977. Of ethnic minority females,
) 11.6 percent earned $30,000 or more in 1979, which was nearly double
their 6.0 percent in 1977. (It should be noted however, that of the
3,143 eleven-month faculty who earmed $30, 000 or more in 1979, only’
42 were ethnic minority women.)

-
“ ~ ’
4 . g

. - .

A

Trends in Compensation of -Nine-Month Faculty -
‘ v ol -
, ' In the statewide Faculty category in 1979, there were 31,340 persons
i employed on the standard nine-month academic-year cofitract of two
semesters or three quarters of teaching, a .decline from the 31,879 so
employed in 1977. Of all faculty statewide in 1979, 24.9 percent
made salaries of $30,000 or more--a dramatic increase over the 3.2
percent of faculty who were in that salary range-in 1977. (Whether
these large increases in the proportion of faculty earning $30, 000 or
more are due mainly to the promotions and step increases, of to the
considerable across-the-board salary increases that occurred between
1977 and 1979 is difficult to determine.) In 1979, the single
largest concentration of male faculty (33.5%) was in the $25,000 to
$29,999 range, whereas in 1977, it had been in the $19,000 to $24,999
range (42. 6%). Women in the nine-month Faculty category in 1979 .
continued to cluster in the $19,000 to $24,999 range (41.9%), as they
d in 1977 (42.0%). In the top salary raage of $30,000 andrabove,
e .percentage of male’ faculty increased dramatically from 4.2
'percent in 1977, to 29.5 percent in 1979. Similarly, female faculty
. increased their percentage in the top salary range from 0.5 percent
. in 1977, to 11.3 percent in 1979. While white males were clustered
primarily in the $25,000 to $29,999 range in 1979 (34.2%), white
females and both male and female ethnic minorities were clustered one.
) range lower at $19,000 io $24,999 (with percentages of 40.8%, 43.7%
) and 48.5%, respectxvely) In 1979, 18.5 percent of minority males - -
\ . were 'in the $30,000 and above salary range, as compared to 2.6 a
. percent in 1977. Among ethnic minority female faculty in 1979, 6.1
percent were in the top salary range, compared-"to, 0.2 percent in

: " 1977. (In actual numbers, minorities in this range 1ncreased from 67 ]
< in 1977 to 552 in 1979, with men increasing from 65 to 480 ard women -
’ from 2 to 727) . 2 C/’

‘A somewhat' different se dﬁf data on faculty compensdklon is collected
in the Higher Educatiod G

eneral Informatior Survey "(HEGIS) and
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reported annually in the Commission's Information Digest. (These .
data are also-for full-tlme faculty only.) The 1981 Information
Digest p es this information as.'"mean salaries,"” and has such
information only by sex. The 1981 Digest indicates that for Fall

-71980 the average salary of female Community College faculty
($27,837) was exceeded by that of male’faculty ($29,273). This was .
also the case in the State Unjversity and Colleges where, the all
ranks average salary of males was $29,739 as compared to.4n average
salary of $26,36C for females. At the University, the average salary
6f"male faculty in 1980 ($33,006) exceeded the average salary for
female faculty ($25,789) by 28 perceat. " Only in the instructor ranks
at the State University did average salaries of women exceed those of
men: everywhere else, average salar1es for men were greater than
those*for women. - . . .

Although averaged salary data tend to mask important differences in
male and female faculty salaries and indicate nothing about the
possible reasons for such diffetences, many national studies have )

-~ shown that "whenf factors influencing salary--degree, rank, years of —
employment--were controlled statéstically, women on the average ’
received $3,000 less in salary than men" (Shulman, 1979, p. 32).

Other salary studies have alsp found that "differences due to sex

were much greater. than those due to race, and that women were paid

less than ‘men in almost every combination of field and type of
institution, reg;rdless of race" (Gappa and Uehling, 1979, p. 54).

Indeed, "the évidence points overwhelmingly to the conclusion that
regardless of which variables are analyzed, or what reasons for
differences are explored, women faculty are paid less than their
equivalent male counterparts and that such salary d1fferent1als are
traditional in higher educatlon" (1b1d ). ' .

- f -

Policy Isstes . o Tt

The picture of affirmative actioq,for California's higher education

. faculty is similar to.that in the rest of the country--3 record of

‘some successes and ,some gsetbacks. The negative aspects of this -
picture may increase, however, if stable or dec11n1ng enrollments

, and fiscal constraints become, permanent fixtures. of. the

posZsecondary education env1ronment of the 1980s. This prospect.

’ raikes some major policy issues. First, if the higher education
compunijty is in fact committed tp afflrmatlve action, how can it
achie6i its goals in faceé of stable and declining enrollments and

relatively few Faculty openings? Second, how do current tenure .

policies angd practices affect affirmative action? 'Third, given the
fprojections of increasing enrollments of women and ethnic minority
students in higher eduéatlon, will the higher education co ity be

able to provide the nécessary faculty rolé models so g;;ﬁgffe the

.
.

success of-these students? Fourth, will the advent of colle6t1ve
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bargaining in all three public.segments serve to increase or decrease ’
the flexibility campuses may need to avoid the "last hired, first
f1red" syndrome, in case staff reductions are required? Can such

. options as phased retirement aad position sharing be used to aid in

* affirmative' action? °‘And finally, is thege anything the State can

do--in terms of inducements or sanctions--to redress the problem of

inequitable compensation for women and ethnic minorities who _are

- already faculty members?
The resolution of these issues will require more than the traditional
."good faith" efforts; it will also require a serious examination of
the faculty personnel 1nequ1t1es in-higher education. The progress -
to this point has not been e‘gouraglng and the décade ahead may
contain some new obstacles to affirmative action. Vigorous efforts
and creative approaches will be needed in order to achieve the broad |
goal of equity for faculty and staff in public higher education.

-
‘

PART-TIME FACULTY . -

In times of enrollment uncértainties in higher education, the use of
part-time faculty becomes a matter of particular importance.' A study
by the National Center for Educatlon Statistics in 1978 indicated
that, over a four-year perlod ‘the number of full-time faculty
members in the nation's fgur-year colleges and universities grew by 9
percent, while the n?gper of part-time faculty increased by 38
percent. In two-yearfcolleges, this four-year trend was even more
dramatic: while the number of full-time faculty grew by 1l percent,
the number of part-time faculty increased by 80 percent (see "Part-
Time Professors on the Increase,'" 1978)." .
In California's three public segments, the pattern is similar. In
the Community Colleges, part-time faculty accounted for an estimated
30 percent of the weekly faculty contact hours during 1980-81. Of
the 18,000 faculty in the State University, approximately 6,500 were
working on a part-time basis, accounting for more than 2,000 full-
time positions. Within the University, specific data on part-time
faculty are not readily available because various kinds ~of split
spp01ntments and research titles allow for several conceptions of
part tlmeness " Yet, in spite of the variability among the public
segments, o generdl conclusion is clear: part-time faculty
members have been a significant part of the teaching force in recent
yearg and, by all 1nd1cat10ns, they will cont1nue to play a large
role in the future. .
. ~ »

Given !this brief -profile of the growth of part-time faculty

- employwent in California postsecondary education, a number of

. specific matters can be identified and subsumed under three general

: . ‘-
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headings of issues tHat need to be faced in plannlng for the
remainder of, the 1980s: (1) faculty and program quallty, (2) .

"er tlcal mass,'sand (3) compensation.
-

-

» Faculty and Program {Qua]i'ty < » '

There is no inherent reason why part-time faculty should be prejudged
as being members. of the '"second team," to be brought in as
substitutes for the full-time faculty. Part-time faculty -can be an
asset to any academic program. In fadt, in many instances t@gy can
provide special qualificationms, ﬁrofe551onal maturity, and-field
_ experience, all -of which are a stimulating complement to the.
students' contact with their more traditional full-time faculty
: (Ernst and McFarlane,,K 1978).* In the medical schools of the
University, for example, practicimg physicians with part-time
faculty appointments make great contributions to, the students'
education. Similar instances of enriched curricula and .courses can
be cited in ‘all of the public segments. Additionally, in the
Community Colleges, approximately six percent of thé instruction is
. ‘done on a "part ~time" basis by full-time faculty who are teaching
extra courses-on an overload basis. The popular, stereotype of a
part-time faculty member as a second rate educator, in sum, simply
doesn't hold up.
. /
. . As‘iong as those who hire part-time faculty members are concerned
with the individual's academic and/or professional qualifications,
knowledge of academic standards and objectives; commitment to
teaching, and ability as a teacher, “the institution can fulfill i
pufposes. Concern arises, however, d/hen these standards are dily
~ . or compromised. In recent years, campus aamlﬁlstraté?s,,under -
various economic and staffing _pressures, have sought-ways to retain
v needed flexibility through the use of part-time faculty. -Yet, when
faculty members are hired on a part- time basis principally because,
o~ they are less expensive, or because they have more accommodating
- schedules, students and indeed the entire educational enterprise are
short-changed if quality is compromised in the interests of economy.

4

-

»
-

Critical Mass N
' - .

‘Given that employlng a certain percegtage of part-time faculty may be
necessary, even desirable for the_ best of reasons, how many can an
institution absorb before the overall quality of the educational

program suffers? ,In other words, what is the "critical mass" for,
part~time faculty on a particular campus? While there may be no

completely satisfactory answer to this question, two national.

- studies found some impogtant. differences at four-year institutions

between full-time and parg-time faculty in respect to the Ygrk they .

€

- ¢
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do: ""part timers as a group do less'administrative work, do’less
. student advising, have feWer teaching preparations, instruct a more -
homogeneous student - clientele, and work more on an intermittent /
basis. A, full timer, - in°contrast, is more likely to’. . . 'be
assigned roles that include multiple functions" (Kellams and Kyre, .
1978, p. 39). If ‘these findings can be generalized--and there is
" every reason to believe that they can --it follows that, as the
proportion of. part-time faculty increases, the institutional ’
workldaq,of the full-time: faculty also increases. Of course, it is
. impossible to say at what point teaching, advising, scholarship,
course preparation, and general commitment to program and campus
goals would suffer. That they will at some point however,. seems . °
~ clear. ,This problem may become especially acute in the Community
Colleges, whefe a significant amount of instruction is already be1ng ,
done by part-time faculty. . i -

v

‘

_‘Compensation

"In terms of compensation, part-time faculty.members gererally work |
for less money than their full- -time counterparts and they receive fo

fringe benefits. This faét is ong of «he *reasons why part-time

faculty are attractive and why their numbers are increasing. . In too *

- many instances, campuses appear to be capitalizing on the current . -
seller's market for faculty, maklng\g‘gszter use of faculty who are
willing to work part time for low wages, either because .of financial
need or to gain experience or, perhaps, in‘the hope that a part- -timé
opportunity will devetjs\ihﬂb a full-time position at some stage in

. the future. Once again, it is difficult to identify the boundary
between the legitimate administraf%ye need for staffing flexibility .-
on the one hand and the inclination' to use part~time faculty for the -
purpose of Salary savings on'the other. There are signs, however,
that part-time faculty members have begun to ask for more equitable
treatment, ahd various legislative proposals have been introduced in
an effott to deal with some of these problems in the Community
Colleges, where the need is mosg\extensivea One proposal would limit
the percentage of part~time instructors that a distri¢t could hire;
another would make a distinction between ADA taught by full- time -
faculty and ADA ggnerated by part-time:faculty. In addition, the .
Legislature is discussing the issues/0of pro-rata pay, tenure, and ‘
security of. employment for part-time faculty in the Community
Colleges. If such legislative proposals become law, it is pq§51b1e ' v
that similar legislation could be proposed by part- tihe Jfaculty in b
the other two public segments.,

.

: .
- ® ‘ - Y
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Several forces have converged- to dramaticdlly alter .certain -
dimensions of faculty life, including their mobility, development
and ‘retirement. - The demographics show stabilized or declining
. enrollments through the 1980s, and educational imnstitutions are
being forced 1ncreas1ngly to compete with other social priorities
for ever-scarcer fumding. 1In add1t10n, the production of new
doctorates has outpac¢ed the demand for such highly-trained - o
professzonals in almo&t every, field; resulting in a shrinking
academic JOb market. By 1982, EQF surplus of supply to demand’fﬁ*aew
‘doctorates may be more than 16 pergent; by 1986, the flgure is
predicted to be over 36 percent. The long-term picture is no better:
recent statistics show'virtually no growth in the faculty job market
through the year 2000 (Shulsan, 1979, p. 3). ‘ﬁl
The oversupply of doctorates is not the ordly problem. The ‘growing
ratio of tenured to nontenured faculty and the increasing faculty age
proflle are' both factors that affect academic job mobility.
Nationally, the ratio of tenured to nontenured faculty has been
rising s;@edlly it is.estimated that, under current’practices, the ’
percenta§e of tenured faculty could reach 90 percent by 1990 (Leslie ]
and Miller, 1974). In California, the percentage of full-timej
regular ranks faculty who were tenured in 1980 was 79 percent at the ~
University, 80 percent at the State University, and 92 percent at the
Community Colleges (California Postsecondary Education Commission,
1981c, Displays FAC-1, 4, and 6).
Because most ‘current faculty were hired during the growth period of
the 1950s and '60s and are now in their thirties, forties, and

* fifties, their relative yduth. presents another barrlqg to faculty . :

job obility, since relatively few openings can betexpected as a ,
result of retirement. Ladd and L1pspt report. that: ""The median age '

of faculty. . .was 39 in 1970, will increase to 48 by 1990~ . .. The
dramatlc\\spange between today and 1990 would be the wvirtual
disappearance of the under 35 age group from the teaching ranks" (in

Shulman, 1979, p. 21). The average age of full-time faculty at the
Unlver31ty of California varies depending ubon the age of the campus; ‘

it ranges from an average of forty years at the Santa Cruz cimpus to )
forty-six years at the Berkeley campus. At the State University, the ’
averdge age of full-tlme faculty is fprty-flve years. *

LY

™~ N -
The high percentage of tenured faculty acts as a barrier to the
hiring of "new blood"; in additionm, the older tenured faculty may be
in departments or disciplines which are experiencing low student ',

I
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demand, creat:.ng ‘serious pwoblems* wé.th regard to institutional
oo f1ex1b111ty cer

-
+ - ‘
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-~ . » . »
B ‘ Lt Decreased faculty mob111ty also has negative implications for affir- .
— . mative action. At a time when the increasing number of women and ¢ .

ethnic m1nor1ty doctorate holders is making the achievement - of"
affirmative action goals a possibility, the low mobility of faculty
. ~ and the few new openings are act1ng as bartiers to.the hiring of, .
. these new, young Ph.®s,. This is parti@ularly distressing since it ‘
is these new faculty members who could best provide positive role
models for the new students of the e1ght1es--many of whom will be ~
wofien and ethnic. m1nor1t1esi ’ '

to - -

Another negative factor affectlng faeulty job mobility congists of -

’ . ' the 1978 Amendment® to the Age Discrimination in Employment Act . ' )

N , (AADEA). This federal 1eg1s1at10n, whichfaises the minimum age for -

L mandatory retirement from 65 to 70, serves to heighten many of the e o
ri ’ effects of the, factors alrendy cited" if older faculty decitg, .
. k _teach until  age 70, even fewer openings will.be available for.Qew’ )

* . fachlty, either for; affirmatlve action efforts, or,\for respénd1n to o
. shifts in student demand. o .

v The eflects—u-f deferred re&}ements on any far institution ' /
\ . depend to a great extent upon thé age prof11 he ‘faculty at“‘that

. institution. In some institutions, thg effects of .this law may nqt
be felt until the late 1980§ or 1990s;’ in others, the law ay have
\more immediate effects,on expected attritign rat (Jenny“ eim, and .-"
Hughes, 1979). At the University of California, the ra f turnover
duee to retirement and death.is.an estlmatedgl 5 percent per yeax; at
. the State University, the rate is approx1mately 3 percent. Given the

relative youth of the faculties .in these two segments, the effetts of

the néw retirement law will‘not be felt ‘for some time. JIn addition, s N
3 . both the’ Un1v‘ers1ty and State Un1vers1ty report that inflation--
which may force more faculty to rema n longer<-wil havé a eater . “

effect on facné‘ty attrition rates thad the new reti
. order to count¥ract these -factors, it can be expecte hat‘*& 1 of the .
segmerts will begin to-‘ﬂdeve10p greater f1ex1b111.ty in respect tq p
earlygr partial ret1rement , . - L.
- ¢ »
" * One f1na1 effecv of lowgjob mob111ty is jt$ negat1ve effect on’ y
. faculty morale. There is 2 sense of reduced personal ‘opportunity, - .
' . " since the chance of be1ng hired .by a competing institution or of N
i exereising "academicd entrepreneursh1p is, how substantiallyw less
w than.it" opce was (Kirschling, 1978, p. wviii). There is also
/ - " disappointment, since many faculty entered their current positions
S * expecting upward mbb:.hty, but as Eric Solomon note%, thiggaspect of
) the academit career ha%* largely d1sappeared "many of ys were « .
. » - originally attracted to the profession bg its’ per1patet1c aspect . N
; " &. . ., At the present time. ... the f;_rst teaching job will .

. - ¢ ‘ . -
< ) P | . .
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' probably stretch 1nto 40 years of routine unbroken by the illusion or
?s'h,ty‘f greener flelds" (in Shulman, 1979,/p 23).

Institutio'nal Respons'és - &~ : ’ ',,.. ' -

" Perhaps because of ‘the pervas:we effects:of low Faculty job mobility,
institutions are beglnnmg_to develop new approaches and programs to .
deal with the "steady state" faculty hiring. Various approaches .

being tried, includfﬁg/ut.ying promdbtion, tenure, and merit’ .

creases more directly to departmental and institutional
obJectlves, attempting to establish a closer fit between special |
faculty talents and interests and teaching a551gnments, pbying more
attention %o establishing faculty development programs; and '
establlshmg programs ghat assist faculty’ in cop:.ng with the new
stresses endemic t& e academic environment Wof the 1980s" -
(Kirschling, p. ix). Two less direct, biit important means of )
adapting to the lack of attrition include incentive programs to
increase early retirements .and programs to retrain faculty fo¥ new
careegs, either within or outside academia.-

F -

’

These last two options--early retirement and mid-carter change--are

now being considered by an increasing number of institutions. t
Incentives for early retirement can 1nc1ude some form of severance

pay, such as lump sum payments, a year's salary, 1ncreased annuities,

or reduced workioad .options (phased retirement). Programs to
facilitate mid-career change include interm and fellowship programs

that place faculty in close touch with alternative careers outside
academia, and spec:Lf:Lc faculty retraining programs, which can vary .
from retraining for an allied specialty within the discipline: | % :
training for an .entirely fiew discipline. Such retralnlng programs

give institutions the flexibility to reallocate faculty resources to

more productive uses. . ;s - "

-

After studying the dptions .of early retirement and _mid-career

change Carl V. Patton made the following observations. First, early
rétirement programs will not dramatically affect the nugber of

faculty vacancies in the near future; however, they may make it

possible to make some.§ry seledtive and important replécements

Second, the costs assoﬁted with early retirement programs can be

“hi h, and‘lnstltutlons need to consider the age composition’of their

f cultles by field, annual and expected attritien rates, and tenure- »
“grynting rates before adop,tlng an early retirement program. Third, ¥ ¥
-prégrams that bring faculty in contact with alternative careers are

_mo likely to effect career change than are overt efforts to
encourage such ;hange. Fourth, while costs of faculty retralnlng —
programs are relatively, small and prospects for increased future ’ .
~productivity are attractive, it is dlf);ult ‘o attract faculty to

such pkograms (1978) . .
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It seems dramatically clear ‘that the factors of faculty mobility,
retiremenk, and faculty development will 1ncrea51ngly affect the
economic flex1b111ty of higher education institutions in the 1980s.
The ab;llty of. faculty members to change, to grow” and to be,
. innovative in response tq.changing demands, will play a major role’in
determining institutional flexibility and vitality. Many have
. postulated the negative effec{v_of this combination of factors, but
thefe ‘also may be a, _molle optimistic aspect. That an older, more -
"tenured-in" facul would tend -to decréase institutional .7
vqf;flegibiiity and vitality seems. logical. Yet Leslie %nd Miller argue
. that it is possible that ‘this relationship may have been
overestimated; if it is correct at all: . -

~~ DOge dissenting view "holds that effectiveness in the

Y, professions and indeed’in higher education appears to be— .
e mucb'more dependent upon experience, knowledge, wisdom,
P
‘) . and "mattirity than on youthful vigor. . . +4Another
o . 1nvest1gatc% has shown that age and academic rank
\/// . . "correlate neither with the lack of adaptiveness to soc1al

. ‘ demdnds, with inadequate performance in class, nor with
failure to undertake reform. Rather, the gelationship
tends ,in the positive direction, indicating that ’
performance; adaptation, and thoughts of reform 1ncrease

. ' . with rank and age (1974, pp. 30 31).

v

Whether this view, or the more negative one, proves to be the more ’

' correct, the ,factors of faculty job mobility, retirement, and e
developmént will continue to influence the higher’ educatlon
environment well into the next decade--and prabably beyond.
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.~ " 'THE 1980s ENVIRONMENT FOR ,
. JCALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY: E@UCATION

INTRODUCTION- - ' ‘

’"The Era of Limits," ’& Age of Austerity," "A Decade of Scarci-
. ty'"--each of these appellatlons has been used to descfibe the =~
N A %eurrent and future.env1ronment of the 1980s. Across the nat1on,
.emergy costs are g rapidly, 1nf1at10n is high, the economy is
sapging, and. publwst in government and traditional institutions
“ig low. While m’éﬂy econdbmists believe that California will not be
affected ag severely as other parts of the nation, due both to"its
attractive %ocatlon ang relatively strong economy, California ‘
. ‘taxpayers ‘have served notice on both State and local governments
» that the future will® no; be "business as usual" and that fiscal
. austerity+-at least i .felation to government appropriations and
ol -expendlture%--1s lik %0 be the watchword of the coming decade.
b 2 <7 * ~
Postsecondary educ,a?ionz of co&'r:Se, exists within -the econom:.c\ v o
-political, “and social environment of the Statey and must, therefore,
‘ respond to.alteratzong in that environment. [Various forces--both
those external to posts&ondaw education an largely beyond its .
control,xand those internal "to the system itself--are at work in -
the envifonment .and are shaping the future with which postsecondary

\\’ educatlon must e prepared to cope. ) o . i o
. 4 R /{? 8 h ‘ .

The. extemal envn?onmental forces 1nf1uenc1ng postsecondary educa-, i

- ' tion tan be divided 1nto three not necessarily exclusive categpnes

) of factorsj demograptuc factors; economic factors; and socio-po- .

ﬁ; - . litical factors. The .demographic factors inclyde such predictable g

indicators 4s the actyal and projected size of Californmia's popula- ;

- tlon? thge.g ing age mix of the population, and its increasing

* ethpicity? ‘Economié faétors include statutory limits on government’

. spending, a.high rate of inflation, rising- energy™costsyand uncer-

.e tain job opportunities for college graduates. The socio-political

. . factors include variable, political support for postsecondary educa-

- tion, increased legislative involvement, demands. for increased’ | -

. %accountabllﬂzy, desires for social justice and expanded access,

ya “‘ concerns' about the maintenance of program quahty and academic

" standards, and competition from other State pr1or1t1es for.public
funds.. "y .

»
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Those forces that are 1ntemal§o the postsecondary education

-

system itself can largely be diviffed into’ two major ctgtegories--eco-
nomic factors and socio-politicaj®factors.” The internal forces are,
. those over which the system or institution has at least a modicum

¢ of control, although the ability of the institution or system to

effect changes in the operation of these factors may be doubtful.

The intermal economic factors include enrollment-driven funding .
formulas, increasing plant and maintenance costs, faculty compensa=-

tion, ‘reduction or_ veallocation of resources, employee benefit !
costs, and accountab1l1ty-and compl1ance costs of. Stateand federal
mandates. The' socio-political factors cover a wide range and

include: collective bargaining; efforts at affirmative action; x
terdute provisions; the needyto respond to the '"new clientele;" poor
preparation of entering students and the concomitant demands for
remediation; the need to maintain quality and standards; and pres- ‘.
sures for increased -centralization of authority and ,management, in

the face of demands for institutional autonomy. -

The extent to which educational leaders understand and prepare for

‘the impact of these environmental forces will determine in large

part whether California's pogtsecondary education system copes
sutcessfully with change during the 1980s.

EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENTAL FORCES

An Aging Population #

California's population is expected to continye to increase through-
out the 1980s, due in part to the State's locatiom in the "sunbelt"
and to its widely diversified economy. However, in terms of effects
upon postseconddry education, it is the age mix of the State's
population, and not just its¢size, that is the more important
trend. The age pﬂbf1le of the State's population will result in

" the following:

o The total Eollege age population '@f 18-24 year olds is pro-
jected to decline from a péak of 2.9 million ip 1982 to a low
of about 2.45 million 1n 1992

o The young adult population of 25-34 year oihs, which is made
, up of the post~World War II babies, will continue to grow
until it is nearly double the size of .the 18-24 year old

population in the early 1990s. B
. %
o The older ad population (65 and above) will outnumber the ’
college~age rt by the mid~1980s for the first time since

1962. o C ‘ .
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Whether the increased numbers of adultswill pake up f;l the pro-

jected decline in the 18-24 r old enrollment in postsecondary

education remains doubtful, since the majority of adults attending

colleges and universities enroll part time, often in non-degree,

non-credit courses and programs, and have a wide variety of mon-col- . .
legiate educational opportunities open to them through business,

industry, labor union, government and community programs.
Among. the likely effects of this aging population will be demands
by older, students to make postsecondary education meet their needs..
As L{ian Glenny notes (1978; p. 3), "the people in this age group :
are the labor force, the taxpayers and the voters, afd they will

play those roles in making demands oi publlc officials for what ‘iﬂ
they consider to be the necessiti®s for 'their' colleges and univer-
sities: The college student c3h be tonsidered less and less a
non-voting youth and more and more a pol1cy-1nfluenc1ng citizen.'

.
»

A'Majority of Minorities

e

4 .
The growing number of ethnic minorities in California's population !
will make California the first majority ethnic minority state by .
the 1990s. Indeed, the University of California has projected that .
by 1990, the comblned enrollments of minorities in California's
publie¢ schools will be 25 percent greater than the Anglo enrollment
(University of California, 1980, pp. B 1-6). This demographic
factor has three related variables which could influence the par- . _
ticipation of minorities in California's postsecondary education
system. First, except for Asians, minority students gemerally have
a lower rate of persistence: in highgschool, a lower eligibility -
rate for entering college, and more severe Englzsh-language prob-
lems. The effecis of these:..factors result in lower part1c1pat10n~
rates for minorities in postsecondary education, whzch, as their
groups-become proportionately largeY in the State's population,
could negatively affect statewide enrollments and limit the oppor=
tunity of minority youth for advancement in work and society.

Combined with the changing age mix of the population‘and the de@}ine
in the number of traditional eollege-age youth, the increasing
ethnicity of the ‘population will result in differentjal effects-
depending upon the type of postsecondary institution, its admission
policies, and its cliemtele., Some institutions may lose a substan- v
tial portion of* their enrollments; others may grow, particularly if .
they can meet the needs of a changing clidatele; but all the insti-
tutions. will feel at least some of the effects'of the changing
. demographics on the postsecondary education environmgnt.
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Inadequate Preparation for Colle};e

Related to the demographic factor of the incxeasiﬁ% proportion of -
minorities in-California's population, are the issues arising from
the- relatively paor quality elementary and secondary education
which minorities receive, and their subsequent lack of preparation
to undertake college~level courses. However, far from being-dirique- :
ly a problem for mjnority students, lack of adequate collegiate
preparation now affects students from all socio-economic and ethnic
backgrounds. The recagnition of this problem has caused many
colleges and universities to initiate remedial courses and programs,
at a considerablé cost both financially apd in terms of program

- quality. At the 'sam tlme, some members of the public sand the
Legislature,-as well as some faculty members, feel that suchffemedi-
ation has no place in the collegiate environment, and that such
developmental wdrk should be dope at the K-12 level. The Commission S
has begun a study of the ndture, ektent, and cost of providing
remediatién in Califormia's public postsecondary institutions that
will seek to identify and resolve some of the difficult questions
surrounding the problems of inadequate student preparation and the
need for remediation. ‘ '

Continued Inflation SRR ,

There is considerable disagreement among pconomists as to how the |
nation's economy will weather the 1980s. Some, 1like Richard

Russell, publisher of the."Dow’ Theory Letters," foresee the need to

take serious steps to get the economy and inflation . under control,

steps that include tremendous cuts in government spenfling, sévere

cuts in welfare, and a return to the "severe austerity'" of Depres-

sion days. Others, such .as Warren Johnson, author of Muddling

Toward Frugality, see a -ore human, more- frugal society, with

people using more labor to save energy and raw materials, experi- ‘ »
menting with carpentry, gardening, and plumbing on their own. °

~

- There is, however, substantial agreement about the inevitability of
1nflat10n eveh if recent double-digit inflation gradually moder-
ates. The effects of inflation on California's postsecondary

‘ _educatlon system can already be seen: increasing cqsts of plant
and maintenance, utilitiesy—supplies and textbooks, and demadds for
increases in employee compensation and benefits to keep pace with
rising prices. Administrators in a recent survey noted that between
1965 and 1975, the Consumer Price Indexgincreased -at an average
rate of about 3 6 percent a yearggﬁhfg e Halstead Higher Educa-
tion Price Index increased at out 5.3 percent per year. The
major point to be made is that "the portion of institutional budgets -
required for relatively fixed costs of equipment, supplies, and
maintenance has been increasing more rapidly than have the specific
funds available for them! (Bowen and Glenn§3\12§0 p. 3).

I ~. :
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Increasing Energy Costs -

cost of energy is perhaps the single greatest’factor causing
inflation. In California, transportation “accounts for 42 percent
of the total amount of energy consumed in the State, ‘and gasoline -
costs have increased some 150 percent over the last six years. -
With the increase in energy costs, the costs of operating postsecon-
dary education institutioms will increase: heatjng, air condition- .
.ing, and other utilities will be more expensive, and costs of ’
operating university vehicles will increase. Perhaps most serious . ‘\
is the effect of escalating gasoline prices on student' transporta-
tion, since many of o6ur California institutions are '"commuter
campuseg." Revised course schedulés, off-campus classes and pro-
grams,/and the use of televised courses may become more prevalent
parts of the postsecondary institution as a response to the energy
crisis. ‘

. p )

Changing Student Interests = *
One economic factor that is elosely related to postsecondary educa-
tion is the condition gf the labor market and the employment outlook
for college graduates. Higher-education has not been particularly
adept at matching its output of graduates to trends in the labor
market, as witnessed by the aversupplying.of education’ and liberal
arts graduates in the 1970s. Those institutions that focus on

vocational and t ical training, and those graduate programs -
linked directly to ¥he professions, have had more success in prodyg-
ing employable graduates, and have thus enjoyed an upsurge ir:k .

enrollments. The shift in student "interest afd demand from the ~ "
humanities to more occupationally oriented programs is now a statis- -~
tically demonstrable factor fhat must be taken into account.in T
académic plannlng, as must the labor market projections that influ-

ence student choice.. However, even when an institution is fully
cognizant of both the labor market projections and the shifts in

student demand, it may be extremely difficult to' reallocate re-

sources from fhe overstaffed and underenrolled humanities programs

. . to the high-demand, high-cost professional and techmological pro-

-~

grams. Thus, wh11e egrollment§ have recently increased nationally

more than.50 percent in professional fields of itudy, colleges and
universities were able to increase faculty resources in these

fields by only 15 percent. Conversely, while majors in ‘the social

sciences declined by more than 50 percent, facul reSbuﬁﬁfs in - .
this area were not reduced at all (Millett, 1979, p. 11) ile it

may .be easy to talk about reallocatlng resoufces to respond to .
labor market demand and shifts in student ch01ce it may be extreme- .
ly difficult to accomp11sh .
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The Erratic Fiscal Environment
Perhaps the most important economic factor facimg California post- -
sedondary education in the '1980s,.4is that of the State's erratic
fiscal envitonment. Faced with a State surplus in.the billions ,of
dollars in 1978, California taxpayers demanded a cut i property
taxes and limitations in government spending, and got both, through
Propositions 13 and ‘4. The impact of these factors on California's
public postgecondary system is readily apparént:
' w
,In the Unlver51ty, unspecified budgetary reductions as a
g result of Proposition’13 amounted to some $15.4 million in
1978-79 and an addltlonal $1.3 mllllon in 1979-80.
&
e In the State Unlversrty, reduetions related to Proposition 13
amounted to $14 million in 1978-79, and, after one-time
supplemental funding, an additiona}l $1 million in 1979-80.

e In the Community Colleges, Proposition 13 meant radically

new, complex, and often confusing funding conditions under

154 and AB 8. The consequences for each college and distric

varied widely, buf fo¥ all of them support has shifted from

local to State funding and become dependent on enrollment.

b

A."no growth" situation in State expendltures is likely in the near
future, as a result of the State's having used its budget surplus
to "bail out;' local government and K-12 school districts since
Propoy¥ition 13. The effectsief“ﬁb growth in State resources com-
bined with increased competltlon for these resources from an expand-
ing array of social programs, could have negative effects on the
amount of State resources allocated to postsecondary education.

Public Opinion:- ; - \ . ' \—/

JPublic oplnlon ‘about postsecondary education=-its merits, its
benefits to the individual and.to society at large--is of consider-
able importance to the educational enterprise. Individual decisions
to attend college, collective décisions to support colleges, and
the attitudes of legislators toward the postsecondary system, are
all influenced by tye’public's attitudes toward the State's system
of education. During the 1970s, postsecondary education--indeed,
educatjon in general--suffered some decline in publi¢ support, as.
part of the increasing public’ skepticism about the integrity of its
" various politi631 and social institutions® However, public opinion
polls 1nd£pa£e that during this time the public d1d not waver
significantly in its oplnlon that education itself was a hlgh pri-
ority; it did, however, question whether public education ‘was.as
accountable for its expenditures of public funds as it should be

A2
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and whether it was managed as effectively and efficiently as pos-
.sible. Along with these concerns came concerms about educational
quality, academic standards, and  the.integrity of degrees offered
by trapitional and non-traditional institutions alike.

*

In discussing the hostility of both 'the general public and those in
government to colleges apd universities during the student uprisings
Jf the late sixties, Martin Trow writes that the hostility, came
from both the right and the left: ‘"from the right for allowing and
indeed even encouragipg p011t1ca1 protests on campus;" and from the
left for being elitist 1nst1tutlons stubbornly defending tradition-
al academic standards, favering pr1v11eged groups in society, and
discriminating against the poor and minorities. '"These feelings,"”
Trow continues, "have in many state legislatures led to an .odd |
coalition of conservatives and liberals who agree, if not on what
_the character of higher education should be, then at least on the
principle that thke State or 'the people' should have more to say
about the functions and managemént of the  public colleges and
universities" (1975, pp. 116-117). R .

1
»

r

. e
Increased Regulation ‘o

N

Both “federal and state governments have seen fit to play a greater
role than ever before in ensuring the accountability of postsecon-
daxy education to the publié-agr at .least to federal and state .
political concerns. Statutes and regulatipns, concerning virtually
“every aspect of education--from the statutory statement of the
eligibility pool from which an institution may draw its students,

through its funding for specific.programs, to the sex and ethnicity

of its faculty and administyation--are now the rule rather than the
exception. While one may argue that the postsecondary education
system would not be approprlateTy accountable for its expenditures,
nor be willing .to make efforts in gffirmative actiop without the
various government mandates, it is also important to remember that,
such demands for accountability -involve considerable costs--costs
which, in public institutions, are ultimatély borne by the taxpay-
ers. ' Bowen and Glenny, in their 1979 study on responses to stress
at ten California colXleges and unlver51t1es, note the follow1ng
about public and legislative desires for increased accountability:
"No one with whom reporting requirements were discussed disputed
the rights of the stat! and feder4l governments to require account-
ing for the expenditure of publi¢ funds . . . at all campuses and
districts, hoyever, there was seridus concern over.the cumulative
impact of these requlrementa in the face of rlslng.costs and dimin-
ishing revenues” (Bowen and Glenny, 1980, p. 5). The neéd for
postsecondary institutions to be’accquntable for expenditures of
public funds, and to be responsive to the public--and thé‘legisla-

tive--interest; must be balanced by a clear understanding of.the
AY .
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.

costs of compliance, costs which may ultimately affect the educa- .
tional program. Consideration should be given to the necessity for
and benefits of increased accountablllfy, as compared to the costs
of such accountability, before new regulatlons are imposed upon
postsecondary institutions. .

«

P . ”

One of the major socio-political factors which has influenced
postsecondary education to a con51derable extent ovefssthe past °
decade, has been the ,public desire For social Justlce, for an
expansion of access to postsecondary education that would help
achieve the national goal of equality for all. Education, particu-
larly in the late sixtieg, was seen as the most important means to

the ends of social justice and full participation of minorities in
American life. More recently, the women's movement and the changing
role of women in American society have led to increased concern on

the part of women for access to and participation in all levels and
types of postsecondary education. While there have been notable:-
successes in expanding access to an increasingly diverse student
clientele over, the past decade, the goal of equitable participation

has not been reached -As noted earlier, while Callfornla will
become America's first "majority ethnic minority state" in the -
"1990s, minorities still graduate from high school in mpch smaller .
numbers than whité students, become eligible for the University of 7
California at a much lower rate, and have'a higher attrition rate -
from the University once enrolled. And while womeniiow represent

over half the undergraduate enrollments in Califormia's public
colleges and universities, they are still seriously underrepresented

in many graduate and professional schools.

Socigl Justice and Affirmative Action

While the public's desire for social justice has moderated consider

ably from that expressed in.the late sixties, the demands from the \\
various new student ¢lienteles h#¥ve increased. Women, ethnic
minorities, older adults, 3nd the handicapped’ will continue to
constitute an increasing proportion of the available clientele for
postsecondary education. Some institutions are moving to meet the
expressed needs of these new students; others believe that the
students must equip themselves to meet the traditional academic
standards and program requ1rements‘fn order to be really/accepted '
‘as educated persons. Whatever the current response$§ of @ostsecon— ’
dary institutions to this new clientele, one fact remains clear: -
it ie these students who will constitute the. bitlk of the persons .
from which postsecondary education will draw its students in the

next decade. This fact must be taken into aecount ip planning for

the future of postsecondary educatlon in this State. b !

“ . A
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Increasing Competition for State Funds . _ .

Perhaps the major external, socic-political factor which will L—

influence the future of postsecondary education in California is

‘that of competition for increasingly scarce State résources from

other socially important priorities. As the population ages, the .

needs for health care will increase and the costs will grow. :

Improved pensions and adequdte retirement benefits will be demanded.

As more- linguistically different populations -enter California, _

demands for bilingual and bicultural elementary and secondary N

education will increase. These and other social priorities will

compete with postsecondary education for available State funds--at

a time when the conginued awailability of those funds is uncertain, .

due to pressure from the working and middle classes for tax relief.

Whether postsecondary education will maintain its share of the

State budget in the face of competition from other social priorities .

remains to be seen.
?

»

INTERNAL ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS

«

Enrollment-Driven Funding Formulas >

The fact that California's public colleges and universities are
funded on an enrollment-driveg—formula basis is perhaps the chief
_internal economic factor affecting the system. During the past
decades, enroliment growth in public postsecondary education was
1ncrea31ng 'steadily, .with dramatic jumps in enrollments during the
gixtjes. - As long as enrollments increased, fundlng increased, .
X keeping the institutions capabile of meeting thelr growxng needs fot
buildings,! faculty, and: student services. The fact that funding g
was tied to enrollments even masked the effects of inflation: ~ as . -,
. .Boweh and Glenny repoft, "One senior administratog suggested that
- . he an& others had become so accustomed to rapid enrdllment growth
that they 'failed -to recognize the degree to which they had become
dependent on dollars appropriated to cope with increased enrollments
‘to offflset concurrent but unrelated problems resultlng from' infla- -8
tion'" (Bowen and Glenny, 1980, pp. 2 -3). . ’

i

: N Now that- enrollments are either stablllzing or declining, those o < .
: ~ “dollars are no longer available to offset inflation. The formulas .

“ which, were so profitable to institutions as they grew are causing o
- problems for them in this era of no growth or~decline in enroll- )

ments, Since many institutional costs will continue even if enroll-

ment decllnes, dollars "cannot be taken away on the same basis on

Wthh they were previously added without serisnsly diminishing an
"#épsExtutlon s funding base.' Currently, various mechanisms to .

soften the financial effects of sudden . enroliment decline have been

-
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Qdded to the [formulas; whether this will be sufficient as Califor-
‘nia's colleges 'and universities hit the peak of the enrollment
§ dec*e in the mid-1980s is not yet clear.,

A "Tenured-In" Faculty
One of the factors hampering the ability of ad' institution to
respond to reductions in resources and to reallocate those resources
when needed, is the extent to which the faculty is "tenured-in" and
the costs a$soc1ated with this pggnomenon A faculty that is
largely tenured, and mov1ng toward the upper ranks, is an expensive,
faculty, and one that is often overstaffed in the humanities and
liberal arts_areas and understaffed in the high-demand areas. of
bu51ness the professions, and th%lnlgh-technology programs. ' —
Colleges and universities are trying in various ways to dbpe'with
- this factor: some are increasing the proportion of non-temure

track or part-time faculty they hire; others are 1nst1tut1ng pro-

grams that provide inducements for early retirement; still others

_are trying to retraih faculty from lower-demand dlsc1p11nes to work
- successfully in the high-demand programs. The neeéd for an institu-
tion to develop more flexibilijty in the area of faculty resoWrces
is clear; the ability to do so may be problematic.

e d

Along with the tenured-in nature of the faculty, come inc¢¥reases in
the associated costs: more faculty higher on the ladder mean more
money in salaries, and inflation fotces demands from the faculty
that their salaries and benefits at least keep pace with the rise
in the cost of 1i Faculty salaries and employee benefits will
) ’ continue to reprzya major'portion of the institutional budget,
. . and to be one of . majer economi¢ factors affecting the internal
institutional environment. ,

Combined with enrollment-driven fupding formulas,. and reductions in
. real resources, the costs associated with an increasingly tenured-in

faculty could have the effect of seriously diminishing the resources

available to maintain and enhance program quality, to start new-

- programs in high-demand areas, and to develop new services to meet
the needs of the changing student clientele. Methods of moderating
the influence of these intermal economic factors need to be found
and implemented in order to maintain a strong postsecondary educa-
tion system for Callfornla in the years ahead

Cojlective Bargaining
- S
Faculty collective bargaining, authorized for the Community Tolleges
v in 1376 and for the University and State University in 1979,

< ' 4
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inserted 4 new uncertain factor into the internal environment of
postsécondary institutions, with ramjfications that may be profound.
While many Community College faculties have organized with unioms,
the State University and University faculty are only .now facing
elections to decide on bargaining agents The factor of collective
; bargaining is so new. for California postsecondary education that
. . its effects or the internal institutiongl environment can only be
R guessed at. In a recent. study, Bowen and Glenny reported that:

- "There is concern that the distance between faculty and administra-
© "'+ tion will increase under 'industrial models' of collective bargain=
ing. Consensus and collegiality have been pursued as ideals, and,
.in many institutionms, captured to a greater extent than is often
realized. Many administrators 4&nd facultw fear discord as firm
- legal distinctie are drawn between 'management' and 'labor'"

. (1980, p. 4). Th& ultimate effects of collective bargaining may be
negative ones on the internal institfitional environment; if, as
Glenny posits,. collective bargaining’by faculty members makes it
“increasingly- difficult, even if thought desirable, for higher
institutions to make major changes in programs, work patterns,

lengths of cogs;esf/End times to teach" (1980, p. 377)

The New Student Clientele

The nature of the new student c11ente1e itself, once they enter the -

- . institution, becomes an internal factor in the 1nst1tut10nal envi-
ronment. A The new clientele may bring with it new and dlfferent
needs for services: older adult students may desire more late
afternoon and evening programs and may.only attend on’a part-time
basis; students from underprepared backgrounds will require in-
creasesin’ supportive services such as counsqi1ng and remedia%0n;

~ students with family responsibilities may increase the demand for
" . child care facilities. The needs of the new student clienteles may
necessitate changes in the internal workings of the institution,
including curriculum changes,-schedul1ng modifications and altera-
tions in the type of suppbrtlve servides offered.

L]

- -
At the same time that an institption is seeklng to enchance its
ot "market responsiveness" (and« sdme will bridle at the term), the
faculty may well be increasipg their -concerns ‘for maintenance of
‘program quality and traditignal academlc standards. The various
1o factors may, at times, be At odds, with each other. Shijting re-

‘sources from one program toganother to accommodate shifts”in student .

demand may threaten the quality of the program from which resources
. - were reallocated. .The move toward more emphasis on occnpationally
- oriented programs may threaten what many faculty feel are the basic
components of a well~rounded education. The ability of an institu-
tion to admit and then meet the needs of an underpreparedxc11entele
through instituting remedial courses and programs may challemge the .

‘e R L e 2 Y
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’ . . , o

- - N | &3 . *
1nst1tutlon s’ intérnal conceptions of academic’standards and main-
E " tenance of quality. All of these factors w111 interact in various.
\ way¥ in the internal -environment of an institutjon, and thow that
< e institution responds to these facters will depend, to a great
" " ' extent, upon its particular mission, scope, and role in the postsec-
: ondary education system. ¥ ‘ - .

% -

T ¢ . ‘
. -Qentrahzagon of -Authority g - | . _ .
v .
! Q\“' One.final factor that o%erates both within the internal environment
of an institution and within the system of postsecondary education
itself, is that.of the pressure for increased centralization of :
authority and management. At the institutional level, as resources
are constrained and difficult decisions must be made regarding .
‘%Ea + where those resources ought to go, those decisions will increasingly
A be made-at higher and hlgher levels. At the institutiona® level,
thoseadeC131ons may 1ncre351ngly be made by_the admlnlstratlon‘
=&§ _w_ acting “alone; 4t the system level, more and more decisions may be
. S

~

ade by the systemwide adpfinistration, as concerns for the maipge- . -

. Q%pe of prograd diversifty and academic quality move beyond s

.t <in ividual campus to the systemwide level. At the statewide level

, . an increasing number, of decisions regarding the ,appropriate digEth

bution of programs and the equitable allocation of resources

need t@pbe made by a coordlnatldt body with a statew1de, rathé¢r ~
than system or campus peFspective.,In their 1979 study, Bowen” and
enny discussed the difficulty with centralization as a concept

* andthe reasons why it migh? be e ected as.a resBQnse_to stress:
’ L ~

. There is . . . widespfead Xeqognition that no simple v
. ' solution such -as decentralization or .centralization :

. exists for.. . . a complex problem--that the most produc-

tive way to deal- with "the problem is through careful .

analysis of the various functions #%o be performéﬁ and .
assigning these at the level at which they can be most ) Y 4
effectively achieved (1979, p. 43). - . Y

' The authors cdnclude with the obsérvatiof that: ’ ) \ .
, . :

: D Centrallzatlon is "a pe30rat1ve term in higher education.
L ‘ The greater the distance begween departmental faculty and
. a decision relatlng to theirAprogram,  the less likely.
.'that the decision will be informed by intimate knowledge -
. progra@ needs. On the other hand, there is greater
. e ellhfpd that -the decision will be informed by the
' : needs of-.other programs and by “institutionwide prioritie ..
s If a decision must be entralized, procedures and :
crlterla shauld, we suggest,.be set' out as clearly and
openly as pOSSlble (1979, p. 44) o . - -
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The interactions of "the 'varicus internal factors df§cussed aboye on - {
an institution, and on the-postsecondary system at large, 1 *

»  force a reexamination of %institutional and systemwide priorities as
. * the \postsecondary education system responds to the needs of mew *

o . students and new. conditions.
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SR IN CONCLUSION . | o,

.
)

Clearly, the environment for Califormia postsecoqda}y education in °
the 1980s is dramatically different from what it waf in the sixties .
) or severtties. The external demographic, economic, and socio-politi-
= ~ cal factors are eliciting changes in the institutions: changes to R
‘. . réspond to.differences in the age. sex, ethnicity, add preparation
of students; to shifts‘in stn@éntﬁ program choices and to labor
market demands; to high inflati rates, increased energy costs,
constrdined resources, and an er%atic fiscal environment; to in-
C. creased legislative ‘involvemént, demands for accountability, and
desires 'for social® jugtice. : The internal factors are also eliciting .o
¢hanges, while posing complex questions }garding the appropriate .
response of the postsecondary system: whethér and how.to'alter , - ¢
enrollment-driven jing formulas; how to handle increasing plant
and maintenance ¢BSts; how “to maintain faculty compensation and
~benefits in the face of .resource reductions;: how to reallocate N
resources among competfpg priorities; how to respond to the needs @
of a new and quite different student clientele while maintaining '
traditional academic standards and high program quality; and final- , .
ly, how to decide-which decisions are best made at the systemwide |,
rather than the campus level, and which may need to.be made at a )
statewide rather than.system level. The ultimate resolution of all . -
of these- concerns will require a reevaluation of instjtutional, )
systemwide, and statewide priorities, and a”more cooperatyve ap- ’
proach to leadership than has been the case in éceny’ years. The = =
... sextedt to which Califormia's -postsecondary educatiba system can
’cope' successfully wifh the increasirdgly complex and often negative
factors in the environment of the eighties, may well depend upon °
new.approaches to the planning .and coordination of all sectors of .
the system. To assist in this endeavor, the Commission offers its
recommendatiogs for change in the companion document, The Challenges
‘$ Ahead: A Planning Agenda for Califordia Postsecon?ary Education,
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